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Abstract

Germany, NATO’s Out-of-Area Operations, and the €5D

The German Defense Policy Dilemma

Kent S. Oglesby

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Professor Sabine Lang

Henry M. Jackson School of International Studies

Germany stands as a pivotal country within the NAdl@&nce: it is an economic superpower
and occupies a central geographic and politicatipnsn Europe. Germany’s defense policy
and its approach to alliance commitments will hawgnificant impact on the success or failure
of NATO strategy. However, its participation ingdd€Cold War NATO combat operations has
varied from full commitment to outright abstentiohhis paper will explore the reasons behind
Germany’s inconsistent support of NATO combat noissiin the Balkans (Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Kosovo), Afghanistan, and Libya. Given theaplal development of a security framework
within the European Union, it will also examine tBd’'s Common Security and Defense Policy

and evaluate its viability as an alternative to NA&s Germany’s primary military alliance.
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Introduction

NATO is a military alliance which was founded indBand originally comprised twelve
member countries from Western Europe and North AsaerHaving been divided into
occupation zones following its World War 1l defe@grmany did not join the alliance until 1955
and then only partially, as the former Soviet oatign zone in eastern Germany became a
separate state in 1949. However, in the pressntadieunited Germany now stands as a pivotal
country within the alliance: it is an economic symwwer, is the most populous of all of the
European member states, and occupies a centralagdng and political position in Europe.
Accordingly, Germany'’s defense policy will haveignficant impact on the success or failure
of NATO strategy, and will also impact Europeaneshsie policy as a whole. Germany’s
commitment to NATO, or lack thereof, will heavilyfluence the future of the alliance and

transatlantic relations.

NATO’s mandate has remained ostensibly defensiveitb strategy has evolved over the
decades. Since the 1990’s, it has mounted a sdrasnbat operations outside the boundaries
of its member states. These new external missiame caused much controversy in Germany, a
country still keenly aware of its World War Il legggand now harboring a deep aversion to
military interventions. Conflicted over reservatsobased on history and modern day
international obligations, German leaders havegglad to define a coherent defense policy.
They are caught between a rock and a hard plaeem&hy aspires to be an economic and
political power, but not a military power. Thisramdrum is the issue on which Germany’s

defense policy, and therefore its role within raiiit alliances, ultimately hinges.



During the Cold War, NATO stood in opposition t@ tBoviet-sponsored counter-
alliance known as the Warsaw Pact. The centrabfigan border between member states of
these opposing alliances, running through the lgativided Germany, was both the physical
and symbolic front line of the Cold War. Throughthis period, as part of a divided nation
lacking full sovereignty, West Germany’s role wasgly defensive: neither the Germans nor
their allies had any interest in the establishnoéret new offensive German military capability.
Eager for peace and reintegration into internatisnaiety, Germans by and large preferred a
limited military role with many protesting agairtee reestablishment of any new armed forces
altogether’. The collapse of the Soviet Union brought witthi end of the Cold War,

reunification and a return to full sovereignty féermany, and a new era for NATO.

Beginning with the Balkans operations in the 19902TO redefined its imperative and
expanded its mandate to include missions outsiléethitory of its member states. This
engagement strategy evolved further after the fistrattacks of September 11, 2001, when the
alliance for the first time invoked the North AttamTreaty’s Article 5. This article states that a
armed attack on any member state shall be consli@derattack on all members and that they
will respond accordingly.Since then, NATO has engaged in combat missioAdghanistan

and Libya.

This new out-of-area mandate was formally codifretlATO’s official mission
statement, the “Strategic Concept” issued at tH®20sbon summit conference. Paragraph 20

summarizes the justification for operations beybiAd’ O boundaries when it states:

! “The Bundeswehr on Operations” (German Federaldifin of Defense, June 2009), 10,
http://www.bmvg.de/resource/resource/MzEzZNTMAMMUANAMMUzMTM1IMzMyZTM2MzEzMDMwMzAzM
DMwMzAzMDY3Nzc2NzY2NmU2NTc3NmMyMDIwMjAyMDIw/The%20Bindeswehr%200n%200perations.pd
f.

2“NATO - The North Atlantic Treaty, NATQ accessed May 4, 2013,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts7120.htm.
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Crises and conflicts beyond NATO’s borders can @odeect threat to the security of
Alliance territory and populations. NATO will trefore engage, where possible and
when necessary, to prevent crises, manage crisédjze post-conflict situations and

support reconstruction.

Furthermore, Paragraph 25 goes on to say thatltaeca will “further develop doctrine and
military capabilities for expeditionary operatioms;luding counterinsurgency, stabilization and
reconstruction operationd."NATO is now officially no longer a purely defemsialliance;

rather, it has charged itself with active interventto shape outcomes, or “peacemaking”, by

military force if necessary.

Prior to these NATO engagements, Germany’s ingat-World War 1l military
deployments in the early 1990’s were largely inpsrpof United Nations (UN) humanitarian
missions. Although specifically designated as nombat or “unarmed” in nature, these
missions nonetheless generated great controvelSgrmany, as the country debated the
purpose of its armed forces and the potential icagibns of sending troops abroad. Later, the
NATO out-of-area missions served to fuel this comérsy, as they represented a new level of

involvement: active military intervention in contlz@nes.

When NATO's post-Cold War missions are viewed agale, a key question
concerning Germany’s role arises: why has Gernsapgtticipation in NATO combat
operations been inconsistent? Its commitment &&-Gold War NATO interventions — in the
Balkans (Bosnia-Herzegovina & Kosovo), Afghanistamd Libya — has varied from reluctant

but full participation to outright abstention. i$ldisparity points to the lack of a clearly define

3 “NATO 2010 Strategic Concept: Active Engagem&fdern Defence” (NATO, November 19, 2010), 6,
http://www.nato.int/nato_static/assets/pdf/pdf_jpedtions/20120203_strategic-concept-2010-eng.pdf.
*Ibid., 7.



security policy. Patrick Keller of the Konrad Aderer Institute argues that Germany never truly
embraced the idea of out-of-area NATO mission$ier2010 Strategic Concept, but lacks a
coherent alternative strategy. Without a cleatsgic goal, Germany seeks to maintain a status
guo; something that Keller argues is impossibtaefalliance is to survive in a time of rapidly
evolving threats. Similarly, Constanze Stelzenmilller of the Gerrvirshall Fund refers to
Germany as the “self-constrained republic” andnetathat although after reunification Germany
is now fully sovereign, its security policy remaimsderdeveloped and unfocuged.

As will be shown in this paper, Germany’s histollicéased aversion to military
intervention, coupled with legal complications steimg from its federal constitution, has
contributed to this strategic incoherence and leagdddly complicated German involvement in
NATO operations. When seen in the context of therofliscordant German, NATO, and
European defense policies, a related questionsaris@l the controversy over out-of-area
combat missions lead to a fundamental strategi@gsg, causing Germany to seek an alternative
alliance option?

The parallel development of the European Union’'sn@wmn Security and Defense Policy
(CSDP) has presented Germany with a potentialnatere to NATO. The EU favors “soft
power” civilian-based means to dealing with exténonses; an approach potentially more
palatable to Germany. Notably, the language irtrémegties which led to the formation of the
CSDP also establishes the framework for a Europehtary alliance.

A component of the EU Common Foreign and Secuficl? (CFSP), the CSDP had its

beginnings in the 1948 Treaty of Brussels. Tleatly created the first post-World War |l

®Keller P, “Germany in Nato: The Status Quo Allgtirvival54, no. 3 (2012): 95-110.

® “Stelzenmiiller.indd - Stelzenmueller_The_SelfCoaised_Republic_IP_032010.pdf,” 4, accessed Juge1s3,
http://www.gmfus.org/wp-

content/blogs.dir/1/files_mf/galleries/ct_news_d@ei attachments/Stelzenmueller_The_SelfConstraRepublic_
IP_032010.pdf.
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framework for mutual defense cooperation in WesEarrope, the Western European Union
(WEU). Since then, there has been a successiaaifes which over time have further defined
and expanded European mutual defense, combining sanfier agreements and superseding
others. The current manifestation of the CSDP eueaified in the 2009 Lisbon treaty and
officially supplanted the WEU. This evolution camisout as the result of the significant
changes in the security environment at the entdefCold War.

If Germany looks to the CSDP as an alternative raeisim to promote its military
security, much work remains ahead. The CSDP faegsus policy issues and capability
shortfalls, casting doubt on its viability as aitaily alliance. Furthermore, Germany’s own
intentions regarding it are not self-evident, andperation with the other two major European

military powers, the United Kingdom and France, besn lacking.

This paper’s body is divided into four sectiofide first is a historical background of
NATO and Germany’ role in the alliance, along watthexamination of Germany’s initial post-
Cold War military deployments. The second secisom case comparison of specific NATO
missions and Germany’s participation therein, aleith an analysis of these events and their
significance in the context of German history, pod, and constitutional law. The third section
explores the potential for the CSDP as an altereadatt NATO. The final section considers the
possibility of a changing defense philosophy wittiia new German government coalition and
the effects of the Russia/Ukraine crisis on Gerauach NATO policy. Sources include books,
journal articles, official NATO and EU documentgws articles and editorial commentaries,

scholarly papers, and opinion polls.



|. Historical Background

The NATO alliance

World War 1l left much of Europe devastated. Otrerty-six million people had died;
fully half of them civilians” Many cities were in ruins and food shortages abled. With the
economies of most European countries in a shamiéese, stability and recovery were
foremost on government agendas. In this settirggpolitical and ideological split between the
Soviet Union and its Western allies quickly martiéelsitself and two diverging spheres of

influence began to form.

In the West, a number of factors served to triggerovement towards the creation of a
new military alliance. Chief among these was tivenfation of communist governments in
Soviet-occupied Eastern Europe, along with incregpblitical tensions between Moscow and
her former allies. These tensions culminated duttve Berlin Blockade of 1948-49, when the
Soviet Union attempted to gain control of Berlindutting off communication between the
western sectors of the city and the outside wbAtthough the Western allies successfully
countered the blockade with a massive airlift,@bealating East-West strains led the United
States and other Western European countries tdHegrossibility of continued aggressive

Soviet expansion.

Besides the burgeoning military confrontation kesgw the USSR and the West, other
issues also influenced the desire for a new alliar@iven the political landscape that preceded

the war, leaders sought a means of safeguardingsadglae resurgence of fascism and nationalist

" Tony JudtPostwar: A History of Europe since 19@Sew York: Penguin Press, 2005), 18.
8 .
Ibid., 146.



militarism. They saw integration as essentialrtswging future peace and pursued a means to
achieve it. In response, twelve Western countieesluded collective defense talks and signed
the North Atlantic Treaty on April2 1949, officially inaugurating NATO The founding
members of the alliance were Belgium, Canada, Dekrfraance, Great Britain, Iceland, Italy,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal éwedinited States. From this beginning,
NATQO’s primary mission has remained ostensibly wamged: to provide for the collective
defense of its members. However, over time tharade has grown and its perceived threats

have changed substantially, leading to a strategisformation.

Since its inception, the alliance has experienbege distinct phases. The first, lasting
from 1949 to roughly 1991, coincided with the C@@r. During this period NATO stood in
opposition to the Soviet-sponsored counter-allidaraevn as the Warsaw Pact. The Warsaw
Pact was comprised of Eastern European satellitesstvhich had been formed in the region of
post-World War Il Soviet occupation. Notably, M&arsaw Pact was formed in reaction to the
accession of West Germany to NAT®The central European border between member sthtes
these opposing alliances, now running through deethof a divided Germany, was front line of
the Cold War and a potential flashpoint for WorldiIl. Had direct military confrontation
between the United States and the Soviet Union@sairrred, a likely scenario would have been
a NATO-Warsaw Pact war. During this period, oMefeATO strategy was focused on deterring

a Soviet invasion of Western Europe.

When the Soviet Union collapsed and the Cold \Wided, NATO entered a new era and

sought to redefine itself. It found renewed pugpas it expanded membership to include

® NATO, “NATO History,” 2013, http://www.nato.int/story/nato-history.html.

0 «Office of the Historian - Milestones - 1953-196The Warsaw Treaty Organization,” accessed Jug@13,
http://history.state.gov/milestones/1953-1960/Wai&aaty.

1 NATO, “NATO History.”



Eastern European nations, helping to maintain ggcamd provide stability after the fall of
communism and the outbreak of civil war in the Bal& During this second phase of its
existence, NATO broadened to twenty eight memlsestwith almost all of the new entries
coming from the former Warsaw Pdétn a dramatic departure from the Cold War ordes, t
eastern borders of NATO shifted from central Gemyanas far east as the Baltic States, having
been until recently annexed territory of the US3iRaddition to European member expansion,
NATO undertook a number of partnership initiatieesl established formal working

relationships with countries as far away as Afrieast Asia, and Australia.

NATO'’s third phase has its roots in the ethnicftois which erupted in the
disintegrating state of Yugoslavia in the 1990tswas at this time that the alliance first
embraced the concept of military operations outthéeterritories of its member states.
Stopping genocide and ethnic cleansing were thédipagions for those missions, and the
argument for intervention included protecting Ewap security and stabiliy. Following the
terrorist attacks of 9/11 and the first-ever inwama of Treaty Article 5, NATO reinterpreted its
expanded mandate. In its official strategy, thi@mte stated that threats were no longer limited
to conventional militaries. Rather, non-state exctnd terrorist organizations had emerged as
deadly enemies that must be engaged wherever aeg&sSince then, NATO has conducted
combat missions in overseas locations on sevecalsitans, most recently in Libya and the

ongoing mission in Afghanistan.

2 Ipid.

13“NATO - Partners,NATQ accessed April 18, 2014, http://www.nato.int/epshatolive/51288.htm.

14 Javier Solana, “NATO'’s Success in Kosovo | Foréiffairs,” accessed April 18, 2014,
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/55610/javigplana/natos-success-in-kosovo.

15 NATO, “Active Engagement, Modern Defence Stratégimcept for the Defence and Security of the Mesibér
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation: AdoptedHigads of State and Government in Lisbon.,” 2010.
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Germany in NATO

As the recently defeated and still-occupied amegaf World War Il, Germany was not
initially considered for membership in NATO. Atethime the alliance was founded, the country
was still divided into occupation zones and iténdite future as a state was uncertain. It was not
until six years later that the new Federal ReputiGermany (FRG or West Germany) would

join the alliance.

As the Cold War intensified in the 1950’s, the tddiStates pushed its allies to utilize the
West German potential to strengthen NATO defensagmabilities. The three big Western
powers, the US, UK, and France, all agreed thaSthaets posed a major threat and a larger
deterrent was needed. However, the rearmamen¢imh&y was a contentious issue,
particularly for the French. There were initialhyee separate proposals: creating a German
federal police force which could form the foundatwmf an army, raising German military units
as a part of a European army, or creating a fldlgiged national army and integrating the FRG
into NATO® After internal and external debate, the thirdaptvas agreed upon and the FRG
was formally accepted into NATO on May 6, 1955.r@any’s new military was to be a
defensive force to deter or repel a Soviet invgdmanvever, command and control was to be
fully integrated into NATO: whereas the US retammwerall military command, German forces
constituted the bulk of the conventional defensegsiwGermany. However, they had no

organic general staff. This function was integidteo NATO headquarters.

Germany’s Cold War role was defined by the exeei®mphasis placed on territorial

defense. This emphasis was exemplified by thed=Gldp: located along the border between

1% Helga Haftendorn, “Germany’s Accession to NATOQ03,
http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2005/issue2/engliéstory.html.
7 “The Bundeswehr on Operations,” 9-10,13.



the divided Germanys, the Fulda Gap was an aremthao be the preferred attack route for
Soviet armored divisions due to its terrain, coasd advantageous to tarlR§he Gap, the
focal point of NATO-Warsaw Pact confrontation, epitized the genesis of West Germany’s
role within the alliance: its military was creatied, and defense policy focused solely on, the
territorial defense of NATO in central Europe. §foundation would have a pervasive

influence on future German security policy and ipgoétion in the alliance.

With the collapse of communism, the raison d’'@fr&lATO was called into question.
Having been oriented exclusively towards a dete¢meSoviet invasion, the role of Germany
within a post-Cold War military alliance was uneént However, some German leaders saw an
opportunity to continue to pursue the objectivepraimoting European peace and stability
through expansion. Looking ahead to the new palitbrder in Europe, German Chancellors
Helmut Kohl and later Gerhard Schroeder envisicgmxhomic, political, and security potential

from an expanded NATO and joined with the US toncpimn the ided’

Having laid the foundation for constructive dialeguith the East during the 1960’s and
70's through its “Ostpolitik,” Germany found itséff an advantageous positiGtfter a 1990
summit meeting between German Chancellor Helmut Kot the Soviet Premier Mikhail
Gorbacheyv, the first concrete result of this diagvas the agreement to full integration of the
reunited Germany into NAT@. This included the absorption of the East Germamyanto the

Bundeswehr (West German federal defense forcejh Wve final withdrawal of Soviet troops

18 Associated Press, “Fulda Gap Is Key Point in NAD€ense Against Soviet Forcesds Angeles Time#larch
1, 1987, http://articles.latimes.com/1987-03-01/skmn-6926 1 fulda-gap.

19 Adrian G. V Hyde-PriceGermany and European Order: Enlarging NATO andBte(Manchester, UK; New
York: Manchester University PressDistributed exclusively in the USA by St. MartinPress, 2000), 151-153.
2 Gordon A Craig, “Did Ostpolitik Work?,Foreign Affairs73, no. 1 (1994).

ZLNATO, “NATO History.”
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from the former East Germany in 1994, this inteagratvas complete and it marked the first

expansion of NATO into the former Warsaw Pact.

Shortly after reunification in 1992, NATO estabkshthe North Atlantic Cooperation
Council, facilitating consultations with former Véaw Pact members and other outside
countries. These and other regional initiativegito@ing in the early 1990’s transformed the
main focus of the alliance during this period frtarritorial defense to regional cooperation,

integration, and expansion. Germany was a leadieise efforté?

Germany'’s role in NATO began with the controversedrmament of a country still
regarded by some of its new allies as a potertiabt. Over the course of the Cold War, the
Bundeswehr grew to be the largest army in Westeroie and the core of NATO conventional
defense, but the least autonomous army by desijth the Soviet threat gone and a new
political and military era suddenly appearing, pits of the success of expansion, NATO leaders
were left with the complicated task of redefinimyess. For Germany this task would prove

uniquely challenging as it reemerged on the waiges as a fully sovereign nation in the 1990’s.

Initial deployments: “unarmed” missions, legal daabes

Following reunification and the return to full soeggnty in 1991, Germany came under
pressure from allies to shoulder more of the bufanternational military missions. The first-
ever deployment of Bundeswehr troops outside tinfiroes of NATO territory occurred in
August 1991, providing logistical support to theildd Nations Special Commission
(UNSCOM) in Irag. UNSCOM was established after fivst Gulf War to verify Iraqi

compliance with a mandated ban on nuclear, chepaoal biological weapons. The army and

22 Haftendorn, “Germany’s Accession to NATO.”
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air force provided airlift in the form of C-160 trsport aircraft and CH-53 helicopters along with

a few dozen support personnel based in Baghda&aimchin*

Of note, this operation closely followed a deploynef Alpha Jet fighter aircraft to
Turkey during the First Gulf War. Their missionsma provide protection for their NATO ally
in case the fighting in Iraqg spilled over the Tstkborder. Although confined to NATO
territory, this deployment nonetheless sparkedrowetsy due to its proximity to the fighting in
Irag. Foreshadowing debates to come, it alsodajsestions about the legality of foreign
military missions which would in turn lead to a tionous series of constitutional challenges

which have persisted for decadés.

Several other deployments followed in the next ywars, all in support of UN-
sanctioned missions and all designated as humeamtar peacekeeping. In October 1991,
Germany sent 150 medical personnel to Cambodiara®pthe UNAMIC and UNTAC
operations. They established and manned a fiedgited for 18 month$® Later in the year the
Bundeswehr began its first large-scale overseasbpe as Chancellor Kohl, without prior
Bundestag consent, deployed nearly 2000 persoateétHorn of Africa in support of the UN
Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM I1). Civil war had s&d chaos and a humanitarian crisis, and
the German troops were assigned to provide logssigpport to the UN peacekeepers and relief

workers?® Finally, in the prelude to the first NATO out-afea combat missions, ethnic

2 “The Bundeswehr on Operations,” 52.

24 Tyler Marshall, “Atlantic Alliance: Luftwaffe Dnas Flak in Its Turkey Excursion But Germany's
Deployment of Fighters Is More of a Political Gestthan a Military Threat.,Los Angeles Timedanuary 12,
1991, http://articles.latimes.com/1991-01-12/news/fi64_1 german-military.

% «The Bundeswehr on Operations,” 5.

% |bid.
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conflicts in the Balkans led NATO and the WEU tdiate enforcement of a UN-sanctioned no-

fly zone and maritime blockade of Yugoslatfa.

These initial Bundeswehr deployments saw the @argovernment venturing into
previously unexplored policy territory. Legal qtiess arose about the constitutionality of
foreign military deployments and the procedureatithorize them. Coupled with the
widespread pacifist sentiment in Germany, militamgsions outside of German territory were
unpopular and controversial. At the time of thstfnationwide elections in October 1990, fully
75% of Germans favored staying out of internatiauaiflicts®® This sentiment remained
largely unchanged through the time of the earBestdeswehr deployments: a 1993 poll

showed that German public support for out-of-aréary missions was no more than 27%.

In 1992, the opposition Social Democrats (SPD)arigment led by foreign policy
spokesman Karsten Voigt objected to the governmetions when it had deployed troops
without Bundestag approval. They insisted that3an2ajority vote should be required to
approve the deployment of troops to dangerous ardamgt asserted that the ruling coalition
under Chancellor Kohl was ignoring necessary promgsof the Grundgesetz (federal

constitution, or Basic Law) regarding the employtnafrthe armed forces’

Article 87a of the Basic Law states that armeddenmay be employed for the purpose of
defense and any other use may only be in compliattbethe provisions of the Basic Law.

Furthermore, per Article 115, a “state of defensai only be declared by a 2/3 majority vote of

2T NATO, “NATO History.”

% Richard Sobel, Eric Shapiro, and Robert Shapirrnational Public Opinion and the Bosnia Crigisexington
Books, 2003), 258.

2 Alice Holmes CoopetRaradoxes of Peace: German Peace Movements sid&(A8n Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1996), 251.

3 “Germany’s Struggle with Military Power in a Chamg World | World | DW.DE | 28.12.2010W.DE,
accessed March 14, 2014, http://www.dw.de/germatrysrgle-with-military-power-in-a-changing-world/a-
6308457.
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the Bundestag. Then and only then shall commarideohrmed forces be passed to the

chancellor* The government countered with its own constindlaeference. Article 24 states:

With a view to maintaining peace, the Federatioy erater into a system of mutual
collective security; in doing so it shall consemstich limitations upon its sovereign
powers as will bring about and secure a lasting@&aEurope

and among the nations of the wotfd.

Many conservatives argued that this article allofeedserman participation in multilateral
military operations that were not directly relatederritorial defense, therefore not requiring the

assent of a 2/3 majority in the Bundestag.

Unable to resolve their differences within parliarhen early 1993 the SPD and the
junior coalition partner Free Democrats (FDP) fileginctions with the
Bundesverfassungsgericht, or Federal ConstitutiGoairt (FCC). The first motion was
intended to block the deployment of E-3 AWACS (Airbe Warning and Control System)
aircrew to the Balkans. This was for the enforcetnoé the UN-mandated no-fly zone, imposed
as ethnic violence in the former Yugoslavia esealatThe second motion was to prevent the

extension of the Bundeswehr's UNOSOM Il missiorsomalia.

In a ruling on April 8, 1993, the FCC permitted theployment of the AWACS crews. It
cited the potentially grave implications of withdiiag from an ongoing integrated mission, but
did not decisively answer the question of its legalSubsequently on June 23, 1993 the FCC

concluded that the Somalia deployment did not wolhe Basic Law; however, it required that

31 Deutscher Bundestag, “Basic Law of the FederauREpof Germany,” 73, 107, accessed March 14, 2014
https://www.btg-bestellservice.de/pdf/80201000.pdf.

%2 bid., 30.

¥ «Germany’s Struggle with Military Power in a Chang World | World | DW.DE | 28.12.2010.”
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the Bundestag give its assent by majority vote fieefioe deployment could be extendédrhese
rulings temporarily resolved the individual casesfailed to fully define the rules for
Bundeswehr out-of-area missions. Conflicts arisrogh the executive’s ability to participate in
military alliances, allowed under Basic Law Arti@d, and the parliamentary control of the
military, stipulated in Article 115, would continte generate legal challenges for decades to

come.

Later that year, the controversy reached new heign October 14, 1993, Sergeant
Alexander Arndt was shot to death on the stre€ambodia; the first German soldier to die a
violent death while deployed on duty since WorldrWa The incident caused an immediate
uproar across Germany, with major newspapers rgrivamner headlines and television media
concentrating heavily on the incident. The opposiSPD once again raised the issue of legality
and renewed its call for withdrawal from Somafidn this context, the ethnically-charged

violence brewing in the Balkans spiraled toward®at civil war and began to take center stage.

When Germany regained full sovereignty after récaion, it took on new
responsibilities, such as reinterpreted treatygaltions with NATO. Furthermore, as a wealthy
and capable nation, it was expected to help shothaeburden of international humanitarian
assistance and peacekeeping. The German goverarsienggles with these first Bundeswehr
deployments would serve as a blueprint for thertuturhe difficult and complex vetting and

approval processes that first appeared in the 4889’s would come into play in every debate

3 «Germany’s International Integration: The Rulimgfshe German Federal Constitutional Court on theasricht
Treaty and the Out-of-Area Deployment of Germanopo- Viewcontent.cgi,” 905, accessed March 7, 2014
http://digitalcommons.wcl.american.edu/cgi/viewamnttcgi?article=1438&context=auilr.

% Tyler Marshall, “Peacekeeping A Death in Cambodia, an Uproar in Germarlygs Angeles Time©ctober
16, 1993, http://articles.latimes.com/1993-10-16/s/enn-46402_1 german-peacekeepers.
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about military deployments up to and including pinesent day. Two primary factors

contributed to these difficulties.

A pervasive and major influence on German defg@adiey is the country’s World War Il
legacy. The history of military aggression andaygde perpetrated by the Nazi regime has left
a significant imprint on modern German society had led to a deep-seated aversion to military
interventions. This aversion was evident in theljgureactions to the Bundeswehr’s first
deployments and was reflected by the aforementida88@ poll showing German public support
for out-of-area military missions in general atmore than 27%. However, another
contemporary poll showed that around 60% suppdsttinan participation in the UN mission
to Somalia. Even more (80%) approved of the Buwedas engaging in purely humanitarian or

rebuilding tasks there, such as food distributipnanstruction project®’

These numbers indicate that although Germans byteaigd viewed military
deployments negatively, they tended to be in fafaertain non-combat missions, such as
humanitarian assistance. It is also evidenceeb#ginning of a slow transformation in the
German approach to out-of-area military operationspublic and policy circles, the foreign
deployment of Bundeswehr troops, previously unimedj was now considered acceptable

under certain circumstances.

Additionally, although much attention is rightlyigdo its World War Il history when
discussing post-reunification Germany’s initialugince to engage militarily, another key
factor is often overlooked: a legal minefield apqael which hindered the ability to deploy to

armed forces to foreign areas. As described alibeeBasic Law was written early in the Cold

3 CooperParadoxes of Peac@50—251.
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War when Germany was a divided nation on the fliaes of NATO and the Warsaw Pact. It
contains no explicit provision for out-of-area r@hy deployments, as the Bundeswehr was
conceived as an army for territorial defense. Segiycontradictory Basic Law articles had to
be interpreted by the FCC; a process that wouldectanthe forefront once again as NATO

entered into its first combat operations outsidésoferritory in the Balkans.
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[l. NATO Out-of-Area Operations

Bosnia-Herzegovina

The disintegration of the former Yugoslavia in daly 1990’s led to a watershed event
for both NATO and Germany. Political and ethniaftiat in the region became increasingly
violent until in 1992 the UN deployed peacekeepmogps to the region. Citing increased
concern about ethnic cleansing and violence agaimsiins, NATO became involved, agreeing
in July 1992 to assist the UN peacekeepers. Hsist@ance began with a maritime arms control
interdiction mission (blockade) and the monitorofg no-fly zone by AWACS aircraft,
intended to protect UN troops from possible aiacis®’ Germany was under pressure to

contribute forces®

Aside from the earlier ruling permitting the AWAGS8crew deployment, two further
FCC decisions would prove pivotal to clearing thgal hurdles for German participation in
these Balkan missions. The first, issued on Oct@Be1993, affirmed the legality of Germany
entering into mutual defense treaties with foregtions. This ruling had originated from
guestions associated with the ratification of theastricht Treaty which formally brought the
European Union into existence. The ruling staked the transfer of sovereignty required to
operate under a multinational defensive alliancendit violate democratic principles stipulated
in Article 20 of the Basic Law. Subsequent papiition in joint military operations was

allowable®®

3" NATO, “NATO History.”

¥ «Germany’s Struggle with Military Power in a Chamg World | World | DW.DE | 28.12.2010.”

39 “Germany’s International Integration: The Rulimifshe German Federal Constitutional Court on theaMricht
Treaty and the Out-of-Area Deployment of Germanopo- Viewcontent.cgi,” 889—-890.
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As the situation in the Balkans worsened, NATO Imement deepened, and with it the
prospect of further German deployments. With legudertainties still lingering, on July 12,
1994, the FCC issued a landmark ruling which isvei@ as having finally settled the question of
the constitutionality of Bundeswehr deployment$ie Tourt referred to its earlier decision that it
was permissible to both participate in “a systemmatual collective security” and that “the
deployment of the Bundeswehr for operations withenframework and according to the rules of
that system” was acceptable. However, the rultipyisited specifically that parliamentary
approval would be required “for any deploymentwhed forces.” From this came the concept
of the “parliamentary army” under which the Bundebwhas since operaté&d.

As requested by NATO, Chancellor Kohl's governmtegud initially provided aircrew to
the multinational AWACS and naval units participatin the blockade of Yugoslavia. Having
received official FCC clearance, the Bundestagd/tderetroactively approve the Balkans
deployments which had been initiated the previeer$} However, this vote came only after a
protracted, nationally televised debate.

On July 22, 1994, the Bundestag took up the questi the ongoing deployments. In
spite of the fact that the vote involved foreigditary operations which had been ongoing for
some time, this debate was to be the ultimate ogran of several years of wrangling over out-
of-area military operations. Opening the debdtte senior coalition partner Christian Democrats
(CDU) explained that they did not intend to miliza&r German foreign policy. Foreign Minister

Klaus Kinkel said that the government was not saghiut combat missions, and that UN

“0“Entscheidungen Des BundesverfassungsgerichtsrigRubf the Federal Constitutional Court], July 1994,
Vol. 90, P. 286 Ff.,” accessed March 16, 2014,:Hgermanhistorydocs.ghi-
dc.org/sub_document.cfm?document_id=3720.

*1 Marjorie Miller, “German Legislature OKs Troop Ral: Military: Parliament Backs High Court Ruling on
Peacekeeping Missions and Balkan Patrols from kiittish Nation.,”Los Angeles TimeSuly 23, 1994,
http://articles.latimes.com/1994-07-23/news/mn-1B8R2 military-mission.
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peacekeeping did not equal combat. Further, theged to “stick with our established culture
of restraint” but said that, referring to past aggion, Germany was obligated to participate in

peacekeeping “precisely because Germany has bthkgreace in the past”

Speaking for the opposition SPD, Rudolph Sharpssgded that his party approved of
the missions in spite of its legal challenge. Wthaly objected to was the government’s
unilateral decision to deploy, and they had wartatsultation with the Bundestag from the
beginning. Sharping remarked that “the [FCC] egphgsays that the Bundeswehr is a
parliamentary army” reiterating that the asserthefBundestag is required for all foreign
military deployment$® He continued to say that his party had the pmsihat aggressive states
must be contained: "Therefore, we vote for thdagpent of troops in the Adriatic Sea” adding
"the same is true for the supervision of the pridtezones and for the enforcement of the no-fly

zone in Bosnia-Herzegovin&®

As the German government inched slowly into de@pearlvement in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, public sentiment was originally firnalgainst it. However, as reports of ethnic
cleansing by Serbs against minority groups and Mssincreased, opinion changed. A steady
increase in the approval of German participatiocua@d, from 41% in July 1992, to 53% in the
spring of 1993, as the violence escaldfed.

The next phase of the NATO operations in the Balkaggan after the signing of the
Dayton Peace Accords on December 14, 1995. Tiamedl was charged with carrying out the

peacekeeping mission spelled out in the accorddaamthed the operation known as IFOR

“2«Bundestag Debate 22 Jul 1994,” 21167, accessedhMVidl, 2014,
http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btp/12/12240.pdf.

3 |bid., 21169.

* Ibid., 21172.

> CooperParadoxes of Peac@50—251.
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(Implementation Force). This mission was to rediéive original UN peacekeepers in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. However, as Serb forces threatenttget UN troops and NATO aircraft, the
alliance drew up plans for close air support sgiteecover the withdrawal of the peacekeepers if
it became necessary. If executed, these plansiwoaik the first time that NATO had
conducted offensive combat operations, and it wdoldo outside the territorial limits of its

member states.

Even after the Bundestag vote of July 22, 1994ai#ing Bundeswehr deployments in
the Balkans, Chancellor Kohl was reluctant to cotrany further military units. In addition,
IFOR represented another problematic mileston&trmany, as it would mark the first time
Bundeswehr ground troops would deploy to a combae avith NATO. This was a particularly
sensitive region, as the brutal World War Il Germoanupation of the Balkans was still within

living memory?®

On December 6, 1995, after a lengthy debate, tmel®tag voted in favor of the troop
deployment. Chancellor Kohl opened the sessioh avibng policy statement regarding
Germany’s participation in the peacekeeping misside stressed the importance of solidarity
with allies France, the UK, and the US and ensupeace and stability on the European
continent, saying “the international peacekeeporgd is to guarantee peace and stability not
only in Bosnia, but also in the entire region.”r&ign Minister Kinkel said that German
participation was meant to signal to Europe andibed that “Germany practices responsibility

and does its sharé”

“6“The Balkan Dilemma: Germany Returns to Militargtion | World | DW.DE | 28.12.2010pW.DE, accessed
May 31, 2013, http://www.dw.de/the-balkan-dilemnergany-returns-to-military-action/a-6309598-1.
47“Bundestag Resolves to Send Bundeswehr Units emeer 6, 1995,” accessed March 18, 2014,
http://germanhistorydocs.ghi-dc.org/sub_documemt?cfocument_id=3721.

21



Rudolph Sharping of the SPD voiced his party’s suppf the deployment, though he
was adamant in not characterizing it as a combssgion. Joschka Fischer of the opposition
Greens noted that his party was split over the \miesaid “we’ll have to approve this Dayton
peace, including its military aspects, becausanttde implemented any other way.” In the end
the resolution passed overwhelmingly 543 to 10Th wome SPD members and half of the

Greens voting again&t.

Germany was tasked with providing ground troopsiairesponded with the initial
deployment of 4000 soldiers. A year later, IFORsweplaced by SFOR (Stabilization Force),
and eventually transitioned to European Union adninder operation EUFOR Althea. The
Bundestag voted yearly in favor of extending thesiain, and Germany had a continuous
contingent of troops in Bosnia-Herzegovina withsieuccessive operations until its final
withdrawal in September 201%.Overall, over 50,000 Bundeswehr troops cycledubhoover a

seventeen-year pericd.

The German participation in NATO’s mission in B@shlerzegovina was the result of
several groundbreaking legal and political ever@siestions that had arisen in conjunction with
the Bundeswehr’s first deployments with UN humamata missions carried over to the growing
Balkan crisis. The FCC ruling from July 1994 filggbut to rest the question of the overall
legality of out-of-area deployments. However,laqged a distinct restriction on them when it
mandated Bundestag approval of all deploymentsdmitd NATO territory and formalized the

concept of the “parliamentary army.” None of thles three largest NATO military powers (the

*® Ibid.

9 “Bundeswehr Wraps up Mission in Bosnia-HerzegoyiNews | DW.DE | 27.09.2012Z)W.DE, accessed June 3,
2013, http://mwww.dw.de/bundeswehr-wraps-up-missiehosnia-herzegovina/a-16269798.

*0“Bundeswehr Einsétze,” accessed March 11, 2014,
http://www.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/bwde/!ut/p/c4/8B8K8XLLMOIMSSzPy8xBz9CP3I5EyrpHK9pPKUVL3UzZL
ZiXNSSqIT9gmxHRQDaMqaD!/.
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US, UK, and France) are so restricted, as theicigrees all have a substantial degree of latitude
to commit military forces on their own authoritin contrast, the German chancellor must seek
prior approval from the Bundestag, and this hasentigployments a slow and contentious
process?

Despite the July 1994 ruling, the government d&r@dBundestag were reluctant to commit
additional troops. Ultimately, it was the speaégenocide that proved compelling. Neither
government leaders nor the majority of the Germaslip were in favor of standing on the
sidelines while ethnically-motivated mass murdes wammitted in their back yard. Seen in
context with the positive polling data concernihg earlier UN mission in Somalia, this is
further evidence that German public opinion, wkemingly against military deployments in
general, did tend to be in favor of missions inwadva humanitarian crisis. It is the question of
peacekeeping versus peacemaking roles that causaaast controversy. Soon however, even
avowed German pacifists would argue that particpah peacemaking by force had become

necessary.

Kosovo

In the late 1990'’s, ethnic violence in the formerg¥slavia erupted again, this time in
Kosovo. In 1998 Serb forces began firing on NAT@raft and the alliance pressured Germany
to deploy its ECR (Electronic Combat/Reconnaisspmoenado fighter jets. These aircraft have
the specific mission of locating, identifying, ataigeting enemy anti-aircraft batteries, and at

the time Germany was the only European ally whaessed the ECR variafitReluctantly and

*1 Ekkehard Brosé\Vhen Germany Sends Troops Abroad - SBIFP Berlin), 10, accessed March 7, 2014,
http://www.swp-berlin.org/en/publications/swp-resgapapers/swp-research-paper-
detail/article/reform_of the_ parliamentary_partatipn_act.html.

*2“The Balkan Dilemma: Germany Returns to Militargt®n | World | DW.DE | 28.12.2010.”
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in consultation with his successor, Gerhard Schepefithe SPD, Chancellor Kohl authorized
deployment of the jets shortly before he left affi? Soon though, Germany would be called

upon for additional air power, this time in a moostroversial role.

As the situation worsened and negotiations witlbadailed, NATO responded with
plans for an aerial bombing campaign. Having beeeful to avoid any military actions that
could be characterized as aggressive, Germany timelelew center-left coalition led by
Chancellor Schroeder found itself in an increasingicomfortable position: it was now under
pressure to participate in airstrikes on Belgradetission that could not credibly be described as
peacekeeping or defensi¥ein the earlier instance of Bosnia-Herzegovina,nGer forces
participated in actions which were characterizedrasarily defensive: enforcing an arms
embargo and a no-fly zone and deploying peacekgemops. This time, NATO was planning
a bombing campaign which was considered offensind,due to Russian and Chinese dissent, it
lacked the backing of a UN Security Council resoluf® For the first time the Federal Republic
would see its forces involved in a strike role.isTrospect again brought up the question of the
legal purpose of the military and reignited thetcoversy over Bundeswehr deployments. The
Basic Law stipulates that the purpose of the nnylita defensive. FCC rulings had deemed
peacekeeping missions such as IFOR to be apprepneat legal. However, new questions now
centered on what other type of military operatioosld be considered lawful and under what

circumstances.

%3 Andreas Heinemann-Gruder, “Germany’s Anti-Hitlevalition in Kosovo,”Mediterranean Quarterliyl2, no. 3
(2001): 31-46.

>4 “The Balkan Dilemma: Germany Returns to Militargtion | World | DW.DE | 28.12.2010.”

% Denis Corboy, William Courtney and Kenneth YalawitRussia’s Veto Diplomacy,The New York Times
August 14, 2012, sec. Opinion, http://www.nytimesng2012/08/15/opinion/russias-veto-diplomacy.html.
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Helmut Kohl had made previous commitments to NAT@rgnteeing Germany’s
support if further action against Serbia becamessary’® The renewed crisis in the Balkans
presented unappealing options to the new coahtioose platform had been openly pacifist:
either abandon their anti-war policy or sit by gadentially allow genocide to occur in a nearby
European state. In an interview wiber SpiegelChancellor Schroeder explained that in spite
of his coalition’s pacifist platform, ultimatelye¢hspecter of doing nothing to stop ethnically-
motivated mass murder proved compelling. He adldadboth he and his Green Party foreign

minister, Joschka Fischer, agreed that militarjoactvas necessary.

The decision to participate in the bombing campavgs most difficult for the junior
coalition partner, the Greens. In a speech toraliwous special Green Party congress
convened to discuss the issue of Kosovo, Foreignstéir Joschka Fischer explained his
position. He said that he had met with the Serl@ader, Slobadan Milosevic, and pleaded with
him to refrain from the use of force, to no avdile cited the length of the Balkans wars, at the
time seven years, and the tremendous loss obliflate. Ultimately, he said, they had done
everything they could think of to avoid war, buepenting genocide made it necessary: his
lifelong convictions of “never again war” and “neéagain Auschwitz” (meaning genocide) were

in conflict. War had become necessary to prevenobgide®®

A similar story was told by Ludger Vollmer, then ey Foreign Minister and also a
member of the Greens. In a letter explaining tha@sion to support the bombing campaign,

Vollmer pointed out Serbian intransigence, sayimdpécame clear that the Serbian side

5 “The Balkan Dilemma: Germany Returns to Militargtion | World | DW.DE | 28.12.2010.”

*"“Gerhard Schroder: ‘Germany Can Only Lead EurdyeWay Porcupines Mate’ - Spiegel Onlin8giegel
Online accessed June 7, 2013, http://www.spiegel.defiat®nal/germany/interview-former-german-chanaello
gerhard-schroeder-on-foreign-policy-a-891839.html.

*8“The Kosovo War and the Greens - May 13, 1999¢eased March 19, 2014, http://germanhistorydocs.ghi
dc.org/sub_document.cfm?document_id=3723.

25



absolutely was not interested in a peaceful salutid-urthermore, he said that Milosevic had
calculated that Green pacifism would cripple Gerg'mand therefore NATO'’s ability to act,
thus freeing him to unleash destruction on Kosdweikh Milosevic had reportedly remarked
that he was willing to “wade through blood, whitetWest had to take the sensibilities of the
civilized world into consideration>® Volimer also noted that the Bundestag had give T84
blank check for military action when it voted ontGlwer 16, 1998, to support the threat of
airstrikes as a form of political pressure. Durihgt session of the Bundestag, Gerhard
Schroeder remarked that voting against the Kosogsion would cause Germany a

“devastating blow to its reputation and standiffy.”

This renewed Balkan crisis elicited a public resgmsimilar to the earlier conflict in
Bosnia-Herzegovina. In Kosovo, as the threat abgé&le once again loomed in 1999, a
majority of Germans agreed that military action wasessary. Polls showed during the buildup
to the NATO bombing campaign against Serbia théb 55 Germans approved of their
country’s participation. This approval was consistiroughout the operation, never dropping
below 50%>*

When Serbia finally relented and agreed to a céesehe UN Security Council
mandated another Balkan peacekeeping mission wiasHabeled KFOR (Kosovo Force). As
was IFOR, KFOR would be executed by NATO. Withdat@onsensus, on June 11, 1999, the

Bundestag voted in favor of sending troops asq@akiFOR. 505 members in favor of the

*9“3/R 20: War in Yugoslavia-Background to a GreartBion,” accessed February 26, 2014,
http://www.greens.org/s-r/20/20-16.html.

9 “Germany Becoming More Cautious on Military Miss#” Spiegel OnlineMarch 26, 2013,
http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/germéegoming-more-cautious-on-military-missions-a-
890931.html.

®1 Wolfgang-Uwe FriedrichThe Legacy of Kosovo German Politics and Poliaiethe BalkangWashington, D.C.:
American Institute for Contemporary German Studiesns Hopkins University, 200AD), 51-52,
http://www.aicgs.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2011ldgacy of kosovo.pdf.
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mission, while 24 voted against and eleven absflaidémost all speakers paid tribute to the
efforts towards ending the war in Kosovo and cotuated the federal government for its active
participation in bringing about the peace settleméioreign Minister Joschka Fischer called it a

"great day for justice in Europ&"

As part of the NATO air campaign Operation Alliedrée, 14 German Tornado
fighter/bombers flew just under 500 missions anchbed targets in Serbf4 After the cease-
fire, the Bundeswehr initially dispatched 8,5000fe to Kosovo, by far its largest deployment to
date. Germany has maintained a KFOR contingethiet@resent, with the Bundestag voting
annually to approve extension of the missibAfter a gradual overall drawdown, the current

(2014) troop strength is 761.

Germany’s participation in the Kosovo air strikegswemarkable in three ways. First,
NATO launched a preemptive air war. Originallye tlliance had been formed for the territorial
defense of Western Europe. In Bosnia-Herzegovwimad deployed beyond the territory of its
member states, but had defined its actions indbafiict as peacekeeping in nature. This time,
there was no doubt that it had engaged in a mjilagiack on a sovereign country.

Second, Bundeswehr aircraft executed offensivkestri This marked the first time
German soldiers had been involved in preemptivebairsince World War Il. This was a

scenario that less than ten years earlier few Gesmauld have thought even remotely possible.

62«Bundestag: Marschbefehl Fiir Deutsche SoldatBpjegel OnlineNovember 6, 1999,
http://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/bundestagrschbefehl-fuer-deutsche-soldaten-a-26634.html.

83 “The Bundeswehr on Operations,” 70.

8 “Deutscher Bundestag: KFOR (Kosovo) - Bisherigenkfiste,” accessed March 19, 2014,
http://www.bundestag.de/bundestag/ausschuessel&i@ldhdseinsaetze/auslandseinsaetze/kfor_bisherayelat
e.html.

% “BMVg.de: Einsatzzahlen — Die Starke Der Deutscharsatzkontingente,” accessed May 31, 2013,
http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg/..
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Third, the fact that a center-left coalition o€t8PD and the Greens was in power at the
time, and that previously avowed pacifists sucasshka Fischer and Ludger Vollmer had
defended the war as necessary, marked a new &arman politics. The world view of many
(but not all) members of the SPD and Greens, fdgnpacifists, was fundamentally changed.
War, and Germany’s active participation in it, waslonger entirely taboo.

The realities of the post-Cold War world order &wrmany’s place in it as a sovereign
nation were brought home by the Balkan civil wagaon a new security challenge in the form
of international terrorism would push Germany am&lli once again into unexplored territory.
The attacks of September™ 2001 would result in the longest-ever combat afpen in the
history of NATO and the Federal Republic, this tim& country far beyond the boundaries of

Europe and the alliance.

Afghanistan

In the fall of 2001, the United States along vaéveral allies launched a military
campaign against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afgdtan. It began with aerial bombing and
culminated in a ground assault which quickly ovesththe regime, but the Taliban and their
allies retreated to the hinterlands and remainedsurgent threat. The US-led mission dubbed
“Enduring Freedom” continued as a fight againstitiseirgency. In addition, under UN
resolutions, a large international contingent dublbe International Security Assistance Force
(ISAF) was assembled as a peacekeeping and s&imhzmission. Initially, ISAF was led by

individual participant countries in a rotation, mtAugust 2003, NATO took commafif.

% NATO, “NATO History.”
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Previous foreign Bundeswehr missions were approutddpeacekeeping or protecting
human rights as the justification. However, IS&presented the first large-scale NATO
deployment outside of Europe and was the first mapanter-terrorist military operation
following the 9/11 terrorist attacks. It was instleontext that Germany made its initial
commitment to the ISAF mission in Afghanistan; hees its participation was highly

controversial in the Bundestag.

Chancellor Schroeder knew that strong oppositiainé deployment existed within his
own coalition, and in a bold and risky political weg he tied the approval of the Afghanistan
mission to a confidence vote in the Bundestag.s Tianeuver was seen as a strong-arm tactic,
forcing members of his coalition to vote in favditlee operation or risk losing the parliamentary
majority. In the end Schroeder survived the caarime vote on November 16, 2001, by a margin
of four votes, at the same time winning approvalgarticipation in ISAF’ In a recent
interview, Schroeder stated that he believed witheservation it had been the right thing to do:
the mission was backed by a UN Security Councoltg®on, NATO had invoked Article 5, and
there was clear evidence of the terrorist presenédghanistan. Furthermore, he asserted that a
“no” vote would have left Germany politically istéal and caused serious damage to the

German-American relationship.

Within the ISAF coalition, Germany has been czid repeatedly for the restrictions
placed on its soldiers and the execution of thessiman. German troops remained confined to
ostensibly safer areas in Kunduz, the north otthentry where fighting was less frequent. This

led to criticism from the NATO Secretary Generapae Hoop Scheffer in 2006, who called on

67 «vertrauensfrage: Schroder Hat's Geschaffipiegel OnlineNovember 16, 2001,
http://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/vertrastage-schroeder-hat-s-geschafft-a-167964.html.
8 “Gerhard Schréder: ‘Germany Can Only Lead EurdeeWay Porcupines Mate’ - Spiegel Online.”
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Germany to be more flexible in its troop deploynsent)S President George Bush even raised
the issue with Chancellor Merkel later the same.§&Burthermore, US Defense Secretary
Robert Gates remarked in 2007 that German-leditigaimissions were “disappointing” and
were not allocated sufficient resour¢@8&erlin also imposed strict rules of engagemenighes!

to minimize risk and restrict combat, such as #wuirement for extensive medical back-up and
the prohibition against firing at fleeing enemyaps’* Allied frustration with the limited role of
German troops was summarized when a British offiearred to the Bundeswehr in

Afghanistan sarcastically as an “aggressive campiggnization.”

This general cautiousness and aversion to Bundesmeasivement in fighting has been
largely the result of reluctance on the part ofBlaeadestag to support an extended mission if it is
characterized as combat. Over the thirteen-yeaisecof ISAF, coalition governments under
Chancellors Schroeder and Merkel have both gogedat lengths to play down the Afghanistan
deployment and avoid references to war or comlrettead, they have referred to the mission as
reconstruction, stabilization, or peacekeepfhdilthough these terms are reflected in the 2010
Strategic Concept, the reality of the situatiortfmmground is that NATO troops have been
unavoidably and irrefutably involved in fightingTaliban insurgency, a fact which the German

government has been reluctant to acknowledge.

89«ys Calls on Germany for Riskier Afghanistan M@ss | Germany | DW.DE | 20.11.200BV.DE, accessed

April 25, 2014, http://www.dw.de/us-calls-on-germgaor-riskier-afghanistan-missions/a-2243473-1.
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Assertive Bundeswehr3piegel OnlineJanuary 11, 2011, http://www.spiegel.de/inteoral/germany/no-longer-
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This sensitivity was demonstrated when in 2007 NA&Quested a deployment of six
German Tornado jets. The deployment was only afgatevhen Chancellor Merkel insisted that
the jets would be used only for reconnaissancenandir strikes* The Tornado deployment
even brought a constitutional challenge. The opiposLeft Party questioned the government’s
authority to continue participation in NATO opetats, given what they claimed was the
changed overall mission of the alliance toward rgfee intervention. Although acknowledging
the government’s responsibility to submit questimv®lving the employment of the
Bundeswehr to the Bundestag, the FCC refused tosmpontrol over the government on a
case-by-case basis within the ongoing ISAF opematithus the Tornado deployment was

deemed legdP®

In 2009, when an errant air strike called in byear@an colonel resulted in the deaths of
dozens of civilians, the issue of the Bundeswetals in Afghanistan boiled over. No longer
able to avoid the obvious, Defense Minister Karedtor zu Guttenberg grudgingly
acknowledged that “warlike conditions” existed foe Bundeswehf® It was not until 2010, a
full nine years into the operation, that ForeigmMier Guido Westerwelle finally referred to the
situation in Afghanistan as an “armed conflitt.These incidents highlight the ongoing German
sensitivity to the definition of the Bundeswehr’sseion in Afghanistan and the extreme

aversion to its perception as war or combat. di$® further evidence of the ongoing struggle

"« imited Mandate to Aid NATO Troops: Berlin Agreés Send Tornado Jets to AfghanistaBpiegel Onling
July 2, 2007, http://www.spiegel.de/internationalited-mandate-to-aid-nato-troops-berlin-agreeseod-tornado-
jets-to-afghanistan-a-464892.html.

5 Philipp Helmut Aust and Mindia Vashakmadze, “Rarlentary Consent to the Use of German Armed Forces
Abroad: The 2008 Decision of the Federal Constinal Court in the AWACS/Turkey Casézerman LJ9 (2008):
2229-2230.

% “Germany Acknowledges ‘Warlike Situation’ in Afghiatan | World | DW.DE | 28.12.201@W.DE accessed
March 14, 2014, http://www.dw.de/germany-acknowksigvarlike-situation-in-afghanistan/a-14730311.
""“The World from Berlin: ‘New Evaluation on Afghastan Long Overdue,'Spiegel OnlineNovember 2, 2010,
http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/the-ltefrom-berlin-new-evaluation-on-afghanistan-longeodue-a-
677289.html.
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amongst German policy makers to define a coheteategy and frame Bundeswehr

deployments within it.

At the outset of the NATO ISAF mission in Afghamist public opinion in Germany was
split nearly equally for and against. A slim 51%jarity favored participatiof® As the
operation dragged on, and particularly since tf@20unduz air strike debacle, opposition to
the deployment has steadily increased. In 2005 pbowed that less than half of Germans
favored continuing the ISAF mission, and less thdhird approved of any additional troop
deployments? As of 2012, polls showed nearly three quarter&@fmans were in favor of
reducing the number of troops committed to the ajp@m, with a majority favoring complete
withdrawal®® However, with the ISAF mission set to end andéaced with a smaller, purely
training-focused NATO mission, a strong 60% majooit Germans favored participating in that
follow-on role®!

After initially approving participation in the ISARission, on December 22, 2001, the
Bundestag authorized a commitment of 1200 tr86pSince then, the Bundestag has voted
annually to extend the mission, and the BundesWwatmaintained a continuous deployment to
the present as a part of the NATO contingent. hesISBAF mission persisted, the number of

German troops deployed has varied, reaching adfighound 5000 in 201%.1t now stands at

8«Schroeder Defends Troop DeploymerBBC, November 8, 2001, sec. Europe,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/1644213.stm.

9 “pew - Few in NATO Support Call For Additional Ees in Afghanistan,Pew Global Attitudes Project
accessed May 31, 2013, http://www.pewglobal.org@208/31/few-in-nato-want-more-troops-in-afghanigtan
80«TT Key Findings 2012, Transatlantic Trendsaccessed May 31, 2013, http://trends.gmfus.@mgatlantic-
trends/key-findings/.

8L «Transatlantic Trends 2013Transatlantic Trends34, accessed March 6, 2014,
http://trends.gmfus.org/transatlantic-trends/.

82«Germany Approves Afghan ForceBBC, December 23, 2001, sec. Europe,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/1724276.stm.

8 «Germany to Expand Afghan Force®BC, January 26, 2010, sec. Europe,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/8480399.stm.
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near 3000, with the mission slated to end in Z1th 2013, Chancellor Merkel announced that
the Bundeswehr would keep troops in Afghanistartiferplanned follow-on NATO training

mission after the 2014 conclusion of ISAF.

The ISAF mission began under unique circumstarmeS&érmany. The terrorist attacks
of 9/11 had occurred just two months before thedgsiag vote. NATO had invoked Article 5
of the North Atlantic Treaty for the first time.ehders of countries around the world had
expressed solidarity with the United States. Gerlsehroeder’s unusual political move, tying
the ISAF vote to a confidence vote, would mark aticaversial beginning to what has been a

long and controversial military mission for Germany

Afghanistan is perhaps the best example to datieeadifficult position German leaders
find themselves in when called upon to deploy teoops Gerhard Schroeder said, he felt a
particular responsibility to show German solidantyh the US and NATO at a crucial juncture
in history. He resolved to forge ahead with thpldgment in spite of divided public opinion

and dissent within his own coalition.

Over the years, both Schroeder’s government andubeessor coalitions under Angela
Merkel have maintained a commitment to ISAF. Hogrethe government’s attempt to
downplay the mission and spin it as non-combainaitely alienated both NATO allies and the
voting public. Steadily increasing public oppasitito the deployment could not be ignored by
politicians, but the German government’s attemoatpromise between appeasing domestic

public opinion and dealing with the demands ofraglavar has created internal and external

8 «“Bundeswehr - Die Starke Der Deutschen Einsatikgente,” accessed March 19, 2014,
http://www.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/bwde/...

8 “Bundeswehr to Leave up to 800 Troops in AfghamistNews | DW.DE | 18.04.201®W.DE, accessed June 1,
2013, http://www.dw.de/bundeswehr-to-leave-up-t@-8@ops-in-afghanistan/a-16755953.
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political problems as well as friction within thii@nce. The fallout from Germany’s handling
of its ISAF contribution will likely be felt at hoenand abroad for years to come. It certainly
influenced the debate over strategy and policysileas when it came to the recent NATO

operation in Libya.

Libya

In early 2011, civil war erupted in as protestghia city of Benghazi quickly escalated
into armed conflict between forces loyal to Libydiotator Muammar Gaddafi and rebel factions
seeking to depose him. As Gaddafi’'s forces wepented to be indiscriminately bombing and
shelling civilians, France, the United Kingdom, dhd United States led a move to adopt a UN
Security Council resolution authorizing force tteirvene. On March 17, 2011, the Council
approved resolution 1973 authorizing force to ingpas arms embargo and a no-fly zone to
protect civilians from attac¥

Spearheaded by France, airstrikes were initiatathagGaddafi’'s forces on March 19.
Disagreement emerged over the extent of the aipaagn and the best option for overall
command and control. The North Atlantic Council rmettinuously over a three-day period, and
finally agreed to assume responsibility for implerireg the UNSC resolutioff.On March 31st,
NATO took command of the no-fly zone and maritinnma blockade portions of the operation

and maintained control until the operation offitianded at the end of October 26%£1.

% “Resolutions Adopted by the United Nations SeguBibuncil in 2011,” accessed June 1, 2013,
http://www.un.org/en/sc/documents/resolutions/28ktl.

8 |an Traynor, “Libya No-Fly Zone Leadership SquatsbContinue within Nato,The GuardianMarch 23, 2011,
sec. World news, http://www.guardian.co.uk/worldi2fmar/23/libya-no-fly-zone-leadership-squabbles.

8 “UN Votes to End Libya OperationsBBC, October 27, 2011, sec. Africa, http://www.bbcusdnews/world-
africa-15481143.
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German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle disagnwe#h the decision to intervene
militarily in Libya. At the time of the UNSC voten Resolution 1973, Germany occupied a seat
on the Council. With the concurrence of Chancdllerkel, the German representative
abstained from the vote on the resolution, joirfiugsia, China, India and Brazil. This instance
marked the first time that Germany had broken \altihree of its largest NATO partners (the
US, UK, and France) at the same time over a UNSE. vim addition to the abstention,
Chancellor Merkel ordered the withdrawal of Germany ships from NATO command in the
Mediterranean and pulled its crewmembers from dively-manned AWACS aircraft operating

in the are&®

In a speech on March 18, 2011, to the Bundestagiahieelle explained the reasons for
the UNSC vote abstention. He expressed his hiblefthe parties represented in the Bundestag
were all in agreement that Gaddafi should leavegoptwowever, he and the government were of
the opinion that although sanctions were appropreamilitary operation was not advisable. He
cited recent cases of military action in Yemen #rallvory Coast whose outcomes had not been
positive. For that reason and others, he saiddesded that no German soldiers will take part
in any such operation in Libya. That’s why the @an government abstained in the UN

Security Council

Shortly thereafter Chancellor Merkel announced @atman NATO AWACS
crewmembers, withheld from Libya, would be senAfghanistan in order to free up other

NATO countries’ crews for the operation. This anncement was interpreted by some

8 Severin Weil, Rol, and Nelles, “Germany Has Maatjsed ltself over Libya, The GuardianMarch 18, 2011,
sec. Comment is free, http://www.guardian.co.uk/c@ntisfree/2011/mar/18/libya-germany-un-security+eul.

9 “policy Statement by Foreign Minister Guido Westelte in the German Bundestag on Current Developsrien
Libya (UN Resolution),’Auswartiges Amtaccessed March 20, 2014, http://www.auswaertiges-
amt.de/EN/Infoservice/Presse/Reden/2011/110318 BddidRungserklarung_Libyen.html.
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prominent German leaders as political maneuvenimhdamage contrdl- Former Foreign
Minister Joschka Fischer blasted the administrasaging that Germany had damaged its
credibility and squandered an opportunity for seua permanent seat on the UNSC. His
assessment was seconded by former Bundeswehr tos@ameral Klaus Naumarif. Former
defense minister Volker Riuhe referred to Germabygak with NATO as “a serious mistake of
historic dimensions, with inevitable repercussibfisShortly after the abstention, Westerwelle
had a tense exchange with the foreign ministeranée, and NATO Secretary General Anders

Fogh Rasmussen publicly accused Germany of faiinovide support?

Public opinion before the start of the NATO operatin Libya showed strong German
disapproval of involvement. A poll on March 16,120 showed that fully 88% of Germans
objected to Bundeswehr participation in the militartervention>> Another poll conducted on
March 18, just a day before the NATO air strikegdre showed that although 62% favored the
military intervention in general, 65% were agaiBsrman participatioft In spite of this,
Germany’'s UNSC abstention and refusal to providéary support of any kind to NATO'’s

intervention in Libya generated a firestorm of detrepolitical criticism.

9L «A ‘Catastrophic Signal’ to the Arab World: Berlbivided over Security Council Abstention - Spie@siline,”
Spiegel Onlineaccessed June 8, 2013, http://www.spiegel.defiat®nal/germany/a-catastrophic-signal-to-the-
arab-world-berlin-divided-over-security-council-édastion-a-752259.html.
92«Shame for the Failure of Our Government': Fiscleins Criticism of German Security Council Absien,”
Spiegel OnlineMarch 22, 2011, http://www.spiegel.de/internatidgermany/shame-for-the-failure-of-our-
government-fischer-joins-criticism-of-german-setugouncil-abstention-a-752542.html.
% SPIEGEL Staff, “A Serious Mistake of Historic Densions’: Libya Crisis Leaves Berlin Isolate§piegel
Online March 28, 2011, http://www.spiegel.de/internasidgermany/a-serious-mistake-of-historic-dimensions
Igipya-crisis-leaves-berlin-isolated-a-753498.html.

Ibid.
% “Umfrage Zu Unruhen in Libyen: Deutsche WollentSNicht Einmischen - Politik,Stern.de March 16, 2011,
http://www.stern.de/politik/ausland/umfrage-zu-umen-in-libyen-deutsche-wollen-sich-nicht-einmischen
1664001.html.
%462 Prozent Der Deutschen Fiir Militarschlagyelt Online March 20, 2011, sec. Politik,
http://www.welt.de/politik/deutschland/article 128%8®/62-Prozent-der-Deutschen-fuer-Militaerschlaglht
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Guido Westerwelle and Angela Merkel’s decision rhaye been politically motivated,
as Westerwelle’s FDP was trailing badly in pollstjprior to important elections at home. It
may have also been directly related to Westervset@/n philosophy, as he was known for being
particularly skeptical of military interventiongor her part, Merkel has also been criticized as
generally uninterested and disengaged from defiesges’’

Although Westerwelle and Merkel may have beenfjadtin their reasons for refusal to
participate in NATO'’s Libya mission, their methodasre diplomatically ham-fisted and cast
doubt on Germany’s reliability as a NATO ally. Destic and international criticism was sharp,
and Germany’s rejection of the operation causef# stithin the alliance. The UNSC
abstention, and in particular the withdrawal of @an AWACS crews and ships from the

Mediterranean, were offensive to key NATO allieartae, the UK, and the US.

Libya marked the latest controversy over out-@&sactombat missions and highlighted
the progressive strains that have emerged betweemdhy and NATO because of them. These
strains have brought forth the question of whe@®eman and NATO defense doctrines have
become fundamentally incompatible. This strategiit away from NATO could signal a desire
for an alternative military security option. Is ibfficial policy documents, Germany states its
firm commitment to European integration and muiétalism in foreign policy and defense

issues. Its official defense policy, spelled auttie both the 2006 “White Papéf‘and the 2011

9 A. Commentary by Christiane Hoffmann, “CommentanyGerman Promise of Stronger Foreign Policy Role,”
Spiegel OnlineMarch 2, 2014, http://www.spiegel.de/internatibgermany/commentary-on-german-promise-of-
stronger-foreign-policy-role-a-950814.html.

% “white Paper on German Security Policy and thaifeubf the Bundeswehr 2006” (Federal Ministry ofé@ese,
Germany, 2006), 6, http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/biwigp/c4/Fcw5DsAgDADBH-E-XV6R08PEAguwUbi-
H6JtplgdYSV2sLeNVWYCEYy7HG06DeXhT2QV6A3GrRRM3jsaKIBRHYM8nSIK4AVuwtw_L_k4SKBKvP-
AfVAtHQ!/.

37



Defense Policy Guidelines, describes how Germamrggenust be rooted within a

multinational alliance framework.

With that in mind, if there were to be an altermatio NATO, it lies with the EU’s
Common Security and Defense Policy. As the EUfsao*soft power” civilian-based approach
to external interventions, such a strategy is npatatable for German policy makers. The
language in the treaties which led to the formatibthe CSDP also establishes the framework
for a European military alliance, one which coutshceivably rival NATO as the European
security provider of choice. However, is the CSReking the military capabilities of the US,
viable as a military alliance? Furthermore, whrat@ermany’s intentions with regard to the

CSDP?

9 “Defence Policy Guidelines 2011,” May 18, 2011,

http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg/lut/p/c4/LY sxEoAgDf4gdIb-
cv1iMYBzcQbMDgQ8ftSONtssUsrddQ3iDdk9YImWnaM4XXhaulgPLybB65wRDAF6FQzZ2R47PxdqtcTHGA
XIU_q72byvotgQFK91xGj6tRgx1/.
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[ll. The European Union’s Common Security and De&Policy

CSDP Development

During the Cold War, Western European securigtsgry was firmly embedded in
NATO. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, amith it the disappearance of the common
threat it posed, European countries began explarisgcurity alliance option exclusive of the
United States. These efforts took shape in staggmning with the so-called Petersburg Tasks
in 1992. Policy progression continued throughiB@0’s, with the pivotal agreement on the
formation of the CSDP occurring in 1949.

In an important development for the CSDP, the Bihed access to NATO assets via the
“Berlin Plus” agreement in 2002. This agreemens wiéended to not only facilitate EU crisis
management capability, but also to alleviate camcabout unnecessary duplication of efforts
and the weakening of NATO by sapping resources ftomfavor of the CSDP. Although
concerns about overlap and wasteful duplicatioh WieTO persist’ this arrangement
nevertheless enabled the EU to launch its firsitamjl mission in 2003°

While still a less robust and well-defined orgatian than NATO, the EU took steps to
further strengthen the CSDP in 2009. The Lisbaaiy contains language which calls for
continued cooperation between member states formmdefense via “solidarity” and “mutual
assistance” clauses. However, it includes theatahat “commitments and cooperation in this
area shall be consistent with commitments undeNtrgh Atlantic Treaty Organisation, which,

for those States which are members of it, rem&iasdundation of their collective defence and

190«Eyropean Union - EEAS (European External Acti@mce) | About CSDP - Overview,” accessed Decerfiber
2013, http://www.eeas.europa.eu/csdp/about-csdgtineh.htm.

W1«NATO - NATO Secretary General Attends EU TalksBuropean Security and Defence PolidyATQ
accessed December 1, 2013, http://www.nato.ingcpséatolive/news_105053.htm.

192«Eyropean Union - EEAS (European External Acti@mce) | About CSDP - The Berlin Plus Agreement,”
accessed December 1, 2013, http://www.eeas.eurdpsdp/about-csdp/berlin/index_en.htm.
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the forum for its implementatior® Based on the Berlin Plus agreement, the CSDPieur
status is somewhat subordinate to NATO, as NAT@mstthe “right of first refusal” to deal
with a crisis before the CSDP would potentially. 2¢Nevertheless, the EU has executed
approximately thirty missions over the past terryém Europe, the Middle East, and Afri¢®,
Under the guidelines of the European Security &gwadopted by the EU in 203%° all CSDP
missions are intended to be employed as part ofrgprehensive approach; however, individual

missions are categorized as either civilian ortamj.

Policy & Strategy Issues

As a mechanism for projecting military force, tiatd power”, the CSDP has had only
limited success. Three main weaknesses in CSD&utar have emerged. The firstis a
distinct lack of agreement among EU member statemncoverall strategy. This absence of
unity is often cited as the source of the EU’s frexgf inaction, whether in progress towards a
more refined policy or in responding to crises.e Becond weakness is a collection of capability
shortfalls which have become obvious over the pageral years, notably during the recent
conflicts in Libya and Mali. Finally, there hasdpea lack of effective coordination with the
EU’s stated strategic partner, NATO.

Perhaps underlying the policy discord is a genlad of desire within the EU’s citizenry

itself for a common European military structure.turn, the dearth of measurable political will

193«Eyropean Union - EEAS (European External Acti@mce) | About CSDP - The Treaty of Lisbon,” acmes
December 8, 2013, http://www.eeas.europa.eu/csdptatsdp/lisbon/index_en.htm.

104«NATO - NATO-EU: A Strategic PartnershipNATO, accessed June 9, 2013,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_4921ht

195«Eyropean Union - EEAS (European External Acti@m&e) | About CSDP - Overview.”

106«A Secure Europe In A Better World - European SitgiBtrategy” (European Union, December 12, 2003),
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload6733df.
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to establish a more robust CSDP may be in a réleci this public sentiment. In a February
2013 report titled “Will Europeans Ever Agree om thse of Military Force?” Carnegie Europe’s

director Jan Techau says:

“Europeans are not per se unwilling to use forcadimeve political goals. They only
seem to be unwilling to do so in the frameworkref EU. The perceived absence of a
shared threat, the differences in strategic cultime institutional weaknesses, the lack of
resources, the lack of ambition and trust, anddbethat, with NATO, a better
alternative is at hand for the management of Eusdperd power concerns, make it

unlikely that the EU will become a relevant militasperator any time soort®”

The notion of public resistance to the EU as a Ipaxder provider is supported by a November
2013 EU Institute for Security Studies report by@r de France. In it, he cites polling data
which shows that although 70% of EU citizens apptbef a European foreign policy
autonomous from the United States, only 34% wefavor of a “European defence

organization.*®®

Another major factor hampering any efforts torsgtaen the CSDP is a steady decline in
defense spending. According to a December 201@téy the Center for Strategic and
International Studies, total defense spending iroge declined by an average of 1.8% per year
between 2001 and 201% In the wake of the Eurozone crisis, many coustineluding France

and the UK made even more dramatic reductions, fwrther cuts projected in the near future.

107 3an TechauwVill Europeans Ever Agree On The Use Of Militaryd&® (Carnegie Europe, February 13, 2013),
1, http://www.notre-europe.eu/media/usemilitarystechau-ne-jdi-feb13.pdf?pdf=ok.

198 Olivier de FranceWhat EU Citizens Think about European Defefigle Institute for Security Studies,
November 2013), http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploaddiaiBrief_43_CSDP_polls_01.pdf.

199 3oachim Hofbauer et aEuropean Defense Trends 2012 Budgets, Regulat@mé&works, and the Industrial
Base: A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrialdtiites Group(Washington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and
International Studies, 2012), VII,

http://csis.org/files/publication/121212_ BerteaurdefenseTrends2012_Web.pdf.
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These cuts have led to increased concerns abostehedy erosion of European military

capabilities:'°

Recognition of CSDP dysfunction and calls for @esi policy review range far and wide,
within the EU itself and from external observehs.a report issued in June 2013, the EU
Committee on Foreign Affairs “notes with increasurgency the EU’s insufficient capacity to
respond to international crises in a timely anécefht manner.” In addition, it “notes with
regret that recent military operations in both latand Mali have demonstrated the lack of
progress toward a truly Common Security and Deféaley and stresses the need for more
coordination and cooperation at the European [E¥&lThe EU’s own High Representative for
Foreign Affairs & Security Policy, Catherine Ashi@aid in a report issued in September 2013
that the EU has so far demonstrated a lack oftwitle an effective security provider and that

“there is no agreed long-term vision on the fuff€SDP.**?

Outside policy observers agree that the EU lacksaaed defensive vision. An April
2013 report titled “Europe’s Strategic Cacophonghi the European Council on Foreign
Relations is blunt:

“Europe’s defence ambitions are crippled by thé& lafca common strategic outlook.

Most EU member states have a national securityestyabut most of these documents

are incoherent, derivative, devoid of the sense @dmmon European geostrategic

110 steven Erlanger, “Europe’s Shrinking Military Buedg Scrutinized, The New York Timegpril 22, 2013, sec.
World / Europe, http://www.nytimes.com/2013/04/28Ad/europe/europes-shrinking-military-spending-end
scrutiny.html.

M1 REPORT on EU’s Military Structures: State of Playda-uture Prospects - A7-0205/20@BU Committee on
Foreign Affairs, June 6, 2013), 4, http://www.euadpeuropa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=REPORT &referehice
2013-0205&language=EN.

12 Anna BarcikowskaSetting the Stage for the Defence Sun(itopean Union Institute for Security Studies,
September 2013), http://www.iss.europa.eu/pubbeestidetail/article/setting-the-stage-for-the-deesammit/.
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situation, and often long out-of-date. Yet Bruss@istinues to shun any elaboration or
revision of the ten-year-old European Security 8gga. "

A similar sentiment is expressed in an April 20&@art by the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, a
German policy institute: “The CSDP has thus fatded only meager results, functioning as a
supplement to national policy and based on the $opwemmon denominator among the member
states. Real integration of national securityge$i has not taken placE* Perhaps summing up
a common sentiment in the policy world concernimg state of the CSDP, Daniel Keohane,

head of strategic affairs at the European polisyitute FRIDE, said that a strategic debate about

the future of CSDP is “very badly needéd®

Capability gaps

If the EU is to have a credible ability to projéetrd power as part of its common defense
policy, there are serious shortcomings in its bile military capacities which must be
addressed. These capability gaps were exposéeé b recent conflicts in Libya and Mali.
Although the 2011 air campaign against Muammar @afd forces in Libya was ultimately a
NATO operation, the principal European actors wase EU members. Due to insufficient
stockpiles, without American resupply the EuropB&TO air forces would have literally run
out of bombs and would have been incapable of iilstpthe campaign on their owr®

Additionally, the US supplied the lion’s share ofelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance

13 Nick Whitney, “Europe’s Strategic CacophongCFR April 2013, 1, http://ecfr.eu/page/-
/ECFR77_SECURITY_BRIEF_AW.pdf.

114 A Compass for the CSDFriedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, April 2012), 1, httpitrary.fes.de/pdf-
files/id/ipa/08998.pdf.

15«Great Hopes, Dampened Expectations: The EU beéfee€SDP Summit,DGAP e.V, October 29, 2013,
https://dgap.org/en/node/24510.

1% steven Erlanger, “What Libya’s Lessons Mean forTDY” The New York TimeSeptember 3, 2011, sec.
Sunday Review, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/0aday-review/what-libyas-lessons-mean-for-nato.html.
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(ISR) for the entire campaidn’ The same situation arose during France’s combsgiari to
Mali in early 2013. In spite of being one of Euetgomost capable military forces, the French
also relied heavily on American ISR, air transpartg air-to-air refueling asset$*°
These capability gaps and others were addresdéd itune 2013 EU Foreign Affairs
Committee report:
“[The committee] calls for a more structured apjgtoto address key capability shortfalls
at the European level and in particular in the sus&key force enablers and force
multipliers — such as intelligence, surveillancd aeconnaissance (ISR) assets, strategic
air lift, helicopters, medical support, air-to-ae@fueling and precision-guided
munitions.*%°
The committee goes on to call out the EU membeestar inaction by saying it “deplores the
fact that, although European armed forces haveategly faced the lack of such force enablers

and force multipliers in CSDP and other operatioasie of the identified capability gaps have

yet been filled in a satisfactory way/*

NATO — EU Relations

There is a large overlap between NATO and theretérims of member states. Of the 28
members of NATO, 21 are also members of the EWesthis large commonality, the
expectation has always been that the two organizatiave a great deal of common strategic

interest and therefore great incentive to coopetlately with one another. In fact, both

117«Nato Commander: EU Could Not Do Libya without tJa¢cessed December 9, 2013,

http://euobserver.com/defence/115650.

18 Erlanger, “Europe’s Shrinking Military Budgets 8tinized.”

19«4y S. Flies More than 200 Air Refuel Missions t@hf’ The Washington TimeMay 20, 2013,

http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2013/may/2Gles-more-200-air-refuel-missions-mali/.

ii’ Report on EU’s Military Structures: State of Paryd Future Prospects - A7-0205/2013, 8.
Ibid.
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NATO™?and the EU profess that they are committed to imgriwith each other in a
complementary way; maximizing each other’s effestigss through what they refer to as a
133

“strategic partnership.”” However, in reality NATO-EU relations have beerkaard since the

end of the Cold War.

In his 2010 paper titled “Unstrategic Partners: TOAs Relations with the European
Union”, Joachim Koops points out that NATO-EU redas have been hampered by the lack of a
clearly defined common strategic vision. The twgamizations have not identified detailed,
specific areas of cooperation nor have they delatkesecurity responsibilities between
themselves®® An April 2013 report by the Congressional Rese&ervice echoes this
assessment, saying that “despite the fact thaththeg 21 member countries in common, NATO
and the EU continue to have difficulty establishangnore cooperative and coordinated working
relationship... Some analysts assert that NATO aadEth need to work in a more
complementary fashion to permit a more efficierd affective overall use of Euro-Atlantic civil

and military resources-®

An example of the lack of cooperation and efficiebetween NATO and the EU is their
concurrent and overlapping naval missions off thest of Somalia. Both missions, NATO’s
“Allied Provider/Ocean Shield” and the EU’s “Atatai under the CSDP, were established in
2008 in response to UN Security Council resoluticaing for counter-piracy operations.

Although arguably a success story from the pointi@v of cooperation in the field, the

1224NATO - NATO-EU.”

1Z3«Eyropean Union - EEAS (European External Acti@mce) | CSDP Partnership,” accessed Decembd¥i®, 2
http://www.eeas.europa.eu/csdp/partners/index_ran.ht

124 30achim Koops, “Unstrategic Partners: NATO'’s Relat with the European Union,” 2010, 40-41,
http://www.academia.edu/449276/Unstrategic_PartMAS Os_Relations_with_the_European_Union.

125 Derek E. Mix,The European Union: Foreign and Security Pol{&ongressional Research Service, 2011), 23,
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R41959.pdf.
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concurrent missions are redundant rather than camgaitary. The organizations’ missions have
worked towards a common goal, but have operatearatgly and in parallel rather than as a
unified force. As Koops remarks,
“The fact that the EU decided to launch its owrni-girecy operation off the coast of
Somalia in December 2008 (NAVFOR Atalanta) desthieefact that NATO had been
carrying out an identical operation before (Operatllied Provider) further reinforces
the view that NATO-EU joint operations are subsidirfEven though the operations
would have provided an ideal opportunity for a fatized, joint EU-NATO approach,
both organizations rather opted for separate missimd ad hoc interaction®
While the cooperation between deployed militarituis an encouraging sign of
harmony, these separate and redundant missionssgonde the lack of strategic coordination
between NATO and the EU. If the two organizatiorese to demonstrate a common strategic
vision, it would be in the form of a joint operatiavhere responsibilities were negotiated and
divided between the two in order to complement edtbkr’s capabilities and efforts. In this

case, unnecessary mirror-image missions illumiagendency towards the opposite.

Germany and the CSDP

Hard vs. Soft Power

On paper, Germany is committed to the EU as arggaurganization. Germany’s 2006

Defense White Pap&f and the 2011 Defense Policy Guidelines both pléigesolidarity with

126 Koops, “Unstrategic Partners,” 55.
127\White Paper on German Security Policy and thaufeubf the Bundeswehr 2006,” 7.
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the EU'?® The November 2013 coalition agreement negotiaétaiéen the CDU/CSU and SPD
in order to form the new government echoes thendefelocuments. It also adds that “we are
committed to continue to link the civil and miliyainstruments of the European Union together
and to improve Europe's civilian and military cafias for crisis prevention and conflict
resolution.**® To that end, Germany has consistently encouraigéigc initiatives and “soft
power.” A November 2013 survey publishedMonoclemagazine (then posted on a German
government web site) ranks Germany as the workdidér in soft power, which it defines as
“the ability to gently attract favour from othertrmans through culture, sport, cuisine, design,
diplomacy and beyond®* The emphasis on non-military means to addressniational crises
can also be seen in institutions such as the Céntémternational Peace Operations (ZIF), a
Berlin-based government-sponsored organizationdednn 2002. It is “tasked with
strengthening civilian capacities for crisis pretem, conflict resolution, and peace building®
ZIF’s mission statement echoes that of the CSDPwitheescribes its comprehensive approach
which “provides an overall concept for securityippland actioh in order to “coordinate,
bundle and optimize capabilities and resourcesvilfan experts, the military, police,

diplomacy, and development cooperatidif.”

To be sure, Germany has provided support to mel@$DP missions over the past

decade. However, when it comes to the military ponent of the comprehensive approach,

128 «Defence Policy Guidelines - VM_deMaiziere_1805&fg DLD.pdf,” 7-8, accessed May 26, 2013,
http://www.nato.diplo.de/contentblob/3150944/Da11/8881/VM_deMaiziere_180511 eng_DLD.pdf.
129«peutschlands Zukunft gestalten - Koalitionsvegtzavischen CDU, CSU und SPD” (CDU/CSU/SPD,
November 27, 2013), 166, http://www.cdu.de/sitefsidi/files/media/dokumente/koalitionsvertrag.pdf.

130 «“Embassy of the Federal Republic of Germany LondSnft Power Survey,” November 20, 2013,
http://www.london.diplo.de/Vertretung/london/en/r/Latest__News/11/SoftPower.html.

13L«About ZIF | What We Do | ZIF - Center for Intetiumal Peace Operations,” accessed December 18, 201
http://www.zif-berlin.org/en/about-zif/what-we-dduhl.

1324Focus Areas | Comprehensive Approach | ZIF - Eefor International Peace Operations,” accessexmtmber
11, 2013, http://www.zif-berlin.org/en/focus-areashprehensive-approach.html.
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Germany'’s reputation for shunning hard power id-\kebwn. In fact, in a number of instances
it appears as though the government goes to gregthls to obfuscate its policy, offering vague
or unrealistic proposals or attempting to distetténtion from its lack of engagement. For
example, as a means of addressing regional milsacyrity, Germany recently suggested that
the EU should help equip certain foreign armiesydacer, the equipment should be limited to
“non-lethal” items such as tents and walkie-talki€Specifying military support that prohibits
any type of weapon or munitions seems an odd hatsure. In another curious proposal, the
November 2013 coalition agreement says “we staveh ever closer association of European
forces, which can evolve into a parliamentary agfed European army*** Even the German
press seemed confused by this proposal, with thws petletDeutsche Welleommenting “the
draft coalition agreement speaks boldly of a ‘E@aparmy under parliamentary control,’

although there aren't even the first hints of sudevelopment™*®

The Libya debacle offers two examples of Germénagts to distract from its lack of
hard power engagement. In a move that was widelyed as damage control in the fallout of
its 2011 UN Security Council abstention, Germarfgrad to send extra AWACS crews to
Afghanistan to free up other NATO countries’ créits This was intended to allow them to
redeploy to the Libyan theater - to fill the gafi ey the German crews’ withdrawal. Germany
also endorsed a proposed EU mission, EUFOR Libhéhwwas intended to protect refugees

from the conflict in Misrata. However, the missi@teived only marginal planning efforts,

133“New German Government Prepares to Promote EUrief€o-Operation | European VoicEfiropeanVoice
December 5, 2013, http://www.europeanvoice.contla/tmported/new-german-government-prepares-to-ptem
eu-defence-co-operation/78977.aspx.

134 «peutschlands Zukunft gestalten - Koalitionsvegtzavischen CDU, CSU und SPD,” 177.

135«Germany’s Foreign Policy Will Stay the Coursedr@any | DW.DE | 26.11.2013)W.DE accessed
December 8, 2013, http://www.dw.de/germanys-forgiglicy-will-stay-the-course/a-17254732.

136 «p ‘Catastrophic Signal’ to the Arab World.”
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never got off the ground, and was seen by someypobservers as another attempt by Germany

to do something to repair its tarnished reputatismn ally*’

The “Big Three”

According to the policy institute Carnegie Euroge,of 2011 Germany, France and the
UK together accounted for over 42% of the poputatiad 58% of the total military
expenditures of the EU. Germany itself represeagatoximately 16% in both categorigs.
Given these large percentages compared to the mgmgawenty-five countries of the EU, it's
clear as to why Germany, France, and the UK aeznexd to as the Big Three. It's also easy to
see why these countries have a huge influence ofoEign policy. Also, considering that the
UK and France together contribute over 40% of tbedéfense spending, whatever intentions
Germany has towards the CSDP, it will likely hawdé in concert with at least one of the other
two big players. However, the likelihood of a coomtefense strategy between Germany and

either of the two other big European powers se@mote.

France and the UK were leaders in the 2011 Lilayapaign that Germany so completely
rejected. Of particular note is the bilateraliatite to create an Anglo-French Combined Joint
Expeditionary Force, a rapid deployment unit owsifithe EU:*® This project could indicate
that the UK and France have already largely giveomuthe idea of a functional CSDP when it

comes to military force projection. Also, with atieaal referendum on exiting the EU altogether

137«The EU and Libya: Missing in Action in Misrat&ropean Council on Foreign Relations,” accessexkDber
11, 2013, http://ecfr.eu/content/entry/commentarg_tu_and_libya_missing_in_action_in_misrata.

138«The Big Three: France, Germany, United Kingdof@drnegie Europgaccessed December 11, 2013,
http://carnegieeurope.eu/2012/07/05/big-three-feagermany-united-kingdom/faw?7.

1394yK and France Going Own Way on Military Co-Opéoat” September 19, 2013,
http://euobserver.com/defence/121495.
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pending in the UK, it seems unlikely that the Biitwould endorse any substantial strengthening

of the CSDP.

That would leave it up to France and Germany. oddahately, the indications are that
Franco-German defense cooperation is on the warance recently announced that it would be
disbanding a regiment belonging to the German-HFr@&rggade set up in 1989 as a symbol of
reconciliation and cooperation between the two toest*® The brigade was viewed as a
potential foundation for a joint European forceneTroop reduction was interpreted by some
policy observers as a result of French frustratwith Germany’s repeated refusal to deploy

troops during crises™

This development comes on the heels of the Matipaagn in early 2013, during which
France sought the deployment of the long-idle EtllB&roup, a rapid-deployment force which
became operational in 2007 but has never seemadtimnce, having committed unilaterally to
fight Al Qaeda-affiliated rebels, was part of theee-country rotation currently manning the
Battle Group. France urged the EU to authorizdayepent. But the Group stayed at home, due
at least in part to the reluctance of the other ¢aontries then in the rotation, Poland and

Germany-*?

The member states had an opportunity to righskie at the EU defense summit in
December 2013, the first such summit in five yeath defense front-and-center on the agenda.

However, in spite of agreements on cyber-secumyitime strategy, and joint drone

140« ast French Regiment to Leave Germany | News | D&V 31.10.2013,DW.DE, accessed December 11,
2013, http://www.dw.de/last-french-regiment-to-lesyermany/a-17197317.

14L«Erench Weaken Symbolic German Brigade - The Lo@alcessed December 11, 2013,
http://www.thelocal.de/20131101/french-weaken-syhabgerman-brigade.

142«Mali: ‘It's a Shame That the EU’s Tactical Batfroups Are Not Being Deployed,” accessed Decenilier
2013, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/nevesrroontent/20130125ST0O05492/html/Mali-1t%27s-a-skam
that-the-EU%27s-tactical-battle-groups-are-not-geieployed.
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manufacture, the results were tepid. Nothing $igamt was accomplished with regard to a
fundamental strengthening of the CSDP, and no aggrewas forthcoming on a more well-
defined common visioii> On the contrary, the discord between the Big &hwas highlighted:
France sought EU funding for its unilateral mitaperations in Africa, but was blocked by
Germany. For its part, the UK came out particylapposed to a strengthened European

military organization, insisting that the EU shoulok control military capabilitie§*

Based on the results of the EU defense summitayt @ concluded that the CSDP is
simply not viable, or is not currently sought aft@s a military alliance. If so, this would leave
hard power capability and military security to NAT@ any case, without serious engagement
on policy issues, the CSDP as a framework for algi@omilitary force seems likely to wither on

the vine.

143«Despite the Brits, a Modest Defence Summit Sus¢éuropean Council on Foreign Relations,” acak by
1, 2014, http://ecfr.eu/blog/entry/despite_the sbdt modest_defence_summit_success.

144«France, Germany and UK Show Discord on EU Defg¢rmecessed May 1, 2014,
http://euobserver.com/defence/122570.
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IV. A New Coalition, and the Ukraine Crisis

Germany’s most recent federal election, held int&aper 2013, produced a complicated
result. Chancellor Angela Merkel's CDU/CSU pargjabrated a decisive win, having received
42% of the vote. However, their junior coalitioarmer FDP failed to reach the threshold of 5%
required for seats in the Bundest&y.This left the CDU/CSU in need of a new partneoiider
to form a majority government, and after extensiggotiations, a new “grand coalition” was
formed with the rival SPD. With this new governmheame changes to key cabinet posts:
Frank-Walter Steinmeier (SPD), a veteran foreigimetary from the previous two coalitions,
replaced Guido Westerwelle. Ursula von der Ley&dlJ) moved to the position of defense

secretary from labor and social affgif8.

Since the formation of the new coalition, severghiranking German politicians have
made public statements that indicate a shift ieifpr and defense policy thinking. Perhaps most
prominently, German Federal President Joachim Gapeked the 2014 Munich Security
Conference with a speech title@érmany’s role in the world: Reflections on respbitisy,
norms and alliances. In the speech, he spoke candidly about Germagrgss, its defense
policy, and the need for an updated approach. nydhiat major changes have occurred in the
world in recent decades, he said “I don't belidwa Germany can simply carry on as before in
the face of these development&ermany must also be ready to do more to guardiméee
security that others have provided it with for dE®a” He went on to say that, although he

believed that military force should remain a la&start, “when the last resort — sending in the

145«Angela Merkel’s Bittersweet Triumph;The EconomistSeptember 22, 2013,
http://www.economist.com/blogs/charlemagne/2013j88han-election-diary-6.

146«A Guide to Future Chancellors?The EconomistDecember 21, 2013,
http://www.economist.com/news/europe/21591886-ssepappointment-angela-merkel-hints-who-may-succeed
her-one-day-guide-future.
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Bundeswehr — comes to be discussed, Germany shoufhy ‘no’ on principle.” Gauck went
so far as to say that Germany’s World War Il legaeg no longer by itself a valid excuse for
remaining on the sidelines when it comes to mifietion, saying “l have to admit that while
there are genuine pacifists in Germany, there lacegeople who use Germany’s guilt for its
past as a shield for laziness or a desire to dagmfrom the world.” Overall, Gauck’s speech
was an affirmation of the cautious, comprehenspm@@ach to foreign policy, but was also an
acknowledgement of the need for a more engaged &wsrmvhen it comes to foreign affairs and,

when necessary, military actiof.

Foreign Minister Steinmeier, though less dire@pahade comments suggesting that
German foreign policy lacked assertiveness andatead overhaul. In an interview witrer
Spiegel he remarked, “The world has changed and we redd & few things differently... We
want to ask whether German foreign policy has ersigkd the right things in recent years.”
Further, Steinmeier acknowledged a perception ofmMaa passiveness on the world stage when
he said, “In Germany we've gotten very used to centing on the behavior of others. We often
know exactly what the English, French and Americamesdoing wrong. But we are not willing
to do more ourselves. I'd like to change that.” até® implied that the abstention on the UNSC

vote which authorized NATO's Libya operation hagibe mistaké?®

In anothelSpiegeinterview, Defense Minister Von der Leyen also siga policy

change. When asked why Bundeswehr soldiers sheusdnt to Africa to support French

147«Der Bundesprasident / Speech to Open 50th MuSiturity Conference,” accessed February 27, 2014,
http://www.bundespraesident.de/SharedDocs/RededtiadhimGauck/Reden/2014/140131-Munich-Security-
Conference.html.

148 Interview Conducted by Christiane Hoffmann andfRegdukirch, “Frank Walter Steinmeier Interview Atiou
New German Foreign PolicySpiegel OnlingFebruary 24, 2014,
http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/frankter-steinmeier-interview-about-new-german-forepgticy-
a-955286.html.
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operations, she replied “we can't look away” frofmuaanitarian crisis, indicating her approval
of the use of the military in similar situationBurthermore, when asked if Germany needed to
take more responsibility around the world, Von deyen answered “within the framework of
our alliances, yes.” Like Steinmeier, she seerneatknowledge that the Libya abstention had
been questionable, saying that she “saw the agipaviatriggered among our allie$® These
statements paint a picture of a defense ministeewdling to engage militarily than her

predecessor.

If the new German government is in fact changie@proach to foreign and defense
policy, that change is being put to an immediasé t&ince the Russian military first covertly
and then overtly invaded and took power in Crimmekeabruary 2014, threatening a further
invasion of eastern Ukraine, the post-Cold War ondlé&urope has been shaken to its core.
Vladimir Putin’s unexpected aggression in Ukraineams that military confrontation between
Russia and the West, a threat thought to have eowlrdwenty years ago, now seems once
again uncomfortably plausible. Calls for a fundatakreassessment of NATO strategy have
come from the highest levels, with US Defense SagyeChuck Hagel saying that the Ukraine
crisis has led to “bracing new realities” for Eueap security and has “shattered the myth” that
with the end of the Cold War came the end of inggctr® The day prior, NATO Deputy
Secretary General Alexander Vershbow said thatiRimss now forced the alliance to view it as

an adversary”* NATO has been catapulted into the headlines aerth@ny, owing to its

149 |Interview by René Pfister and Gordon Repinskitétaiew with German Defense Minister Ursula von Der
Leyen,” Spiegel OnlineJanuary 28, 2014, http://www.spiegel.de/inteorai/germany/interview-with-german-
defense-minister-ursula-von-der-leyen-a-945818.html

%0 Robert Burns, “Hagel: Europe Faces ‘Bracing Newlfes,” AP, May 2, 2014,
http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/wireStory/nato-a#lerussia-now-adversary-23548011.
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http://bigstory.ap.org/article/nato-official-russi@w-adversary.
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powerful position in Europe and Chancellor Merkglé&rsonal relationship with Putin, has been

in the spotlight*>?

Germany’s initial reaction to the crisis seemsadgéhbeen true to form, as Merkel and
Foreign Minister Steinmeier each repeatedly regeatditary intervention of any sort and
trumpeted diplomacy as the only path to a resatutitthe crisis=>® At a meeting of foreign
ministers, Steinmeier rejected any discussion difary support to Ukraine and contradicted the
NATO Secretary General when he said that future 8Afembership for Ukraine was not a
possibility. With Berlin indicating a reluctance fundamentally reassess NATO strategy at an
upcoming summit, this once again gave the impressi&Germany playing the role of the

alliance foot-dragger when it came to decisivecactn a crisis=>*

However, as the initial diplomatic efforts failealdiffuse tensions and Russia continued
to menace eastern Ukraine with troops massingedbohder, Defense Minister Von der Leyen
called for a stronger NATO presence in Poland aed3altic states. This came as the
easternmost members of the alliance, nervous ghainproximity to Russia and Ukraine, all
called for reassurances from NATO and an increaséthry footprint. Her call was defended
and even praised by Chancellor Merkel in a shosotiflarity with her defense chief. Although
Merkel has commented little on NATO during the istishis may be viewed as a show of
approval for a more assertive defense paliéyn any case, the Ukraine crisis is a major

development that demands a response from NATOtamdamber states and will certainly have

152 Alison Smale, “Ukraine Crisis Limits Merkel’s Rapp With Putin,”The New York TimeMarch 12, 2014,
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/03/13/world/europe/daraine-merkel-finds-limits-of-her-rapport-with-pathtml.

133 |nterview Conducted by Nikolaus Blome, “Frank-VéalSteinmeier Talks About the Ukraine Crisis ancgstay”
Spiegel OnlingApril 28, 2014, http://www.spiegel.de/internatidteurope/frank-walter-steinmeier-talks-about-the-
ukraine-crisis-and-russia-a-966493.html.
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long-term impact. How Germany responds over thesmof the crisis will put its resolve to

reform foreign and defense policy to the test.
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Conclusion

When examining Germany’s inconsistent participatroNATO’s out-of-area missions,
three factors stand out. First, Germany’s unigatohy cannot be ignored. The legacy of past
belligerence and the Nazi era is a major influemt&erman perceptions of military matters.
When discussing potential or ongoing Bundeswehloyepents, references to World War Il are
frequent in the media, in public discourse, anBumdestag debates. Although public tolerance
for military missions has evolved noticeably simeenification, the pervasive German pacifist
sentiment will likely remain a strong influence palicy for the foreseeable future.

Second, there are significant legal hurdles inedlwith Bundeswehr participation in
NATO combat missions, not the least of which isBlasic Law itself. Having been written in
the context of the early Cold War, there was naigjind given to provisions for military
deployments: quite the opposite. The armed fadet¢siled in the Basic Law were intended to
be strictly for self-defense and other limited detieroles such as disaster relief. The articles
were written with the express intent of preven@mgther threatening military force such as that
which existed under the Nazi regime. Given thesgrinings, interpreting and adjusting
German law to allow for NATO patrticipation is a cpisated and cumbersome process, even if
the political will exists to do so. Having affirmi¢he Bundeswehr as a parliamentary army
subject to Bundestag approval for all deploymeBexman participation in NATO operations is
prone to being contentious and slow to approve.

Third, German leaders continue to struggle inalhgence of a clearly defined defense
strategy; one that takes into account the realiti€gSermany as a powerful player on the world
stage. The government coalition’s stated goal‘@wmopean army under parliamentary control”

seems not only unrealistic but devoid of strat@gigose, and it fails to detail Germany’s
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perceived security responsibilities. As Presideatick remarked at the Munich security
conference, Germany has benefited from the secguilyantees of NATO for decades while
perhaps contributing less than it should havdinmwith long-standing external criticism, there
seems to be a growing consensus within the Gerezatetship that Germany must shoulder
more of the burden of international military missso

To be fair, governments of both conservative ammladademocratic coalitions generally
tried - at least through the beginning of the 1SABsion - to meet their treaty obligations. Until
Libya, they attempted to satisfy NATO'’s requirenteint spite of often negative public opinion.
In the Balkans operations, although approval waw sthe Bundeswehr eventually supplied
nearly all of the forces requested of it. The saarebe said for ISAF in the beginning.
However, as the Afghanistan operation evolved@haman government started to try to have it
both ways: on the one hand, meeting alliance camemts by participating in the operation,
while on the other trying to downplay the missionthe domestic audience. The employment
of the Bundeswehr forces within the operation bexamghly caveated and controversial. At
some points the German troops were regarded g a8 little more than a token force.

Germany’s actions in connection with the NATO @pen in Libya represented a
significant departure from the past. The abstenftiom the UNSC vote was a surprisingly
dramatic and public policy break from the othediag NATO countries. The subsequent
withdrawal of German air and naval forces from NAG@nmand in the Mediterranean
infuriated some allies and added fuel to the alydadsh domestic criticism. Whether this
marks a significant turning point in German polayay from participation in NATO out-of-area
operations or was simply a result of the philoseplif Guido Westerwelle and Angela Merkel

is yet to be seen. However, since Afghanistantiréra has been for Germany to pull back from
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combat engagements. Clearly, the debate withim@ey about NATO’s expeditionary
missions is ongoing, and further incidents of didaweithin the alliance like the split over Libya
will serve only to exacerbate Germany’s dilemma.

Although rhetorically still committed to the allie@, without a significant policy shift it
seems unlikely that Germany will be a willing paiiant in future missions under the new
NATO mandate codified in the 2010 Strategic Concdjtis means that outgoing US Defense
Secretary Robert Gates’ fear of a two-tiered atigwhere some members only execute soft
power missions and leave fighting to others, isliiko be the reality for NATO in the
foreseeable futur€® Unfortunately, there seems to be no substitut&feTO, as the CSDP

falls well short of a viable alternative when iineces to providing military security.

For its part, if Germany seeks a viable CSDP ittrde$ine its own security strategy in
consultation with the other two major powers in &pg, France and the United Kingdom.
Furthermore, it will have to commit in a fundameéntay it has so far avoided: Germany will
once and for all have to embrace a coherent anghi@ransive defense strategy; one which
includes more willingness to deploy forces in cotmbées. That strategy will have to be
coordinated with the other two members of the BigeE, given that both the French and the
British historically have been far more willingitdervene militarily in crises. If the UK leaves
the EU, partnership with France would be esserasathere could then be no conceivable

common defense policy in Europe if France and Geynaigd not agree on it.

The Ukraine crisis presents Germany’s new coaligjovernment with an opportunity for

a fresh start. With the potential of a reneweédhfrom Russia, NATO will be fundamentally

1% Robert Gates, “The Security and Defense Agendau(Ewf NATO),” accessed October 6, 2013,
http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?sped&al.
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reassessing its strategy. Given its prominentiposin Europe, Germany has the opportunity to
exert leadership and to negotiate a revitalized DAdlliance or CSDP in a form more to its
liking. To do this, Germans must find a workabtdigy compromise between public sentiment,
treaty obligations, and foreign policy imperativedowever, if Germany is unwilling or unable
to adopt a more consistent and engaged approdardgower, it seems doomed to drift even

further from its allies on defense issues, botNATO and the EU.
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