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Chapter 1: Introduction

Background

The acceptance of a German role in contributing troops to military operations
around the world has been one of the most significant changes in German foreign
policy since the end of the Cold War and the unification of the country. With such a
substantial shift in foreign policy orientation, one would expect to have had a
corresponding shift in patterns of decision making, and yet there has been no
sustained research to understand how such decisions are met or to build a detailed
framework for analyzing the foreign policy decision-making dynanmiasdetermine
policy outcomes.

Prior to 1990, the German government’s position was that such contributions
were unconstitutional. Within a span of two decades, and following a landmark ruling
by the country’s Federal Constitutional Court in 1994, Germany has become a
supplier of security with over 7,000 troops participating in a dozen operations around
the globe. Most of its armed forces—nearly 5,000—serve in Afghanistan, where
German troops have been deployed since 2001 and where it is the third largest troop
contributor after the United States and Great Britain.

The Afghanistan deployment is problematic, both from an allied perspective
and the government’s perspective. In the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist
attacks, the German government voted to send troops to Afghanistan, and over the

years its NATO allies have voiced frustration with Germany’s iest&t to commit



more troops and materiel to the mission and with the caveats, or national oestricti
the government imposes on its armed forces. These international pressopesec

with domestic political discontent with Germany’s role in Afghanistan andémsis

calls to withdraw its troops. The dilemma for the German government is that
deployments like Afghanistan almost always are debated in domesticgldabtims

rather than as a foreign policy issue. Thus debates that touch on Germaamyc all
commitments are colored with a strong domestic political dimension that often
displaces strategic or operational considerations. The challenge facing the
government, as one German official put it, is maintaining support for a foreign policy
that 90 percent of lawmakers support but 80 percent of the population opposes.

For decades one of the defining characteristics of German foreign pa$icy h
been a strong elite consensus on foreign policy issues. This has been the case with
out-of-area operations—until now. The political shifts ushered in by the 2009
election—a new conservative government and a strong (and critical)-legtatdr
opposition—have accelerated the fragmentation of the elite consensus that began to
emerge after 2005. With waning elite support, Germany’s military comanitm
Afghanistan will continue to weaken. Understanding how such alliance commnstment
are negotiated will provide insights into the ways in which international and domes
variables interact to shape policy and what the underlying mix of facethatr
appear necessary in constructing a policy position acceptable to the actors in the

decision-making process.



Statement of the Problem

At the theoretical level, very little research has been conducted on
understanding the combination of factors that shape the German foreign policy
decision-making process in relation to German out-of-area operations, and what
research there has been has tended to focus on the role of actors in the decision-
making process while neglecting the institutional structures within whiakiodec
makers formulate their policies. This, in turn, has delayed the construction of a
decision-making framework of analysis within which insights into the polioggss
can be integrated.

Robert Putnam and other theorists have amply documented the dynamics of
two-level games in which policymakers must contend with competing pressures f
the international environment and from domestic political exigencies and yisarwa
which state interests are influenced by domestic conditidhss study approaches
the issue from the opposite side by examining the interaction of internatimhal a
domestic factors and their impact on decision making at the state levels;-thauvi
do policymakers balance international pressures with domestic constnaidesof
an institutionalized process of decision making? How do German policymakers
formulate decisions regarding out-of-area operations? Which factors—antbrs
structures, external or domestic—matter more, and why? The researchtedrmuc

Thomas Risse-Kappen that demonstrate the central role of domestic egactdr

! Robert D. Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic PolitiEse Logic of Two-Level Games,”
International Organization42, no. 3 (Summer 1988): 42460; Peter Gourevitch, “The Second Image
Reversed: The International Sources of Domestiiti€l International Organization32, 4 (Autumn
1978): 881912; Peter Gourevitch, “Domestic Politics and Insgional Relations,Handbook of
International Relationseds. Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse, and BeBidmons (London: Sage
Publications, 2002), 36328.



coalition-building processes in the decision-making process is thus more reétevant
the aims of this stud?.

The focus on Germany and the foreign policy decision-making process is
important for several reasons. More broadly, there is a recognized need in the
theoretical literature for studying institutional structures andga®es in foreign
policy research. Juliet Kaarbo, for example, has argued that previous research i
foreign policy analysis (FPA) has focused on how policy is formulated and
implemented, but few studies have tended to focus on the policy-making process and
the institutional structures in betwe®Roreign policy analysis identifies individual
actors as the most important factor in decision-making dynamics. Humary agenc
certainly a key variable, but human agency also creates institutionalistg+et
organizations, rules, practices, and norms—within which individual actors function
and which shape the direction and outcome of policy decisions. The study seeks to
supplement the FPA literature by examining and highlighting the ways in which
institutional organizations and structures—practices, procedures, rules, ané-norms
also affect the decision-making process.

The theoretical gap is particularly pronounced in the German case. A review
of the literature shows that few studies have sought to identify the dynamicg-of pos

unification German foreign policy decision-makih@he major German language

2 Thomas Risse-Kappen, “Public Opinion, Domestia&trres, and Foreign Policy in Liberal
Democracies,World Politics 43, no. 4 (July 1991): 4#812; Harald Miller and Thomas Risse-
Kappen, “From the Outside in and from the inside: Qhiernational Relations, Domestic Politics, and
Foreign Policy,” inThe Limits of State Autonogsds. Valerie M. Hudson and David Skidmore
(Boulder: Westview, 1993), 2418.

3 Juliet Kaarbo, “Coalition Cabinet Decision Makingstitutional and Psychological Factors,”
International Studies Review0 (2008): 58.

* Gerald Schneider, “Die biirokratische Politik derséenpolitikanalyse. Das Erbe Allisons im Licht
der gegenwartigen Forschungspraxigitschrift fir Internationale Beziehungeh vol. 1 (1997):



studies on the subject, for example, were written during the Cold War and are thus of
limited value® Much of the theoretical debate on post-unification German foreign
policy has been focused at the IR level and the question of how Germany’s changed
power position in the international system affects its interactions with sthtes,

and whether Germany will remain a civilian power or become a “normal” power
defined more by its national interests rather than postwar norms of mrdtikate

and self-restraint in military matters.

The answer, of course, is not a choice between norms and interests but a
guestion ofwhichnorms andvhichinterests infuse the decision-making process. The
postwar Federal Republic deliberately pursued a policy of self-constrangingés
interests with those of the Euro-Atlantic community, and while the norm of
international multilateralism is a pillar of German foreign policy todayhe early
postwar decades it was a way for the German state to adapt itself tostraiots
imposed on it and to seek influence via the institutions and organizations it had
become a part &fThus political necessities are transformed into normative
convictions.

For much of the post—Cold War period, then, the theoretical debate on post-
unification German foreign policy has vacillated between realist exp@ts of

German foreign policy behavior and social constructivist challenges to themsoble

107-123; Dirk Peters, “Ansatze und Methoden der Aussétilanalyse,” inHandbuch zur deutschen
Aussenpolitikeds. Siegmar Schmidt, Gunther Hellmann, and ReithWolf (Wiesbaden: VS Verlag
fir Sozialwissenschaften, 2007), 8885.

® Helga Haftendorn, “Aussenpolitische Prioritatenl itandlungsspielraum. Ein Paradigma zur
Analyze der Aussenpolitik der Bundesrepublik Dehlkzad,” Politische Vierteljahresschrif30, no. 1
(1989): 3249.

® Jeffrey J. Anderson and John B. Goodman, "Maidioerva? A United Germany in a Post-Cold
War Europe,” inAfter the Cold War: International Institutions asdate Strategies in Europe, 1989-
1991, ed. Robert O. Keohane, Joseph S. Nye and Statd&#gann (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1993), 282.



evident in applying a structural analysis to post-unification Germargfoesid
security policy. Because the study’s research question focuses on explagisngnde
making processes in German foreign policy—a state level analysis—thetitador
discussion must move from a broader international relations (IR) viewpoint to the
sub-field of Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA). The theoretical debatamfPA itself
has gone through a transition from the dominance of a positivist approach to
cognitive/psychological approaches to focusing on the role of actors in the policy
process, though this emphasis on agency has, as noted, neglected the institutional
structures that affect foreign policy behavior. The task is to examine tire antd
structures within the decision-making process, focusing on the institutionabuses
that shape the context within which policies are chosen and then integrating the
empirical observations into a framework for analysis of decision processes.

Thus this study will close these theoretical gaps at several leveale A
foreign policy analysis level, the study will add to the FPA literaturexaynening
the decision-making process to determine what kinds of institutional stiseture
organizations, practices, rules, and norms—are evident and how such factors enable
or constrain the parameters of foreign policy choices. The emphasis will be on
understanding process rather than on outcomes. Secondly, the study will propose two
hypotheses that will look to the interaction between agency and structure in the
decision-making process and within the institutional structures in wheitkidns are
made.

Finally, the study will begin to construct a framework for analyzing @arm

foreign policy decision making. The limited number of studies of German foreign



policy decision making will be augmented with the study’s examination ofidecis
making on out-of-area operations, arguably the most important change in post-
unification German foreign policy. The study will look at the German mission in
Afghanistan beginning in 2001, with the establishment of the Operation Enduring
Freedom (OEF) mission and its counterterrorism mandate, and the International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF), with its civilian reconstruction aveldpment
mandate. The study ends in 2008 with the German government’s decision to pull out

of the OEF mission in Afghanistan.

Research Question

This study seeks to explain variations in policy preferences that can be traced
either to agency or structure in the decision-making process—in this instaarce, t
either through the enhanced power of the chancellor, the chief executive and major
foreign policy actor, or through the dynamics of coalition politics and, in parti¢alar
the potential for the junior coalition partner to shift policy preferences clossr to i
own political objectives. Important will be the identification of institutional
structures—formal and informal organized bodies, rules, practices, and norms—that
are utilized to secure the desired policy preferences.

A few words on definitions and key conceptual views are in order. An
examination of the decision-making process will place more of an emphasis on
process—for example, how decisions are arrived at, what factors matter mmokt, w
actors are involved—than the outcome itself, that is, whether the final vote on a

deployment passes or not. One reason for this is that the German government has



rarely declined to participate in missions for which it received an dffietpiest, and
thus the number of comparative cases that could be applied to answer a “yes” or “no”
assessment of policy decisions is not sufficleliother reason, as noted above, is
the need for greater understanding of the process itself in German favkayn p
decision making.

In terms of agency, the study focuses on the chancellor because he or she is
the most influential foreign policy player. The chancellor is the centralidecis
maker in the German government and has overall responsibility for externatyse
and national defense. In terms of structure, the role of coalition politics and the link to
their parliamentary fractions is central to an understanding of the decisikingn
process. As Ludger Helms concludes, “. . . the political weight of the junior partner
within a given coalition and the relationship between the government and the
leadership of the majoritiyraktionenmay be considered variables enjoying a
particularly large amount of explanatory pow&r.”

In terms of conceptualizing institutional structures, John Duffield’s discussion
of institutions is relevant to this study. Institutions have been defined in different

ways. Traditionally, international institutions were conceived dbanal

" Apparently the only case where Germany declinguhiticipate was the EU-led mission in Chad in
2008, which was composed primarily of French forédghough the reason given was Germany’s
already significant contribution of forces in Afgtistan, German officials also saw the Chad mission
as an extension of France’s own political/militaglicy in Africa and thus early on signaled itsussl

to participate. Interviews in Berlin November 2088¢ also Denis M. Tull, “Tschad-Krise und die
Operation EUFOR Tschad/ZAR,” SWP-Aktuell 15, Feloyw2008 (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und
Politik), 1-4. It is arguable whether the 2002 Iraqg War candresidered as such a case, since it is not
clear that the German government received any foregaiest from the Bush administration to
participate. Furthermore, then-Chancellor Gerhatar&ler officially declared Germany’s intention
not to become involved in any military incursionliag in early August 2002, before there was any
public acknowledgement or confirmation of Amerigatensions to invade Iraq. See Karin L.
Johnston, “Germany,” iRublic Opinion and International Intervention: Less from the Iraq War
eds. Richard Sobel, Peter Furia, and Bethany Bgbatles, VA: Potomac Books, Inc., 2010).

8 Ludger Helms, “Chief Executives’ and Their Pastidhe Case of GermanyGerman Politicsl1,

no. 1 (2002): 160.



organizationssuch as the UN or OECD. Secondly, the literature on regimes
beginning in the 1970s defined institutions as “recognized pattebehatior or
practicearound which expectations converdeyit this definition, too, is limited,
since by including behavioral traits, the definition precludes a study oharhet
institutions and rules affect the behavior of actors. An emphasis on a definition of
institutions as a set of formallesin which actors are utility maximizers omits the
ways in which normative elements can be an influence on institutions (e.g., how
actors create rules). Finally, to define institutions solelyoamsand collectively

held intersubjective ideas neglects the formal features that are a part of the
institutional make-up within which the decision-making process re8ides.

Duffield argues that a workable definition of institutions can in fact integra
the various aspects of institutions identified in the literature—formal azggons,
practices, rules, and norms. Thus in his view, institutions are “relatively setblef
related constitutive, regulative, and procedural norms and rules that pertain to the
international system, the actors in the system (including states aaswelh-state
entities) and their activities® The definition covers both intersubjective and formal
elements of institutions as well as functional elements (“rules” as rhsiisnase it,
with constitutive, regulative, and procedural functions). The study will exatmene t
decision process to determine the mix and the impact of these institutional sguctur
on policy choices.

Finally, the aim of the study is to gather the empirical evidence of &erm

foreign policy decision making into a framework for analysis. As discusseerearl

® John S. Duffield, “What are International Instituts?” International Studies Reviedy no. 1 (2007):
3—7.
19 puffield, 3-7.



there are very few studies that explicitly outline a decision-makimgefnaork for
German foreign policy. The framework presented in Frederick Mayer’s stullg of
decision dynamics of NAFTA in the United States is a good starting point,teece
framework Mayer provides is an integrated approach that takes into account two
dimensions of policy interaction: the impact of international versus domestic
variables, and the importance of incorporating all three levels of anaystemic
(interests), state (domestic institutions, political system), and individo@&ir§,

societal normsj?

Hypotheses

To address the theoretical and empirical gaps outlined above, the study will
set its investigation within a foreign policy analysis framework, arguélel more
relevant theoretical approach with which to address the study’s researctivebje
rooted as it is in determining dynamics of decision making at the state level.

Most scholars agree that agents and structure are mutually constitutedtand tha
there is a need to find some integrative approach that can encompass the tpmplexi
of the agent—structure interaction in decision makihe challenge is to move
beyond the partition between individual action and social order to examine the
interplay between them. As such, this study introduces two hypotheses thateexa

major components in the decision-making process that characterizes the agency—

M Frederick Mayerlnterpreting NAFTA: The Science and Art of Politiéaalysis(New York:
Columbia University Press, 1998),-18.

12 Colin Wight, “They Shoot Dead Horses Don’t They&hting Agency in the Agent-Structure
Problematique,European Journal of International Relatign®l. 5, no. 1 (1999): 125; Ted Hopf,
“The Promise of Constructivism in International &&ns Theory,International Security23, no. 1
(Summer 1998): 17A73; Audie Klotz and Cecelia LyncBtrategies for Research in Constructivist
International RelationgArmonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2007);-8.
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structure dynamic: the role of the chancellor, the chief executive, anolé¢haf r
coalition politics in the German political system. By following the intéoacof the
two variables over time, both their interaction and their respective impact on the
policy-making process can be charted.

The first hypothesis focuses on the role of the federal chancellor. The
argument presented here is that the chancellor is the central actor in foregn pol
decision making; that within the structural constraints on executive power,
chancellors can expand their ability to shape policy preferences and decision
outcomes vis-a-vis other dominant policy actors; but that whether the chancellor
dominates policy deliberations or is forced to compromise is dependent on the
political and institutional context within which the policy takes shape. The first
hypothesis will test the theoretical assertion of an increasingly pavebief
executive and that as a consequence the chancellor is more influential in shaping
trajectory of decision outcomes than other major actors.

The second hypothesis takes up the question of structure in its focus on the
party system and the importance of coalition politics in foreign policy delibesa
The argument presented here is that institutions matter in the foreign poisipialec
making process; that parties—particularly parliamentary parties im&sgr's
coalition governments—are key institutions that shape policy decisions; and that
within governing coalitions, junior coalition partners can have a disproportionate
influence on policy outcomes. Studies of parliamentary democracies have shown that
coalition politics is a core factor in determining policy outcomes. Thengeco

hypothesis states that if there is a high degree of conflict between the cadjoore
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partner and its junior coalition partners, the junior partner can affect the oburse

decision making and/or extract concessions from the major coalition partner.

Methodology

A case study methodology was applied to the case of Afghanistan from 2001—
2008. Afghanistan was chosen for several reasons. More generally, with much of the
analysis of German foreign policy addressing “continuity,” this studigssto
illuminate the question of “change” relating to Germany’s participatiayut-of-area
operations after 1990. The shift in acceptance of this new military roledneew
policy networks and decision-making processes in its wake, and these wiltutensti
the focus of the study’s empirical emphasis. Second, the German government’s
position of “no use of German armed forces except for territorial defense'tqri
1989 and its acceptance of a role after 1990 enables the study to more easily contr
for variables and to observe the development of a policy decision-making framework
for out-of-area decisions. Third, Afghanistan is the most controversial mission and
one that straddles an uneasy fusion between a reconstruction/development mandate,
represented by the ISAF mission, and a robust military engagement mandate
represented by the OEF mission, over the course of several years. Gemedn ar
forces are deployed under the ISAF mandate but are no longer active in Afghani
under OEF, thus affording an examination of acceptance and ultimately of withdraw
from part of the Afghanistan mission.

Furthermore, the time period incorporates two different types of coalition

government: the Social Democratic Party (SPD)-Green Party oodiitm 2001—
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2005, and a grand coalition between the SPD and the Christian Democrats
(CDU/CSU) from 2005-2008. This shift in coalition type will permit comparisons
with regard to coalition dynamics. Finally, the decision to participate in the
Afghanistan mission was a later out-of-area case in the (only twentypgrard of
German participation, which arguably is more desirable for assessingtiostl
changes as they developed over the course of the period in question.

Primary source data included thirty interviews with government officials,
policy experts, members of parliament, academic researchers, and gisrAali
guestionnaire was developed (in English and German) to serve as a guideline for
conducting structured interviews in Berlin and Washington, D.C. Interviewees wer
asked specific questions about the two hypotheses presented in the study and about
the details of the decision-making process. Searches were conducted for public
opinion data, government documents (speeches, statements), parliamentary
documents (plenary records, motions, committee reports), and official government
reports. Secondary data included data searches (Lexis-Nexis for German bstd Eng
language newspapers), policy evaluations from U.S. and German research

institutions, and an extensive literature review in German and English.

Organization of the Dissertation

Chapter Two sets the context for understanding the dynamics of the
Afghanistan case study by reviewing Germany’s experiences in haodiiraj-area
guestions prior to 2001. Germany'’s role as a contributor to out-of-area operations is

relatively new. Prior to unification the use of German armed forces in pegptege
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operations was deemed unconstitutional. With the end of the Cold War, and with the
1994 Federal Constitutional Court decision that ruled Germany’s participation in out
of-area operations permissible, Germany took on a larger international roleldd)e
practices, and norms now embedded in the decision-making process emerged out of
Germany’s experiences with out-of-area operations in the 1990s, paryicalarl

Bosnia and Kosovo. The chapter provides the background for evaluating the course of
events in the Afghanistan case.

Chapter Three examines the state of the theoretical debate on post-unification
German foreign and security policy, following its arc from early segliedictions of
post—Cold War German state behavior to constructivist challenges to stigttural
explanations of post-unification German foreign policy. The chapter then turns to a
discussion of institutions as the missing link in analyzing German foreigey faali
the state level, moving the theoretical debate into a foreign policy anabysisach
in order to identify the institutional factors that influence German foreigaypol
decisions, specifically with regard to the deployment of military fonces i
Afghanistan.

An understanding of the dynamics of decision making requires a framework
of analysis that incorporates knowledge of both agency and structure. Chapter Four
focuses on the interplay between actors and institutional structures irodecisi
making, first by outlining the major German foreign policy actors and structmes, a
then by introducing two hypotheses that represent these two constitutive sl@ment
foreign policy analysis. The first hypothesis addresses the role of thalfeder

chancellor and explores the assertion in the theoretical debate that over time the
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chancellor has accumulated more power over the decision-making process—or
whether the chancellor remains constrained by the fragmentation of power in
Germany’s federalist system of parliamentary democracy. The segpathasis

takes up the question of structure in its focus on political parties and the importance
of coalition politics in foreign policy deliberations, specifically the rol¢hef junior
coalition partner in Germany’s coalition governments, who can have a
disproportionate influence on policy outcomes.

Chapter Five takes the theoretical argument of this study one step further by
integrating the insights from the two hypotheses on the role of the chief exemudi
coalition politics into a decision-making framework for analysis oih@er foreign
policy on out-of-area operations. Various models of decision making are discussed
and a decision-making framework for analyzing German foreign policgidaci
making presented.

The events in Afghanistan from 2001 through 2008 form the central narrative
in Chapter Six. For the first time, German troops were engaged in ayraldi#on
beyond Europe’s borders. The German government’s efforts to balance external
pressure and alliance commitments against strong domestic politicaboasst
become increasingly difficult as the conflict in Afghanistan intensified. The
difference in how the two operational components in Afghanistan—the
counterterrorism OEF and the development and reconstruction mandate of ISAF—
were perceived and handled by the German government and the German parliame

reflect this tension. The chapter charts the course of events from the tado initi
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mandates in 2001 through 2008, when the German government officially withdrew
from the OEF mission, focusing on the decision-making process.

Chapter Seven presents the findings and analysis from the Afghanistan case
study. The chapter’s introduction restates the study’s methodological anditatore
approach. The findings section addresses the two intertwined variables in the
decision-making process, the role of the chancellor and the role of coalitiaospolit
and the coalition junior partner in the decision-making process. The presentation of
the results of the case study is then followed by an analysis of the wdgs st
findings, placing the results into a larger framework for analyzing &eforeign
policy decision making that documents the process by which foreign policy decisions
on out-of-area operations are made, playing close attention to how institutional
structures both enable and constrain the actors who function inside the parameters of
the decision-making environment. The framework incorporates an understanding of
the relationship between domestic and international variables and thetiotecdc
factors at several levels of analysis.

Chapter Eight introduces a short conclusion along with a discussion of the

significance and limitations of the study and provides suggestions for futaezales
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Chapter 2: Early Experiences and Emerging PracticesGerman Out-
Of-Area Missions Prior to Afghanistan

Introduction

German participation in out-of-area operations remains a contentious issue in
the Federal Republic. German history and the country’s postwar idenétgiatian
power have strongly influenced attitudes regarding the use of force. Prior to 1990,
Germany did not participate in peacekeeping missions, though it had contributed
troops to humanitarian assistance efforts and natural disaster responseise \&fith t
of the Cold War, Germany gradually assumed a role in international peacekeepi
operations. The context of these early deployments in the 1990s shaped the way in
which out-of-area missions are currently debated and determined. Afteatioif, in
the first phase of Germany’s acceptance of an expanded peacekeep{h§30ie
1995), the Kohl government stepped up German involvement in peacekeeping
missions even though the constitutionality of such an engagement was still being
debated. The mission that was central to this period was Germany’s paditipati
the conflict in Bosnia. In the second phase, from 1995-2000, the crisis in Kosovo was
the watershed for German policymakers, when German troops engaged in combat for
the first time since the end of World War Il. Afghanistan dominates treegthaise of
German adaptation to sending military troops abroad (2001), when German soldiers
were deployed beyond Europe’s borders for the first time since 1945. As such, a

review of the literature and theoretical approaches to German security gpudiche
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guestion of Germany’ international peacekeeping role is warranted in order to

understand the context in which the Afghanistan mission was formed.

The Context for Change: Postwar German Foreign Policy (1945-1990)

German foreign and security policy in the postwar period was charadterize
by a unique degree of external constraints. The country’s military occupation a
subsequent division, and the bipolar structure of the international system thagé@&merg
during the Cold War, significantly limited Germany’s foreign policy maneahibty.
It was Germany’s first chancellor, Konrad Adenauer, who saw that ititeggra
Germany into western military and economic institutions was the only way for
Germany to become a legitimate and credible international player agkio an
recapture some control and influence over its external reldfions.

The development of West German foreign and security policies in the first
decades after World War Il reflected the German state’s adaptatibe tealities of
its political environment: the renunciation of force, acceptance of limited sgngre
via membership in western economic and political/military institutions, and a
commitment to continued European integration and multilateral cooperation. Though
Germany initially had little choice but to accept limits on its soverejghgse

necessities became part of the core element of West German foreign‘policy.

13 Gunther Hellmann, Reinhard Wolf, and Siegmar SdhyfiDeutsche Aussenpolitik in historischer
und systematischer Perspektive,’Handbuch zur deutschen Aussenpqligiéts. Siegmar Schmidt,
Gunther Hellmann, and Reinhard Wolf (WiesbadenMé8ag fur Sozialwissenschaften, 2007);-30
33; Josef Joffe, “The Foreign Policy of the Fed&apublic of Germany: Tradition and Change,” in
Foreign Policy in World Politicsed. Roy C. Macridis, 8th ed. (Englewood Cliffs]:NPrentice Hall,
1992), 69.

14 Jeffrey S. LantisStrategic Dilemmas and the Evolution of German kpré olicy Since Unification
(Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 20028.2
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Three conceptualizations of German foreign policy during the Cold War era
dominated the theoretical literature. First, early works on German rigoeigcy
emphasized Germany ap@netrated statand thus focused on the dependent nature
of the West German state and the significance of external pressures on akilngym
The notion of “penetration” grew out of James Rosenau’s earlier writings and was
used to describe a system that suffered from a critical shortageatiiltggs and thus
was forced to turn to external actors to compensate for this deperfddieysecond
conceptualization of West Germany aseani-sovereigstate emphasized the
decentralized character of the German state and the incremental polmyestihat
such a system produced. Closely associated with Peter Katzenstein’s waekthe
as originally developed focused more on the limits of domestic state power rather
than external constraints on power, but for Katzenstein the key point was that these
external and internal constraints were self-imposed, creating alstatet been
“tamed rather than broken®Finally, Germany was viewed as a classicling state
a concept introduced by Richard Rosecrance to describe a state thapadjecd-
military goals and pursues instead economic differentiation as a meanaritfy/séc

By the 1970s Germany’s growing economic influence gave it more political

15 James Rosenalihe Scientific Study of Foreign Polififew York: The Free Press, 1971); James
Rosenau, “Toward the Study of National-Internatldiiakages,” in James N. Rosenau, édnkage
Politics (New York: The Free Press, 1969)8. Wolfram Hanrieder extended Rosenau’s concept
for the German case: see Wolfram F. Hanriedérst German Foreign Policy: 1949-1963:
International Pressure and Domestic Respafdo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 196and
Wolfram Hanrieder, “West German Foreign Policy 19499: Necessities and Choices,” in Wolfram
F. Hanrieder, ed\West German Foreign Policy: 1949-19{oulder, CO: Westview Press, 1980),
15-36.

16 peter KatzensteiRolicy and Politics in West Germany: The Growtta@emisovereign State
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1987),\Wiljiam E. Paterson, “Beyond Semi-Sovereignty:
The New Germany in the New Europ&&rman Politics5, no. 2 (August 1996): 167-184.

" Richard Rosecranc&he Rise of the Trading State: Commerce and Conguése Modern World
(New York: Basic Books, 1986).
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maneuverability, but while analysts recognized this, most continued to believe that
the system level of analysis remained the dominant pattern in German foreign
policy—Germany’s security dilemma was still operative, and so the Gestate
continued to be constrained by these external structural fattors.

Nowhere was the reality of restraints on German power as evident as in the
country’s security and defense policy. German military power was to be hedriess
postwar collective security institutions and constrained by various legal and
constitutional restrictions. These included the size and structure of its;ftiree
integration of German command structures into NATO, which maintained operational
control over the forces in peacetime; constraints on weapons production; and
Germany'’s renunciation of nuclear, chemical, and biological wedpoB&rmany
deliberately pursued a policy of self-constraint and, over the postwar decaces) me
its interests with those of the Euro-Atlantic community. West Germaigsvar
foreign policy evolved into the following set of principfé&s:

e Never againpacifism, moralism (defend human rights), democracy

18 Wolfram F. HanriedeiGGermany, America, Europe: Forty Years of Germanekpr Policy(New
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1989)tipalarly his chapter on the political economy of
the Federal Republic in which he outlines how ecoicgower was translated into political leverage,
though less successfully in the area of securityams control policies, 223—-306.; Jeffrey S. Lsainti
“The Evolution of German Foreign Policy,” Btrategic Dilemmasl-16.

19 paul StaresAllied Rights and Legal Constraints on German tdily Power(Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution Press, 1990), 12-19. Fomepde, the Basic Law declares unconstitutional any
war of aggression, that German armed forces doe tsed for defensive purposes only (Art. 87(a)
GG), but that exceptions can be made though ortlyimvihe strictures laid out in the Basic Law. With
its membership in collective security arrangeme@txmany agrees to restrictions on its sovereignty
(Art. 24 GG). See also Kenneth Moss’s comparisath@efUnited States and Germany on questions of
use of force in: “Constitutions, Military Force,datmplications for German-American Relations,”
SWP Commentsio. 56, December 2005 (Berlin: Stiftung Wissea$chnd Politik), 1-5.

¥ Helga HaftendornSecurity and Détente: Conflicting Priorities in Gean Foreign Polic{New

York: Praeger Publishers, 1985); Catherine McAK#deher, “The Defense Policy of the Federal
Republic of Germany,” iThe Defense Policy of Nations: A Comparative Stadg. Douglas J.
Murray and Paul R. Viotti (Baltimore and Londonhds Hopkins University Press, 1982), 268—98.
2 Hanns W. Maull, “Germany and the Use of Forcel &tCivilian Power?"Trierer Arbeitspapier

no. 2, November 1999, 3-8.
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o0 rejection of military force, as translated into its legal and military
components: a rejection of all nuclear, biological and chemical
weapons as well as constitutional constraints on use of force (e.g.,
rejection of “aggressive war”);

Never Alone integration, multilateralism, democratization

0 acceptance of integration in western political and collective security
institutions—for example, European Community/EU, NATO;
emphasis on multilateral cooperation and coalition building; support
for democratization in Eastern Europe;

Politics Not Force skepticism regarding utility of force; emphasis on
deterrence

o0 emphasis on soft tools of power—diplomacy and negotiations,
economic initiatives, trade, development aid—and on deterrent
strategies to bring about peaceful resolution of the East-West divide;

Norms Define Interestgdentity and foreign policy objectives

o0 importance of democratic norms and values, such as promoting
European integration, international human rights, rule of law, and
incorporating international law into national law (for example, under
the German constitution—the Basic Law—norms of international law
take precedence over German law, though not the Basic Law itself);

Unification: peaceful unification of a divided Germany.

To summarize: analyses of West German foreign policy emphasized the

external constraints that shaped policy options and outcomes and the intertwining of

domestic and international variables. Since the goal of the West Germanrgerer

was to regain some control over its domestic and external affairs, it aay ahe

Germany'’s interests to adapt itself to the constraints imposed on it and to seek

influence via the institutions and organizations it was now a part of.

1969-1990: Limited Humanitarian Assistance

Before 1990, German forces were deployed abroad exclusively on a

multilateral basis for humanitarian aid and disaster and emergendg@ssis

Beginning in 1960, German troops were sent to countries in Africa, the Middle East,

and Asia as well as to other European countries. In the period 1960-1989, the
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Bundeswehr assisted in over one hundred humanitarian aid missions, averaging about
four per year but running as high as thirteen missions in 1973 @i@hes prior to
unification, Germany had participated on a bilateral level but not as part of a UN
peacekeeping mission outside its borders. Part of the reason lay in occupied
Germany’s unique status during the Cold War (East and West Germany became
members of the United Nations only in 1973) and in concerns that any West German
military contribution that was not humanitarian in nature would seriously dissupt it
relationship with the Soviet Union and East Germany, perhaps even provoking some
kind of military retaliation.

The question of whether or not to send German troops abroad had in fact been
an issue prior to the 1990s. There were periodic calls by the United States for
Germany to fully participate in military missions. President Lyndon Johnson, for
example, pressed West Germany to send a small troop contingent to Vietnam in the
mid-1960s, but the West Germans rejected the idea as moving “beyond the spirit of
the German constitutiorf? In response to such expectations, the West German
government in the late 1970s and early 1980s took steps to formalize a position:
German armed forces could be deployed for territorial or collectivelstdhse
within the framework of Germany’s multilateral defense arrangésneut no moré®

Many constitutional law experts did not agree with the government’s arguinaé it

L See list of humanitarian missions since 1960 omr@a Ministry of Defense website:
http://www.einsatz.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/einsatkbxnl/04 Sj9SPykssyOXxPLMnMzOvMOY_Qjz
KLN_SJdw32BMIB2EGu-
pFw0aCUVH1fj_zcVH1v_QD9gtylckdHRUUA5XlamQ!!/deltedise64xml/L 3dJdyEVdOZNQUFzQU
MVNEIVRS82XzFMX0YORg

% Kelleher, “Defense Policy,” 293.

% Hans J. Giessmann and Armin Wagner, “Auslandstiester BundeswehrAus Politik und
Zeitgeschichtd8 (2009): 3; John S. Duffieldlyorld Power Forsaken: Political Culture, Internatial
Institutions, and German Security Policy After Wrafion (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998),
176.
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was unconstitutional for Germany to utilize its forces for anything akizar self-

defense, and it was this issue of constitutionality regarding out-of-aremnsishat

fueled the political debates on German foreign and security policy in tlyel880s.
Nevertheless the official German government position up to 1989 was that apart from
giving humanitarian aid or assistance when natural disasters occurreyriferces

were to be used for territorial defense offly.

Post-Unification German Foreign Policy (1990-)

In the early 1990s, with the Gulf War and the disintegration of Yugoslavia,
German leaders came under increasing pressure to resolve the condttiutibtiee
out-of-area question and to define what constituted the country’s new role and
responsibilities in a post—Cold War world and what function Germany’s military
forces had in this new role. Two important phases of adaptation to a policy of German
engagement in out-of-area operations in the 1990s were Boshia (1992-1995) when
the issue of the constitutionality of German participation was resolved; and Kosovo
(1998-1999) when the issue of a more robust military engagement and the question
of whether German participation required an international mandate dominated the

political debate.

1990-1995: Bosnia and the Constitutionality Issue

The end of the Cold War, with the fall of the Berlin Wall on November 9,
1989 and the unification of Germany on October 3, 1990, led to a reassessment of

Germany'’s role in the new post—Cold War era. The deep-seated Germaciskept

24 puffield, World Power 174.
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regarding the use of military force shared by the elite and public alikehaienged
by the structural changes in the global security environment. ThéeBtstame
quickly. The Gulf War in 1990-1991 forced open the debate on the role of German
military forces in Germany’s evolving foreign policy and found the Germans
singularly unprepare®.

When Iraq invaded Kuwait in August 1990, the German government faced a
growing number of external as well as internal pressures. Exter@alfgnany’s
allies, particularly the United States, expected Germany to contrifmgtesfto fight
Irag. Domestically, however, the German government was focused on the needs of
unifying the country and on the upcoming all-German elections in October 1990.
Politically, the discussions regulating the 2+4 Treaty that were tlizirihe
unification of Germany had not been completed, and sensitive negotiations on the
withdrawal of Soviet forces from East German territory were stilborgg The
German government feared that any direct German contribution of troops in the Gulf
War would antagonize the Soviets and endanger German unification. The German
government’s position remained what it had been: Sending troops was
unconstitutional, though there were differing views on whether or not the Basic Law
permitted German troops to be deployed outside of NATO territory.

Finally, the question of the use of German military forces outside Germany’
borders was an intensely divisive issue within Germany’s political pa@ieancellor

Helmut Kohl believed that Germany should assume the same rights and

% For a discussion of the gradual acceptance of Geiarticipation in out-of-area missions in the
early 1990s, see Karin Johnston, “German Publici©Opiand the Crisis in Bosnia,” International
Public Opinion and the Bosnia Crisisds. Richard Sobel and Eric Shiraev (Lanham, Mé&xilhgton
Books, 2003), 255—-262; for a discussion on the @efgyarding constitutionality of such missions in
1994, see Johnston, “Bosnia Crisis,” 269-274.
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responsibilities of any “normal” state power, but the willingness of thestzr
Democracts (CDU/CSU) for Germany to assume a greater role in inbeada
peacekeeping would not come without a political battle, not only from the left—the
Social Democrats (SPD), the Green Party, and the Party of Demoaeitdissn
(PDS)—»but from its own coalition partner, the Free Democratic Party (FDE). T
FDP and SPD (initially the CDU as well, though it reversed itself la¢éused to
consider sending German troops without a constitutional amendment. Of the
opposition parties, the SPD rejected the use of German military forosst éoic
humanitarian purposes, and the Green Party rejected any military rdie for t
Bundeswehr outside of Germany’s bord@rs.

Given these domestic political constraints, Chancellor Kohl’'s CDU-led
government refused to send troops on constitutional grounds but saw to it that
Germany did contribute by providing substantial financial assistdritewever, the
government’s decision to stay out of the Gulf War was harshly criticized. Ggisna
western allies saw the Gulf War as a test of the German commitonesguming
greater responsibilities commensurate with its new status, and in theiGameany
had failed the tesf’

Stung by the international criticism over its refusal to participate in tile G
War, the German government began the long process of moving the country toward
acceptance of German participation in international peacekeeping missions.

Chancellor Kohl had concluded that attaining the two-thirds majority in the

% Johnston, 256.

2" Ronald D. AsmusGermany after the Gulf WgBanta Monica: RAND, 1992), 11-13.

2 Anna Geis, “Die Zivilmacht Deutschland und die tBhtisierung des MilitarischentISFK
Standpunk®/2005 (Peace Research Institute Frankfurt: Ftahk2005), 4-5.
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Bundestador a constitutional amendment to permit German patrticipation in out-of-
area operations was impossible in the political climate at that timecdlgctthen,

the way to build both political and popular support for German patrticipation in out-
of-area missions was to begin a gradual step-by-step process ofysemdih

contingents of German soldiers to serve in multinational humanitarian aid opsrati
even before the question of constitutionality was resolved. The German government
began this process of adjustment in 1992, providing humanitarian assistance to UN
missions in Cambodia and Soméfia.

But the next crisis was not long in coming, and it was not long before external
events again challenged German views on the use of its military fotees. T
disintegration of Yugoslavia had accelerated in the early 1990s, and European effort
to broker a settlement failed to halt the conflict. The events in Bosnia from 1992—
1995 were punctuated with periods of escalating violence, followed by failedseffort
at brokering cease-fires, and followed again by the intensification of violeass, m
expulsions, and ultimately, human rights violations and genocide. At every phase, the
German government and political elite’s actions were, in effect, avegbcess in
response to external events that pushed the issue of military force and the
constitutionality of German participation in out-of-area missions to the ¢ortedf
the political debate. The pattern showed the German government’s preflerence
waiting until some movement in the international community was evident and then
moving to construct the necessary political response, always seeking a&balanc

between external events and expectations and domestic political constraints

% See German Ministry of Defense website chronicBagdeswehr missions:
http://www.bundesregierung.de/Content/EN/Artikelsfandseinsaetze-der-/2008-04-24-chronologie-
der-einsaetze _en.html
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The political parties were deeply divided on whether or not the Basic Law
allowed German participation in out-of-area operations, or whether a constitutiona
amendment was required, but the government was acutely aware of the fdct that i
could not choose to stay out of the conflict in the former Yugoslavia by reverting to
its earlier Gulf War “checkbook diplomacy,” nor could it refuse to assist inviagol
a Europe-based conflict. The government’s decisions, made in reactiomviogyro
UN and ultimately NATO involvement, were met with hostility in the Bundeate
led to a challenge in the Federal Constitutional Court in Karlsruhe.

As the Bosnian crisis expanded, the UN responded in September 1991 with a
weapons embargo against the remaining Yugoslav republics of Serbia and
Montenegro. It acted again in May 1992, imposing a trade embargo on Serbia and
Montenegro. By July 1992 NATO and the WEU agreed to support the UN'’s efforts
by establishing naval patrols in the Adriatic to monitor the trade and weapons
embargo. As a NATO ally, the German government had to respond, and on July 15
the government signaled its intention to send ships to assist in monitoring the
embargo, and by November 1992 German AWACS were actively participating in
monitoring the embargo. The SPD objected to the government’s decision, charging
that the mission was unconstitutional.

The next challenge arose in October 1992, when the UN Security Councll
issued a flight ban over Bosnia and NATO AWACS planes were dispatched to
monitor the “no fly” zone, including German AWACS crews. This time, the issue of
German participation split the governing coalition itself since the FDP codttoue

insist that German participation required a constitutional amendment, a position tha
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implied that both government decisions were unconstitutional. This was a view
shared by the SPD. Both parties believed Article 87a of the Basic Laweallthe

use of German armed forces for territorial and collective self-defengamdlithat

the government should not be allowed to make such far-reaching decisions without
the consent of parliamefit.

The political process had reached an impasse, and the deep divisions among
the parties made a resolution of this question impossible. To some party leaders, the
only way out of this political dead end was to take the issue to the Federal
Constitutional Court. In 1993, one more attempt to reverse the Kohl government’s
deployment decisions was made. On March 31, 1993, the UN Security Council voted
to enforce the “no-fly zone,” and on April 2, NATO agreed to assist in the
enforcement of the UN resolution. Again, the CDU/CSU and FDP were on opposite
sides of the issue, with little prospect for consensus. In a calculateg Giat)/CSU
leaders agreed to bring the issue to a vote in the federal cabinet and the FDP would
then file suit against the motion, bringing an injunction to reverse the government’'s
decisions and recall the troops. Thus, on April 2, the German federal cabinet voted for
the enforcement mission and the FDP (joined eventually by the SPD) sued the
government it was a part of, thus handing over to the Federal Constitutional Court the
messy job of resolving the deployment issue.

On April 8, 1993, the Federal Constitutional Court denied the FDP and SPD’s

motion for injunction on the April 2, 1993, case only, arguing that the withdrawal of

%0 See “Ein geschichtstrachtiges Urteil” on the GamynBlinistry of Defense website:
http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg/kexml/04 Sj9SPywWePLMnMz0OvMOY _QjzKLd4k38Q4ASYG
Zbub6kTCx0JRUfV-
P_NxUfW_9AP2C3lhyROJFRQAZO09L/delta/base64xml/L2&EYUUL3QS80SVVFLzZfRF80S1A
1?7yw_contentURL=%2FC1256F1200608B1B%2FN26ZXABK56BMDE%2Fcontent.jsp
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German AWACS, which constituted a third of all AWACS reconnaissance planes,
would seriously compromise the UN-led missidithe central issue of the
constitutionality of such deployments was not addressed by this opinion—merely
whether the fulfillment or denial of the injunction would severely compromise the
mission®*? What remained unresolved was the question of whether the government’s
actions were constitutional. Resolution of this question would not occur until the
following year, when the Federal Constitutional Court ruled on the 1992 case.

In April 1994, the Federal Constitutional Court met to hear oral arguments on
the earlier cases brought before the federal governteirally, on July 12, 1994,
the Court announced its ruling. In this landmark decision, the Court determined first
of all that there were no constitutional objections for German military peesto
participate in military operations outside of NATO territory. The legaklfas this
lay in Article 24(2), which allows the federal government to accept membership in a
system of mutual collective security and provides the constitutional basis for
accepting the duties and responsibilities such membership requires, which in the
Court’s view included the deployment of armed forces. Importantly, the
Constitutional Court opined that “alliances of collective self-defensalsarbe
systems of mutual collective security” in the sense of Article 24(2), whidihéor

Court included the UN, NATO, and WEU (now part of the EU). Thus the Court ruled

3 |bid; Marc Fisher and Steve Vogel, “Bonn AddresBesnian ‘No-Fly-Zone,'—Sort of,”
Washington PostApril 3, 1993; Alan Riding, “NATO Agrees to Enfoe Flight Ban Over Bosnia
Ordered by U.N.,/New York TimesApril 3, 1993.

32 Duffield, World Power Forsakeri98.

33 |In addition to the cases mentioned above—participan the monitoring of the embargo over the
Adriatic Sea and the “no-fly zone” in Bosnia—was tfovernment’s decision to send troops to
participate in Operation UNISOMII in Somalia. Seeomas Schmitz, “Chronik der Rechtsprechung
des Bundesverfassungsgerichts — 1994,” availablgtpt//lehrstuhl.jura.uni-
goettingen.de/tschmitz/ChronBVerfG/1994-2.htm
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that missions must be undertaken within a multilateral context and within sisebli
collective security arrangements, and it determined that NATO and the EU
constituted collective security organizatidfs.

Most importantly perhaps, the Federal Constitutional Court required the
federal government to obtain the consent of the Bundestag prior to every “armed
operation” bewaffneter Einsajzia a simple majority vote. In this context the term
means that parliamentary approval is required for every deployment of German
military forces in which an actual or potential risk exists that the fordebav
involved in armed clashes. Thus while in principle all deployments are subject to
parliamentary consent, not all deployments necessarily require Bundpgtayal
(e.g., humanitarian aid, disaster relief) but, rather, only those in which shite i
potential risk that force will be usédin emergencies, the Court declared the federal
government could send troops without such an approval, but it would have to seek
that approvaéx post factoShould the Bundestag refuse to sanction the deployment,
the federal government would be obligated to recall the trdops.

Ten days after the decision, in which the Court also ruled the government had
failed to meet its responsibility in seeking the approval of parliament in the 1992
cases that had been brought to the Court, the German government formally dequeste
parliamentary approval of its missions in southeastern Europe (the AWASSRmMI

and naval embargo). In the special session that was called on July 22, 1994, the

3 Johnston, 274.

% Georg Nolte and Heike Krieger, “Military Law in @gany,” inEuropean Military Law Systemed.
Georg Nolte (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2003), 360.

% See Arbeitsstelle Frieden und Abriistung, “UrteihBesverfassungsgericht vom 12.07.94,” at:
http://www.asfrab.de/print/urteil-bverfg-12719942e-392.html
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Bundestag approved the motion on a vote of 424-48-16 (yes/no/abstentions), with
parliamentarians from the CDU/CSU, FDP, and SPD voting in its fAvor.

Despite the legal significance of the Federal Constitutional Court’s rafiag
decision did not decisively change the course of German security policy nonghe
standing skepticism of the utility of military force in the public agjéamore
specifically, it did not create greater receptivity in the German pfdslicut-of-area
missions. While the Court decision had ruled on the question of “whether” troops can
participate, it was now the government’s task to determine the other parsnist
“when, where, and how much” of future missions. In an interview at the time,
Defense Minister Volker Ruhe outlined the government’s initial set of iexiter

e Size and scope: deployments should be limited to Europe and its
periphery;

e UN mandate: a UN mandate is a prerequisite for German participation;

e Historical sensitivities: German participation in countries it had
occupied during World War Il must be deployed in a way that avoids
creating further tensions;

e Public support: German missions must have broad public support;

e “compelling reason”: only in times of dire threat to Germany, Europe,

or international peace would German forces be deployed beyond
territorial or alliance defensg.

But these criteria were only temporary in the sense that the Court’s ruding ha
also tasked the German parliament with developing “the form and extent of
parliamentary participatiort® though it would take ten years to fulfill this mandated

task. The Parliamentary Participation ABaflamentsbeteiligungsgesgtrzas passed

37 Karl-Heinz Bérner, “Germany’s Constitutional Coartd Future German Combat Operations
Outside of Europe Air and Space JournglLl995),
http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/borner.htmj and Borner, “The Future of German
Operations Outside NATOParametergSpring 1996): 62—63.

3 Franz-Josef Meiers, “Germany: The Reluctant Pdv&urvival vol. 37, no. 3 (Autumn 1995): 92—
93.

39« andmark Decision on Foreign Deployments of thenBeswehr (July 12, 1994),” German History
in Documents and Images, vol. 10, One Germany mojfig) 1989-2009German Historical Institute
available athttp://germanhistorydocs.ghi-dc.org/pdf/eng/Ch8DHa0l. pdf
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by the Bundestag in March 2005, codifying the requirements set out by the Federal
Constitutional Court in 1994—that is, in principle any “deployment of armed forces
abroad” required the consent of parliament, though missions in which no armed
conflict was expected were not subject to parliamentary approval; two practedur
formats—a standard plus a more simplified procedural process, were provided; and in
certain circumstances parliamentary consent can be given ex post facfctidiso
underscored the Court’s ruling that the Bundestag could only vote up-or-down on a
mission; it could not alter the parameters of the deployment that the govetmadent
established in the manddfe.

The resolution of the constitutionality question did not make the job of
determining the level of commitment Germany must make to resolve the Bosnian
crisis any easier. The longer the conflict dragged on and the more human right
violations came to light, the greater the realization was that the issue of the
international community’s response had been pushed beyond simple humanitarian
aid. For the Germans, the gray area lay between the commitment to hunranitaria
relief efforts and the prospect of combat operations, which neither the eliteenor
public would support. German patrticipation would be more palatable if the rationale
were couched in humanitarian terms, since public opinion data at the time showed
that public support for a UN mission declined when the mission was posed as

something other than humanitarian aid or if the question implied some kind of

0 See written testimony of Dr. Katja S. Ziegler, &NModel of a ‘Parliamentary Army’ under the
German Constitution,” in House of Lords, Select @attee on the ConstitutionWaging war:
Parliament’s role and responsibilifyVVolume II; Evidence, 15th Report of Session 2@®, HL
Paper 236-II (July 27, 2006), 32.
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military intervention®* Not surprisingly, given the sensitivity and volatility of the
issue of sending German troops abroad, the German political elite showed no
willingness to launch a public debate on expanding Germany’s military engagem

The German public, too, had shifted its views. It was willing to accept that
Germany now had a larger international role to play but was reluctant todoépta
that this role included a military dimension. It was supportive of the Bundeswehr
providing assistance for humanitarian and disaster situations but uneasy about
peacekeeping operations. The public was more comfortable with a UN-led than a
NATO-led mission, but rejected the use of German troops in any combat
environment. Thus, public support was generally high, but contingent upon
situational variable¥’

The reluctance to expand Germany’s military presence in Bosnia became
evident in the way in which the government reacted to external expectations of
Germany'’s role in peacekeeping missions—a reaction that, as John Duffield
succinctly put it, has “rarely been automatic and never unqualiffe@ November
30, 1994, NATO Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) General George
Joulwan requested the German government deploy six Tornado aircraft tinassist
deterring Serb surface-to-air missile capabilities. Faced witmaomfortable
choice, the German government chose not to respond at all, claiming it had not
received an official request. Soon enough, another request arrived from the North
Atlantic Council, asking the government to declare what it might contribute in the

event of NATO assuming responsibility of protecting UNPROFOR troops should a

41 Johnston, 266.
42 Johnston, 275.
3 Duffield, 218.
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withdrawal from Bosnia be necessafylhe Kohl government was less comfortable

with ignoring the request this time around, and in December 1994 the German cabinet
signaled its willingness to provide troops and materiel should such an event
materialize, though it rejected their use in combat operations.

This decision was never put to the test, but events on the ground drove the
issue of German participation even further when the question arose as to whether
Germany would provide support for a rapid reaction force to protect UN forces in the
event of their possible redeployment in Bosnia. Alarmed by a possible failire of t
UN mission in Bosnia and the prospect of a real ground war, in June 1995 the
German government and parts of the SPD joined to approve the participation of
German troops, though again the government and Bundestag placed a wide range of
restrictions on the missidi.Finally, with the successful negotiations of the Dayton
Accord bringing an end to the Bosnian war, the Bundestag approved a motion to
contribute troops to the UN implementation force (IFOR) that was to monitor the
implementation of the Dayton Accords.

In sum, when the Gulf War began, the consensus among all German parties
was that the constitution prohibited the sending of German troops abroad. From very
early on, Chancellor Kohl and other conservatives had concluded that a unified and
“normalizing” German state should have access to the full range of policy optipns a
state had, but they realized this position was too premature, given that even their ow
coalition partner, the FDP, believed decisions on out-of-area missions required a

constitutional amendment, which was not feasible in the political climate atihe t

“4 Robert H. Dorff, “German Security Policy in thedl®,” American Diplomacy
http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/AD Issues/amdigdiorff-germany.htmlMeiers, 85-92.
> Duffield, 214-215.
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The SPD’s position paralleled that of the FDP, though unlike the FDP, a majority of
the SPD rank and file strongly rejected any involvement of Bundeswehr troops
outside Germany’s borders. Within the SPD leadership, however, a small group of
pragmatists had come to accept that Germany’s future international iollggat
included contributions to international peacekeeping missions and they worked
steadfastly within the SPD to shift party sentiment in that direétidhe Green

Party, with its pacifist roots, condemned any use of German forces eacept f
territorial defense. Over time the momentum in the political elite and iG&nean
public shifted toward acceptance of the use of force for preserving peace and
defending human rights.

Critical was the shift in the SPD and patrticularly in the Green Party. The
targeted violence against civilians and mounting human rights violations led the
Realos(the Green party’s pragmatist wing) under Joschka Fischer to push the Green
Party toward a position whereby using military force would be acceptable unger ver
restricted conditions and circumstances, such as genocide. The former taaan Ge
communist party, the PDS, remained adamant in its opposition to any use of military
force. Thus, by the end of the Bosnian war in late 1995, all of the major German
parties had revised their position on out-of-area support operations, but there were

inter-party schisms that implied the issue had not been laid t4 rest.

*6 Wolfgang-Uwe Friedrich, “Kosovo and the EvolutiohGerman Foreign Policy in the Balkans,” in
The Legacy of Kosovo: German Politics and Poliaiethe BalkansGerman Issues no. 22, ed.
Wolfgang-Uwe FriedriclfWashington, DC: American Institute for Contempgr&erman Studies,
2000), 7; Interview in Berlin, November 10, 2009.

*" Johnston, 274272,
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1995—-2000: The Kosovo War

If the Bosnia conflict had been the first major step for the Bundeswehr in
participating in a peacekeeping operation, Kosovo was the next important step—the
first time German troops participated in military operations outside ¢bhamtry’s
borders since World War 1l. What was remarkable was not only the wide aceeptanc
of German participation within the political elite and the public at large hiatiitt
was implemented under a left-of-center governing coalition and without the
imprimatur of a UN mandate.

The Kosovo conflict had been simmering alongside the conflict in Bosnia for
some time, fueled by ethnic tensions between the province’s Albanian majutity
Serbian minority. Slobodan Milosovic’s rise to power in the 1980s saw the rise of
Serbian nationalism at the expense of the Kosovo Albanians’ civil rights. In 1989,
Milosovic nullified Kosovo’s autonomous status, and the Serbian government
responded to Albanian opposition by sending troops and combat aircraft. Many
Kosovo Albanians looked to the international community in hopes that the situation
in Kosovo would also be addressed in the Dayton negotiations in 1995, but the
western powers declined to do so. With little prospect for international supyort, t
Kosovo Albanians shifted tactics. The emergence of the Kosovo Liberation Army
(KLA) in 1996 as a paramilitary force that targeted Serbian installations aicd pol

initiated a long period of cyclical violence in KosotfdJltimately, some 1.4 million

8 “Timetable of the conflicts in Kosovo,” ideutsche-aussenpolitik.d@vailable athttp://deutsche-
aussenpolitik.de/index.php?/resources/dossiersikosiverview.phpMarc Hoch, “Die Kosovo-
Tragodie. Chronologie des Konflikts3liddeutsche Zeitungebruary 15, 2008.
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Kosovo Albanians, about 60 percent of the Albanian population, were expelled from
their homes?

In the spring of 1998, the international community finally responded. On
March 31, 1998, the UN Security Council passed a resolution calling for a cessati
of violence, and by June the Kosovo Contact Group composed of France, Russia, the
United States, Great Britain, Italy, and Germany had begun to meet. Theceiole
however, continued unabated. It was clear to many—not least Milosevic—that the
western alliance’s warnings about the possible use of force against Isatbia
teeth: the politically viable options (e.g., stationing of troops in Macedonia and
Albania) were not sufficient to stop the violence, and the militarily effecipt®ns
were not feasible because many states refused to condone military aatrst ag
Serbia without a UN resolution—which was unattainable given Russia’s oppdSiti
On September 23, 1998, after twenty-two Albanians were massacred, the UN
Security Council passed Resolution 1199 calling for an immediate ceaseffoe.aSi
UN resolution sanctioning military force to end hostilities was not possiblentiie
other basis on which to validate future action was the need to intervene because of
gross human rights violations. The UN resolution, with its reference to a hanmamit
catastrophe, reflected this reasonihg.

This was the political backdrop into which the new German Red-Green

coalition stepped. On September 27, 1998, only days after the passing of UNSCR

“9 Elizabeth Pond, “Kosovo and Serbia after the Freromn” Washington Quarterly28:4, Autumn
2005: 29.

* Joachim Krause, “Die deutsche Politik in der Kastirise,” in Kosovo. Humanitare Intervention
und kooperative Sicherheit in Eurgped. Joachim Krause (Opladen: Leske + Budich, pQaIB.

*1 paul Hockenos]oschka Fischer and the Making of the Berlin RejpuBin Alternative History of
Postwar GermanyOxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 260; Ksau110.

37



1199, the SPD and Green Party emerged the winners in the German fedeoal, elect
ending the sixteen-year tenure of Chancellor Helmut Kohl and the CDU/CSU-FDP
coalition. Here, the timing of external events and the German federabelec

mattered a great deal, since the newly elected yet not seated RedeGadtion
government immediately faced a decision on whether or not to agree to German troop
participation in a NATO-led operation in Kosovo.

In early October, NATO authorized airstrikes against Serbianamyilit
targets—albeit without a UN-backed resolution sanctioning such actions. In the wake
of UN Resolution 1199, NATO first issued an “activation warning” (September 24)
and then an “activation request” (October 6), which tasked NATO members with
declaring the capabilities they would contribute to an intervention in Kosovo—
essentially committing NATO members to military action. The firedsf the
“activation order,” came on October 13, after UN Secretary-GenefalAkinan
announced that Serbia was not in compliance with previous UN Security Council
resolutions?

In meetings before and after the German election, Gerhard Schréder had
relayed to President Clinton Germany’s willingness to support mibtetign in
Kosovo should diplomacy fail, but that Germany would not commit combat troops
for such a contingency.For the SPD and the Green party leadership, there was little
choice but to support the Kosovo deployment for internal and external reasons.
Domestically, there were doubts raised whether an SPD-Green Paitipicaghs

regierungsfahigor capable of governing. The SPD had been out of power for sixteen

%2 Friederich, 11; Krause, 203.
3 Krause, 112.
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years, the Greens had never served as a governing party, and both partiesmpad str
pacifist and left-leaning factions. Faced with the realities of goveengaaticularly

in foreign policy, would the new coalition be able to make the hard decisions? What
was at stake here, as Fischer noted in a later speech, was the question ofycontinui
and calculability in German foreign policyExternally, this meant that the new
government needed to show its commitment to alliance cohesion and to the goals set
out by the international community with regard to Kosovo.

Both Schréder and Fischer had sought to delay the German vote until after the
new government took power, but the Clinton administration signaled that it was
unwilling to wait. Chancellor Kohl consulted with Schroder and Fischer, who
reluctantly agreed to support the motion. Thus on October 16, 1999, Kohl, in an
unusual procedure, called a special session to reconvene the old Bundestag to vote on
the NATO activation order whose goal, it was declared, was to prevent a
humanitarian catastrophe in Kosovo. The Bundestag passed the motion by a wide
margin of 500-62—1& Although the way was now clear for German participation in
a NATO-led campaign, it did not come to that—at least not yet. Milosevic backed
down and agreed to a cease-fire and to allow OSCE observers to enter Kosovo to
monitor the cease-fir€.It was only on October 24, that a UN Security Council
resolution on Kosovo was passed, and only on October 27, that Schroder was elected
by the Bundestag to serve as Germany’s new chancellor. On November 19, the newly
convened Bundestag voted in favor of German soldiers participating in the Bxtract

Force, should such an action be necessary. The question of sending German troops

54 Eriedrich, 13.
% Krause, 112; Hockenos, 261.
% Eriedrich, 13.
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had been side-stepped when the cease-fire was brokered, but the relief was short-live
since the cease-fire did not hold for very long.

The New Year brought a resurgence of violence. Evidence of a maskacre
forty-five civilians on January 29, in the town of Racak and the unsuccessful attempt
to negotiate a cease-fire with Milosevic brought renewed internatiorai@tt at
mediating the conflict, culminating in the negotiations in Rambouillet, France i
February and March 1999. Eventually, the Kosovo Albanian delegation signed the
proposed peace agreement on March 15, but the Serbs refused to do so. The failure of
these diplomatic efforts contributed to the NATO decision to launch air strikes
(within the framework of ALLIED FORCE) against Serbian targets, wbiggan on
March 24, 1999. German pilots flew reconnaissance missions and undertook actions
against Serb anti-aircraft positions, the first time German milftages were
involved in combat operations since the end of World War 1. On March 25, all
German political parties except for the PDS signaled their support of thrikeg's
against Serbia and of Germany’s participation. Chancellor Schroder angudie
failure of diplomacy made the attacks on Yugoslavia necessary, but he emphasized
again that Germany would not contribute ground forces to fight in Kosovo. Germany,
Schréder stressed, was committed to securing peace in Kosovo, not to wagihg war.

The real pressure was on Fischer and the Green Party, which was deeply
divided on the question of German patrticipation in the military action. During the
Bosnia conflict, the SPD had come to support the basic re-orientation in German

foreign policy with regard to German participation in out-of-area operations, but this

" Nina Werkhéuser, “Kosovo: A Watershed for Germarefgn Policy,"Deutsche WelleMarch 3,
2004.
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was not quite the case with the Green Party, where a still sizeable number of
Bundestag members had voted against the Bundeswehr deployment in Bosnia. Now,
as a member of the governing coalition, the dynamics and political calculagoas
quite different. The longer the air strikes went on, the more the opposition within the
party grew—and thus the more fragile the governing coalition became. With the
prospect of a ground invasion on the table should the air strikes fail to stop Serb
aggression, the German government intensified its efforts to find a politicabeolut
and avoid an action that would certainly have brought down the Red-Green coalition
government? With the so-called “Fischer Plan” re-integrating the UN and Russia
into the negotiations with the Serbs, Fischer managed to pull together theqdiace
peace plan that would end the war—and in doing so, secured his government’s
survival.

It only remained for him to convince the Green party’s rank and file to support
him. During the rancorous and heated debate at the Bielefeld Party Congré$s in m
May 1999—a paint balloon was thrown at Fischer, hitting him on the side of the head
and shattering his ear drum—Fischer argued that in Kosovo, two of the central
axioms of postwar German political culture were in conflict: “never agait avel
“never again Auschwitz,” and that the international community and the German
people had to choose to fight to prevent mass murder and genocide in Europe. It was

Germany’s obligation, and moral responsibility, and he asked for his party’s support

*8 pPolls, too showed that the German public was asirgjly concerned that the ongoing conflict
would result in German combat troops participating full ground war. Fully 64 percent of
respondents in Bocussurvey voiced fear that the Kosovo war would extealSee “Kosovo Krieg:
Entschlossene ZweiflerPocus MagazipnApril 12, 1999.
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Fischer continued to work hard to find a diplomatic solution. Over the course
of the next several weeks, hard negotiations finally reaped a measureesfssitd it
was not until June 1, 1999, that Fischer received a letter from Milosevic that outlined
the Yugoslav leader’s intention to withdraw Serbian forces from Kosovo and to
accept a UN presence in the Serbian province. On June 10, NATO ended its air
operations and the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1244 creating the
foundations for the post-conflict reconstruction of Kosovo. The following day, June
11, a majority of Bundestag members approved a motion to contribute forces to the
newly established peacekeeping mission (KFEIR).

In sum, Kosovo signaled the next step in Germany’s political-military
development as an active participant in international peacekeeping operatles. W
in Bosnia Germany participated in post-conflict stabilization effores #fie
cessation of military action and the implementation of the Dayton Agreement, in
Kosovo German armed forces were involved in military actions to bring hosttlitie
an end. The German Bundestag had voted in October 1998 to agree “in general” to
support NATO, but the “activation” of this pledge of support occurred only in March
1999 when international diplomacy failed to secure a lasting peace agreement.

By the end of the Kosovo conflict, all parties except the PDS supported
German involvement in the conflict. The Green Party remained divided, but the par
leadership continued to support Fischer’s position on Kosovo. Many Greens held to

their pacifist roots, some supported the NATO action because they personally

*9“Chronologie des Einsatzes im Kosovo (KFOR),” GamMinistry of Defense website:
http://www.einsatz.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/einsatkbxnl/04 Sj9SPykssyOxPLMnMzOvMOY_Qjz
KLN_SJdw3xBcIB2EGu-
pFwO0aCUVH1f]_zcVH1v_QD9gtylckdHRUUAZUVF3w!!/delta#se64xml/L3dJdyEvd0ZNQUFzQ
UMVNEIVRS82XzFMX0VUTg
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believed it was the only solution, but many others supported the action because they
held that as a governing party in the first Red-Green coalition, the Gregre®ad
not act otherwis&’

The Kosovo case remains controversial because Germany participated in a
NATO-led military intervention that was not sanctioned by a UN mandate. Many
observers questioned the legality of Germany’s involvement, assertingwiaat i
unconstitutional and violated one of the central preconditions for German
participation in out-of-area missions. Externally, German participatiorse&s by
the United States and Germany’s other allies in Europe as a step toward the
“normalization” of German foreign policy. Throughout the Kosovo crisis, however,
the German government worked closely on a multilateral basis withstemellies
while capitalizing on its good relations with Russia to bring it more diretttythe
negotiating process. German diplomacy within the various multilateradxdsatthe
UN, the Contact Group, the EU, and NATO—and its term as EU president in April-

June 1999 allowed it to push initiatives that help bring an end to the c8hflict.

Summary

In summary, the willingness of the German public and elite to send troops
abroad evolved gradually, though the process by which such decisions are made is

difficult and remains vulnerable to external pressures, internal domesticanotsst

9 “Nur vereinzelte deutsche Kritik am Nato-Einsaterfassungsrechtliche Debatte iiber den
BundeswehreinsatzNeue Zircher Zeitundvarch 30, 1999. Interviews conducted in Berlin in
November 2009 support this assessment. Severatrgoeat and political leaders interviewed stated
that the decision to participate in the Kosovo Gionivas “pure political opportunism” made palatbl
by public assurances that elite support was dibsehumanitarian concerns.

® Krause, 104.
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and party political calculations. Nevertheless, some patterns emerged @ver tim
First, the German government will not lead on out-of-area questions; ratheth&om
outset the question of whether to support a particular mission is seen as a nalltilate
issue. The German government’s actions are in response to a request from an
international player, rather than as an initiator. This position also hightights
importance of international law and international legal precedence as atsambor
validation for German action. In addition, the domestic political environment is such
that the operational parameters will remain restricted in some way @ground
troops), that conflict prevention or post-conflict development and reconstruction will
remain the sine qua non for sending German military forces abroad, and that the
mood of the public, while not determinant in deciding to send troops, nevertheless

will shape the decision-making environment.
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Chapter 3: The Theoretical Debate: Analyzing Germarforeign
Policy

Introduction
For much of the post—Cold War period, the theoretical debate on post-

unification German foreign policy has vacillated between realist exp@ts of
German foreign policy behavior and social constructivist challenges to the psoblem
evident in applying a structural analysis to German foreign policy aftemihef the
Cold War. Because the study’s research question focuses on explaining decision-
making processes in German foreign and security policy—a state-lewdiandhe
theoretical discussion must move from a broader international relations viewgpoint
the sub-field of foreign policy analysis (FPA). The theoretical dellten FPA
itself has gone through a similar transition, from the dominance of a positivist
approach to cognitive/psychological approaches emphasizing the role obualecisi
makers in the policy process while tending to neglect the institutional Sabtr
affect foreign policy behavidf

The chapter will begin with an examination of the state of the theoretical
debate on German foreign and security policy, following its arc from eatigtrea
predictions of post—Cold War German state behavior to constructivist challenges t
structuralist explanations of post-unification German foreign policy develapme

The chapter then turns to a discussion of institutions as the missing link in agalyzin

%2 valerie M. HudsonForeign Policy Analysis: Classic and Contemporahe®ry(Lanham, MD:
Rowman and Littlefield, 2007), £83; Patrick J. Haney, “Structure and Process irAthedysis of
Foreign Policy Crises,” ifforeign Policy Analysis: Continuity and Changetis $econd Generation
eds. Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Ney, and Patrittadey (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall,
1995), 99.
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German foreign policy at the state level, moving the theoretical debate oregnf
policy analysis approach to identify the institutional factors that inflei&&rman
foreign policy decisions, specifically with regard to the deployment of myilitaces

in Afghanistan.

Realism and Structural Explanations of German Foreign Policy

The end of the Cold War brought significant structural changes in its wake,
particularly for Germany, whose unification enhanced its geopolitical andt$hus i
power position both within Europe and internationally. The scholarly debate in the
immediate post—Cold War years tended to view implications of German uoificati
through neorealist lenses: Germany would begin to display different créstics of
a state maximizing its interests and re-balancing its power position iméhneational
system. German foreign policy would be adapted to conform to Germany’s new
geopolitical positiorf® Thus, once the postwar constraints on German power were
lifted, Germany would conform to what the anarchic nature of the international
system would expect of it: more aggressive state action focused less onenalltila
cooperation than on acquiring more power to enhance its international position and
protect its national interests.

John Mearsheimer’s writings are particularly emblematic of thesteali

position. Mearsheimer argued that the problem of German power would emerge once

8 John J. Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future: Insitghiit Europe After the Cold War/hternational
Securityl5, no. 4 (Summer 1990): 8, 32; Charles Krauthamtii&e Unipolar Moment,' Washington
Post July 20, 1990; Christopher Layne, “The Unipolardion: Why New Great Powers Will Arise,”

International Securityl 7, no. 4 (Spring 1993)=51; Kenneth N. Waltz, “The Emerging Structure of
International Politics, International Securityl 8, no. 2 (Fall 1993): 449. More recently, Max Otte

provides a realist interpretation of pe€lold War German policy; see Max Ot#e Rising Power?
German Foreign Policy in Transformation, 1989-198&w York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000).
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again since a unified Germany would begin to chafe underneath the constraints of the
international institutions of which it was a part and strike out on its own. Weaker
neighbors would be unable to form an effective counterbalance against German
strategic objectives. Most worrisome to many, Mearsheimer believed tteglUni
States should provide Germany with nuclear weapons (in a process of “limited
nuclear proliferation”) because in time Germany would demand them anyvway. It
interesting to note that most of the neorealist predictions of German behavior
originated with American political scientists, rather than with theinGer
counterparts, though there were German analysts who called for a motgeasse
German foreign policy and a more power-conscious state that was not hesitant to
pursue its own national intere$fs.

Mearsheimer’s structural logic led him to make policy prescriptions tis w
as alarming as they were inaccurate as a reflection of Germangokilities, and
over time it became clear that realist expectations of German foreigy pehavior
did not materialize. Germany showed no interest in abandoning its memberships in
international institutions and continued to emphasize its commitments to the EU and
NATO, thus accepting continued multilateral restraint on its newly won sguaéye
it retained the country’s constitutional ban on possession and acquisition of nuclear,
biological, and chemical weapons; and it accepted the status quo on its current

territorial boundaries. These were not the foreign policy decisions sdadidt

% The argument was that Germany’s self-confidencebe®n crushed by outside powers, creating a
weak and thus overly cautious foreign policy thaswletrimental to German interests. The subtitle of
Hans-Peter Schwarz'’s earlier book reflects thiskinig: Die gezdhmten Deutschéron der
Machtbesessenheit zur Machtvergesserjfiéie Tamed Germans: From the Obsession of Powéeto
Obliviousness of Power] (Stuttgart: Deutsche Veslagstalt, 1985). See also Christian Hacke, “Die
nationalen Interessen der Bundesrepublik Deutsdrdarder Schwelle zum 21. Jahrhundert,”
Aussenpolitikd9, no. 2 (1998):-86; and Gregor SchdllgeAngst vor der Macht. Die Deutschen und
ihre AussenpolitiBerlin: Ullstein Verlag, 1993).
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predicted. Indeed, the new “Berlin Republic” looked much like the old “Bonn
Republic,” with more continuity than change in its foreign policy behavior,
highlighting the weaknesses of realist explanations. But if not realismywvihat

other theoretical approach best explained the absence of wholesale changean Ge

foreign policy?

Constructivism and Cultural Explanations of German Foreign Policy

Given the failure of structural theories in the wake of the end of the Cold War,
scholars in the 1990s turned to domestic levels of analysis to explain continuity and
change in German foreign policy in general and to constructivist theoriesrobGe
policy behavior in particular. There is no single definition of constructf7ismd no
single theoretical approach, although there are commonly held assumptioles. Whi
structural arguments begin from assumptions of rationality and fixed irstettesst is,
that norms and identity precede and thus define interests, constructiviste dsaum
norms, identity, and interests are mutually constituted. Constructivists do not discount
material power, but they hold that these material interests are set aretlidetfimn a
normative social context. With its roots in social theory, constructivism assiiate
actors follow a logic of appropriateness (political action is a product of nibahs
suggest appropriate action in a given context), rather than a logic of consajyent

(political action is shaped by calculations of rational actors to maximifer@nees),

% Emanuel Adler offers a definition of constructivis“the view that the manner in which the material
world shapes and is shaped by human action ancatien depends on dynamic normative and
epistemic interpretations of the material worlddtigh the diversity of approaches under the
constructivist rubric has precluded any consensus definition. See Emanuel Adler, “Seizing the
Middle Ground: Constructivism in World Politicsuropean Journal of International RelatioBsno.
3:322.
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and that social actions among actors lead to the creation of norms and identities tha
shape further interactidfi.Since interests develop endogenously, norms, values, and
identities can be treated as independent variables in analyzing foreign®policy.

The key question, as John Duffield posed it, was why a united Germany
confounded neorealisffi.Constructivism, with its emphasis on ideational variables
and socially constituted norms, seemed a near-perfect theoreticahfBasitmany’s
emphasis of its “civilian power” status and the power of historical memory. The
answer, for these scholars, was the influence of deeply held norms of behavior that
continued to determine the direction of German foreign policy. Three intedrelate
strands emerged from this research orientation. The first is a broadly basealistlt
approach that sought to demonstrate the importance of non-materialist vasisibles
as culture in the study of foreign policy. Researchers identified such etquiana
variables as Germany’s culture of anti-militarism (Berger), histbrieemory

(Banchoff), and collective memory (Markovits and Reftthlowever, the use of the

% Henning Boekle, Volker Rittberger, and Wolfgangdhar, “Constructivist Foreign Policy Theory,”
in German Foreign Policy Since Unificatipad. Volker Rittberger (Manchester and New York:
Manchester University Press, 2001), 4057.

®” For general discussion on constructivism and imagonal relations theory, see Ted Hopf, “The
Promise of Constructivism in International Relatidrheory,”International Securityvol. 23, no. 1
(Summer 1998): 17200; for constructivism applied to foreign poliayadysis, see David Patrick
Houghton, “Reinvigorating the Study of Foreign BglDecision Making: Toward a Constructivist
Approach,”Foreign Policy Analysisvol. 3 (2007): 2445; and the review article by Jeffrey T.
Checkel, “The Constructivist Turn in Internatiomglations Theory,World Politics50, no. 2 (1998):
324-348.

% John S. Duffield, “Political Culture and State Befor: Why Germany Confounds Neorealism,”
International Organizatiorb3, no. 4 (1999): 76503.

% Thomas BergeiGultures of Antimilitarism: National Security in @eany and JapaiiBaltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1998); ThomasgBr, “Norms, Identity, and Security in
Germany and Japan,” the Culture of National Security: Norms and Idsniit World Politics ed.
Peter J. Katzenstein (New York: Columbia Universitegss, 1996), 3+856; Thomas Berger, “A
Perfectly Normal Abnormality: German Foreign Polaffer Kosovo and AfghanistanJapanese
Journal of Political Scienc8, no. 2 (2002): 1/3193; Thomas Banchoffihe German Problem
Transformed: Institutions, Politics, and Foreignlieg, 1945-1995Ann Arbor: University of
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term culture here is over-generalized and as such is not very helpful, sirtea it of
remains caught in descriptive inferences rather than suggesting caesaigset that
can help build testable theories.

A second strand takes up the more specific concept of political or strategic
culture in German foreign policy to draw conclusions about German policy behavior.
Many current studies apply the term using a constructivist approach thatsgregha
the subjective aspects of security policy, the influence of collective hadtoric
memory, and the relevant values and norms that define interests and pblicies.
Duffield makes a case for utilizing the more general concept of “politidtalre”
(the ways in which members of a society perceive the course of politics andwike vie
and assumptions with which they order their political world) rather than otherault
variables (e.g., organizational culture and strategic culture, which hesla$rseib-
categories of political culture), arguing that the term political cultarebe applied to
a broader range of casés.

Peter Katzenstein’s edited volume on the impact of culture on national

security is one of the most comprehensive arguments in favor of analyzingptie im

Michigan Press, 1998); Andrei S. Markovits and SifReich,The German Predicament: Memory
and Power in the New Eurofhaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1997

" Analysis of strategic culture has gone throughesahtheoretical cycles (generations). Some are
squarely in the constructivist approach; see Keayghurst,Germany and the Use of Force
(Manchester and New York: Manchester UniversitysBr@004), 17; and Bjorn Conrad and Mario
Stumm, “German Strategic Culture and InstitutioBhbice: Transatlanticism and/or Europeanism?”
Trierer Arbeitspapiere zur Internationalen Politikg. 9 (Trier: Universitat Trier, December 2004).
Others such as Alastair lain Johnston argue thatesfic culture has ideational as well as operation
(classic rationalist) components. See Alastair Jaihnston, “Thinking about Strategic Culture,”
International Securityl9, no. 4 (Spring 1995): 384. For another review article, see Jeffrey S. isant
“Strategic Culture and National Security Policinternational Studies Reviedy no. 3 (Fall 2002):
87-113.

" Applying two dimensions of German political cubymilitarism-anti-militarism and unilateralism
multilateralism, Duffield shows no significant cligs in German security policy because of the
enduring nature of German political culture. Dedpiyd attitudes help explain why German policy
behavior has been marked more by continuity thamgé. See Duffield, “Germany Confounds
Neorealism,” 774777; 796-791.
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of strategic culture on state behavior. International relations (IR) tiasriong been
dominated by two major theoretical approaches, neorealism and neolierfdiis

book, published in 1996 and thus cognizant of the failure of IR theory in predicting
the end of the Cold War, argues that a new analytical framework is needed,tone tha
takes into account the non-material factors (norms, cultures, collectiveiedgrihat
provide the missing link in explaining foreign and national security polféies.

The third strand, and the most influential interpretation of post-unification
German foreign policy, has been Hanns Maull’'s concept of Germany as ancivilia
power, which emerged as a reaction against the dominance of realism andiitg seem
inapplicability to the emerging post—Cold War environment. Arguing for a
“civilizing” concept of international politics, Maull integrated NorberiaEI
discussion of “civilizing processes” within societies into an argument aboutede ne
for a fundamentally different form of international politics—one that atate
recognizes the impact of complex interdependence. These civilizing impudsks
be driven by “civilian powers” whose goals were the promotion of the rule of law,
social justice, restraints on violence, democratic participation, and the mzatipal
of force!®

While Maull emphasizes that “civilian power” is an ideal type, over time the
term has been closely linked to German foreign policy as a whole: Gerneagnfor

policy is a civilian power foreign policy. The term was deemed useful both as an

2 peter J. Katzenstein, e@he Culture of National Security: Norms and Idgnitit World Politics

(New York: Columbia University Press, 1996).

3 Maull applied the concept to Germany and Japduisiseminal article; see Hanns W. Maull,
“Germany and Japan: The New Civilian PoweFteign Affairs69, no. 5 (Winter 1990/91): 9306;
Hanns W. Maull, “Zivilmacht Bundesrepublik. Vieraefihesen fir eine neue deutsche
Aussenpolitik,”"Europa-Archiv10 (1992): 269-278. See also Hanns W. Maull, “Beliiand als
Zivilmacht,” in Handbuch zur deutschen Aussenpqligits. Siegmar Schmidt, Gunther Hellmann, and
Reinhard Wolf (Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fiir Sozialwissehaften, 2006), 74.
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empirical-analytical concept for scholarly descriptions and an explanat®arofan
foreign policy, although it also provides a normative parameter for Gernfangign
policy orientation. Maull’s earlier writings did not explicitly reject itaity force but

set it within constraints (collective decision making), and viewed it assénuiment

of last resorf? Nevertheless, the term has come to define a certain type of state that
eschews hard power military instruments in favor of soft power instrumeis$s in i
foreign policy behavior. This, however, is one of the most contentious aspects within
the debate about post-unification German foreign policy: whether or not the concept
of civilian power can incorporate the state use of military power without
compromising the concept’s theoretical integrity. Since Germany nowipates in
military operations abroad, is it still a civilian power?

One set of scholars argues that Germany’s civilian power approach has show
it can adapt to the new international realifié$hey assert that the role concept never
dismissed military power but set limits on its use, emphasizing the need toteadhaus
other possible tools (diplomacy, aid, sanctions) before the use of force is
considered—thus no diminution of the relevance of the civilian power concept, but a
learning and adaptation process within it. Others claim Germany has moved too fa
away from the civilian power ideal type to be considered a civilian powee she

word “civilian” is generally defined as “non-military,” the attemptinsert a military

" Maull, “Zivilmacht Bundesrepublik,” 27274.

> Hanns W. Maull, “Die prekare Kontinuitat: Deutschessenpolitik zwischen Pfadabhangigkeit und
Anpassungsdruck,” iRegieren in der Bundesrepublik, Innen- und Ausdéikpseit 1949 eds.

Manfred G. Schmidt and Reimut ZohInhdfer (Wiesbadéarlag fur Sozialwissenschaften 2006), 7;
Sebastian Harnisch, “Change and Continuity in Riyfication German Foreign Policy,” iNew
Europe, New Germany, Old Foreign Poliog@. Douglas Webber (London and Portland, OR: Frank
Cass, 2001), 35-60; Anja Dalgaard-Nielsen, “Thet 6éStrategic Culture: Germany, Pacifism, and
Pre-emptive Strikes Security Dialogue36, no. 3: 339359; Adrian Hyde-Price, “Foreign and
Security Policy,” inDevelopments in German Politics&ls. Stephen Padgett, William E. Paterson,
and Gordon Smith (Durham, NC: Duke University Pr@693): 186.
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component into the term renders it conceptually uséfegise problem then becomes

a question of definition: if civilian powers do not abstain from military force, then

there is no distinct method for differentiating between a civilian power and ahorm
power!’ Thus, in this view, the concept has been stretched and broadened in its use
such that it is perilously close to being all things to all anal§i$tsr critics, then,
Germany’s changed security and defense policy shows that the concept can no longe
provide a satisfying explanation for German policy behavior.

All three strands are linked to constructivism because of their emphasis on
norms and ideational variables, and a growing number of studies—particularly from
German scholars—use a constructivist framewdfor constructivists, post-
unification Germany is a good test case because of the weak explanatoryppowe
rationalist theories and the seemingly close fit with the declaratonpenents of
German foreign policy itself. Germany developed—first out of necesdiy,dat of
conviction—a foreign policy that is more adapted to the post-Cold War international
environment than other, more structuralist-driven state foreign policiéss itthe
case, then there is no overwhelming rationale for implementing wholesale ciranges

German foreign and security policy.

® For example, Karen Smith applied this argumenh#EU, also considered a civilian power. See
Karen E. Smith, “The End of Civilian Power EU: A Weme Demise or a Cause for Concern?”
International SpectatoKXXV, no. 2 (2000): 1213.

" James Sperling, “The Foreign Policy of the BeRiEpublic: The Very Model of a Post-Modern
Major Power? A Review EssayGerman Politicsl2, no. 3 (December 2003):-418.

8 Beverly CrawfordPower and German Foreign Policy: Embedded Hegenmurope(London
and New York: Palgrave, 2007); Henning Tewes, “Howilian? How Much Power? Germany and
the Eastern Enlargement of NATO,”@ermany as a Civilian Power? The Foreign Policyhef
Berlin Republi¢ eds. Sebastian Harnisch and Hanns W. Maull (Nevk:YPalgrave, 2001): 1@5.

" For example, Henning Tewes critiques Maull’s darnl power concept but concludes that it has
much to contribute to constructivism. See Tewess'Bivilmachtkonzept in der Theorie der
internationalen Beziehungen. Anmerkungen zu Knutst@ und Hanns W. Maull Zeitschrift fiir
Internationale Beziehungeh no. 2 (1997): 34359.
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For constructivists, German foreign policy behavior is norm-driven. German
political culture has been imbued with strong skepticism, if not rejection, of thed use
military force in resolving conflict. Germany’s experience during thedlReich has
created an aversion to aggressive Realpolitik and a deep commitment taenalltila
institutions and to European integration. However, to argue that German foreign
policy is norm-consistent is not a sufficient explanator of German foreigrypolic
behavior; no state, as is evident in Sperling’s review of seven books on post-
unification German foreign policy, has solely normative motives for attion.
However, even Duffield, who takes a culturalist approach, admits that the variable
“political culture” is a necessary but not sufficient explanation of Germaigfoand
security policy?*

Sperling’s review touches on some of the issues that are relevant in addressing
a central question in this study: which conceptual approach can best explain
developments in post-unification German foreign policy behavior? The conclusion
shared by most researchers, including those reviewed by Sperling, is thatiseore
fails as an explanator of German foreign policy in the “Berlin Republic,” big thie
mean that constructivism is the better theoretical approach?

One study that sought to test various theoretical approaches was Volker
Rittberger’s edited volume on post-unification German foreign p8fidhe point of
departure for Rittberger’'s book was the question of which theoretical tradition could

best explain continuity and change in German foreign policy after 1990. The study

8 Sperling, “Review Essay,” 11, 27.

8 Duffield, World Power Forsaker28-29.

8 volker Rittberger, edGerman foreign policy since unification. Theorieslaase studies
(Manchester and New York: Manchester UniversitysBy@001). The multi-year study was conducted
by a group of researchers working in tandem wititbierger.
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aligned neorealism with two other theoretical paradigms—utilitarianaliisen and
constructivism—to test them for their explanatory power. The overwhelming

evidence, based on the book’s deductive analysis, was that constructivism showed the
greatest degree of explanatory power.

Traditional neorealism (states will conduct autonomy-seeking behavior only)
fared poorly in the study’s analysis, but a modified neorealism appeareddsetat le
partially explain events in the security policy domain, specifically thesidecto
participate in out-of-area operations. Rainer Baumann, the author of the chapter on
security policy, outlined the argument thus: modified neorealism holds that sifates w
seek to preserve their autonomy under conditions of high security risk, and are willing
to cede some autonomy in exchange for substantive gains in influence under
conditions of low security risk® Under a modified neorealism, and given that the
German state now functions under conditions of low security pressures, modified
neorealism would expect Germany to pursue influence-seeking policies within
institutional settings (e.g., NATO) rather than pursue autonomy and independence
apart from such institutions. Applying the study’s deductive approach to tws case
the Bundeswehr’s integrated command structure in NATO and out-of-area apgrati
Baumann sees the NATO example as exemplifying the constructivist cagsedbi f
mixed result in the out-of- area operations case. Baumann concluded that with regar
to out-of area operations, while constructivism explained the restraint that tharGGer
government showed, it could not explain some instances of participation in the

absence of strong societal or international norms (e.g., Kosovo in 1998), which seems

8 Rainer Baumann, Volker Rittberger, and Wolfganggwéar, “Neorealist foreign policy theory,” in
German Foreign Policy Since Unification: TheorigglaCase Studiegd. Volker Rittberger
(Manchester and New York: Manchester UniversitysBy2001): 38-67.
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to indicate that at times German foreign policy is interest-driven rdthemorm-
driven®

Though the case for constructivism is strong, at least in the Rittberger study,
the book has not been without its critics. Maull points out that the study and cases
themselves are too deductively drawn, which can produce findings that may not hold
up to closer empirical scrutify.Sperling outlines other drawbacks: Rittberger’s
application of behavioral assumptions to define German foreign policy behavior
falters with its presupposition that a neorealist state will exit interaltinstitutions
in order to pursue more autonomy. If this behavior isthe qua norior testing for
the effects of a modified neorealism, then any realist proposition about iserma
foreign policy will fail since Germany has made no effort to exit fromdriize
international institutions of which it is a member. Furthermore, Ritdrerg
theoretical discussion seems to imply a zero-sum relationship between autonomy
seeking and influence-seeking behavior when some of the case studies show that a
state often chooses to do both.

Some case studies show that German foreign policy behavior is not
exclusively norm-driven. For example, the issue of NATO enlargement iswdthal
in Baumann’s chapter in the Rittberger book as well as in two further books reviewed
by Sperling® All three authors take a constructivist approach to explain German

foreign policy behavior, but the argument that norms drove German policy behavior

8 Rainer Baumann, “German security policy within N&T in German foreign policy since
unification. Theories and case studied. Volker Rittberger (Manchester and New Yorlaridhester
University Press, 2001): 176-178.

% Hanns W. Maull, ed., “Transatlantic Relations aieptember 11thGermanForeign Policy in
DialogueNewslettey 2 (5) (December 2001): 24—26; Scott Ea@rman Foreign PolicyBoulder, CO:
Lynne Rienner, 2003), 5-6.

8 The two books cited are Tewes and Hyde-Price Speeling, “Review Essay,” 26—27.
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is not conclusive. In the case of Adrian Hyde-Price’s book on Germany’s response
NATO and EU enlargement, German enthusiasm for NATO enlargement declined
significantly after the first enlargement round, suggesting the weakhassm
compliance. Sperling notes: “German security interests, partictlexlyilieu goals

of stability along Germany’s eastern borders, may be lent a normatine, gaut it is
clear to me that in this case interests preceded both norms and id€ntitiyh’

regard to the out-of-area operations case in the Baumann chapter, even the author
concludes that while his analysis cannot fully settle the question of whattsfaeive

led to the changed in decision to participate in out-of-area operations, “there is
sufficient grounds to state that modified realism provides the most adequate
explanation of post-unification German foreign policy in this c&%e.”

Thus, to argue as constructivists do that German foreign policy is norm-
consistent may be useful for theory-building but tells us little about the $atbtatr
affect the policy decision-making process. Sperling’s take on recent sthplan
German foreign policy underscores this point: German foreign policy exhibits
behavior reflective of both the logic of appropriateness and the logic of
consequentiality, that is, German foreign policy aims are driven by irdexestell as
norms; Germany has pursued milieu goals but these goals have furthered German
national interests as well as European interests; and in some instanoas @Gelicy

decisions have been driven by a calculation of interest not terribly diffeoemt f

87 Sperling, “Review Essay,” 27.
8 Baumann, “German Security Policy,” 178.
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other states, as the Iraq case in 2003 shows—that is, norm compliance may give way
if it conflicts with strong national interest3.

Finally, there are scholars who argue that an emphasis on international or
cognitive-psychological level factors tends to ignore state-levergduch as the
role of institutions. For example, it is not clear why Rittberger’s thisatbt rigorous
study does not include an institutionalist paradigm, despite studies showing that
institutionalism can provide plausible explanations for German foreign policy
behavior. Anderson and Goodman coined the phrase “reflexive multilateralism” to
emphasize their assertion that Germany’s institutional membershipsatér
instrumental and normative. They were instrumental in that they served German
interests during a time when its semi-sovereign status made a strategy of
multilateralism to reintegrate German political and economic inteirgstthe
broader international community highly desirable, and normative in the sense that
these multilateral memberships in turn shaped German interests and eveveually
integrated into a broadly held consensus in the elite and public alike that accepts
multilateralism as a fundamental pillar of German foreign policy. For Aseteand
Goodman, German foreign policy always possessed an instrumentalist view of
institutions, but over time institutions were accorded normative values in tvesisel

and became part of Germany’s n8taatsraisori’

8 Sperling, "Review Essay,” 28—29.

% Anderson and Goodman argue that western institsitimve Germany a postmodern identity (semi-
sovereignty) defined through Europe and its intsresee Jeffrey J. Anderson and John B. Goodman,
“Mars or Minerva? A United Germany in a Post-ColédVEurope,” inAfter the Cold War:

International Institutions and State Strategieg€imrope, 1989-199%eds. Robert O. Keohane, Joseph
S. Nye, and Stanley Hoffman (Cambridge, MA: Harvidrdversity Press, 1993), 23-62; see also
Martin Mendler’s review of Rittberger’s edited vate:
http://www.fes.de/IPG/ONLINE3_2003/INHALTSVERZREZIH.
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But while including institutions is a needed corrective, Anderson and
Goodman'’s analysis remains at the IR level—at a level of abstraction thatatoes
shed light on how to explain foreign policy decision-making processes: Whasfactor
determine foreign policy decision outcomes? Why this policy, rather than @hdiber
begin to construct a framework for analyzing such research questions, oneakust

to the foreign policy analysis literature, and to the role of domestic politics.

Domestic Politics and Foreign Policy Analysis

The theoretical arc within IR literature has moved inexorably toward the
acknowledgment of the need to integrate both structural and domestic political
variables. The realist paradigm was challenged by the evidence of growing
transnational politics and complex interdependence, but the pendulum swing toward
liberalism and domestic- and individual-level analyses is also problemagt if
tempered by the recognition of the continued relevance of systemic factors.

Understanding foreign policy behavior requires understanding the impact of
domestic politics. Several scholars’ works are relevant to the discussiardatrha
his “second image reversed” article, Peter Gourevitch described how tmaiicteal
system affects domestic politics, but he also stressed the degree to whedtidom
structures can influence state behaviot.ike many others, Gourevitch pointed out
the problems associated with the prevailing emphasis on a strong state-ateak st
argumentation as it related to explaining foreign policy: many struatgaments

ignored the political context within which states made decisions and that stsuctur

1 peter Gourevitch, “The Second Image Reversed:fiteenational Sources of Domestic Politics,”
International Organizationvol. 32, no. 4 (Autumn 1978), 881-912;
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themselves affect the way in which one set of policy views can prevail ovéeanot
He emphasized the relevance of a “coalitional analysis” to highlight howdhegs
of policy formulation can affect the decision outcothd.ater, both Gourevitch and
Peter Katzenstein moved toward an integrative model that emphasized ttoee fac
political institutions and the degree of state centralization (executisas/Egislative
power); societal structure (homogeneity, organized political inter@sig)policy
networks that link state and society, and where coalition-building processes are
critical 23

Harald Muller and Risse-Kappen advocate a domestic structure appraach tha
links structure with political culture—an approach that incorporates the
organizational structures of the state along with the decision-makinirpsacules
and procedures, and the cultural norms and values woven into the political culture.
This integrative approach can account for variations in policy outcomes agty bgat
actors? In particular, Risse-Kappen emphasizes the nature of Germany’s domesti
structure, defined as a democratic corporatist model that “is charadtbeyiz
comparatively centralized societal organizations, strong and effectivieggbarties,
and a federal government that normally depends on a coalition between atdeast tw

parties. As a result and supported by cultural norms emphasizing societaighgotne

between ideological and class opponents, the system is geared toward compromise-

%2 pid, 903-905.

% See discussion in Thomas Risse-Kappen, “Publiniopj Domestic Structures, and Foreign Policy
in Liberal Democracies,World Politics43 (July 1991), 484—-486.

% Harald Miiller andThomas Risse-Kappen, “From thési@e In and from the Inside Out:
International Relations, Domestic Politics, andeign Policy,” Valerie M. Hudson and David
Skidmore, edsThe Limits of State Autononf@oulder, CO: Westview, 1993), 34-35.
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oriented consensus-building in its policy networksThese policy networks “are the
mechanism and processes of interest representation linking the polisitgahsyto
their societal elements, such as political parties and interest groups. fi¢epto
emphasizes the ability of political actors to build consensus among the relgeant e
groups in support of their policieS®”

In summary, the insights of these scholars are relevant to this study: domestic
structures can affect foreign policy outcomes; coalition-building prosessecentral
factors in decision outcomes; and policymakers must constantly weigh the/“polic
and the “political” sides of the decision-making equation. A domestic politics
approach thus incorporates “the nature of the political institutions (the ‘staitiy)
basic features of the society, and with the institutional and organizational
arrangements linking state and society and channeling societal demands into the
political system (the ‘policy networks’*

Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA), considered a sub-set of IR, lidseat
intersection of these international and domestic political variables ancéfoonsow
foreign policy decisions are made. It is an approach that is multi-leveled,
interdisciplinary, and agent-oriented, one that “looks at the interface between
institutions, agents, and rules with the aim of showing how these led to foreign policy

choices made by the collective agents known as stites.”

% Thomas Risse-Kappen, “Ideas do not float freengnational coalitions, domestic structures, and
the end of the cold war]hternational Organizationvol. 48, no. 2 (Spring 1994), 211.

% Miiller and Risse-Kappen, “From the Outside In,” 35

" |pid,” 33.

% Juliet Kaarbo, “Foreign Policy Analysis in the Tig-First Century: Back to Comparison, Forward
to Identity and Ideasfhternational Studies Reviely no. 2 (2003): 156—-163.
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In parallel to IR theory generally, the early phase of FPA, labeled
“comparative foreign policy,” emphasized event data collection and methoddlogica
development in an effort to build grand theory. Influential “first generation” ttsori
such as Richard Snyder, H. W. Bruck, and Burton Sapin sought to develop a general,
testable theory of what determines a state’s foreign policy behavior.Wirdimwas
followed by insights of scholars such as Irving Janis and his work on “groupthink”
and Charles F. Herrmann on the dynamics of small group decision making. Graham
Allison’s work on bureaucratic politics and organizational processes also brought the
focus of analysis down to the level of domestic politics and demonstrated that the
assumption of “rational” decision making is challenged by the dynamiesg# |
government bureaucratic institutions and group plaYers.

Efforts to build the necessary meta-theoretical and methodological
frameworks were not very successful, however, and the study of comparatige fore
policy seemed to have hit a dead end by the 1970s and 1980s. It was not until the end
of the Cold War and a shift from the dominance of neorealist structural theory to a
more careful consideration of domestic-level phenomena that a “second igafierat
of foreign policy analysts began to build on the research of previous scholars and
expand the conceptual framework of FPA. This theoretical framework emphasize
middle-range theory, the role of actors, the need for multi-causal explahatiall
levels of analysis, and a focus on process as well as outtbhiewever, the needed

re-balancing back to the level of decision makers and to individual actors in the

% Ibid, 14-20; Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hey, antli€la). Haney, “Generational Change in Foreign
Policy Analysis,” in Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hagd Patrick J. Haney, edBgreign Policy
Analysis: Continuity and Change in Its Second Geatien (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1995), 1-15.

1% Hudson, 28-31.
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decision-making process has tended to neglect the institutional context witich

the decision-making process operates. An examination of the FPA liteiatige f
relatively few studies that have integrated an understanding of how the ios#tuti
setting affects decision making in order to build a more complete pictune of t

foreign policymaking process. Institutional structures shaped by polioysazn and

do affect the process of decision-making, and decision makers cannot escape these
institutional practices and constrain?s.

Thus the role of institutional structures in the decision-making analysis has
been underanalyzed and both German and American researchers have argued for the
re-introduction of such factors in foreign policy analysis. Juliet Kaarboveslitne
emphasis on pure psychological explanations in earlier FPA scholarship must give
way to a more inclusive and balanced approach that takes politics and institutional
contexts into consideratidfi’ Foreign policy analysis may have focused on structure
but not enough on how structure can affect process. Patrick Haney emphasizes the
need to examine the link between structure and process that, he argues, is often
suggested in studies but not explicitly researched. A theoretical pevepbet
incorporates institutional factors can explore the relational links betweiey pol
structures, the policymaking processes, and policy outputs.

On the German side, the theoretical literature on foreign policy analysis i
very sparse. A number of studies have identified domestic political sources of
influence in German foreign policy, but the specific study of foreign policysisal

has tended either to focus on individuals and small groups, or on broader, structural

191 Haney, “Structure and Process,” 99-100.
192 Kaarbo, “Foreign Policy Analysis,” 163.
193 Haney, “Structure and Process,” 103.
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determinants of state behavi8f.Gerald Schneider is particularly critical of the state
of foreign policy analysis in Germany, which he feels lacks theoretimal because
the sensitivity to or outright rejection of the term “realism” in German paliand
academic circles (too closely linked to the term Realpolitik) has intjireast
aspersion on theory-driven research. Too often, Schneider argues, German “foreign
policy analysis” is bereft of theoretical considerations, thus reducing fiotoneof
“foreign policy advice.**®> What is needed is a theoretical framework that merges
structure and process and highlights the institutional structures within witisihode
makers interact.

If institutions, then, are the focus, how are they defined in this study?
Simmons and Martin’s broad definition of “a set of rules that stipulate thie wa
which states should cooperate and compete with one andthir $pare and
streamlined, but its focus on state cooperation is not easily applied to a study of
institutional dynamics within the stat¥.John Duffield’s definition is better suited to
an examination of foreign policy decision making. Institutions have been defined in
different ways. Traditionally, the term “institution” implied@mal organization
such as the UN or OECD. Second, the literature on regimes beginning in the 1970s

defined institutions as “recognized patternbehavior orpracticearound which

194 gperling, “Review Essay,” 16ff.

195 Gerald Schneider, “Die biirokratische Politik derséenpolitikanalyse. Das Erbe Allison im Licht
der gegenwartigen Forschungspraxigitschrift fur Internationale Beziehungdnno. 1 (1997): 113.
1% Beth A. Simmons and Lisa L. Martin, “Internatiof@iganizations and Institutions,” Hiandbook
of International Relationseds. Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse, and Befiimons (London: Sage
Publications, 2002), 194.

197 As Kaarbo notes, it is problematic to apply “graheory” to foreign policy analysis, since foreign
policy analysis resides at the level of middle-mtigeory. See Kaarbo, “Foreign Policy Analysis,”
158-159.
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expectations convergé® but this definition, too, is limited since by including
behavioral traits the definition precludes a study of whether institutions and rules
affect the behavior of actors. Third, an emphasis on a definition of institutienseas
of formalrulesin which actors are utility maximizers omits the ways in which
normative elements can be an influence on institutions (e.g., how actors creste rul
Finally, to define institutions solely a®rmsand collectively held intersubjective
ideas neglects the formal features that are a part of the institutiakalup within
which the decision-making process resides.

Duffield argues that a workable definition of institutions can in fact integrat
the various aspects of institutions identified in the literature—formal azggons,
practices, rules, and norms. Thus in his view, institutions are “relatively setblef
related constitutive, regulative, and procedural norms and rules that pertain to the
international system, the actors in the system (including states aaswelh-state
entities) and their activities® The definition covers both intersubjective and formal
elements of institutions as well as functional elements (“rules” ams&dists use it,
with constitutive, regulative, and procedural functions).

What holds the components of his definition together is the sense of an
ongoing dynamic in which a reiterative process becomes self-perpetUdtiag.
process is then recognized and utilized by actors to guide policy behavior in response
to external and internal stimuli. Structures and agents shape and are in turn shaped by

the process in which they are engaged. Thus formal institutional structurés (lega

1% Oren Young, “Regime Dynamics: The Rise and Falhtérnational Regimes,” imternational
Regimesed. Stephen D. Krasner (Ithaca: Cornell UnivgrBitess, 1983), 93.
199 John S. Duffield, “What are International Instiomts?” International Studies Revie®y no. 1

(2007): 3-7.
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constitutional) and informal structures (precedence, tradition), as well as the
constitutive (societal and international norms) and regulative/procedungloc@nts
(federal guidelines, committee membership), are acknowledged as inflé@ctoas

in the foreign policy decision-making process.

Summary

The discussion thus far has been that much of the literature on post—Cold War
German foreign policy has been at the level of IR theory, with an emphasidiem rea
and constructivism as two points of argumentation. There is no question that the
foreign policy of a state such as Germany is shaped by its perceived infguebtas
its power position, threat perception, alliance considerations), and by individual
policy actors and the norms and beliefs they internalize (anti-militarism,
multilateralism, rule of law). The task, argues Walter Carlsnaes, irsct@ f
theoretical approach that can integrate the various perspectives mégguieadoreign
policy analysis, since foreign policy actions incorporate “a multitude of mfle—
structural and agential, as well as international, societal and individual—that
continually impinge on them and on their decision-makErsEoreign policy action,
he stresses, is “always a combination of purposive behavior, cognitive-psycablogic
factors and the various structural phenomena characterizing societiesiand the

environments, and hence explanations of actual foreign policy actions must perforce

10 puffield, “International Institutions,” 7—8.
Hlwalter Carlsnaes, “Foreign Policy,” ifendbook of International Relationeds. Walter Carlsnaes,
Thomas Risse, and Beth A. Simmons (London: Sagédatibns, 2002), 344.
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be able to give accounts that do not by definition exclude or privilege any of these
types of explanations-*?

Ascertaining the decision-making processes that shape policy preference
relating to out-of-area missions requires a state-level focus, with jiisasis on
international and domestic political variables, and a framework for analy®ng t
interaction of these variables in determining policies. The following chegites up
the question of agency and structure, outlining the major German foreign policy
actors and structures and introducing two hypotheses that represent these two
constitutive elements in foreign policy analysis. The discussion of agents and
structures is then followed by an examination of the appropriate framework for
analysis that will provide the foundation for studying the decision-making [grates

the case of Afghanistan.

112 carlsnaesHandbook 342.
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Chapter 4: Agency and Structure in German Foreign Blicy:
Executive Power and Political Parties in the Decisn-Making
Process

Introduction

A great deal of attention has been given to the question of agency and
structure in international relations and in foreign policy analydishe emphasis on
actors in Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) has obscured institutionadas that
shape and are in turn shaped by individual actors. Here, as in international relations
theory in general, researchers are faced with the problem of agency versusestr
The issue is a fundamental one: how do we understand the interplay between actors
(individualism) and the social order in which they are embedded (collectivism) in
shaping political action?

But while the theoretical debate on ontology, epistemology, and methodology
continues, at least two aspects of the relationship appear to be shared by most
scholars, namely, that agents and structure are mutually constituted, andréhiatéhe
need to find some integrative approach that can encompass the complexity of the
agent—structure interactidfi’ The challenge is to move beyond the partition between

individual action and social order to examine the interplay between them. As such,

13 walter Carlsnaes, “The Agency-Structure Probledreign Policy Analysis,international
Studies Quarterh86 (1992): 245.

114 Colin Wight, “They Shoot Dead Horses Don't They®ating Agency in the Agent-Structure
Problematique,European Journal of International RelatioBsno. 1 (1999): 125; Ted Hopf, “The
Promise of Constructivism in International Relatidrheory,”International Security23, no. 1
(Summer 1998): 172-173; Audie Klotz and CeceliadhyiStrategies for Research in Constructivist
International RelationgArmonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2007), 6—7.
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this study introduces two hypotheses that examine major components in the decision
making process that characterizes the agency-structure dynanmaletioé the
chancellor, the chief executive, and the role of coalition politics in the German
political system. By following the interaction of the two variables ovee tinoth
their interaction and their respective impact on the policy-making processgeca
charted.

The first hypothesis focuses on agency and the role of the federal chancello
The argument presented here is that the chancellor is the central actergn f
policy decision making; that within the structural constraints on executive power,
chancellors can expand their ability to shape policy preferences and decision
outcomes vis-a-vis other dominant policy actors; but that whether the chancellor
dominates policy deliberations or is forced to compromise is dependent on the
political and institutional context within which the policy takes shape. The second
hypothesis takes up the question of structure in its focus on the party system and the
importance of coalition politics in foreign policy deliberations. The argument
presented here is that institutions matter in the foreign policy decision-making
process; that parties—particularly parliamentary parties in Geriaoalition
governments—are key institutions that shape policy decisions; and that within
governing coalitions, junior coalition parties can have a disproportionate influence on

policy outcomes.

Agency: Foreign Policy Actors

With regard to agency, scholars acknowledge there is no consensus on the

term’s meaning, or what constitutes an “agent.” For Wight, the ontologicakpmobl
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about the nature of agency is better addressed by acknowledging its abmplex
setting it in what he has termed a multi-layered concept of agency that iescitirae
levels:

e Agency(1l): agency is composedindividualswho possess the ability
and capacity to carry through intended actions. It is the power of
intention that is central to this aspect of agency;

e Agency(2): agency includessacio-cultural systernm which agents
are embedded, i.e., individuals are set within different structures at
different levels;

e Agency(3): agency reflectpbsitioned-practices-placgsor roles,
that agents occupy and play (e.g., soldier, banker, polititian).

These three aspects of agency (agency-as-individuals, agency-as-system,
agency-as-role) interact closely with one another; the roles individualsahterand
act out are linked to the socio-cultural environment in which they are formed. Thus
agency deals with individual human beings who have been shaped by their social
environment and life experiences, which feed into the roles they play withinra give
environment. As Wight concludes: “Each level of agency is necessary to account for
the other, but none is reducible to the otHé? Thus, an examination of an individual
actor must take account of the individual’s biography, the social-politicadxioint
which he/she acts, and the various roles that the person embodies and acts through.

In the following section, the discussion focuses on the role of the chancellor
relative to other major foreign policy actors such as the cabinet, fediarsters, and
parliament. The section will then explore contending theories of the role of the
chancellor in German foreign policy: has the chancellor over time exertedsntgy

power over the decision-making process, as is asserted in the theoreticalatebate

151hid, 132-134.
1€ hid, 135.
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does the chancellor remain compelled by virtue of the fragmentation of powaer withi
Germany’s federalist system to compromise with other actors in ordeaicb a
consensus policy position? The answer will have a decided effect on the outcome of

foreign policy decisions.

Chancellor and Chancellor’s Office

The chancellor is the central decision maker in the German federal
government. The chancellor, elected not by popular vote but by a majority vote in the
Bundestag, the German Parliament, is chosen from the strongest party in the
coalition, while the office of vice-chancellor is given to the major coalitiompa
Articles 64 and 65 of the German Basic Law @rendgesetzor GG) define the role
and authority of the chancellor and outline three organizational principlesftaat re
this authority**’

“Chancellor Principle” (Kanzlerprinzip) Through Article 65, the chancellor
is given the right to determine general policy guidelines for the fedevalgment,
the so-calledRichtlinienkompetenZ his gives the chancellor significant freedom of
action in setting the political agenda and signaling which policy issusisehwill
take a leading role in, though these policy guidelines usually are not fprmall
articulated. The federal government’s rules of procedaes¢haftsordnung der
Bundesregierungemphasize the chancellor’'s responsibility for the effective

management of the federal governmémtitingskompetepzFinally, the authority of

117 Al references to the German Basic Law are takemfAxel Tschentschefhe Basic Law
(Grundgesetz). The Constitution of the Federal Répof Germany (May 23, 1949nd ed. (Bern
and Wirzburg: Jurisprudentia Verlag, 2008), avédiab:
www.servat.unibe.ch/jurisprudentia/lit/the_basiev.ladf.
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the chancellor includes the right to appoint the federal ministers who wiasen
the government (Article 642

“Minister Principle/Departmental Principle” (Ressortprinzipjrticle 64
gives the chancellor the right to appoint and dismiss federal ministers, blg ABic
states that within the policy guidelines set by the chancellor, federatemsretain
complete autonomy within their departmental jurisdiction. This means, in effdct, tha
much of the policy development is conducted in the ministries, not in the
Chancellor’s Office (although there are some politically sensitivessthat reside in
the Chancellor’s Office, such as the federal intelligence serviceibeod its extra-
territorial reach):*® Federal ministers are thus highly influential bureaucratic players
within their area of competence.

“Cabinet Principle/Collegiality Principle” (Kabinettsprinzip) Article 65
states specifically that the federal cabinet is tasked with resohffiegetlices of
opinion among ministers. As a collective body, the chancellor and federal ministers
must vote on all policy initiatives put forward by the governnt&hEabinet votes are
thus expected to be unanimous.

These principles are constitutionally vague and thus open to political

interpretation-** Within the federal executive there is a constantly shifting balance

18 y/olker BusseBundeskanzleramt und Bundesregierung: Aufgabena@sgtion, Arbeitsweise
(Heidelberg: Huthig, 1997), 44-48.

119 Busse Bundeskanzleramb0-51; Klaus Goetz, “Government at the CentrePévelopments in
German Politics3, eds. Stephen Padgett, William E. Paterson, amdd@d Smith (Durham: Duke
University Press, 2003), 23; Stephen Padgett,dthiction: Chancellors and the Chancellorship,” in
Adenauer to Kohl: The Development of the GermamCéléorship ed. Stephen Padgett (Washington,
DC: Georgetown University Press, 1994), 4.

120 Gpetz, “Government at the Centre,” 23.

21 pavid Southern, “The Chancellor and the Constitutiin Adenauer to Kohl: The Development of
the German Chancellorshigd. Stephen Padgett (Washington DC: Georgetowwvelbity Press,
1994), 33; BussdBundeskanzleramb1-52.
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between the chief executive’s dominance in the government as a whole and his/he
power to set the policy agenda, competing pressures from individual ministers who
retain autonomy within their ministerial competences and have their own golitic
agendas, and a shared constitutional requirement to cooperate as a collectiee body
resolve policy differences. The relative weight of each component dependyg targe
the personalities and leadership styles of the dominant actors, partidugarly t
chancellor. The cabinet, however, is considered the weakest link; it functiongsnore
a “board of managers” than a powerful decision-making body, and because formal
and informal rules require unanimity on policy decisions, any policy conflict is
usually resolved before the issue is placed on the cabinet’s agéitia. real

struggle for power within the federal executive lies in the interactions betiwee
chancellor and the ministers, and in the ability of the chancellor to effectively
implement his/her constitutional responsibility to set policy guidelines while
managing ministerial interests and initiativés.

In addition to the formal constitutional powers, the chancellor has other
instruments of authority. Administratively, one of the most powerful tools at the
chancellor’s disposal is the Chancellor’'s Offi@ei(deskanzleramor Chancellery),
whose function is to provide information and assistance to the chancellor and to
conduct the operative planning and tactical coordination for the chancellor’s policy

guidelines‘** Figure 1 shows the broader institutional outlines of the Chancellery.

122 Gpetz, “Government at the Centre,” 25.
123 padgett, “Introduction,” 5.
124 Goetz, “Government at the Centre,” 33.
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Chancellor’s
Office

Chancellor State Minister

State Minister
Director’s Director of
Office Chancellery State Minister

Division 1 Division 2 Division 3 Division 4 Division 5 Division 6
Central Foreign Policy Social Policy: Economic m Federal
Administration Security Health Care and Policy Security
Domestic Policy Labor, Financial Council

Policy Development Social Welfare Policy Intelligence
Legal Policy Policy Infrastructure Services

ource: Based on chart of German Federal Chancellery, availal
http: de/Content/DE,

Figure 1: Organizational Structure of Chancellery

The six overarching Directorate-Generals, the sub-directorates, and thye poli
divisions mirror the general structure of German ministries, with Divi& covering
foreign, security, and development polféyThe Chancellor's Office also

coordinates inter-ministerial policy initiatives as well as relatigitls the

chancellor’s coalition partner and prepares policy decisions and monitors their
implementatiort?® It manages the intersecting lines between the governing parties,
federal ministries, parliament, and external and domestic relationsf¢esign
dignitaries, interest groups, public opinion and media). Thus the Chancellery is the
nexus at which all the governing principles intersect in the person and office of
chancellor: leadership via t&@nzlerprinzip coordination with the ministries

(Ressortprinzipand federal cabineKollegialprinzip); and negotiation tactics in the

125 See Federal Chancellery organization plan at:
http://www.bundesregierung.de/Webs/Breg/DE/Bundgsreng/Bundeskanzleramt/Organigramm/org
anigramm.htm|

126 Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel, “The Chancellor and Hiaf§’ in Adenauer to Kohl: The Development
of the German Chancellorshipd. Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetdmiversity Press,
1994), 108.
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chancellor’s relations with his parti?drteiprinzig and coalition partner
(Koalitionsprinzip.*?’

One institutional peculiarity based within the Chancellery related tayforei
policy is the Federal Security Coundduyndessicherheitsrgta cabinet committee.
Institutionally, at least at first glance, the Council appears to hold sower.po
Presided over and called by the chancellor and composed of the major foreign policy
actors, it is responsible for domestic and external security. Organiztianial the
only cabinet committee that can take decisions on its own authority and that is not
subject to parliamentary oversigft.In reality, however, the influence of the Council
has waned substantially after the end of the Cold War. During that time, thalFeder
Security Council handled critical issues related to nuclear weapons, armdd, cord
proliferation. Today, the Council is primarily responsible for overseeinghn@er
arms exports and functions as a general forum for foreign and defense policy
discussions?® The coalition agreement in 1998 between the Social Democratic Party
(SPD) and the Green Party re-emphasized the Council’s original rale of
coordinating body for German security matters, and there have been ctiks for

government to transform the Federal Security Council into a German Nationa

Security Council similar to the U.S. model—most recently in a CDU partyepdbnc

127 Karl-Rudolf Korte, Bundeskanzleranitin Handbuch zur deutschen Aussenpaligits. Siegmar
Schmidt, Gunther Hellmann, Reinhard Wolf (Wiesbadés-Verlag fir Sozialwissenschaften, 2007),
204-205.

128 jJudith Siwert-Probst, “Traditional Institutions Béreign Policy,” inGermany’s New Foreign
Policy: Decision-Making in an Interdependent Wowrdls. Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and Karl Kaiser
(Houndsmill, Baskingstoke, UK: Palgrave, 2001), 24.

129 othar Rihl, “Security Policy: National Structurasd Multilateral Integration,” iGGermany’s New
Foreign Policy: Decision-Making in an Interdepenti®vorld, eds. Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and Karl
Kaiser (Houndsmill, Baskingstoke, UK: Palgrave, PDA05;DeutscheBundestag“Der
BundesicherheitsratAktueller Begriff Wissenschaftliche Dienste, no. 22/08 (May 9, 20082;
Siwert-Probst, “Traditional Institutions,” 24.
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paper in 2008—but the suggestion has not garnered any serious political support
because of the potential re-distribution of power in favor of the chancellor and, by
inference, of the major coalition party/.

In terms of foreign policy, the chancellor has overall responsibility for
external security and national defense. Should a “state of defense” arise, the
responsibilities of the military supreme commander are transferredfie@hief of
Staff (GeneralinspekteQrof the German Armed Forces to the chancellor (Art. 115b
GG). In the field of foreign policy, the chancellor is considered the most infiient
player, for several reasons. As noted, the ambiguity in the wording of the relevant
constitutional articles provides the chancellor with significant scopetiohaa his
agenda-setting function. Secondly, Konrad Adenauer’s dominance over foreign
policy arguably set the pattern for future chancellors, most of whom took a defining
role in German foreign policy. Thirdly, foreign policy generally is not acitjo
intense parliamentary oversight (in terms of legislation), giving thecetiar
expanded room for maneuveér.

Finally, the chancellor’s ability via thReichtlinienkompetento set policy
guidelines has allowed chancellors to signal their intent to take a leating a
particular policy arena. This policy prerogative is particularly pronouncéatéign

policy and European policy. The particular circumstances of the Federal R&publi

130 The SPD is wary because they see it as a powgtloreate a new power center in the
Chancellery at the expense of the Foreign Offiakthe foreign minister. See “Union will robustere
Sicherheitspolitik," TagesspiegeMay 4, 2008.

Bwilliam E. Paterson, “The Chancellor and Foreigfidyg’ in Adenauer to Kohl: The Development
of the German Chancellorshipd. Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetdmiversity Press,
1994), 127-128. This is particularly evident undeimut Kohl, who began his sixteen-year tenure as
a foreign policy novice but used the growing numifénternational summits and the Chancellery’s
bureaucracy to circumvent the influence of his lsegving foreign minister, Hans-Dietrich Genscher.
See Peter M. Wagner, “Aussenpolitik in der Koafisdemokratie,Internationale Politik4, (1998):
31-36.
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establishment in 1949 have meant that the conduct of foreign policy has been a
central focus of the federal executive, and of the chancellor in particular.
Constitutionally the primary responsibility for foreign policy is handed to the
chancellor and the dominant foreign policy actors (Foreign Office, Ministry of
Defense, Ministry of Finance) who report to the executi¢@here have been times
when the foreign minister has taken the lead on a foreign policy issue, such as
Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher’s handling of the OSCE pratéiss i
1980s, and times when the chancellor has taken the lead on foreign policy, such as
Chancellor Helmut Kohl's drafting of the Ten Point Program during the unification
process in 1989-1996°

With the levers of authority come countervailing constraints. One such
constraint is Germany'’s federalist system of government in which powédesy
diffused. TheKanzlerprinzipis counter-balanced by the ministeR&ssortprinzigand
the unanimity requirement in cabinet voting. The chancellor's agenda-sdtdiitigsa
may be opposed by other dominant foreign policy actors. Federal states ar& given
stake in some foreign policy areas by way ofBli@desratthe Federal Council that
represents the states at the federal level and in which the statepgi@rticiectly in
national policy decisions that affect their areas of competencies (thouigh the
influence on foreign policy is minimal save for EU-related issti4$jurthermore,

Germany'’s system of coalition government means that the chancellor’s fwower

132 Sjwert-Probst, “Traditional Institutions,” 19-20.

133 Korte, “Bundeskanzleramt,” 209.

134 TheBundesrais not quite analogous to the “second chambegosernment but is considered one
of five constitutional bodies in the German fedgravernment. See Roland Sturm, “The Chancellor
and the Executive,” iThe Development of the German Chancellorship: Adento Koh| ed.

Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown UsityePress, 1994), 89.
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achieve foreign policy objectives is dependent on the cooperation of the junior
coalition partner, most especially because the office of foreign minigtetddy the
junior party in the coalition® Thirdly, the chancellor’s relationship with his/her own
party often impacts decision making. Dissent within the party compliotiies
management imperatives, such as a smoothly functioning coalition. Finally, the
dynamics of foreign policy issues both within the political elite and in the public a
large can often obstruct the chancellor’s policy aiffis.

The other side of the equation, however, is the informal instruments of power
available to the chancellor. The formalized structures of Germany'safetisystem
of government compel actors to engage in consensus building, though consensus is
often difficult to obtain. In response to increasing policy complexity and expanding
numbers of bureaucratic actors, a set of informal policy networks, tools, and
procedures have developed in response to increasing bureaucratic rigidity and
stasis™>’ Lothar Riihl lays out the advantages and disadvantages of informal decision-
making procedures: smaller group dynamics can be more effective, and informal
procedures tend to be more flexible and can more easily respond to unfolding events.
The disadvantages are that the pressures to make a faster decision can lead to
important information being left out, or decisions being struck that lack the ngcessa

detail or direction, complicating the implementation of the pdiity.

135 Gordon Smith, “The Changing Parameters of the €éltorship,” inAdenauer to Kohl: The
Development of the German Chancellorstd@. Stephen Padgett (Washington, DC: Georgetown
University Press, 1994), 192. In foreign policye Bundesras influence is felt most acutely in
Germany’s European policy and EU affairs.

136 Sturm, “Chancellor and Executive,” 89; Smith, “@ging Parameters,” 178.

137 Stephen D. Collingzerman Policy-Making and Eastern Enlargement offkkeDuring the Kohl
Era: Managing the AgendaManchester and New York: Manchester UniversitysBy 2002), 7-9.
138 Rihl, “Security Policy,” 107-111.
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Such informal decision-making practices are highly developed in the German
system where there is a tendency “to detach decisions at the higheshipddees
from the formally competent institutions and from formal procedur@4zor
example, while the party fraction meetings are formally the centraidegnaking
bodies in the Bundestag, time pressures and the growing size of the parliamentary
fractions mean that in practice, policy objectives have been shaped in informal
settings as issues have moved up the hierarchical bureaucratic stritbweser,
real decision-making power is also based in the coalition ro@msge
Koalitionsrund@ begun under Chancellor Kohl and retained by his successors
Gerhard Schroder and Angela Merkel. Members are officials drawn from the
government, parliamentary fraction, and coalition and meet prior to or in pavilhiel
the formal cabinet meetings called by and presided over by the chahtarl-
Rudolf Korte considers these informal patterns the distinguishing chas#ctefithe
decision-making style of the German chancellor and the Chanctftery.

To sum up, the office of chancellor retains a great deal of authority and power
that is nevertheless subject to formal and informal constraints. The ability of t
chancellor to successfully apply the instruments of power depends on many. factor
the relative cohesion of the coalition government, ministerial ambitions, party

cohesion, and the chancellor's own managerial $f{le.

*%1bid, 108.

1O\Wolfgang Ismayr, “Bundestag,” iHandbuch zur deutschen Aussenpaliéiéts. Siegmar Schmidt,
Gunther Hellmann, Reinhard Wolf (Wiesbaden: VS-"grir Sozialwissenschaften 2007), 176.
Interview respondents stressed that domestic gallitsues usually dominate such coalition rounds.
Interviews conducted in Berlin on November 11, 2@)9.

I Korte, “Bundeskanzleramt,” 205.

142 Sjwert-Probst, “Traditional Institutions,” 20; Gton Smith, “Changing Parameters,” 178.
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Federal Ministries: Major Foreign Policy Actors

While the federal chancellor sets policy guidelines, and policy decisions are
voted on by the cabinet, it is the federal ministries that conduct the day-to-day
activities relating to policy development. Importantly, the growing cerifyl of
issues has meant that competences are shared between ministries, rstivh easie
of out-of-area operations where the issue is managed with input primarilyfeom
Foreign Office as well as the Ministries of Defense and Finance hétfutl
participation of the Chancellery. Nearly every federal ministrgvslved in some
aspect of Germany’s external relations—at least 250 administrative ursitdeotite
Foreign Office and Defense Ministt{? Nevertheless, the federal government's rules
of procedure state that the Foreign Office holds the authority for coordination of
foreign policy and the right to negotiate abrd&toreign policy guidelines are set
by the chancellor, the policy developed in the relevant specialized ministriethea
policy recommendations voted on in the federal cabinet. In the following section, the
primary ministerial actors—the Foreign Office and Ministry of Defenase-eutlined
in more detail.

Foreign Office. The Foreign Office is formally responsible for German
foreign policy, though it is not the only actor in the foreign policy aféheigure 2

shows the general organizational structure of the Foreign Office.

143 Christoph Weller, “Bundesministerien,” iandbuch zur deutschen Aussenpolitiits. Siegmar
Schmidt, Gunther Hellmann, and Reinhard Wolf (Wasdn: VS-Verlag fir Sozialwissenschaften,
2007), 210-211.

144 \Weller, “Bundesministerien,” 216.

145 Sjwert-Probst, “Traditional Institutions,” 26. Faretailed description of Foreign Office
departments and their roles, see Reinhard Bettztidgewartige Dienst,” irHandbuch zur deutschen
Aussenpolitikeds. Siegmar Schmidt, Gunther Hellmann, and Reihéolf (Wiesbaden: VS-Verlag
fir Sozialwissenschaften, 2007), 225-245.
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Foreign Minister

Special Policy Planning
Representatives/ | Staff

Coordinators

Minister’s Offices

State Minister | | State Minister | | State Secretary | | State Secretary
Division 1 Division 2 Division3 et Divsion €
Central Europe (E/W) Asia/Africa (?Iltz | latlons uUro_pean
Administration North America Middle East oballssues nion
Security Issues Lat. America
_DIV|S|°n.4 Division 5 Division 6 Division 7
Economic —— T o1
Policy Legal Policy Cultureand Protocol
X International Communications
Sustainable
Law
Development

Source: Based on chart of Foreign Office available at: http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/de/AAmt/Organisationsplan.pdf

Figure 2: Organizational Structure of Foreign Office

The executive leadership of the Foreign Office includes the foreign erirtisé two
ministers of state who are members of the Bundestag and assist the foraster in
his/her tasks, primarily those of a political nature, and three statessexsetho
oversee the administrative tasks and responsibilities of the Directosatrals. The
Political Directorate 2 is responsible for coordinating policy toward EuropehN
America, and Central Asia as well as covering all aspects of Eurapéan
transatlantic security relations. A sub-directorate handles disantamd arms
control issued?® The foreign minister also appoints special representatives who
coordinate sensitive bilateral relations (with the United States, Rusdi&atand)

and Germany’s international human rights policy.

146 see Foreign Office websithttp://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/en/AAmt/Ueliemshtml
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Ministerial coordination occurs both vertically and horizontally and at formal
and informal levels within the Foreign Office. There are formalized forms of
horizontal coordination such as inter-ministerial committees, which are pentna
bodies with clear rules guiding membership and responsibilities. However,dlzere i
great degree of informal horizontal and vertical coordination as well, both wittin a
between ministries (email, informal meetings at sub-unit levels, and sBaicy
initiatives are vetted by the minister before being passed on to the fealaradt for
discussiort?’

Though the Foreign Office has the authority for coordinating foreign policy,
the Chancellery often takes the lead in coordinating policy decision making, either
formally or informally. Highly technical issues are left to the mirestrvith
competence in that area which, because of their specialized expertisesawiiim
take the lead in policy discussions. The system is intended to achieve a high level of
inter-ministerial coordination so that any potential conflicts over policyes@ved
within the bureaucracy in order to avoid conflict at higher levels of authorgy (e
during a cabinet meeting). Because of the growing number of bureaucraticaactors
the consequent multi-leveled inter-ministerial activity, coordination retiaat
element in the policy proce$®

Ministry of Defense During the Bundestag’s first foreign policy debate in
1949, the newly elected parliamentarians voted against the rearmament afdred Fe

Republic, but the pressures of the Cold War and the failure of the European Defense

“T\weller, 216-217.

18 \Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and Karl Kaiser, “Academicg®arch and Foreign Policy-Making,” in
Germany’s New Foreign Policy: Decision-Making in laterdependent Wor|deds. Wolf-Dieter
Eberwein and Karl Kaiser (Houndsmill, Baskingstold&: Palgrave, 2001), 5.
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Community led to the establishment of NATO and the WEU and, by 1955, to the
establishment of the German Ministry of Defense and the Bundeswehr. German
lawmakers had already inserted provisions in the new constitution that set ou¢ the rol
of a German military and the consequent restrictions on the use of mititaeyim
the Federal Republic. What is noteworthy is that references to the Geiltary m
appear not in one single constitutional article but are scattered throughoastbe B
Law, emphasizing the integrated nature of the German armed forces ireralgm
constitutional ordet?® Civilian control of the military is underscored by the fact that
the Defense Minister retains control of the German armed forces excepéesaf
war, when leadership of the armed forces is transferred to the federatltbraite
Chief of Staff of the BundeswehGéneralinspekteqy the highest-ranking officer in
the German armed forces, functions as the military adviser to the defenstemnand
chancellor and is responsible for the development of German defense sttategy.
The emphasis on civilian control of the military is reflected in parlianngnta
relations with the German armed forces. The Bundestag controls the daidgse,
and the Bundestag's Defense Committee has far-reaching rights of @mtrol
established in the Basic Law; it is the only parliamentary committedasahe

authority to call its own investigations and to demand the participation of the defense

149 Johannes Varwick, “Bundeswehr,”litandbuch zur deutschen Aussenpalitifts. Siegmar
Schmidt, Gunther Hellmann, and Reinhard Wolf (Wasdn: VS-Verlag fir Sozialwissenschaften,
2007), 248.

150 German Federal Ministry of Defense,
http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg/kexml/04_Sj9SPW&GEPLMnMzOvMOY _QjzKLd4k3cfcASYGZ
bub6kTCxoNQ8fV-
P_NxUfW_9AP2C3lhyROdFRQDWCjom/delta/base64xml/LOIKViEUSEhL3dITUFDcOFJVUFOby
80SUVhREFBIS9kZQ
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minister in any of its meetinds’ This legislative oversight is underscored by the
office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Armed Forces, dbsignprotect
basic democratic rights of military personnel and assist the Bundestagyamnseg

oversight of the Bundesweht Table 3 shows the structure of the Defense Ministry.

Parliamentary Minister of Defense Parliamentary
State Secretary State Secretary

| State Secretary | Policy Planning Staff State Secretary

General Inspector/
Chief of Staff,
Bundeswehr

|

Chief of Staff Chief of Staff Vice Chief Chief of Staff Surgeon Director
Arm Air Force of Staff Nav General General
v v Medical Armaments
Armed Forces Services

Staff

Joint Operations Staff

Depty Dir Depty Dir
Military Civilian

Source: Based on organizational chart of Ministry of Defense available at:
http://www.bmvg.de/fileserving/PortalFiles/C1256EF40036B05B/W26N5JZD625INFOEN/Organigramm%20BMVg%20April%202009%20
%28Englisch%29.pdf

Figure 3: Organizational Structure of Ministry of D efense

The structure of the Defense Ministry, with its executive, the civilian irates, and
the military staffs, reflects this intent to ensure civilian control of Germilitary
forces. The executive group consists of the minister, the Special gatesti Branch,
and five staffs: the Executive Staff, which is the main coordination point for all

relevant agencies; Policy Planning Staff, responsible for strategic plafnessg and

151 Federal Ministry of Defense, “Citizen in Uniforimplementing Human Rights in the Armed
Forces,” Conference in Berlin, September 7-8, 2006,
http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2006/10/21882pdf.

1525ee “Armed Forces Commissioner,” at

http://www.Bundestagle/htdocs e/commissioner/index.html
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Information Office; Organization Staff (responsible for organization-pdasks at
both the Ministry’s headquarters outside of Bonn and in its offices in Berlin); and a
Operational Controlling System staff that provides the executive with yaahtrol
information on ongoing missions and tasks.

The civilian directorates encompass the Directorate-General crAemts,
Personnel, Social Services, and Central Affairs, Budget, Legal Affairéhand
Defense Administration, Infrastructure, and Environmental ProtectiontDiete.

The five military directorates represent the German Armed ForcHs/Atay, Air

Force, Navy, and the Medical Services staffThe Joint Operations Staff was
established in 2008 to coordinate all mission-relevant functions of the civilian
directorates and military divisions of the Ministry of Defense. Its resbititiss

include planning, preparation, and analysis of out-of-area missions in order to provide
relevant information not only to the Ministry’s Executive Group but to the Cabinet

and the Bundestag as weif,

Other Federal Ministries

The general structure of a federal ministry is presented in Figure 4.

133 See Federal Ministry of Defense:

http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvag/kecxml/04 Sj9SPwW&sPLMnMz0OvMOY QjzKLd4k38XIESYG
Zbub6kTAxX4 83FT90NQ8fW 9AP2C3lhyROdAFRQCa0OKCM/ddwse64xml/L3dJdyEvdOZNQUF
ZOUMVNEIVRS82X0RfNEdE

134 See Federal Ministry of Defense:

http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg/kecxml/04 Sj9SPwW&GEPLMnMz0OvMOY  QjzKLd4k3cfcESYGZ
bub6kTAxX4 83FT90NQ8fW 9AP2C3lhyROAFRQAvshv6/dditege64xml/L3dJdyEVd0ZNQUFzQ
UMVNEIVRS82X0RfMVNISA.
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4 R

Executive Federal Minister Minister’s Office

Cabinet Affairs

Parliamentary Parliamentary

State Secretary State Secretary State Secretary State Secretary

Press Office

Central Specialized Specialized Specialized
Bureau Bureau | Bureau Il Bureau Il
ivision Z1 Division10 Division Il A 1 Division 30 Division 30
Personnel
. Office 301
Division 22 Division11 Division Il A 2 Division 31
Office 302

Source: Based on general model of German federal ministry available at: http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Datei:Schaubild Muster-
Bundesministerium.png.

Figure 4: Structure of German Federal Ministry

The minister is assisted by his/her immediate representatives: theorzartary
secretaries who are high-ranking civil servabesamteter Staatssekrejdasked with
managing the various divisions (called Directorate-Generals); and tlienpemtary
state secretariepdrlamentarischer Staatssekret@vho are themselves members of
parliament. These parliamentary state secretaries assistriiséemin his/her
governmental duties (primarily the political functions), and represent thetarim
governmental bodies (Bundest&8yindesratparliamentary groups). Under these
state secretaries lie the overarching bureaucratic divisions, catictdbate-

Generals. Some are administrative entities while others are spediedigional or
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technical entities. Below the Directorate-Generals lie the vareaesarch
department$>°

The following section highlights other ministries that support the Foreign
Office and Defense Ministry in decisions relating to out-of-area missions

Ministry of Finance The Ministry of Finance is a player in foreign policy
decision-making by virtue of its veto power on matters relating to the fdulafget.
TheBundeshaushaltsordnurfthe legal framework for budget procedures) states that
the finance minister has a veto on all financial questions related to thal fledéget,
which in practice has meant that the finance minister holds a more powerfudrpositi
in the cabinet relative to other memb&tsimplied here is that the chancellor’s
ability to follow through with his/her intended policy guidelines is dependent on the
quality of the working relationship with the finance minister.

Ministry of Interior. The constitutionally directed division of responsibility
for internal and external security is a consequence of the failures ofetineavV
constitution and of Hitler's use of the military externally for territoeigansion and
internally to repress domestic political opposition. Thus, the Basic Law fah®ds
use of German armed forces in any aggressive, offensive military actioivaadg
German federal statesgndel) sovereignty in police matters within Germany’s
borders, though the federal government does have the responsibility for international
crime prevention and maintaining border security (e.g., railways, wateistgpping,

airports) (Art. 87 GG}>’ These two federal law enforcement agencies—the Federal

155 See Foreign Office websitbttp://www.auswaertiges-

amt.de/diplo/de/AAmt/L eitung/Uebersicht.html

1% sturm, “Chancellor and Executive,” 89.

157 See German Basic Law &ttps://www.btg-bestellservice.de/pdf/80201000.pdf
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Criminal Police Office (BKA) and the Federal Police—are situatedarMinistry of
the Interior. A primary venue by which the Ministry participates in tprgiolicy
decisions lies through its role in providing police trainers for the various myilita
missions as part of their stability and reconstruction mandates, such as in
Afghanistan. This requires cooperation between the Ministry of the Interior and the
sixteen federdlander, who must agree to provide the police officers for out-of-area-
deployments.

Ministry of Economic Cooperation and Developmenihe Ministry of
Economic Cooperation and Development reflects the role development policy and
conflict management play in Germany’s long-term security. The iskaddinistry
actively monitors deal with general development policy issues (povertyoewo
development, education) as well as peace building in post-conflict situations,tconflic
prevention, conflict management, and “security sector reform,” whose am is t
strengthen a state’s governmental structure and bring about democratt abttte
security sector. The argument is that supporting security sector refommstable
countries is linked not just to military security but to development efforts &s wel
since a stable security environment is the prerequisite for building civitgacid

the rule of law in transitioning stat&¥.

German Bundestag

The core responsibility of the parliamentary branch is oversight of theafeder
government. As a parliamentary body, the Bundestag is responsible to theatdector

and thus tasked with ensuring a governing majority; it appoints the federal chancellor

1%8 See Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Develeptiwebsite:
http://www.bmz.de/en/ministry/index.htm
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and can unseat the government, but only if it has enough votes to vote in a new
government. It sets the federal budget and coordinates the drafting atlegislone
in the ministries, oversees the parliamentary debate on policy alternatidesotes
on the final bills'*®

The Basic Law declares that both the executive and parliamentary sariche
government share responsibility in foreign and security matters, thougldéralfe
government has the prerogative. The constitutional competence of the Bundestag in
foreign policy matters is thus limited, though it is given the right via gdLaw to
ratify international treaties, preside over the federal budgetary preceksstablish
investigative committees upon the motion of one-quarter of its members (#resBef
Committee also has this specific right) The Bundestag’s formal instruments of
control are applied through its foreign policy-related committees, edyebl
Budget, Defense, and Foreign Affairs Committees, through its control over the
defense budget, and its ability to pressure the government via major and minor
interpellations and requests for factual information intended to compel the
government to disclose information on its policy objectives, priorities, and’@bsts.

More general trends, however, have expanded the involvement of the
Bundestag in foreign policy issues. In particular, the lines dividing domestic and
international issues are increasingly blurred, expanding the reach ahpartary
participation in foreign policy areas. Germany’s European policy is the most

important example of this growing competence. Foreign policy decisions are no

159 Joachim Krause, “The Role of tBeindestagn German Foreign Policy,” iGermany’s New
Foreign Policy: Decision-Making in an Interdepentigvorld, eds. Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and Karl
Kaiser (Houndsmill, Baskingstoke, UK: Palgrave, PDA58; Ismayr, “Bundestag,” 177-178.

10 RN, “Security Policy,” 106—107.

161 |smayr, “Bundestag,” 182-184.
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longer simply “national” in character. The growing complexity of polggues means
that the Foreign Office by itself is unable to manage Germany'gyfopailicy, as is
seen in the expanding number of foreign policy actors in the specialized m@snistr

and the Bundesta§?

Judiciary

The judiciary’s role in foreign policy is a limited one. The Federal
Constitutional Court has given the German Bundestag enhanced foreign policy
decision-making powers in two important foreign policy areas: Europeaty polit
out-of-area operations. This reflects the legislative branch’s growiivifyam the
foreign policy arena, with the consequent blurring of the lines between domestic and
foreign policy® On the subject of out-of-area operations, the Federal Constitutional
Court has ruled in several cases brought to the Court by political parties. Tdre maj
decision on out-of-area missions was the Court’s “Armed Forces Decision¥in Jul
1994, which upheld the constitutionality of Germany’s participation in multilatera
missions and gave responsibility to the Bundestag for voting on such deployments.
The Federal Constitutional Court has been called on to resolve several security
related questions, ranging from whether NATO’s 1999 New Strategic Concept
constituted a fundamental change in the NATO Treaty (the Court ruled it was not), to
whether the German government should have sought Bundestag approval in

deploying German soldiers in NATO AWACS aircraft over Turkish territory

162 jsette Andreae and Karl Kaiser, “The ‘ForeigniBiek’ of Specialized Ministries,” iGermany’s
New Foreign Policy: Decision-Making in an Interdepent World eds. Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and

Karl Kaiser (Houndsmill, Baskingstoke, UK: Palgra2601), 39-40.

163 |smayr reports that of the 336 federal ministetighartments with some degree of international
responsibility, fully 279 deal directly with Eurogee policy. See Ismayr, “Bundestag,” 177.
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March 2003, just prior to the onset of the Iraq war (the Court ruled the government

should have sought approvalf.

Other Actors

Studies of German foreign policy also have expounded on other actors in the
foreign policy process, such as interest groups and the public at large. Negsrthe
the view among foreign policy analysts seems to be that in the Germaal feder
system, contrary to domestic policy, interest groups are not major actorsigm fore
policy deliberations, save for corporate business interests related toghsedef
armaments industr¥?° For the purposes of this study on the issue of military
intervention policy, it is assumed that interest group dynamics play a maajea
Public opinion, on the other hand, plays an indirect role in foreign policy
deliberations and will be followed to determine the degree to which public opinion
surveys play any role in decision-making dynamics, though it is not the centaal fa

in this study.

Hypothesis 1: Chancellor Dominance or Chancellor Constraint?

Of the actors outlined above, the most influential actor is seen to be the
federal chancellor—the state’s executive. In the German case, the_LBasprovides

no guidance to the question of the relative power balance within the executive, and

184 For the 2001 decision regarding NATO New SecuEiopncept, see:
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/entscheieiuteg20011122_2bve000699en.html; for the
ruling on the 2008 AWACS case, séép://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/en/presS®vg
052en.html

185 padgett, “Chancellor and Foreign Policy,” 128; Tbgson, The Politics of German Defense and
Security: Policy Leadership and Military Reformtive Post-Cold War ErgOxford and New York:
Berghahn Books, 2007), 23, 26.
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over the years two different leadership styles of chancellors have em&gae
first, “chancellor democracy’Kanzlerdemokratig is defined by a powerful chief
executive who dominates the decision-making process relative to the fedasibrs
and the cabinet at large by controlling cabinet decision making. The tssrmrailies
compliant coalition parties as well as an executive-dominated parliafieFinis
concentration of power in the chancellorship is most closely associated with
Adenauer’s first term in office (1949-1953), when unique political circumstances and
still weak party structures resulted in the centralization of power in theeal@shbip
(Adenauer also retained the role of foreign minister until 1955). While the term has
been applied to subsequent chancellors, German scholars have argued that the
Kanzlerdemokratienodel is less relevant today because of the growing complexity of
policy issues that have expanded the number of actors in the policymaking process
and thus reduced the chancellor's power to ensure a particular policy odf€ome.
Germany’s postwar establishment as a pluralist democracy withralietsystem of
government means power has been diffused, requiring a process of compromise and
consensus building among political players.

The second approach, “coordination democraByofdinationsdemokratje
reflects this thinking and represents a leadership style more definednaed for
cooperation and building consensus than a concentration of political power. The

dominance of the chancellor democracy thesis was challenged in the 1980s by

186 Sturm, “Chancellor and Executive,” 79.

167 Karl-Rudolf Korte and Manuel FrohlicRolitik und Regieren in DeutschlariBaderborn: Verlag
Ferdinand Schéningh, 2004), 79-81; Goetz, “Govemtraéthe Centre,” 31-33.

188 Sjwert-Probst, “Traditional Institutions,” 20-2%turm, “Chancellor and Executive,” 79-80;
Stephen Padgett, “The Chancellor and his PartyXdaenauer to Kohl: The Development of the
German Chancellorshiped. Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetdnwersity Press, 1994),
51.
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research on institutional pluralism, which emphasized the transition from a dominant
leadership style to one increasingly defined by its need to coordinate and ntenage t
policy process among an increasing number of foreign policy actors and
institutions'®® The process of globalization and increasing interdependence,
continued integration into the European Union, and new international roles and
responsibility heightened the need for a managerial style of governantkes®
scholars, Adenauer’s time in office was a product of specific histoooalittons that
cannot be generalized into a current model of leadership style.

Nevertheless, there are studies that still argue that the chandelloiesice is
increasing. In their study of German security policy, Catherine Kallahd Cathleen
Fisher allude to an expansion of chancellorial power in security policy decision-
making in the 19905° Peter Wagner’s study of former chancellor Kohl documents a
gradual process of the chancellor’s influence in foreign policy. A foreagjoyp
novice when he came to power in 1982 after Helmut Schmidt’s fall from power, Kohl
(CDU) inherited a powerful and experienced foreign minister, Hans-Dietrich
Genscher (FDP). Kohl used bureaucratic instruments and the media to weaken the
control Genscher had on foreign policy to enhance his own foreign policy credentials
and influence in foreign policy/* William Paterson mentions interviews conducted
with Chancellery officials who spoke of the increased centrality of the di@mice

foreign policy due to factors such as the increased complexity and intragtabilit

189 padgett, “Chancellors and Chancellorship 21&

170 Catherine Kelleher and Cathleen Fisher, “GermaimThe Defense Policy of Nations: A
Comparative Studydrd edition, eds. Douglas J. Murray and Paul RttMBaltimore and London:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994), 174.

" Wwagner, 3136. An illustration of Kohl’s ability to bypass tmeinisterial principle was when Kohl
seized the initiative during the unification prog@s 19891990, circumventing Foreign Minister
Genscher by drafting a Ten-Point Program in thenCelery and presenting it directly to Soviet
President Gorbachev without any input from the Epr®ffice.
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issues, the expanded use and institutionalization of international summits, and the
public’s expectation of a chancellor taking a strong role in foreign ptfidinally,
although Klaus Goetz argues that the coordination democracy model is themireval
model rather than the chancellor democracy model, he does assert that agfrocess
centralization of power occurred under former chancellor Schréder as seen in hi

ability to control cabinet decision making.

Presidentialization Thesis

Other emerging approaches acknowledge the complexity argument but
nevertheless assert that the power in parliamentary democracieasingly
dominated by the chief executive in a style more reminiscent of leademssidential
systems. This “presidentialization” thesis refers to a highly persedadiyle of
governance in which the prime minister or chancellor is the main locus of pdwer.
At its most abstract, the presidentialization thesis points to a systemati
marginalization of collective elements in a system of government, combitiethei
eroding social foundation of party organization, that allows the chief exetotive
expand his or her power resources and personal authority in the decision-making
process. The growth of a leader’s autonomy from his or her political party smplie
that the leader is able to bypass the party in the decision-making processotake
control over bureaucratic and administrative resources, and highlight his or her own

personal attributes within government and to the public at large, in particulag durin

172 paterson, “Chancellor and Foreign Policy,” 137.

13 Goetz, “Government at the Centre,-36.

"4 Thomas Poguntke, “A Presidentializing Party State@ Federal Republic of Germany,”Tihe
Presidentialization of Politics. A Comparative Spuaf Modern Democraciegds. Thomas Poguntke
and Paul Webb (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20@8, 70.
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electoral campaign<> Proponents of this thesis emphasize that presidentialization
advances without any concurrent change in the regime type—that is, the
presidentializing trend takes place in parliamentary systems thanrstaturally
intact!"

In all these components, the weight of the exercise of power has shifted to the
chief executive, from within the executive or from the party. Thomas Poguntke and
Paul Webb cite four factors as causes for this shift in power resources: the
internationalization of politics; the growth of the state (bureaucratic compleke
changing structure of mass communications; and the erosion of traditional social
cleavages in politics’’ Ludger Helms reviewed the theoretical literature and presents
no less than thirteen indicators of presidentialization trends, though he argues that
only a few warrant closer examination: the growing impact of the individudélem
parliamentary election outcomes; structural changes in the executaxer of the
chief executive; and the executive—legislative relationSHip.

This study will test the assertion of an empowered chancellor in foreign
policy, hypothesizing that if there are competing policy preferences bethvee
chancellor and other actors (parliament, cabinet, federal ministerghaheellor has
the power to override objections and prevail in the policy debate. The hypothesis will
be applied to the case of decision making on the two missions that comprise

Germany'’s contribution in Afghanistan, the anti-terrorist Operation Enduring

1 Thomas Poguntke and Paul Webb, “The Presiderdtiiz of Politics in Democratic Societies: A
Framework for Analysis,” iThe Presidentialization of Politics. A Comparat&eidy of Modern
Democracieseds. Thomas Poguntke and Paul Webb (Oxford: @xfiversity Press, 2007), 5.

178 poguntke and Webb, 34857.

1" poguntke and Webb, “Framework for Analysis,-185.

178 Ludger Helms, “The Presidentialization of Polititeadership: British Notions and German
Observations,Political Quarterly, (2005): 433432.
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Freedom (OEF) mission and the civilian reconstruction International Securit
Assistance Force (ISAF) mission from the initiation of the mandates iht2(be

end of the OEF mandate in 2008. The study will seek to determine the degree of
power of the chancellor in out-of-area decision making by examining two
explanations of enhanced chancellorial power outlined in the presidentialization
thesis: structural changes in the core executive that provided the chandélliorone
power; and executive-legislative relations and the hypothesized growiagadist
between the chancellor and his or her party.

These two variables are the most relevant to the Afghanistan study and can get
to the question of by what means the chancellor has gained influence while other
actors (ministries, parliament) have lost influence. Other proposed varablast
applicable in any rigorous way. For example, two indicators Poguntke and Webb
cited as causal factors in the presidentialization thesis, the internaadioaliof
politics and the spread of mass communications, are almost platitudinous and thus no
real indicators of direct power or influence. No one can deny that political
interactions are becoming more internationalized or that the line betweentidomes
and international politics is increasingly blurred; nor can one reject seetias that
advanced communication technology has changed the contours of social and political
dynamics throughout the world. However, these dynamics are beingdgkiy
state, regardless of regime type, and are too vague to function as power isdfcator
such, they have no capacity to prove the presidentialization thesis of power passing

from one location to another in the decision-making schematic.
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Structure: Political Parties and Coalition Politics

Just as with the concept of agency, the ontological debate on what constitutes
structure reveals the absence of a conseéfi8usevertheless, efforts have been made
to define what structures mean for analytical purposes. Haney proposesa ge
definition of structure as “organizational configurations within which foreigrcpoli
making takes place:® but the definition does not seem to take into account informal
structures and institutions. Ikenberry is more to the point: institutional ssctur
“refer both to the organizational characteristics of groups and to the rules and norms
that guide the relationships between actd¥5This approach fits with Duffield’s
proposed definition, discussed earlier, to integrate the various ways in which the term
“institution” has been utilized in IR theory: as formal organizations, practiaes,
and norms. This framework assumes that individuals are shaped by the institutiona
setting in which they operate. The institutional setting retains both formag¢eigm
(legal, constitutional) and informal elements (rules, procedures, routines, norms,
practices) as well as constitutive (norms, beliefs) and regulative/protedura
(bureaucratic practices, guidelines) components. Thus, institutions arezatiganal

settings and rules set up by individuals that define a context for political action.

179 see discussion in Wight, “Dead Horses,” 125-126.

180 patrick J. Haney, “Structure and Process in thalysis of Foreign Policy Crises,” Foreign
Policy Analysis: Continuity and Change in Its Set@enerationEnglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall, 1995), 101.

181 G. John Ikenberry, “Conclusion: An Institutionalispproach to American Foreign Economic
Policy,” International Organizatio2, no. 1 (Winter 1988): 223.
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Party System

As political institutions, parties are at the core of Germany’s &dgstem of
governance and are a major influence on policy decision m&firarties are the
link between society and the state, the conduit through which the government and the
voting public interact to address the concerns of the society at large. Thetyeauitral
German political parties is manifested in their constitutionally definedarale
activities (Art. 21 GG), becoming not just political or social institutions, but lega

entities as welt®®

The elevated role of the parties as reflected in the Basic Law was
intended to prevent the development of political parties motivated by narrow self-
interest and goals rather than the desire to represent the will of the Gerode.

They are thus enjoined by the constitution to actively participate in the budflthg
political will (politische Willensbildunygin society, operate within fully democratic
principles, and publicly account for the use of public funds they receive from
parliament. The 1967 Law on Parties, the federal statute governing parityescti
outlined the function of German parties in even greater détail.

The scholarly literature on German political parties emphasizes tin¢fiality

in German politics and in stabilizing the party system over tfh&ordon Smith’s

182 peter KatzensteifRolicy and Politics in West Germafighiladelphia: Temple University Press,
1987), 36; Gert-Joachim Glael3neqglitik in DeutschlandWiesbaden: VS Verlag fur
Sozialwissenschaften), 437.

183 |bid.

184 Gerard BraunthaPRarties and Politics in Modern Germaf§oulder: Westview Press, 1996), 40—
41.

185 Michaela W. Richter, “The German Party State: As&ssment,” ifiransformation of the
German Political Party System: Institutional Crigis Democratic Renewal@d. Christopher S. Allen
(New York and Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1999), 62rt€@nd FrohlichPolitik und Regieren133;
Torsten Oppelland, “Parteien,” ilandbuch zur deutschen Aussenpqligéls. Siegmar Schmidt,
Gunther Hellmann, and Reinhard Wolf (Wiesbaden:\Xé8lag fur Sozialwissenschaften, 2007), 269;
Thomas Saalfeld, “The German Party System—Contirant Change,German Politicsl0, no. 2
(August 2001): 99.
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concept of the “politics of centrality” lays out the reasons, which have thesr iroot

the country’s unique postwar history and in the lessons of the Weimar Republic. First,
political parties have a constitutionally defined role to contribute to the ewealfahe
state and its citizens. Second, the system of proportional representatiore(@ perc
hurdle) promotes coalition government and inhibits the rise of extremist parties on t
right and left, which historically has encouraged the stability and continued
dominance of the two larger catch-all parties. Third, the constitution allows the
government to ban extremist parties if their intentions and actions are anti-
democratic. Fourth, the constructive vote of no confidence only allows parliament to
dissolve the government if it is capable of voting in a new one. Finally, the
constitution establishes the primacy of the role of chancellor in governmiativée

to the federal president) and his/her role in establishing policy guidéffhes.

The early years of the Federal Republic saw competition from multigiegpar
across the political spectrum give way to a process of party consolidation fyeled b
several factors: the constitutional “5 percent” hurdle that prevented paitieess
than five percent of the popular vote to enter the Bundestag; the Federal
Constitutional Court’s banning of extremist parties on the right (NPD —
Nationaldemokratische Partei Deutschlapdad on the left (KPD Kommunistische
Partei Deutschlandsunder Article 23 section 2 of the Basic Law; and the merger of
several conservative parties under the umbrella of the Christian Deradémain
(CDU/CSU). In the 1960s, the dominance of the CDU/CSU was challenged by the

Social Democratic Party (SPD), which had abandoned its socialist idedlogic

18 paterson, “Chancellor and Foreign Policy,” 127-1I®mas Poguntke, “The German Party
System: Eternal Crisis?Terman Politicsl0, no. 2 (August 2001): 41; Charles Lees, “Cimalgt—
Beyond the Politics of CentralityZerman Politicsl0, no. 2 (2001): 118-119.
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mooring in 1959 and transformed itself into a “catch-all pafglksparte) to
compete with the CDU/CSH’ The resulting three-party structure, consisting in its
core of the two catch-all parties along with the Free Democratiyg {FpP) %8
retained its dominance for over two decades until the entrance of the Grgentea
the Bundestag in 1983. Lees called the German party system in theseeaes|gry
oligopolistic market, with the dominance of a small handful of parties over theecours
of nearly thirty years®

Though the party system showed a remarkable degree of stability, political
parties were slow to adapt to the societal changes and shift to post-isaisriaes
in the 1970s. The rise of the Green Party from its origins as a social movement to it
establishment as a political party represented in parliament was a corceeqtithe
political system'’s inability to address the new concerns of a chanigicigpmate. The
natural constituencies of thélksparteierhad weakened, and the next few years saw
a decline in party identification, party membership, and voter participation while
voter volatility increased

This second transformation in the early 1980s to a broad “two-bloc party
system,” with a center-right composed of the FDP and CDU/CSU on one side and the

center-left of the SPD and Greens on the other, was further transformed with the

unification of the Federal Republic in 1990. In its place an asymmetric five-part

187 For a discussion of Kirchheimer’s thesis as appiieGermany and whether it retains explanatory
power today, see Stephen Padgett, “The German patted and the Career of the Catch-all Concept,
German Politicsl0, no. 2 (August 2001): 51-72; Michelle Hale Vdliths, “Kirchheimer Revisited:
Party Polarisation, Party Convergence, or PartyliBei the German Party SysteniGerman Politics
17, no. 2 (June 2008): 105-123.

18 This configuration has been called a two partyesys or two-and-a-half party system, but the term
this study will utilize is the three-party systegiven the actual number of parties referenced.

189 ees, “Coalitions,” 122.

1% Gordon Smith, “The ‘New Model’ Party System,” 83-8
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system developed composed of the CDU/CSU, FDP, SPD, Greens, and the PDS
(Partei des demokratischen SozializgnusParty of Democratic Socialism, the
former East German communist party [SED]), broadly divided between righ¢fand |
on the political spectrum. This is the party structure in which German political
parties operate toddy* The system is marked by a high degree of fluidity as the
greater number of parties changes the political calculations of the larger
Volksparteierin search of coalition partners and raises the political stakes for all
parties. The decline in party identity in West Germany acceleratediaftieation

with the inclusion of nine million East German voters who, while accepting the West
German political party structure, possessed little in the way of partyfidattin and
loyalty to the West German parties they were to voté*for.

The transformation to a five-party system has had consequences for the two
large catch-all parties, the CDU/CSU and SPD. The SPD was particaffedyed by
these shifting dynamics. In 2004 internal discord resulted in disaffectedimheft-w
SPD activists founding WASG\(beit und Soziale Gerechtigkeit—Die
Wabhlalternative or “Labor and Social Justice—The Electoral Alternative”) which
formed an alliance with the PDS in 2005 to compete (successfully) in the 2005
national elections. In 2007 it merged with the PDS to fDrenLinke or the Left
Party®® Nevertheless, despite a great deal of concern among German scholars about

the impact of these structural shifts, the German party systemneshr@markably

91 poguntke, “Eternal Crisis,” 46-47; Korte and Fich) Politik und Regieren] 38—-139.

192 Braunthal, “Parties and Politics,” 184-188; ThorSaslfeld, “Political Parties,” iGovernance in
Contemporary Germany: The Semisovereign State iReglyieds. Simon Green and William E.
Paterson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pres385RF1-77.

193 Jonathan Olsen, “The Merger of the PDS and WASGimFEast German Regional Party to
National Radical Left Party?German Politicsl6, no. 2 (June 2007): 209-215.
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stable® The current five-party system is characterized by continued voter irp)atil
a greater number of independent voters with a corresponding decline of party
membership in the catch-all parties, and declining party identificatlos gieater
number of parties also means the political calculations for coalition buildingaee
complicated, though it could also offer a greater number of possible coalition

variations for the larger parties as well.

Parliamentary Parties

The discussion so far reveals the complicated yet critical role oépantthe
German political system: they are the intermediaries between thesthits citizens
and interact with both to address societal concerns; and they are organiaggbimst
that mobilize voters, present and market political viewpoints, and participate in
elections:® The parliamentary parties represented in the Bundestag are pdsticular
influential players in policy formation, not least because of the importance of
coalition politics in the German political system.

The parliamentary partieEaktionen or parliamentary fractions) are central
to policy decision making in the Bundestag. A parliamentary fraction is composed of
an organized body of at least 5 percent of Bundestag members from the same party

(the figure paralleling the 5 percent threshold in the German eleckanafer parties

% Henry Kreikenbom, “The Major Parties: Dealignmantl Realignment in Post-Cold War
Germany,” in ed. Christopher S. Allefiransformation of the German Political Party System
Institutional Crisis or Democratic RenewalRew York and Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1999), 32—-33
Hans-Joachim Veen, “Zwischen Rekonzentration ungnBiversifizierung: Tendenzen der
Parteientwicklung funf Jahre nach der deutschehdttyi in Umbruch und Wandel in
westeuropdischen Parteiensystemens. Winand Gellner and Hans-Joachim Veen (Fuaihiafn

Main: Peter Lang, 1995), 117-133.

19 Korte and FrohlichPolitik und Regieren134.

102



wishing to enter parliamentj® The parliamentary fraction is led by an executive
board and is organized in working groups that mirror (in terms of number and topic)
the parliamentary committees in the Bundestag itself. Members drparit are
professional politicians who have risen up a hierarchical and formalized catder,|
and they are not independent policy entrepreneurs. In fact there are few pabcedur
rights accorded to individual members; the parliamentary fraction as a hamhgre
most of the procedural rights in the Bundestag, such as introducing legislfsive bi
submitting major or minor interpellations to the governniéht.

Policy positions and legislative details are worked out in the various working
groups of the parliamentary fractions. Formally, all decisions are to &e itak
parliamentary fraction meetings, but the growing complexity of issuesé¢naand
more specialized knowledge and the increasing size of the parliameatarys
have led to decisions being formulated prior to meetiffys. this way, policy
deliberations take place within the parliamentary fractions thatstpoeture” the
policy options sent on to the Bundestag committees, which then prepare the issue for
debate on the floor of the Bundestag. The result is that the plenary debates and
decisions are rather pro forma, since the political calculations and owstodrieal
votes have been worked out prior to the final stage of parliamentary decision-
making!®® These institutional factors highlight a critical point: the need for strong

party cohesion and policy coordination within parliamentary parties.

1% suzanne S. SchiittemeyParliamentary Parties in the German Bundest&grman Issues 24
(Washington, D.C.: American Institute for ContermgrgrGerman Studies, 2001), 7.
197 |
Ibid, 7-11.
198 |smayr, “Bundestag,” 176.
19 SchiittemeyeRarliamentary Parties]7, 44.
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Of the parliamentary committees, the Bundestag’s Committee on Foreign
Affairs is the most important means by which parliamentary fractiohgeimfe the
development of foreign policy. It is one of only four of the twenty-two Bundestag
committees established in the Basic Law (Article 45 &&Jhe primary task of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs is to monitor and guide the government’s foreign
policy activities, and it is the main instrument for building cross-party sufgrort
foreign policy issue$’* The Defense Committee, also established via a constitutional
amendment, is a closed committee tasked with preparing defense-relasezhdec
that will be taken up in the Bundestag plenary for the final vote. The Defense
Committee reviews all international deployments on a regular basis, aadstseme
overlap with the Foreign Affairs Committee that necessitates ctmgeecation
between the two committeé¥.

The discussion on parliamentary party fractions raises the question of how
influential the Bundestag is as an institutional actor in the policy processtigies
have sought to measure the role of the Bundestag in foreign policy decision making,
and the few studies that have been done tend to view the Bundestag’s influence as
minimal—or at most, the record is mix&d.For example, James Ryan Anderson’s
study of parliamentary control and foreign policy in the Bundestag exarhmésgal
instruments Bundestag members can apply to influence foreign policy decisions.
Anderson observes that such instruments are rarely used or have failed wm the fe

instances in which influence-seeking behavior was evident. He concludes from this

200 geenttp://wwwBundestagle/htdocs_@undestafcommittees/a03/tasks.htniThe other three
committees are Defense, European Union, and thigoRstCommittee.

21 Krause, “Role of Bundestag,” 163.

202 geehttp://www.bundestag.de/htdocs_e/bundestag/comesitad 2/index.html

23 Krause, “Role of Bundestag,” 169.
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that the Bundestag's influence on foreign policy is marginal. But Anderson’s
conclusions are problematic: his analysis overlooks informal tools of influence,
depends primarily on published secondary sources, and argues that limited
parliamentary control is due to the poor state of debate in the Bundestag while
providing little empirical evidence for this assertfSh.

In another study, Jager, Oppermann, Hose, and Viehrig argue that most
analyses take a too narrow view of parliamentary control—for example, thal form
constitutional instruments—and leave out the ways in which Bundestag members can
indirectly affect the policy-making process, though members do not always util
these informal mechanisms. The authors produced a questionnaire to explore why
members choose or do not choose to use them. The analysis showed that the primary
precondition for members using their institutional capabilities is the salafrthe
issue—that is, the greater the issue salience the greater the chanoentiftetrs will
bring instruments to bear to derail a policy. The lower the salience, the moreatoom f
maneuverability the government has in setting policy direéffoim terms of how
salient the issue of out-of-area operations is for Bundestag membexerdaither
foreign policy considerations, the questionnaire revealed the highest sahdrbeis
influence-seeking behavior was centered on European issues and politiesewi
issue of “securing peace/foreign missions” rating only sixth out of thessoes on

which members were questioned. The low salience of military missions abrozsl see

204 James Ryan Anderson, “Parliamentary Control anidigo Policy in Germany,German Politics
and Society0, no. 3 (Fall 2002): 1-14.

2% Thomas Jager, Kai Oppermann, Alexander Hose, amiké Viehrig, "Die Salienz
aussenpolitischer Themen im Bundestag. Ergebnés 8efragung der Mitglieder des 16. Deutschen
Bundestages Arbeitspapier zur Internationalen Politik und Auspelitik (AIPA), AIPA 4/2006
(Cologne: University of Cologne, 2006), 1-2.
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to imply that on deployment issues, the government may possess greaide (arit
setting policy direction, though not, one would suspect, in all é¢3%6sven the
sensitivity in the public to Bundeswehr deployments and the fact that there is no
strong elite consensus on the question, conflict among parliamentary members
regarding military missions may well be greater than assumed.

Other researchers argue that various factors have actually expanded the
competence of the Bundestag in foreign policy. The blurred lines between domestic
and foreign policy, the complexity of policy issues requiring greater patiograse
in many more policy arenas, and the rising involvement of the European Union in
security policy have been responsible for the growing involvement of the Bundestag
in foreign policy?®’ Most importantly, however, by virtue of the Federal
Constitutional Court’s decision on July 12, 1994 that upheld the constitutionality of
German participation in military deployments abroad, the Bundestag is an
indispensable actor on this central question in German foreign and security policy
Calling its decision the “parliamentarization of foreign polié$’ the Court held that
“the Federal Government is required to obtain the Bundestag’s explicit approval for
each deployment of German armed forces” through a simple majorit§™Vdtiee
Committee on Foreign Affairs prepares the documents and the recommendations that
will be made to the Bundestag as a whole. The Bundestag then decides vehether t

grant, modify, or extend the involvement of the German armed forces in operations

2% |pid, 1-2, 11.

27 |smayr, “Bundestag,” 175, 177; Krause, “Role ohBastag,” 157, 162.

208 gaehttp://www.Bundestagie/htdocs_@undestafcommittees/a03/tasks.html

299 Karl-Heinz Bérner, “Germany’s Constitutional Coarid Future German Combat Operations
Outside of Europe Air & Space Power Journdll995), available at:
http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/borner.html
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abroad. To date, the plenum has accepted every recommendation on deployment
issues forwarded by the Committee on Foreign Affditen this regard, then, the
Bundestag is a principal actor in the development of German policy on out-of-area

operations and as such warrants closer analysis.

Hypothesis 2: Coalition Politics

The German Basic Law divides the responsibilities of governance betneen t
executive (chancellor and cabinet) and the parliament, and the cabinet furithes di
the power and decision-making responsibilities between the governing parties.
Germany'’s parliamentary system produces a coalition style ¢ajmmernment,
where governing coalitions are almost always the7dI€his leads to several
important features: for one, while authority is concentrated in the chanqgeiver is
dispersed among the members of the cabinet who must vote as a collective body on
all legislative initiatives. Second, the diffusion of power and influence batwee
governing parties means that conflict is built into the process of decision making
given the diverging set of goals and interests in each party. Third, with theatiexc
of the grand coalitions composed of the two major parties, the CDU/CSU and the

SPD, the power-sharing structure of German coalitions is asymmetvittabne of

#05ee Bundestag website at:
http://www.Bundestagle/htdocs_@&undestafcommittees/a03/tasks.html

1 Besides the special circumstances after 1945, Wineamcellor Konrad Adenauer and the
CDU/CSU dominated the political landscape, theneehzeen only two exceptions to the coalition
government rule: the CDU/CSU and SPD grand coalitiom 1966—-1969 and the CDU/CSU and
SPD grand coalition from 2005—-2009.
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the two major parties and (at least up to now) one smaller party comprising the
governing coalitiorf*?

The result of this coalition government structure is that the junior coalition
partner retains a disproportionate degree of influence, with potential consegtier
policy outcome$™ Coalition parties often disagree on policy direction, and a lack of
unity at the top makes the necessary negotiations and bargaining more difhaglt
the relatively greater influence of the junior coalition partner is an imputcatad
arguably central factor in determining which variables shape policy outcomes in a
coalition government* As Helms contends in his study of chancellor—party
relations: “As to the chancellor’s policy-leadership capacities in treeeacutive
and the parliamentary arena, the political weight of the junior partner withiea giv
coalition government and the relationship between the government and the leadership
of the majorityFraktionenin the Bundestag may be considered variables enjoying a
particularly large amount of explanatory pow&r This is especially true for German
foreign policy, since by tradition the junior coalition partner is given control of the
Foreign Office.

Juliet Kaarbo's research on the role of coalitions in foreign policy decision
making are relevant to this study’s analysis of German foreign policy behkwviwar
comparative study of German and Israeli coalitions, Kaarbo asks whatnexiai

variance in junior party influence, that is, why were junior partners in the ooaliti

Z2 Korte, Politik und Regieren137-140.

213 Juliet Kaarbo, “Power and Influence in Foreigni®oDecision Making: The Role of Junior
Coalition Partners in German and Israeli Foreighclkd International Studies Quarterly0 (1996):
502.

% |pid, 502.

215 Ludger Helms, “Chief Executives’ and their Pasti@he Case of Germany@erman Politicsl1,
no. 2 (August 2002): 160.
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able to incorporate their position in the final decision at some times but not at other
times? Of the six variables tested, three variables were partycsiiavhg in

explaining junior party influence: the locus of authority (where the decisain t
place); the degree of unanimity in the major party on a policy (division in ther maj
party enhanced the success of the junior partner’s influence attempt) ahdnthe
junior party was treated as an equal partner in the proceedings; and whgl stias
applied by the junior coalition partner in the influence attempt (persuasion,
bargaining, procedural manipulation, framing of the issue, threat to exit @it
Other ways by which the smaller coalition party wields power are through the
negotiations over the distribution of ministries during coalition negotiations, their
party platform and positions on policy issues, and the tactics and strategias of the
leadershig!’ Thus, the ability of the junior coalition partner to affect foreign policy
decision making depends on a number of factors relevant to the context of the
decision-making process.

If the degree of consensus between coalition partners is high, the decision-
making process will be marked by less conflict, but there are any number of
consequences that result when the decision-making process breaks down. Palarizati
can produce political stalemate and policy stasis. Intra-coalition cocHlict
immobilize decision making and lead to poor decision-making practices. The

expectation of policy unanimity can exacerbate this political deadlock andoctatri

% Kaarbo, “Power and Influence,” 517-522; Juliet Hma “Coalition Cabinet Decision Making:
Institutional and Psychological Factorfiternational Studies Revietd (2008): 64—69.

27 Juliet Kaarbo and Jeffrey S. Lantis, “The ‘Greeniof German Foreign Policy in the Iraq Case:
Conditions of Junior Party Influence in Governingafitions,” Acta Politica38 (2003): 202.
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to a fragmented policy process and contradictory policy recommendations—and thus
to poor governance?®

As a result, given that “institutional and political dynamics of caaigi
impact the nature or character of the foreign policy,” one should expect “eidfindy
constrained foreign policy . . . or extreme foreign policié8Kaarbo and Beasley’s
research indicated that relative to single party governments, coalitiomgoams
are more conflict-prone, but the data were unable to pinpoint the mechanisms for this;
junior partners could hold senior partners hostage, coalition governments may simply
be more vulnerable in the domestic political realm, or perhaps parties within
coalitions are more willing to take risks because the risks are diszense) all
coalition partner®

How can such tendencies toward more conflict be neutralized? Joe Hagan’s
research suggests variables to look for in coalition government behavior: how closel
the parties’ political philosophies parallel each other; how power is distributed
between parties when a government is established (e.g., coalition negstatd
distribution of ministries); the degree of unanimity within each coalition paniy
how closely aligned the respective political positions are among coalitivesgar
Junior coalition parties can apply a number of formal and informal instruments to
apply pressure to their larger coalition partner. In the case of Germagnfpwdicy,

the junior partner’s control of the Foreign Office means it can use its mialste

18 Joe D. HagarRolitical Opposition and Foreign Policy in Compairat PerspectivéBoulder and
London: Lynne Riener, 1993). See also |. M. DesBeesidents, Bureaucrats, and Foreign Policy:
The Politics of Organizational Refor(Rrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1972).

219 Juliet Kaarbo and Ryan K. Beasley, “Taking ithie Extreme: The Effect of Coalition Cabinets on
Foreign Policy,"Foreign Policy Analysid (2008): 71.

220 Kaarbo and Beasley, “Taking it to the Extreme,” 77

221 Hagan Political Opposition 28—30.
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prerogative to impact the direction of foreign policy decisions. The foreigister
can use various institutional mechanisms to assist in this effort: his persomihg
with the media and the use of framing devices relevant to the policy issueafGerm
history, culture of reticence, humanitarian use of military forces)egiaal
manipulations (rule-setting, establishing working groups, calling ngstiand
personnel decisions, to name a few.

The argument thus far is that parties matter, and interaction between
government coalition partners strongly affect foreign policy decision makumgor
partners within the coalition have a disproportionate share of power and thus
influence on policy formation. The study’s second hypothesis is based on this
observation and states that if there is a high degree of dissent between coalition
parties, the junior coalition partner will have greater success in insestipglicy
preferences into the final decision outcome and/or extract concessions fromajohe
coalition partner.

However, the senior coalition partner is not without its own tools for applying
pressure. This begins with the coalition negotiations and the distribution of remistri
among the governing coalition partners. Despite the fact that the Geomstitution
recognizes the Foreign Office as the lead institution in representimga@¢s
foreign policy, the centrality of the federal chancellor in the foreign ppliogess
indicates there can be serious turf battles between the Chancellery aigh For
Office. The chancellor, too, has a large array of institutional mechanisisylatr
disposal, and a large and competent staff in the Chancellery to apply tiw efeig

office.
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Summary

A foreign policy analysis approach asserts that actors form the central node of
analysis, and yet actor preferences necessarily are shaped byiomstitstructures
that both enable and constrain them in the process of decision making. The tHeoretica
challenge is to address both agency and structure in an effort to build an éategrat
approach to explain foreign policy decision-making processes. This studgokilit
the intersection of agency and structure by focusing the analysis and centra
hypotheses on the role of the federal chancellor as an actor and the infhagnce t
coalition politics has on the outcome of the decision-making process.

With the actors, structures, and hypotheses outlined in this chapter, the next
step is to define the analytical framework on decision making within which acibrs a
structures interrelate. The analytical framework will then be applidtetodse study
of Afghanistan to determine how the policy-making process works, that is, what kinds
of institutional instruments can actors bring to bear in the construction of policy

outcomes.
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Chapter 5: German Foreign Policy Decision MakingConstructing a
Framework for Analysis

Introduction

The theoretical discussion thus far has been that much of the literature on
post-unification German foreign policy has been concentrated at the international
relations (IR) level, while few studies have dealt with German foreignypdécision
making itself—that is, not the nature of German foreign policy (“normabBuser
civilian power, multilateral versus unilateral) but, rather, how foreign pdiécysions
are formed and which factors are more influential in the decision-making présess
argued earlier, a Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) approach is bettedgaisuch
inquiries. This chapter will take the theoretical analysis one step furthexpbyring
various models of decision making found in the literature and laying out a decision-
making framework for analyzing German foreign policy decision-magmogess
functions. The framework will then be applied to the case of decision-making in the

case of Afghanistan.

Foreign Policy and Decision-Making Models

Various types of approaches have been posited to study the process of foreign
policy decision making. The approaches can be organized into three general

categories: rational actor/rational choice models, organizational proods¢simand

113



cognitive-psychological modefé? Classic decision-making models reflect the
centrality of rationality in international relations theory; policymakeeggh both
utility and probability and make the most rational choice to maximizeuhkty for

the most optimal polic” However, it became clear that such overarching
assumptions of rationality were problematic. The assumption that actoedianal-
driven decision makers did not hold up to empirical scrutiny, and subsequent
theoretical contributions—from Herbert Simon’s work on bounded rationality to
Charles Lindblom’s study of “muddling through” and John Steinbruner’s theory of
cybernetic decision making—made important modifications to the assumption of
rational decision makef3?

Nevertheless, these interest-based models of decision making remained
problematic because they tended to ignore the domestic level factors ttigpalifey
preferences. Theorists turned to state-level factors to build a moretaquotare of
decision making. Graham Allison took the theoretical debate one step further with his
classic work on bureaucratic and organizational procesbed:ssence of
Decision®” Allison pointed out the weaknesses of the rational actor model and
introduced two alternative frames of reference, the bureaucratic politics amatle

organizational processes model, which some theorists now call “governmental

222 gee discussion in Helga Haftendorn, “Zur Theoussanpolitischer Entscheidungsprozesse,”
Theorien der internationalen Beziehunged. Volker Rittberger (Opladen: Westdeutscherager
1990), 406—407.

223 James E. Dougherty and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff,Gontending Theories of International Relations:
A Comprehensive Survedth ed. (New York: Addison Wesley Longman, 1r2001), 560-561.

224 3ee Christopher Hill's chapter on rationality amdign policy, in Christopher HillThe Changing
Politics of Foreign PolicyHoundsmill, Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan, 2p8-107.

2% gee Graham T. AllisorEssence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missiisi€ (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1971); and Graham T. Allison and Philip Keliv, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban
Missile Crisis 2nd ed. (Redding, MA: Longman, 1999).
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politics.”?® Allison argued that policy decisions may not be based on a strict cost-
benefit analysis but by competing bureaucratic interests and internahloayga
processes that can result in sub-optimal outcomes. Actors respond not according to a
set of ordered rational assumptions but to parochial concerns driven by bureaucratic
wrangling among actors.

Allison’s work is important in that he showed the significance of domestic
political drivers in foreign policy decisions. A state’s bureaucratic apsadates, in
fact, influence policy decisions, but while the bureaucratic politics modelmemai
widely in use, its basic assumptions have come in for much theoretical and
methodological criticism. Successive studies have cited several coacept
weaknesses—among others, an oversimplification and over-emphasis on the U.S.
case, a focus on crisis decision making while neglecting routine decision meakihg,
inattention to the dynamics of learning and adapt&fibn.

The most logical conclusion is to develop a more integrated framework of
analysis, one that would take into account both agent as well as structural sariable
Institutions, which are created by actors to organize political behavior aachbtre

decision-making processes, can provide the integrative link because individal act

226 5ee the contributions in Eric Stern and Bertjanbéek, “Whither the Study of Governmental
Politics in Foreign Policymaking? A SymposiunMershon International Studies Revied2, (1998):
205-255; Hill, 85-92.

227 stern and Verbeek, 207-209; for a broader disonssf Allison’s earlier work, see David Welch,
“The Organizational Process and Bureaucratic RslBaradigms: Retrospect and Prospect,”
International Securityl7, no. 2 (1992): Stephen D. Collitdgrman Policy-Making and Eastern
Enlargement of the EU During the Kohl Efllanchester and New York: Manchester University
Press, 2002), 33—-34; Dirk Peters, “Ansatze und btigh der Aussenpolitikanalysédandbuch zur
deutschen Aussenpolitigds. Siegmar Schmidt, Gunther Hellmann, and RethWolf (Wiesbaden:
VS Verlag fir Sozialwissenschaften, 2007), 825-&&rald Schneider, “Die burokratische Politik der
Aussenpolitikanalyse: Das Erbe Allisons im Licht degenwartigen Forschungspraxiggitschrift
fur Internationale Beziehunge#d, no. 1 (1997): 108-111.
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is shaped by the institutional setting in which it is embedded. Institutions are

structures, but they possess their own dynamics that in turn shape processes.

Core Elements of Decision-Making Framework

The need, then, is to build an integrative framework for analyzing foreign
policy decision making that allows for the interplay of actors and structarbs |
development of a general framework for analyzing decision making, Fredenak Ma
provides an integrated approach that takes into account two dimensions of policy
interaction: the impact of international versus domestic variables, andpbeance
of incorporating all three levels of analysis: systemic (interesé® &lomestic
institutions, political system), and individual (actors, societal nofffi$jayer
attempts to define behavioral patterns of actors as they move between thevitlsee
of analysis. Following Mayer’s discussion, the argument at the internatiosiide
that the higher the political stakes, the more likely actors are to act inearational,
self-interested manner. At the state level, where domestic politicables are more
influential, the assertion is that when domestic variables come into contlict wi
external level factors, the higher level process will be more importastlyFiat the
individual level of analysis, Mayer acknowledges that statements about ‘tprgdic
individual level behavior are very difficult and so directs the researcher to look at
which stage of the process individual-driven variables (what Mayer calldtian

politics”) matter most?® In examining the course of the decision-making process,

228 Frederick Mayerinterpreting NAFTA: The Science and Art of Politiémalysis(New York:
Columbia University Press, 1998), 14-15.
229 Mayer, 24-25.
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attention must be paid to which interests prevail and which factors weigh more
heavily than others in shaping the policy preferences.

In a similar vein, Risse-Kappen also argues that complex models must
integrate external and domestic variables as well as incorpordtecalli¢vels of
analysis’*® There are many examples of external factors influencing domestic
political dynamics and decisions—policy leaders are often forced to chaimge the
political preferences when external factors intervene, for example—but ihdbes
necessarily follow that such external variables are determinanic&di¢cisions
cannot be explained without references to the motivation of actors and the domestic
political context and institutional structures in which decisions are met. Thesg pol
networks are seen as the “mechanisms and processes of interest repedekiag
the political systems to their societal environments, such as politicalspantie
interest groups. This concept emphasizes the ability of political actors to build

consensus among the relevant elite groups in support of their pofities.”

Framework for Analysis: German Foreign Policy Decision Making

Before setting out the general framework for analyzing post-utidica
German foreign policy decision making, it is useful to ask what is known about the
elements and the formal and informal dynamics of decision making in theaGerm
case. A study of the literature on German foreign policy analysis showauhbiy of
studies that have focused on explaining the decision-making process per se. Helga

Haftendorn, arguably one of the most influential German scholars on German foreign

%0 Harald Miiller and Thomas Risse-Kappen, “From this@e In and from the Inside Out:
International Relations, Domestic Politics, anddign Policy,” in Valerie M. Hudson and David
Skidmore, edsThe Limits of State Autonor{oulder: Westview, 1993), 31.

1 Miiller and Risse-Kappen, 35.
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and security policy, was the exception. Her co-edited book in 1978 aimed at
expanding the theoretical literature on foreign policy decision m&Ring.
Haftendorn’s work in the 1970s and 1980s did not include an outline of a general
model or framework of West German foreign policy decision making, presumably
because the unique position of Germany as an occupied, semi-sovereign state did not
lend itself to generalizable statements about its foreign policy behauieed,
Haftendorn’s 1989 article outlining a “foreign policy priorities conflict” phgan for
the analysis of West German foreign policy argued that West Germanyisieege
on the United States meant that it was forced to align its own securityiesiavith
those of the United States and that this compliance often led to domestic political
conflict, which German leaders were forced to accept as a price for Amsecurity
guarantee$® Thus the defining characteristic of German foreign policy, and by
inference the parameter shaping decision making, was the limits on iescfcagion
and stronger external pressures due to Germany’s semi-sovereign statas and i
strategic dependence on the United States.

Catherine Kelleher, too, published studies of West German security policy
that discussed the decision-making process, though it focused on defense policy and
decision making in the Ministry of Defense. Kelleher’'s 1982 chapter on Germany’s
defense policy also emphasized the constrained nature of West German defense

decision making and the centrality of the United States and external psessire

232 Helga Haftendorn, “Verflechtung und InterdependaiszStrukturbedingungen westdeutscher
Aussenpolitik,” eds. Wolf-Dieter Karl, Joachim K and Lotar Wilkeyerwaltete Aussenpolitik.
Sicherheits- und entspannungspolitische Entscheshnozesse in Born(iCologne: Verlag
Wissenschaft und Politik), 15-38.

23 Helga Haftendorn, “Aussenpolitische Prioritateml #tandlungsspielraum. Ein Paradigma zur
Analyze der Aussenpolitik der Bundesrepubik Deutsuth,” Politische Vierteljahresschrif30, no. 1
(1989): 45-47.
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decision process’ In essence, the structure and doctrine of Germany’s armed forces
did not reflect German strategic concepts and choices but, rather, the kinds of
political accommodations worked out between the United States and Germany during
the Cold War*®

The problem, of course, is that these studies were published prior to the fall of
the Berlin Wall in November 1989 and are of limited use in evaluating patterns of
decision-making in post-unification German foreign policy. In this sense, then,
Gerald Schneider is right to highlight the neglect of German foreign ilicles
and to call for more research on analyzing German foreign policy decision making.
his view, one way to overcome this conceptual stagnation is to apply an
institutionalist perspective into foreign policy analysis, thus acknowledging the
contribution Allison made in showing the importance of internal domestic drivers of
foreign policy actions, that is, emphasizing interaction between groups of actors
involved in decision-making that can affect policy substafiticorporating a study
of institutions—structured organizations, norms, practices, rules, and regulations—
brings important insights into the analysis by addressing important questanass
how coordination within the foreign policy process is achieved; how, in complex

organizations, operationally relevant practices and conventions develop; and how

234 Catherine Kelleher, “Defense Policy of the Fed&eapublic of Germany,” eds. Douglas J. Murray
and Paul R. ViottiThe Defense Policies of Nations: A Comparative B(Bdltimore and London:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1982), 283. In seofra description of the institutional structufe o
defense decision making, Kelleher’s revised chaptére 1994 edition of Murray and Viotti's book,
co-authored with Cathleen Fisher, was not subsiiyntifferent from the chapter published in 1982.
Interestingly, one change from the 1982 edition thasassertion that the role of the Chancellery has
expanded in the wake of unification, though theas wo evidence cited to support this view. See
Catherine Kelleher and Cathleen Fisher, “Germaegs. Douglas J. Murray and Paul R. Viotte
Defense Policies of Nations: A Comparative St{Rbltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994),
174.

25 Kelleher, “Defense Policy,” 293-294.

23 gchneider, 109.
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informal communication networks contribute to the functioning of institutional
structures?’

Thus, this chapter turns to the task of taking the first step in constructing an
outline of a decision-making framework that can be applied to post-unification
German foreign policy decision making, with an emphasis on ascertaining how
institutional structures and practices, both formal and informal, shape thedecisi
making context within which actors interact and ultimately determine policy
preferences. Institutions can enable or constrain actors in the decisiorgmak
process; they can limit or expand the relative influence of actors; theyearthe
effect of channeling policy preferences in one direction or another; and they ca

determine the quality of the political outcoATe.

General Structure of German Decision-Making Framework

Karl-Rudolf Korte and Manuel Frohlich provide a detailed examination of
politics and governance in Germany. In their book, on which the following
discussion is based, the authors begin with a general discussion of explanatory
models and then outline the central concepts necessary for an analysis of decision
making, particularly in the German context. Normally three general mackels
offered to explain decision making: either actor decisions are determimaati,ists
are determinant, or a combination of both. Every decision, however, is dependent not
only on the actors involved in the decision but on the institutional environment and

the form of governance. There is, then, an active relationship between actors and

237 bid, 115.
238 Karl-Rudolf Korte and Manuel FrahlicRolitik und Regieren in DeutschlariBaderborn:
Ferdinand Schoéningh, 2004), 25.
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structures that an integrated model for analyzing decision-making algdges;
both are co-determinant. Actors make decisions within institutional contekts a
structures, and institutions create opportunities or barriers to Fower.

Korte and Frohlich outline four analytical tools for decision making: the
political system, the policy cycle, policy networks, and veto players. At the mos
abstract level is the political system, understood as the totality of
structures/institutions and practices that actors integrate via a dyofrmegularized
interaction. This basic component must be supplemented by an understanding of
policy cycles. Though more often than not used as a heuristic device rather than an
empirical tool, the point is that policy cycles can show how actors within ingtituti
act in the political process. Important factors can be highlighted through policy
cycles: how actors influence the process as well as in which stage of thecgoley
that influence is applied (defining the problem, seeking alternatives, fornguéatd
implementing a policy response); the power position of the actors (coalitionoparty
opposition, executive or minister); or the constellation of actors and the context of
their action®*°

A decision-making framework must be able to identify the policy networks
that in turn define the policy dynamic, that is, the structure of interlocking,socia
economic, or political relationships that build a specific group of actors bti@os
that are anchored in the various institutions involved. Many policy networks are
political or administrative in nature; others are defined interest gralgstiflying

policy networks can provide relevant information: What are the opportunities and the

29bid., 22-24.
249 1bid., 26-32.
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constraints the actors face, and where are the points at which policy dearsions
finalized or forestalled? An important policy network relevant to this studheis t
relationship between the German government and the parliamentary ma;jtiniy
Bundestag.

Finally, specific veto players can be identified in the decision-makingepso
Based on George Tsebelis’s work, veto players are individuals or collective actor
whose approval is necessary for a change in policy, meaning a change in the
conditions of governance. Such players are based in institutions, parties, or other
organizations tied to specific policy fields (e.g., unions, corporatf6hhis study’s
two hypotheses recognize important veto players in the decision-making ptbeess
federal chancellor, the governing coalition, and the Bundestag by virtue of its

constitutive right to vote on out-of-area missions.

Formal Process

What do we know, then, about the formal and informal aspects of foreign
policymaking in general and the process of decision making related to German
military deployments in particular? In terms of the decision-makirne, ¢lie major
actors are composed of the government (chancellor, Chancellery), the relevant
ministries (and cabinet ministers), the party establishment (partictharleaders of
the fractions and working groups), and the Bundestag (relevant committees).
Generally, the foreign policy decision-making process for out-of-aresions

closely resembles the process by which parliamentary laws are adopted.

2 1bid, 32-36.
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The formal process, as outlined in Figure 5, begins with the government’s
drafting of a motion that lays out the legal basis on which it is acting (e.g., UN
Security Council resolution) and outlines the specific parameters of themissi
purpose and aim, geographical reach, troops limits, operational resources, and

funding source and cost.

Chancellery

)

Cabinet

l

Bundestag

|

Plenary First Reading

Parliamentary
Committees

Plenary Second Reading

Final Vote

Figure 5: Formal Steps of Decision Making Process

Motions on politically sensitive missions usually are more detaffethe
Chancellery and the relevant ministries, with the Foreign Office in the lead,
coordinate in the drafting of a motion. The Chancellery begins the process of
evaluating the political and military options. The Chancellery is the tool cliéxe
authority and a powerful instrument that enables the chancellor to harness the

process. The administrative/bureaucratic elite in the ministries prthedaubstantive

42 jylia von Blumenthal, “Decision-Making by the GemBundestagn Out-of-Area Missions,”
paper presented at the Council on European St@tiaference, Chicago, lllinois, March 2004, 3.
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expertise, and there is a great deal of inter-ministerial coordination upentiic
between the Foreign Office and the Defense Minf&ttf¥he inter-ministerial
coordination within the Chancellery runs parallel to the intra-ministeriabpsyc
which proceeds from the substantive divisions and bureaus up to the state secretaries
(roughly equivalent to undersecretaries) and finally to the federalterifeg his/her
recommendatiof** The one relevant cabinet committee, the Federal Security
Council, is largely absent in this process. Once the drafting of the motion is
completed, the issue is placed on the federal cabinet’'s agenda for discussion and a
final vote. Cabinet meetings are highly orchestrated; a motion is placed ortitaag
only when consensus has been reached. Votes thus tend to be pr&'forma

The chancellor is aided by several formal instruments of governarce tha
influence the process of decision making, as mentioned earlier in Chapter 3. As the
chief executive and head of government, the chancellor has the constitutive right t
set general policy guidelineRichtlinienkompetenzand he or she can apply the full
weight of the Chancellery, which serves as the central nexus of informater, int
ministerial coordination, and policy formulation and managerfént.

Once the motion is finalized by the government and voted on in the federal

cabinet, it is sent to the Bundestag. The motion is given its first reading iretia\pl

243 | othar Riihl, “Security Policy: National Structurasd Multilateral Integration,Germany’s New
Foreign Policy: Decision-Making in an Interdepenti&viorld, eds. Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and Karl
Kaiser (Houndsmills Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2000%. 1

244 Klaus H. Goetz, “Government at the Centre,Dievelopments in German Politicséds. Stephen
Padgett, William E. Paterson, and Gordon Smith f2ar: Duke University Press, 2003), 27-29.
245 Karl-Rudolf Korte, “Bundeskanzleramt,” 207; Klausn Beyme, “Elite Relations in Germany,”
German Politicsvol. 10, no. 2 (August 2001): 24; Gert-Joachim&dknerPolitik in Deutschland
2nd ed. (Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fur Sozialwissendehaf006), 413.

248 Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel, “The Chancellor and Hiaf§’ Adenauer to Kohl: The Development of
the German Chancelloed. Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetdniversity Press, 1994),
108.
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and then forwarded to the relevant parliamentary committees for furtheatoal
The Foreign Affairs Committee acts as the lead committee and dédemirse for the
parliamentary motion that is built upon the government’s proposed motion. The
Foreign Affairs Committee works closely with the Defense Committedewther
committees (e.g., Defense, Finance, Interior) act in an advisory fashion. fidus, t
Foreign Affairs Committee plays a more influential role in shaping theomisti
content. The Foreign Affairs Committee finalizes a recommendation and report
(Beschlussempfehlung und Berjdntwhich it advises parliament on how to vote on
the motion. The Finance Committee submits a separate report.

Once the motion clears the committee, it is returned to the plenary for a
second (and sometimes a third) reading and debate in the Bundestag, after which the
motion is voted on. Every vote on an out-of-area-mission is a roll-call vote—not a
fixed rule, but an established parliamentary practice. The final deteromngi&n up-
or-down vote, since the 1994 Constitutional Court decision ruled that the Bundestag
cannot change the substance of a motion. The high turnout for the out-of-area mission
votes reflects the degree of sensitivity such votes retain.

The Bundestag has several formal instruments that enhance its potential for
shaping policy preferences relating to out-of-area missions. Most impprtaet
German military forces areRarlamentsarmeeor parliamentary army—
constitutionally and legally more closely regulated by the Bundessagaiimost any
other national military force. The 1994 Federal Constitutional Court’s decisidreon t
constitutionality of German participation in out-of-area missions gave the

determining vote to the Bundestag, based on its assessment of constitutional
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provisions and legal traditions that have established the principle that the consent of
parliament is required to send German armed forces abroad—thus making the
Bundeswehr subject to parliamentary control. Furthermore, the Parliagnentar
Participation Act regulates the Bundestag's direct involvement in oueaf-ar
decisions. The Bundestag has several other formal instruments with which it ca
apply pressure in policy debates, such as its control over the budgetary process and
the use of minor and major interpellations in parliamentary debates. The
interpellations are particularly useful for opposition parties as a toolde tbe
government and federal administration to provide policy-related infornfdtion.

In sum, the decision-making framework first involves close information
exchange and coordination between the Chancellery and ministries and between the
government and the political parties and parliamentary party fractions.urtegag
remains a central actor by virtue of the legal/constitutional framevgetksut by the
German Basic Law, by the Federal Constitutional Court’s rulings on oueaf-ar

missions, and the Parliamentary Participation Act established in 2005.

Informal Process

In Germany, as in other states, there has been a growing reliance orainform
processes in decision makifif. The problems associated with the usual dilemmas of
coordination due to bureaucratic competition, imperfect information, and time
pressures often lead to efforts to bypass formal institutional structusstdifishing

informal practices and networks to speed up the process or overcome bureaucratic

247\Wolfgang Ismayr, “Bundestagtiandbuch zur deutschen Aussenpolitiits. Siegmar Schmidt,
Gunther Hoffmann, and Reinhard Wolf (Wiesbaden:\&8lag fir Sozialwissenschaften, 2007), 183.
2% Ruhl, 107-111.
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hurdles. Formal constitutional structures increasingly are bypassed in favor of
informally constituted groups of decision makers in a triangular matrix cadpds
government (chancellor/Chancellery), ministerial bureaucraciesc{darty Defense
Ministry and Foreign Office), and party (particularly the governing padjority in
parliament—i.e., parliamentary factions and their executive committ€dg)
parliamentary democracies, then, there is a symbiotic relationship between
government and parliament, linked through the parliamentary party fractions of the
governing majority parties.

However, effective governance in parliamentary democracies depends not
merely on the political fine-tuning between the government and the coalititbespar
but with the opposition parties as well. For the consensus-driven German
parliamentary system of government, opposition parties are often approached and
drawn into the deliberative process, particularly on policies with signifartical
ramifications®*° It is assumed that such informal networking is well developed with
regard to the politically precarious issue of military deployments.

Figure 6 outlines the formal decision-making structure and the parallel
informal communication networks active during various stages of the decision-

making process.

229 Korte and Frohlich, 41-42.
201hid, 43; interviews in Berlin on November 12, P§09.
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FORMAL STRUCTURE INFORMAL NETWORKS

| EU/NATO/UN I— Chancellery

Foreign Office: Ambassador to NATO

\l/ Ministry of Defense: NAC representative
| Chancellery
\J/ Chancellery staff (Director, Department Directors)

Coalition Partner Leadership
Party Executive Committees
Fraktion Executive Councils
\l/ Fraktion Foreign Policy and Defense Experts
Fraktion Working Groups

Cabinet

Bundestag

Plenary First Reading

: Foreign Affairs Committee
Parliamentary Committees Defense Committee
I Other committees (Budget, Interior, Economic
Cooperation/Development)
Chancellery and Ministry representatives
. Committee and member staffs

Plenary Second Reading

Final Vote

Figure 6: Formal Structures and Informal Communication Channels

Lothar Ruhl writes that there is a growing tendency to disassociasahescirom the
“formally competent institutions and from formal procedur@s 1t is often the case
that coalition party leaders make decisions on policy preferences befoeeldinal f
government lays out its formal motiétf.Membership within formal institutional
bodies often is composed of regular members and outside representatives from these
cross-cutting networks between government, party, and administrativeitna@a

For example, the chancellor chairs the Federal Security Council and sets the
agenda. Membership in this executive committee is composed of representafives f
the ministries, party leaders, and parliamentary group leaders, some of vehfuth a

participants while others are present only in an advisory capacity. This kind of

>LRihl, 108.

%2 Riihl cites several examples: the 1982 decisioarots exports, the 1988 decision to remove the

Pershing-lI weapons system; the 1989 decision ttppoe the modernization of short-range missiles;
and decisions to cut back on defense spendingreniéngth of conscription service. See Riihl, 109.
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integrated decision network means that the outlines of policies often are tezbwtia
closed sessions before the final process of drafting the motion is completed. Thus,
coalition leaders participate directly in setting the direction of pgreferences

before the federal government submits the formal resolution. In the ctisefetleral
cabinet, where a consensual and unanimous vote is expected, it follows that the
details of the policy objectives are worked out in advance of the vote itself.

In the Bundestag as well, committee meetings reflect this informgrates
communication network. Representatives from the Chancellery or federalrr@ist
regularly attend and participate in parliamentary committee meetitegs. iRthe
Bundestag can only vote to accept or reject the government’s motion reteéing t
out-of-area operation, then members of parliament rely on a network of infodnal, a
hoc meetings to ensure that they are involved in the decision-making process.

These informal structures of decision making point to the tensions inherent in
the German political system. Coalition governments require close coordination
between competitive parties that have their own distinct political agendas.ohleus
ongoing source of tension is the competition between the governing parties. Further
tension exists between the chancellor and the ministries, where the atré&saglt
to set general policy guidelines is offset by ministerial autonomy.

Finally, scholars also point to several factors that have undermined the formal
competences of actors in the decision-making process: the increasing dtynaplex
foreign policy issues, the blurred line between domestic and foreign policy issdes, a

the expansion of non-state actors—all of which have led to the growth of informal
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policy networks and influence of bureaucratic actors with specialized policy

expertise>>

Summary

Political decisions are made by actors functioning within institutional
structures and are dependent on the interests of the actors and the institutional
context; government action is shaped by the actors themselves (theirigadads
decision-making styles) and the formal structures of governance tivet défere
formal political authority resides. And yet, explanations of decision-makincesses
that incorporate only the formal legal/constitutional structures of govegrane
insufficient in explaining policy outcomes. It is because formalized deemiking
structures often hinder efficient and timely decision making that actordinaesl to
informal practices and arrangements to overcome bureaucratic obstgubditical
resistance.

This analytical framework will be applied to the case of Germany’s
participation in the NATO-led mission in Afghanistan. The analytical stdges tia
this study will begin with the identification of actors and actor prefesersaeking to
determine the relative weight and influence of the actors in the decisikimgn
process and, in keeping with the study’s first hypothesis, whether the lbhiance
wields greater influence in the decision-making process. The next stepamiire
the dynamics of coalition politics to determine its relevance in the deaisaking
process and in particular whether the junior coalition partner wields anyicagnif

influence in terms of shaping policy preferences. The decision-making proces

23 R{hl, 102-103.
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itself—both informal and formal institutional structures—will be mapped in dader
determine how foreign policy decisions are arrived at, and whether the ealalyti
framework outlined stands up to empirical analysis. The next chapter wilhptiee
case study of Afghanistan, from the initial decision to participate in Operati
Enduring Freedom (OEF) in October 2001 and the International Security Assista
Force (ISAF) in December 2001, through to the government’s abandonment of its

role in OEF in December 2008.
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Chapter 6: The Case of Afghanistan

Introduction

Afghanistan is the most important case in the third phase of Germany’s
adaptation to its role as a major contributor of troops to out-of-area misswwrbeF
first time, German forces were deeply engaged in a military operaéiyond
Europe’s borders. While Germany’s role was presented to the public as a
reconstruction and development aid mission, the terms of engagement began to shift
to a more security-driven mission as the conflict intensified with no resoluation i
sight. The difference in how Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Intermationa
Security Assistance Force (ISAF) missions were perceivediteflee contradictions
in German policy in Afghanistan and the demands of finding an effective balance
between Germany'’s international commitments and domestic dissentimgghi
use of military force.

The September 11 terrorist attacks against the United States brought a swift
and strong statement of support from the German government. In a press conference
on September 12, and again in an address to the Bundestag on September 19, 2001,

Chancellor Gerhard Schroder offered Germany’s “unlimited solid&tftgthd its

%4The German term used in the textiméingeschrankte SolidarittThe term is often misleadingly
translated in English as “unconditional solidatitjpough the word tineingeschrankts translated

more readily as “unlimited” or “unreserved,” ane thfficial English translations provided by the
German government refer to Germany’s “unlimiteddsoity” (September 11 press conference) or
“unreserved solidarity” (September 19), though*ioiconditional pedingungslogesolidarity.”
Translational nuances aside, the phrase was ietegpto mean Germany would unquestioningly back
U.S. aims and requests for assistance in fightiolgad terrorism. But as Schréder made clear in an
interview to theNew York Timesn August 17, 2002, the question of German sugfpo#d potential
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assistance in pursuing the terrorists responsible for the attacks. ScheidEment
reflected the German state’s willingness to accept a greater inbealable as well
as the limitations on the application of German military force:

All allies have expressed their moral and political solidarity. This is only
natural. We still do not know if the United States expects and will request
support from the NATO partners, and if so, what kind of support. It could be
military support. This option is not, and cannot be, excluded. Whatever form
of support we are asked to provide, the Basic Law and the rulings of the
Federal Constitutional Court will of course be respected. Naturally, every

right has its corresponding duty. But the reverse is also true: any Alliance
obligation corresponds to a right, in this case a right to information and
consultation. What we as Germans and Europeans wish to achieve is
unreserved solidarity with the US with respect to all necessary measure
Germany is prepared to take risks, even military ones, but it is not prepared to
embark on any reckless adventure. Thanks to the prudent conduct of the
American Administration, we have not been called upon to embark on any
such adventure, and surely will not be in the future. This form of solidarity is
what we have learnt from our history, a lesson which was bitter enough for the
civilized world. A fixation on purely military means would be f&tal.

Schréder’s statement revealed a number of things. First, Germankedigna
was prepared to meet its alliance obligations and assist the United S&ftedsno
fight global terrorism. Second, American expectations of some combinéarynili
action were acknowledged, though for the Germans such actions were to be
channeled through a multilateral institutional setting and Americlges alonsulted

on the matter. Third, the German government expected the request for assistance

include military forces, although the details were still to be worked out. ¥inall

military attack on Iraq was something quite diffgreSee Steven Erlanger, “U.S. Quietly Chides
German For His Dissension on Ira¢Jéw York TimegsAugust 17, 2002.

25 For the September 12, press conference in Engiésh,
http://www.germany.info/relaunch/politics/speecl®4/001_2.htmlFor the September 19 Bundestag
speech in English, sekttp://www.germany.info/relaunch/politics/speecf®4/001_2.htmlFor the
September 19, 2001 text in German, see:
http://archiv.bundesregierung.de/bpaexport/regigserklaerung/81/56381/multi.htm
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Germany'’s contribution, whatever that proved to be, would be defined by its legal
and constitutional obligations.

By the end of September 2001 plans were well underway for a military
offensive in Afghanistan. As the U.S.-led incursion (OEF) went forward on Qctobe
7, 2001, German government officials did not rule out the possibility of German
troops—even combat troops—being involVé¥The Christian Democrats
(CDU/CSU), Social Demaocrats (SPD), and Free Democrats (FDP) suppatdds.
action, the Party of Democratic Socialism (PDS) condemned it, and the Greens we
divided. Public opinion also was divided, though the percentage of Germans who felt
the incursion was justified had risen to just slightly over half of the population (51
percent). Within the German population, however, support for the U.S.-led offensive
was significantly weaker among East Germans, the PDS, and the Greens.

Chancellor Schréder and Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer were firmly
committed to German participation, motivated by concerns for alliancsioohend
a desire to show that Germany was prepared to take responsibility in thengmergi
fight against global terrorism. Nevertheless undercurrents within theeatesp
parties threatened to undermine the government’s position. On the whole, the SPD
was supportive, though there were some voices in the party’s left wingpthied out
against the attack. The real problem for the Red-Green coalition lay indifistpa
wing of the Green party. As in the Kosovo case in 1999, the longer the air strikes in

Afghanistan continued and media reports of civilian casualties mounted, the more

e «Einsatz deutscher Soldaten in der Anti-Terrofiakk riickt naher,Die Welt October 8, 2001.
H7«Germany: Poll shows 51 percent support US strikesfghanistan,”BBC Monitoring Europe,
October 19, 2001.
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support for the offensive began to decline. The Green party’s executivelaalieci
for a halt to the bombing attacks, but Schrider rejected these calls out thand.

The growing unease within the Green party about the Afghanistan incursion
placed pressure on the coalition itself. Schréder was clear about the path he had
chosen: Germany would have to contribute to the fight against the terrorists, and that
meant German soldiers might be deployed very soon. He was also clear about what
his expectations were with regard to his coalition partner: they were to shygport
position or risk the collapse of the government if they failed to do so. In staking out a
position, Schroder was also signaling to his own left wing that this was the SPD’s

position and that any opposition would not be toleratad.

OEF Vote November 2001: Fighting Terrorism

The question of a German troop deployment meant that a Bundestag vote was
necessary. Schroder met with the top leadership of the parties and the padydra
in the Bundestag to discuss the request that had been sent by President George W.
Bush. The government took care in drafting its motion. The legal basis for the
request to contribute German troops to the antiterrorism effort in Afghanissan wa
based on Article 51 of the UN Charter, the invocation of Article 5 of the North
Atlantic Treaty, and the United Nations Security Council resolutions 1368 and 1373

as well as Article 24(2) of the Basic Law on which German membership stearsy

%8 4Griinen-Spitze unterstiitzt US-Angriff auf Afghatais; nur vereinzelt Kritik an ‘Krieg gegen
Taliban;’ die Reaktion in Deutschlandlie Welt,October 9, 2001; “Griine schiessen quer; Griinen-
Parteirat fir Aussetzung der Bombenangriffe. SPz8pehnt Forderung ab. FDP sieht Riss in der
Koalition. CDU: Schaden fur Deutschland@dgeszeitung)ctober 16, 2001.

%9 Kate Connolly, “Attack on Afghanistan: GermanyhBzeder warns Greens as military prepares to
enter the fray: Coalition under threat over splisupport,”The GuardianOctober 17, 2001; “Roth
recht stur; Rot-Griin weiter im Streit um Feurpa@eine Parteichefin: Solidaritat heisst nicht, dd u
Amen zu sagen,TageszeitungOctober 22, 2001.
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of mutual collective security (NATO) is bas&d.The motion allowed for a
maximum of 3900 troops, including anti-biological warfare units, medical personnel,
air and naval logistical support and personnel, and 100 Special Forces $8tdiers.

As Schroder later emphasized in a speech before the Bundestag on November
8, specific conditions on the deployment of a maximum of 3900 soldiers would apply:
the German government retained full control over any decisions reg&dmgan
armed forces, and the motion did not permit German troops to participate in any
operations outside of Afghanistan. “This is the consequence of what we have
proposed,” he declared® Schréder also touched on the motivations for sending
troops to Afghanistan: first and foremost, it was a question of solidarity and of
Germany’s responsibility as a member of NATO. What he did not mention, however,
were the Special Forces (KSK) that had been approved.

Alliance solidarity notwithstanding, Schroder continued to wrestle with
opposition within both government coalition parties. He rejected the SPD’s executive
council’s own call for a cease-fire and continued to apply pressure on the @rgen p
leadership. For some Greens, supporting the deployment was an existential
guestion—no support meant the end of the coalition. Green parliamentary fraction
leaders supported sending German troops but wanted a cease-fire for humanitaria
reasons, while most rank and file members were opposed to any contribution at all

and called for an immediate halt in the U.S.-led attack.

20 German government motion 14/7296, November 7, 2004.

%1 3ee also Carol J. Williams, “Germany Orders Traop§lobilize; Military: Contribution will
include as many as 3,900 fighters and an arrayahtare. Lawmakers are expected to give their
approval,"Los Angeles Timedlovember 7, 2001; Steven Erlanger, “A Nation Graed: Germany
Ready to Send Force of 3,900; Not Clear If They Wd@e Combat SoldiersNew York Times
November 7, 2001.

%2 German Bundestag, Government Statement by Chan&shréder, Plenarprotokoll 14/198,
19283.
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Again, Chancellor Schroder and Foreign Minister Fischer faced the problem
of finding a balance between external pressures and domestic politicahcdastr
NATO had invoked Atrticle 5 for the first time in its history, and the UN had passed
resolutions that set future UN actions within the parameters of Chapter VIl df\the
Charter in response to the terrorist threat. In addition, Schroder had promised
“solidarity” with the United States and given assurances that it would beias aatl
reliable partner in fighting terrorism. Finally, the German governmenteaan
convey the broader message that it was a reliable partner willing to gtegtar
international role and capable of shouldering its share of the responsibility.

Domestic political dynamics strained against these factors. Both Sclaridle
Fischer faced challenges to their leadership from inside their pdstibke Helmut
Kohl, Schroder’s power base was not centered within the party. Kohl's strength—and
authority over the CDU—lIay in his ability to manage party tensions through a
patronage system that reached deep into the partyB&ehroder, on the other
hand, was not reliant on the party for his political power and often circumvented
rather than controlled the opinion-making and decision-making dynamics within the
SPD, relying instead on outside experts and advi&&This style of leadership made
Schroder more politically vulnerable to widespread internal dissent at a timehwhe

still had to contend with strong opposition from the left wing of the SPD—enough, as

263 The fact that the make-up of the federal cabihetv@d a much smaller number of cabinet ministers
who also were members of parliament was refleafvhis leadership style as well. See Stephen
Padgett, “The Chancellor and his Party,” ed. StapgbedgettAdenauer to Kohl: The Development of
the German Chancellorshiiwashington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 3968—71.

%4 Torben Litjen and Franz Walter, “Die prasidentigénzlerschatft, Blatter fiir deutsche und
internationale Politik 45, 23 (2000): 1309-1310; Ludger Helms, “The Gjiwag Chancellorship:
Resources and Constraints Revisitgggrman Politicsl0, 2 (August 2001): 161-162.
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it turned out, to pose a serious problem for him. When Schréder needed
unguestioning support, it was not forthcoming.

As a consequence, Schroder’s ability to manage the coalition was erathnger
as well. Relations within the Red-Green coalition had been marked by growing
tensions on several policy fronts, such as immigration, internal securityiresasnd
the question of civil liberties (in the wake of September 11). The disagreements
placed more pressure on the Greens as the coalition partner because Sdamsoder
willing to cross the aisle to negotiate with the opposition parties to push through his
agenda. More to the point, Schréder made it clear that the SPD had the option of
choosing the FDP as a coalition partner if the Greens were unwilling tgmuad
on this issue. The Green Party’s relative weight in the coalition had beennedake
by a string of electoral losses on the state level that threateneduiheual as a
parliamentary party. Upcoming local state elections in Berlin showeal @anger of
disaffected and more left-leaning Green Party members defecting to $1evBl2h
would further weaken the Green Party’s political standiA@hese problems reduced
the Green party leadership’s ability to counter the SPD’s pressure onriddm a
direct the policy debate toward their preferred outcome.

One question worth exploring is why the Afghanistan deployment became
such a contentious issue for the Green Party. One could reason that the question of
supporting peacekeeping missions had been laid to rest after a majority of Gree
Party members backed Foreign Minister Fischer’s call to support the Kosssiomi

in 1999, and yet the Greens appeared more divided than ever. Part of the answer is

2% Haig Simonian, “Germany’s pacifist Greens voicsgiiings,”Financial TimesOctober 18, 2001;
Williams, Los Angeles Timedlovember 7, 2001.
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that the support the rank and file gave to their political leadership to assist in
preventing human rights violations and reducing the conflict did not necess$arily a
or diminish the ingrained skepticism and outright opposition to the use of military
force to solve political conflicts. Furthermore, many Greens were conciaieithe
party’s support for the United States following the September 11 attacks and the
lengthy air campaign and rising number of civilian casualties had dahthg party’'s
identification as &riedensparteior “peace party.” More importantly, the Greens
were now a governing party, and there remained a division between those snember
who emphasized taking a principled position and those pragmatists who were

unwilling to bring the government down on this issue.

Macedonia Mission

Another important factor that played into the argument over Afghanistan was
the tense debate two months earlier, in August 2001, over the vote to contribute
German troops to the mission in Macedonia. This was an important backdrop because
the signs of discontent and mutiny within the party ranks were alreadievisib
Tensions with the Albanian population in Kosovo had spilled over into Macedonia in
the spring of 2001, resulting in a growing separatist revolt by Macedonia’s ethnic
Albanian minority. The EU sought unsuccessfully to broker a peace, and on June 29,
2001, NATO resolved to send a force to Macedonia to monitor the disarmament of
the Albanian separatists as part of the negotiations for a compromise settlem

By August 2001, the two sides in the conflict had finally reached agreement,
and NATO prepared to send troops as part of its operation “Essential Harvesh” whic

was conceived as a thirty-day mission to assist in the disarmament of dtenicaf
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fighters. Operation Essential Harvest was later replaced by “ARth&ron

September 27, 2001. The new mandate was intended to protect EU and OSCE
monitors who had been sent to Macedonia to assist in implementing the pe€@ plan.
In terms of out-of-area operations, the Macedonian mission was a milestone that
marked the beginning of closer cooperation between NATO and the EU. It was als
the first time that the EU assumed sole command of such a mission.

The Bundestag debate on the mission reflected the skepticism felt aeross th
political spectrunf®’ The conservatives opposed the Macedonian mission because
they felt the Bundeswehr lacked the necessary resources to do the job. Members of
Schrdder’s own coalition argued against the mission for other reasons: there was no
UN mandate; the mission itself was not adequately defined; and in their view the
resolution of the conflict did not warrant the use of military forces. Some
conservative members along with thirty-five members from the governitiaoa
parties announced they would vote against the NATO mission to disarm the Albanian
separatist§®®

German government officials were committed to sending troops, though there
were differences between the political leadership and other bureaucrattc(aaj.,
Foreign Office, Defense Ministry) with regard to the timing of the operanadrtlze
balance of responsibilities between the EU and NATO. The need to support the

fledging European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) and ensure a stramanGe

26 5ee NATO websitehttp:/www.nato.int/fyrom/home.htm

%7 For a discussion on the Macedonian vote, see Jali&Blumenthal, “Decision-Making by the
GermanBundestagn Out-of-Area-Missions,” paper presented at tbar@il for European Studies
conference, Chicago, lllinois, March 2004, 5.

28 Heiner Kiesel, “Unionsfiihrung fiir Einsatz in Mapaien,” Welt-Online August 28, 2001.
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role in it was an important though secondary concern to German policymakers.
NATO alliance considerations remained paramdtht.

Assured by the government that the Bundeswehr’s budget would be increased,
the CDU/CSU ultimately announced they would support the mandate. However,
Schrdder failed to secure a majority of members from within the SPD and Gree
coalition, and so the motion passed only with the support of the parliamentary
opposition parties (497—-130—8Y. The mission in Macedonia was the first time that a
German government was unable to garner a parliamentary majority from \gthin t
governing coalition to carry a motion on an out-of-area operation. Arguably, the
reality of facing another parliamentary revolt two months later overvan more
controversial military deployment must have shaped the context in which thedecisi

on the Afghanistan mission took place.

Afghanistan Vote

The announcement that an unexpectedly large number of Green as well as
SPD Bundestag members would vote against the Afghanistan deploymennéudeate
a repeat of the Macedonian vote; internal dissent endangered the parliamentary
majority that Schréder needed to prevail in the Afghanistan case. If theeibanc
could not get the rank and file under control, his position as party leader would be
severely compromised.

Schréder chose to resolve his dilemma by applying a tool that had been used

only three times before in the history of the Federal Republic—that of thélew-ca

%9 Eva Gross, “Germany and European Security andridef€ooperation: The Europeanization of
National Crisis Management Policies®&curity Dialoguevol. 38, no. 4 (2007): 507-510.
2% Deutscher Bundestag, Plenarprotokoll 14/184, Aug8s2001, 18210.
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Vertrauensfrageor motion of confidence. The motion of confidence, based on
Article 68 of the Basic Law, is a parliamentary maneuver the chancahamply to
determine whether or not he or she retains the support of a majority in parliament.
The instrument is used when a political crisis threatens the viability anadwontf
a sitting government to bind or obligate members in the governing parties to support
the chancellor’s course of action on a policy issue. If the motion carries, stgrpor
the chancellor’s political agenda is confirmed; if the motion fails, the chanbas
lost the backing of parliament, and the government falls. The chancellor can then
request that the federal president dissolve parliament and call for a néanéiec
The rarity of this instrument’s use shows that this constitutional right isimsed
extremis as an instrument of last resort to safeguard the position of the chancellor.
It was a big risk, but Schréder was known as a risk taker. Arguably, the
outcome of a parliamentary vote on the Afghanistan mission was not one that
Schréder would have lost, since the chancellor could have passed the motion by
relying on the support of the CDU/CSU and the FDP, as had occurred with the
Macedonia deployment. However, taking this route to securing the Germaammissi
to Afghanistan would have signaled that Schréder was no longer in control of his
governing coalition, and it would have raised questions among Germany’s allies
about its reliability as a security partner. Thus, allowing the opposition paoteast

the determining votes would weaken the coalition and endanger Schroder’s own

"1 The vote of confidence is often discussed in auttjon with the constructive vote of no-
confidence (konstrutives Misstrauensvotum) (Art.@3). They are complementary, but there is a
difference: with the vote of confidence, the chdloceseizes the initiative to submit a motion; the
constructive vote of no-confidence is called by Bumdestag itself, not the chancellor. See German
Wikipedia, “Vertrauensfrage,” alittp://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vertrauensfragdeinrich Oberreuter,
“Vertrauensfrage,” itHandbuch des politischen Systems der Bundesrep@hlitdeszentrale fur
politische Bildung, available online at:
http://www.bpb.de/wissen/0922702941003975351610886Q07,0,0,Vertrauensfrage.html
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political future?’? The choice was getting the mission or getting control of his party
and, by extension, the coalition. The gamble was that he could get both. On
November 13, 2001, Schréder announced he would call for a vote of confidence in
his government and then intensified the political pressure on the dissentersriay linki
the Vertrauensfrageo the vote on the Afghanistan missf@iThis tactical move was
constitutionally permissible but had never been utilized béfdre.

Schrdder’s tactic meant that for reasons of political survival, the rebellious
SPD and Green party members would be compelled to vote in favor of the Afdtion.
Needless to say, the SPD and Green members of parliament were furiousused acc
the chancellor of political blackmail. However, the relatively weaker positidmeof t
Greens within the coalition mattered; their poor electoral prospects atideel
inexperience in governance had made them more vulnerable to SPD pf&sasre.
the time frame narrowed down to the inevitable vote in the Bundestag, twelve
parliamentarians—eight Green members and four Social Democrats-te fresr
intent to vote against a German deployment. But in behind closed door sessions,
pressure was applied and the calculations made: some of the recalcitrdorgranem
were permitted to vote no, while the rest were expected to vote in favor of the

motion—thereby ensuring the necessary parliamentary majority.

22 Roland Eggleston, “Germany: Coalition Risks SPhter Troop Deployment Issue,” RFE/RL,
November 12, 2001.

2*5ee “Antrag des Bundeskanzlers g@mitikel 68 des Grundgesetzes,” Deutscher Bundestag
Drucksache 14/7440, November 13, 2001.

274 Oberreuter, 1-2; see also Article 81 of Basic limvxel Tschentscheffhe Basic Law
(Grundgesetz): The Constitution of the Federal Répwf Germany (May 23rd, 19499 SRN
Working Paper Edition November 2009, 61.

25 steven Erlanger, “German Leader Calls Vote of @emfce on Role in Afghanistarifew York
Times November 14, 2001.

7% Haig Simonian, “Schroder’s showdown: The Germaancellor is risking his leadership and the
ruling coalition on a vote on troop deployment ifgAanistan, Financial TimesNovember 15, 2001;
“Koalitionskrise: Schroder stellt die Vertrauensgfed’ Der SpiegelNovember 13, 2001.
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The defiant Green party members, however, were not without some leverage.
A compromise that was intended to address the concerns of the members still
undecided or opposed was eventually worked out. The compromise involved the SPD
and Green party fraction leaders supportimy@tokollnotiz or supplemental clause
to the proposed motion. In the declaration, the federal government assures the
Bundestag and its parliamentary committees that it will provide regudinigs and
written reports on all of the German forces covered under the mandate. Furthermore
the Bundestag will be informed beforehand regarding any changes to theenandat
and the mandate will not be extended beyond the borders of Afghanistan. Finally, the
government assures the Bundestag that the deployment of armed Germas soldier
will be carried out under German command and that “the ultimate decisiodirggar
the concrete deployment of armed German forces lies solely with thalfede
government.?”’ The restrictions outlined in tHerotokollnotizregarding scope and
locus of authority for deploying German armed forces were enough for mémgy of
undecided SPD and Green Party members to declare their intent to vote in favor of
the Afghanistan mission. In the end, the eight remaining Green Party objectors
elected to split their votes so that four members could vote no—to signal that
opposition to the motion remained—while the other four abst&iied.

Nevertheless, if the motion of confidence had failed, Schroder still retained
some options. The government would fall, but the SPD could salvage the situation by

allowing the Red-Green coalition to collapse and then building a coalition with the

2’7 Deutscher Bundestag, “Beschlussempfehlung undBegriDrucksache 14/7447, November 14,
2001, 5.

28 Thorsten Denkler, “Werde keine Soldaten in dere{schicken,'Siiddeutsche Zeitunlovember
14, 2001; Matthias Meisner, “Skeptiker suchen eiAaaweg,” TagesspiegeNovember 14, 2001.
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FDP, or it could govern as a minority government. The third option would be to call
for early elections, but even then political observers believed the SPD woutd retai
the advantage because the CDU/CSU—caught in the throes of a leadership crisis—
would not have been a significant electoral threat. Regardless of which scenario one
looked at, the consequences of a failed motion would leave the Greens in an even
more vulnerable position.

Thus on November 16, 2001, a narrow majority of the German Bundestag
voted to send German armed forces to participate in OEF in Afghanistan fatian i
twelve-month period. The German contribution of up to 3,900 soldiers was
composed, as initially proposed, primarily of anti-biological warfare units, suppor
personnel (medical, air, and sea transport), and, importantly, 100 Special Forces
personnel Kommando Spezialkrafter KSK)?”® These Special Forces were to
become the most controversial aspect of Germany’s contribution to the Afghanistan
mission.

The whole vote was, to many observers, a rank display of political cynicism
and opportunism, particularly by the Greé¥fsAs one journalist described it,
Schréder had won, but he did so by “forcing the Greens to sacrifice principle for
power.”?%! The government needed an absolute majoiagnglermehrhejtof 334

votes; it received 336, only two more than was required. The opposition CDU/CSU

219 Deutscher Bundestag, Antrag der Bundesregierung;kdache 14/7296, November 7, 2001, 3;
“3900 Soldaten fur ‘Enduring Freedom3uddeutsche Zeitunblovember 15, 2001.

280 |Interviews in Berlin, November, 2009; John Vinociwote on War Underscores Fragility of Berlin
Goals,”International Herald TribuneNovember 16, 2001.

21 steven Erlanger, “Pressing Greens, German Leadfes Mistoric Vote on Sending Troops to
Afghanistan,”New York TimesNovember 17, 2001.
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voted as a bloc against the motion because it opposed Schréder’s linkage of the two
questions, even though the conservatives supported the Afghanistan Aifssion.

The coalition had been shaken by Schréder’s strong-arm tactic and the sense
among the rank and file Green members that the compromises they wedetforc
make to stay in power had been too costly, but Chancellor Schroder and Foreign
Minister Fischer both viewed the vote as a test for Germany to show that at hveul
up to its international responsibilities and alliance obligations. Because th@@ngoi
air strikes in Afghanistan were placing enormous pressure on the govermuené a
coalition, and because there was discussion of opening up a ground assault should the
air strikes prove insufficient, Fischer again turned to the task of finding a @iptom
solution before the government was compelled to send combat tfdGermany
lobbied hard to be given the chance to host the conference that would follow the
cessation of conflic®* The German government placed a great deal of emphasis on
Germany’s role as a major contributor to the reconstruction of Afghanistaen W
hostilities ceased, the donor conference intended to organize the reconstruction plan

for post-conflict Afghanistan was set to begin in early December 2001 in Bonn.

ISAF Vote December 2001: Civil Reconstruction

The international community’s efforts now turned toward stabilizing

Afghanistan and building the necessary economic and political structures t® gecur

282 peutscher Bundestag, Plenumprotokoll 14/202, Ndesm6, 2001, 19893; Peter Finn, “Schroeder
Wins His Gamble On Troop Deployment Vot&/ashington PosNovember 17, 2001;
“Vertrauensfrage Schroder besteht MachtproBéiddeutsche Zeitunlovember 16, 2001.

283 3ophie Mithimann, “Fischers hehre Plane fiir Afgiamis NachkriegszeitDie Welt October 22,
2001.

24 Steven Erlanger, “German Chancellor Shores UpSHisky Coalition,New York TimesDecember

9, 2001.
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lasting peace. The interim leadership of Afghanistan, led by Hamid Kaegagsted

that the UN authorize a peacekeeping force to maintain a secure zone in and around
Kabul as it began its task of constructing a functioning system of governanae. A
consequence, on December 20, 2001, the UN Security Council passed Resolution
1386 establishing the International Security Assistance Force (ISAKjgbanistan

to assist the Afghan authorities in maintaining security and a safe environme
conducive for the reconstruction of the country. Thus the emphasis of the mission was
not on peacekeeping but on “security assistance.”

In Germany, Chancellor Schroder agreed that if German assistance was
requested, it must accept the responsibility. On December 21, the German federal
cabinet passed the government’s motion to support the newly formed UN mission
with a deployment of 1200 soldiers, and the motion was voted on and passed the
following day in the Bundestag by a vote of 538—3%28All political parties save
the PDS voted in favor of the motion, which set a six-month deadline for the mission.
The German government went to great lengths to distinguish between the@&HRie
mission and the ISAF mission which, with its emphasis on civilian reconstruction and
development assistance, they considered to be the major contribution of Germany to
the Afghanistan mission. This insistence on a firm division between the OEBmissi
to fight terrorism and the ISAF mission to build civilian infrastructureabezthe

defining characteristic of Germany’s public face in Afghanistan.

2 Deutscher Bundestag, Plenarprotokoll 14/210, Déegr#2, 2001, 20849.
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2002: Pressures to Expand Mission

By January 2002 the first German soldiers had arrived in Afghanistan. The
German ISAF troops, together with the Dutch, were to be present in northern
Afghanistan and central Kabul. However, apart from the initial deploynecimitizs,
it was not clear what to do with the ISAF mandate beyond the initial six-month
period. The British government agreed to serve as the lead nation for this initia
period, but it was unclear who would take over after the British troops left. The
Afghan interim government requested Germany take over the role of lead nation, but
the German government was reluctant to do so. It would take the greatsfrthar
year before the Red-Green coalition acquiesced to this request, with thettéom s
begin in February 2003. The Germans also agreed to assume responsibilitycéor poli
training—again at the Karzai government’s reqd&siGerman ISAF assistance
would thus focus on building non-military infrastructures: police training, education
development, and organizing administrative structures. In the meantime, the six-
month mandate was nearing its end, and in mid-June 2002 the Bundestag passed
another six-month extension for the ISAF conting&hBy this time, Germany had
2,000 troops in Kabul. Interestingly, it was reported that the German governrdent ha

been willing to accept the role of lead nation as recompense for refusing tippseti

28 patrik Schwarz, “Fithrungsnation gesucht! Deutsuhigberlegt jetzt doch, ‘Lead Nation’ zu
werden, " Tageszeitunglanuary 29, 2002; “Schréder sichert Bush Unterstig zu; Kanzler halt
Zusage Uber Fuhrungsrolle der Bundeswehr in Afghianioffen,” February 2, 2002.

27 Deutscher Bundestag, Plenarprotokoll 14/243, 1dn@002, 24479.
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in the war in Iraq (and, presumably, for the reluctance to send troops to assist in post-
conflict reconstruction effortsy®

The 2002 Federal ElectioThe 2002 federal election revealed the degree of
public sensitivity to questions of military power and the ongoing discomfort with
Germany assuming a greater role in out-of-area operations. By the soff2062,
the German political establishment had turned their attention to the upcoming
national elections scheduled for September 22. Earlier in the year, opinion polls had
predicted heavy losses for the SPD. This apprehension dominated the discussions
within the SPD leadership in the waning days of July as it sought to construct a
winnable campaign strategy. One of the issues debated was whether tGecRed-
coalition needed to take a position on IF3HA series of U.S. declarations on the
guestion of a possible military intervention in Iraq had been closely monitorthe by
German government and the public: President George W. Bush’s West Point speech
on June 1, 2002 (Americans should be prepared for a preemptive action), and Vice
President Richard Cheney’s August 26 speech in Nashville (perceived byrSéoma
be a declaration of war against Iraq). The third statement that had \wiglaga
repercussions on German attitudes was the announcement on September 20 of the
Bush administration’s National Security Strategy (with new emphasis on
preemption)—only two days before the Germans went to the polls. All of these

statements and documents had increased the salience of the topic as well as the

28 Ansgar Graw, “Planspiele in Berlin: Kabul stattgéiad; Deutsch-niederlandisches Korps soll ab
Februar Einsatz in Afghanistan leiten—dafir keirgeligung in Iraq, Die Welf September 11,
2002.

#9«gchroeder won't back U.S. war on Irag—makes Baghelection issue Deutsche Presse-
Agentur August 5, 2002; John Hooper, “German leader sayt® Iraq war,’Guardian August 6,
2002; Gunter Hofmann, “Der lange Weg zum lautemNeddie Zeit-Onling 5/2003.
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apprehensions of German officials and the public &fke late July-early August,
the decision was made to take a public position on Irag and utilize the question of an
Iraq invasion in the campaidf-

By the end of the first week of August, Chancellor Schroder announced his
position on Irag: Germany would not participate in any military interventiomstga
Irag, not even if there were a UN Security Council mandate for such an action. The
public responded strongly to the chancellor's determined “no” to taking part in a war
in Irag. On the eve of the election, the polls showed the SPD trailing by only two
percentage poinfSs” On September 22, election results showed that against all
predictions, the SPD/Green coalition had won by the narrowest of margins in the
closest election since unification.

Many observers concluded that Schréder’s instrumentalization of the Iraq
issue had won the election, but survey data reveal that the question of military force
in Iraq played only a contributing role. Even large sections of the CDU/CSU opposed
any possible German involvement in Iraq, forcing party leaders to take @positi
much different than that of the SPD and Greens. Other dynamics were in pley, as
and a perceptible though gradual decline in poll numbers over time for the CDU/CSU
showed the conservatives had not been successful in convincing the German

electorate that they had a more compelling political and economic altertwathes

20 Karin L. Johnston, “Germany,” eds. Richard SoPelter Furia, and Bethany Barratblic
Opinion and International Intervention: Lessonsnfréthe Iraq War(Dulles, VA: Potomac Books,
2010) (forthcoming).

21 Djeter DettkeGermany Says No: The Iraq War and the Future ofh@er Foreign and Security
Policy (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Press, 20091-1652; interview with German official,
Berlin, November 2009.
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Red-Green coalitiof’® The Iraq war was an intensely emotional issue, and public
and elite opposition was overwhelming, but the Iraq issue was only one of several
factors that taken together created a political dynamic that allowed théoSPD
squeeze through at the polls. In the end, the CDU/CSU could not translate their
(relatively modest) electoral advantage into votes, and the SPD and Greerablee
to profit from short-term events and themes that surfaced in the final wedles of t
campaigrt*

The Red-Green coalition settled into a new term and in December 2002 once
again took up the question of extending the OEF and ISAF mandates for another
twelve months. Public opinion at the time continued to show support for the
Afghanistan mission. The Bundestag approved the extensions and Germany’s new
role as lead nation—agreeing, as the government had wanted, to increasetRAF t
levels from 1,200 to 2,500 because of the additional responsibilities Germany would

carry when it assumed the role of lead nation in February 2603.

2003: Further Constraints

The year 2003 witnessed a growing debate on extending ISAF’s geographical

reach that touched on a number of sensitive issues, such as the division between OEF

23 For an extensive analysis of the 2002 election,date Dieter Roth, “A Last Minute Success of the
Red-Green Coalition,German Politics and Socigtissue 66, vol. 21, no. 1 (Spring 2003), 35-5€; se
also Norpoth and Gschwend'’s conclusion that Irag m& a necessary condition that mobilized the
swing voters in the final weeks of the campaigrii@imut Norpoth and Thomas Geschwend, “Against
All Odds? The Red-Green VictoryGerman Politics and Societissue 66, vol. 21, no. 1 (Spring
2003): 32.

29 Other factors, for example, were that the Germabilip did not believe that either the
Conservatives or Social Democrats were capableleiing the problems of the day, the weakness of
the conservative candidate, Edmund Stoiber, anddlkiernment’s prompt and effective management
of flooding in eastern Germany earlier in the y&ae Oscar W. Gabriel and Kerstin V&lkl, “Die
Bundestagswahl 2002: Erfolg in letzter Minut&¥echselwirkungen, Jahrbuch 20@%.

2% For the OEF vote, see Deutscher Bundestag, Plertakpll 15/11, November 15, 2002, 667; for
the ISAF vote, see Deutscher Bundestag Plenarpihtbl/1720, December 20, 2002, 1331.
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and ISAF and the development of NATO’s Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTS)
The Karzai government had begun to pressure the NATO allies to expand the
geographical scope of the mandate to the rural areas beyond Kabul. The German
government was not inclined to support this request, but growing unrest and violence
in the countryside where the Karzai government exercised minimal autiodity
control forced this question onto the international security agenda.

Tension mounted in February 2003 when the news media reported on the
participation of German Special Forces in a large military actionmili@ scope of
the OEF mandate. The government reiterated its support for OEF, but it wakatlear t
the debate was crystallizing around the “bad” OEF mandate, with its task of
eliminating Taliban threats, and the “good” ISAF mandate that focused on building
the structures of a democratic civil society. By mid-2003 it was clearhhat t
international community had recognized the need to expand the mandate beyond
Kabul since it was clear that the conflict was escalating in the r@a around the
country and that the civilian reconstruction teams that were being orddaize
deployment in the provinces needed better protection. NATO had been providing
logistical support for ISAF troops in Kabul; eventually, in August 2003, NATO
assumed command for all ISAF operations.

The Schréder government had reached the conclusion that expansion was
necessary in order to support the development of democratic structures throughout
Afghanistan, but whether the existing mandate allowed for the geographical

expansion of the mission, and if so, where the German PRTs should be based
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produced a great deal of disagreement among German officials and tensiearbetw
the Germans and its NATO allié¥,

Under the signature of four ministries—Defense, Foreign Office, Economic
Cooperation and Development, and Interior—the federal government published its
first “Afghanistan Concept” on September 1, 2003. The document declared the
government’s support of the PRT concept and its willingness to establish a PRT in
Kunduz. The rationale for insisting on placing German PRTs under ISAF command
was based on the argument that the focus on Germany’s engagement was political
social, and economic reconstruction and development rather than antiterrorism
efforts?® The document argues that the original UN ISAF mandate covering Kabul
and its environs cannot serve as the legal foundation for extending the international
community’s activities beyond Kabul, leading the German government to support
supplementing the mandate to make possible the expansion of ISAF’s presence to the
rest of Afghanistan. The major responsibility for ISAF in these provincesivioaul
protecting civilians working in the PRTs and promoting stability as a key tcamdh
preparation for the upcoming elections. The document stressed that this prosess m
be preceded by a supplemental resolution from the UN Security Council followed by
a change to the NATO operational plan subject to approval by the North Atlantic

Council. Only then would the federal government take up the motion and the German

2% Afghanistan: Berlin priift Militareinsatz auch aessalb Kabuls, Frankfurter RundschawMay 22,
2003; “Struck ist fur Ausweitung des Afghanistam&itzes, Frankfurter RundschguAugust 8, 2003;
“NATO ubernimmt Kommando in Kabul; Struck warnt vier Gefahr eines Rickfalls Afghanistans in
‘Anarchie und Chaos,'Die Welt August 12, 2003.

27«Das Afghanistan-Konzept der Bundesregierung,”rat federal government document (Foreign
Office, Ministry of Defense, Ministry of EconomicoGperation and Development, Ministry of
Interior), September 1, 2003, 9.
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Bundestag vote on 72 Thus for domestic political reasons the government was
intent on signaling that Germany was focused on reconstruction and development
efforts in Afghanistan and not on the domestically precarious subject of fighting
terrorists and that the German government had the weight of international approval
and international law behind4t?

Though military considerations were a large part of the internal bureaucrat
debate, political factors were no less important—and no less difficult—to balance
German Bundeswehr officials were concerned about overstretch and whegher the
would have the resources to fulfill their tasks. The Defense Ministry was tbonse
its discussions in NATO and how such decisions would affect its presence and
capabilities in the country and its role in NATO. The Foreign Office wastsentd
the EU dimension and felt more European cooperation was needed. The Ministry for
Economic Cooperation and Development, which controlled much of the
reconstruction funding, refused to work directly with the Bundeswehr because of its
concern that its work with nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) in Afghanistan
would be compromised, and it feared losing its independence and control over

resources®

298 «pAfghanistan-Konzept,” 2003, 9-10.

29 5ee NATO website, “International Security Assisafrorce, Afghanistan,” at:
http://www.isaf.nato.int/history.htmSean M. Maloney, “Afghanistan Four Years On: An
Assessment,Parameters 35, no. 3 (Autumn 2005): 22, 30. Today, howevetually all of the

NATO PRTs are run under ISAF command, includings¢hied by the United States. The view
remains, however, that US-led PRTs remain weightetk towards military personnel relative to the
PRTs led by various European countries. See Vindiemelli and Paul Belkin, "NATO in

Afghanistan: A Test of the Transatlantic Allianc€dngressional Research Service Repo#5700,
RL33627, December 3, 2009, 12-14.

39 Interview in Berlin, November 9, 2009; “In Afghatan will Berlin zeigen, wie man’s besser macht
als die USA; Entwicklungsministerin Wieczorek-Zeelrteidigt bei ihrem Kabul-Besuch die geplante
Erweiterung des Bundeswehreinsatz&sdnkfurter Rundschauseptember 1, 2003.
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Parliamentary debates showed how divisive the issue continued to be.
Criticism of the government came from the conservative right as well asfthiédr
many parliamentarians, the decision to expand ISAF’s reach beyond Kabul had not
been adequately thought through in terms of strategic implications, funding, and
purpose. Such a shift in the German military’s competences required a negaboliti
concept, something they charged that the government did not have. SPD members
generally supported the establishment of the Kunduz PRT, though again there was
hefty opposition from the left wing. The Greens as well as the FDP opposed the
expansion to Kunduz. The FDP opposed the recommendation on the grounds that the
expansion was legally questionable under the standing mandate, and it took the step
of filing suit against the governmefit. Representatives of the CDU and CSU
criticized the government for its lack of strategic clarity with rddarthe purpose of
the PRTs. Both parties were not convinced that the expansion would stop at Kunduz
and were fearful that German troops would get pulled into other, more intractable
problems, such as drug interdiction efforts.

This was the other major concern of parliamentarians—that the Bundeswehr
forces would somehow be pulled into efforts to destroy the growing drug*tfade.
Much of the parliamentary debate in the latter half of 2003 and into early 2004
focused on this concern. The German federal government prepared the motion for

extending German military operations in Afghanistan, but the motion would not be

30L«stryck ist fur Ausweitung des Afghanistans-Eimsast” Frankfurter RundschauAugust 8, 2003;
“FDP klagt in Karlsruhe wegen Auslandseinsatzéng Welt August 9, 2003; “Unionspolitiker
warnen vor ‘Kundus plus,TageszeitungOctober 24, 2003;

392«ynionspolitiker warnen vor “Kundus plus”: CDU kisiert Afghanistan-Einsatz und befiirchtet
Verwicklung in DrogengeschéafteTageszeitungOctober 20, 2003; Interview in Berlin, Novembér 1
20009.
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forwarded to the Bundestag until the UN Security Council passed a supporting
resolution—hopefully one that would permit the expansion to be undertaken under
the ISAF mandate rather than the OEF mantf4tehe Germans had also pushed for
NATO to endorse placing the PRTs under ISAF command, but the Americans and
British wished to maintain the operational flexibility that OEF gave thestead, the
decision reached at the NATO summit in October 2003 was that operating PRTs
under ISAF command would be an optiSh.

Finally, on October 13, 2003, the UN Security Council passed Resolution
1510, which extended ISAF’s reach throughout the whole country. The expansion of
ISAF was accompanied by the gradual shift in command of PRTs from under U.S.-
led military command to the NATO ISAF commaifdClosely following that vote,
on October 15, the Schrdoder government submitted the motion to the Bundestag to
extend the ISAF mandate for twelve months and the northern perimeter of the
German contingent.

The government’s efforts to pass the extension hit a snag when its motion was
forwarded to the Bundestag’s Foreign Affairs Committee. The documentroeohizi
sentence apparently taken verbatim from correspondence between NAT@IGene
Secretary Lord Robertson and UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan, which sptiites of
ISAF mandate being broadened to cover all of Afghanistan, although the referenc
was to assisting with the upcoming elections. Nevertheless, the wordsngnelaar

enough that it prompted accusations that the motion was in fact a veiled “Kunduz

303 «pfghanistan; Berlin will Soldaten in Kundus eitisen,” Frankfurter RundschauAugust 27, 2003.
304 See final communiqué available http:/www.nato.int/docu/pr/2003/p03-148e.htm

305 See Maloney, “Afghanistan Four Years On,” 24—2% also “Global Security” website, at:
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/oef-prt.htm
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plus” request that would permit the deployment of German troops beyond the
northern boundaries. The CDU fraction leaders and committee members called a
meeting with the Chancellery’s state secretary and a represeiftativéhe Ministry
of Economic Cooperation and Development to discuss the motion. The message: they
were prepared to accept the government’s motion under the condition that the
government accept two changes: first, that it must keep the Defense and Foreign
Affairs committees regularly informed of any deployment taken beysralirrent
geographical mandate for the purpose of assisting with the election, and that the
government put in writing that the Bundeswehr would not be involved in any anti-
drug activities, military or otherwise.
The government agreed to provide this written clarification, which would be
attached to the Foreign Affairs Committee’s report in the formRyb&okollnotiz
Once the SPD Defense Minister Peter Struck agreed to the supplemerse] tia
CDU/CSU signaled its willingness to support the Red-Green government@smoti
for extension. The FDP, PDS, and several Green members remained oppo¥&d to it.
Thus theProtokollnotizclarified that any possible military actions outside of
Kunduz and Kabul would remain the exception and then only for the purpose of
supporting the upcoming national election, and that “the federal government assures
that drug interdiction efforts are not included in the mandate of the misSiorhe

final paragraph concluded by affirming that should the question of deploying German

3% severin Weiland, “Marschbefehl fiir Kunduspiegel-onlineOctober 21, 2003; see also the
CDU/CSU press release, “Kunduz — Protokollnotizatthmehr Klarheit,” at:
http://www.pressrelations.de/new/standard/derefefra?r=137497Richard Meng, “Es geht um
Karzai, nicht um Kunduz; der Bundeswehreinsatz ionde¢n Afghanistan hat vor allem politisch-
diplomatische Griinde Frankfurter RundschguOctober 24, 2003.

307 Deutscher Bundestag, Plenarprotokoll 15/1806, met@2, 2003, 4.
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soldiers outside of Kabul or Kunduz for the specific purposes spelled out in the
protocol to the resolution be raised, that the defense minister will first seek the
approval of the appointed party representaticdd€utg from the relevant

committees, and that he would not approve the deployment were there to be
considerable misgivings raised by the appointed representatives and cktars of
committees®® Despite the opposition and the harsh tones of the final plenary debate,
a majority of Bundestag members voted to extend the ISAF mission (531-57 -5),
with most of the “no votes” coming from the FDP because of its concerns regarding
the constitutionality of expanding the mandate. Less than a month later, the@xte
for the OEF mission came up for vote and was passed by a comfortable majority,
although the FDP again voted against the mandate because of the partyisrotgect

the extension of its mandat®.

2004: Growing Skepticism

The growing dissatisfaction with the outlines of the OEF and ISAF mandates
continued into 2004, as reflected in the parliamentary votes on the extension in
September and November. The political wrangling in the coalition government and
the Bundestag parliamentary fraction parties remained focused on cordated to
anti-drug efforts and the disintegration of the strategic situation on the ground and
NATO pressure to commit more resources to establish additional PRTs in

Afghanistan. The consequence was that the allied presence and engagement—a

3% Interview in Berlin, November 16, 2009; “Einsa&r@undeswehr in Afghanistariyer Aktueller
Begriff, Wissenschaftliche Dienste des Deutschen Bundestbige$7/2005, September 23, 2005, 1—
2; Deutscher Bundestag, Plenarprotokoll 15/1806okur 22, 2003, 4.

39 For ISAF, see Deutscher Bundestag, Plenarprotdsfio, October 24, 2003, 6009; for OEF see
Deutscher Bundestag, Plenarprotokoll 15/76, Novert#e2003, 6577.
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conceivably Germany’s contribution—would expand, much to the consternation of
German officials. Growing instability meant less emphasis on reconestractd
more prominence given to security stabilization efforts.

By April 2004 there was talk in the German Defense Ministry of assuming
responsibility for a second PRT, this time in Feyzabad. This generated a gie#t de
opposition again from the FDP and the CDU/CSU, which announced that it would
demand the government submit a new mandate if Germany were to take on another
PRT. But the Schréder government declared this was unnecessary since there would
be no change in the structure of the mandate, in terms of personnel and materiel, as
set by the Bundestag in 2003. Thus the decision was made for German and Dutch
soldiers to assume command of a new PRT in Feyzabad, and by July 2004 German
soldiers had begun to arrive thét@.

On September 17, the UN Security Council passed its resolution supporting
ongoing operations in Afghanistan, and by September 22, the coalition government
had submitted its motion for extending the German mission for an additional year and
expanding the Bundeswehr’s military presence to Kunduz and Feyzabad. The FDP
responded by submitting a minor interpellatitie{ne Anfragé®'! based on the two
PRTs, arguing that the government did not have the authority to expand the

geographical reach of the Bundeswehr. The FDP then submitted its own motion

31%«ynion gegen neuen Einsatd)er Spiegel April 26, 2004; “Afghanistan: Berlin will Einsain
Kundus ausweiten Frankfurter RundschauApril 24, 2004.

311 Minor interpellations are requests usually subedithy opposition parties to obtain information
from the government, which is obligated to submitréiten reply within two weeks. A major
interpellation, on the other hand, is submittedalparliamentary group or 5 percent of the members o
parliament. The government is required to submitpdy, which is formally placed on the plenary
agenda and debated in the full plenary. See glpsdgrarliamentary terms at:
http://www.mitmischen.de/index.php/Informativ/Wisstur/site/Glossar/letter/KVorlagen und ihre
Behandlungen,” Bundesanstalt fir politische Bilduapilable at:
http://www.bpb.de/wissen/WYR8EX,30,0,VIII_Vorlagamd_ihre_Behandlung.html#art30
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requiring separate mandates for Kunduz and Feyzabad, though the motion was
defeated’? The government's request for extension was passed by the Bundestag on
September 30 on a vote of 509-48-3. Regarding the OEF vote, the Red-Green
coalition leaders maintained enough discipline in their parliamentarydingdid

deflect the growing criticism within party ranks, and the Bundestag approged t

motion by a vote of 550-10-¢°

2005: A New Coalition Government

By 2005 the United States was mired deeply in Irag. Because of the need to
shift more resources to stabilize the security environment in Iraq, thed Btdees
was keen to hand over more of its responsibilities in Afghanistan to its European
allies. Thus the Bush administration pushed the question of merging the OEF and
ISAF missions, which had been placed on the agenda for the NATO summit in
February 2005. NATO's own difficulties in Afghanistan were placing a gteailt of
pressure on the German government, which again sought to deflect the topic. The
government had built a fragile balancing act by insisting on keeping the d.S.-le
counterterrorism OEF mission separate from the more palatable 1S$Somof
civilian reconstruction. To merge the two missions would, it was feared, throw the
coalition into another existential crisis. In the end, German officiateaged to keep

the OEF and ISAF mandates separate. However, along with other NATOQthkigs

312 3ven Hansen, “Bundeswehr bleibt in Afghanistart; dé¢n Stimmen von Rot-Griin und Union
verlangert der Bundestag das Mandat fur den Eirdgatscher Soldaten in drei afghanischen Stadten,”
taz October 1, 2004.

33«Bundeswehr bleibt ein weiteres Jahr in Afghamist®ie Welt September 30, 200Fageszeitung
October 1, 2004; for the ISAF vote, see DeutschardgstagPlenarprotokoll15/129, September 30,
2004, 11759; for OEF vote see Deutscher BundeBtagarprotokoll 15/139, November 12, 2004,
12798.
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were driven by circumstances to agree to take on a greater commitment on the
ground. For the German troops, this meant taking responsibility for the whole of
northern Afghanistan as well as the base in Mazar-i-Sharif—albeit widmout

increase in troop levels. That would have required submitting a new mandate to the
Bundestag, which the Schréder government was reluctant to take on.

But the question of an increase in German troops would not go away so easily,
and it was a top concern in the Bundeswehr’s own evaluation of what would be
needed to fulfill Germany’s obligations in Afghanistan. A confidential Defense
Ministry report sent to the parliamentary fractions in July 2005 stated pthatlyhe
expanded ISAF mandate would require more trdpSince the vote on the ISAF
mission’s extension would have to take place by October 2005, the coalition
government set out to make the case for submitting a motion to extend German
participation in ISAF another year and to increase German troop levels to 3000.

But domestic politics intervened via a dramatic turn of events in the spring
that led to the federal president dissolving parliament and opening the way yor earl
elections in September 2005, which resulted in the formation of a SPD/CDU grand
coalition for only the second time in the history of the Federal Republic. The 2005
national election was notable for other reasons as well. First, Chancellor $chrode
utilized another vote of confidence, this time not to enforce parliamentary discipli
as he had in 2001, but to force an early election. Second, the election outcome
produced a situation where the traditional pattern of government formation, with one
of the two major parties forming a coalition with one of the smaller pgR@B or

Greens), was numerically unworkable because of the poor electoral slajwineg

314«“Mehr Soldaten am HindukushDer SpiegelJuly 11, 2005.
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large parties and the realities of a parliamentary system that now inclueed fi
political parties. Changes in the party landscape that had to do with continued voter
volatility, prolonged decline of party identification, and the rising numbers of
independent voters all contributed to the development of a party system afsedcte
by more uncertainty in its electoral outcomes than ever b&fore.

The impetus that led Schréder to engineer the fall of his government in order
to call early elections was the SPD’s electoral losses in eleverelgetiens and the
defection of a group of left-wing members and trade unionists—first by ekiaglis
their own party and then merging with the PDS to form the Left Pdigyl {(nke—
that had taken a serious toll inside and outside the Pa®chroder and the SPD
leader Franz Munterfering announced the Chancellor would utilize the vote of
confidence to call for an early election on the grounds that he no longer retained the
support of a majority within parliament to continue goverriigdn July 1, 2005,
Schrdder introduced the vote of confidence and, having urged SPD members to
abstain, lost the vote by 296 to 151. Schroder’s political maneuver survived a court
challenge, and the election was set for September 15,%005.

Shockingly the initial twenty-point lead held by Angela Merkel, the CDU’s
chancellor candidate, had almost dissipated by election night, in part because

Schréder was able to deflect attention from the government’s highly unpopular

315 For a discussion of these issues, see David Fra@priThe Tipping Point: The 2005 Election and
the De-consolidation of the German Party Syste@&man Politics and Societissue 78, vol. 24, no.
1, Spring 2006: 11-26.

318 Erich Langenbacher, “Introduction: The Drama 0®2@&nd the Future of German Politics,”
German Politics and Societlssue 78, vol. 24, no. 1, Spring 2006: 1-3.

317 Clayton Clemons and Thomas Saalfeld, “Introdugti@erman Politics 15, no. 4, Special Issue:
The German General Election of 2005, December 2886.

318 \Werner Reutter, “Yet Another Coup d’Etat in Geryraschréder’s Vote of Confidence and
Parliamentary Government in German@&rman Politics 15, 3, September 2006: 302-310.
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economic reforms by focusing on social issues and the SPD’s role as defender of
Germany’s social welfare systefli.It was another closely contested race; the
CDU/CSU received 35.2 percent of the vote and the SPD 34.2 percent, which meant
that German voters had rejected the Red-Green coalition but had not given the
CDU/CSU a clear mandate and enough votes to form a new government with their
desired partner, the FDP. The performance of the smaller parties+ebes&tayed
relatively stable, the FDP and PDS registering gains—meant that caftyemeither
of the two large parties were capable of forming a traditional coalitingsisting of
one major party (CDU/CSU, SPD) and one smaller party (FDP or Gr&éise
eventual outcome was a reluctant agreement between the CDU/CSU and SPD to form
a grand coalition. Negotiations began in October and by November there was a sitting
government led by the CDU’s Angela Merkel, with Frank-Walter Steimitie
former director of the Chancellery, as the vice-chancellor and newrom@hister.

While the reality of a new grand coalition government had a decided impact
on party political dynamics, it did not greatly affect the outcome of the fates
extending the ISAF and OEF missions. At this point the elite consensus on
Afghanistan still held, and the grand coalition’s comfortable majority ingradnt
meant the vote in favor of extending the ISAF mission and expanding the troop levels

easily passed on September 28, 2005, on a vote of 535-14 —4. However, the vote to

%19 Hans Rattinger and Zoltan Juhasz, “Die Bundestagk2005: Neue Machtkonstellation trotz
Stabilitat der politischen LagerAktuelle Analyser41 (Munich: Hanns Seidel Stiftung, 2006): 6-7;
Matthias Jung and Andrea Wolf, “Der Wahlerwille wizgt die grgge Koalition,” Wahlanalyse 2005,
Aus Politik und Zeitgeschicht®1-52/2005, December 19, 2005: 3—-18.

320 see German Election Result 2088p://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/swahl 2005
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extend the OEF mission (by a vote of 519-67-3) reflected the beginning of a decline
in parliamentary support for OFE*

One other event in 2005 was of particular note. The 1994 German Federal
Constitutional Court decision on out-of-area operations had ruled on the
constitutionality of German participation but added that it was incumbent on the
Bundestag to create a statute to codify the practice that was shaped butthe C
decision on out-of-area missiotf.The process of constructing this set of guidelines
had taken more than ten years, and there were still disagreements baevesous
parties with regard to its draft. However, by 2005 it was the view of most Bundestag
members that the draft before them was one that most members could live with, and
so on March 24, 2005, the Parliamentary Participation Act becan®Jaw.

The Act reiterated the principle requirement that the federal government mus
obtain prior consent from parliament for “the deployment of armed forces abroad.”
The Bundestag was particularly concerned with preserving its panlarge
prerogatives and with clarifying its right to recall trodpsThe Act thus regulates the
form and extent of Germany’s participation in missions abroad. Extensions of
mandates for missions like Afghanistan, when the use of armed force is aaticipat
are usually limited to twelve months, although this rule evolved out of parliamentary
practice and is not a legal requirement. The parliamentary procedurc#ts

government to submit the motion to the Bundestag when, after the first reading, it is

321 For ISAF, see Deutscher Bundestag, PlenarprottitdiB7, September 28, 2005, 17585; for OEF,
see Deutscher Bundestag, Plenarprotokoll 16/2, ibee 8, 2005, 57.

322 gee “Urteil Bundesverfassungsgericht vom 12.041%vailable at:
http://www.asfrab.de/print/urteil-bverfg-12719942e-392.html

323 |Interview in Berlin, November 10, 2009.

324 See for example a legislative draft of the Pariatary Participation Act submitted by the SPD and
Green party fractions, March 23, 2004: Deutschard®stag, Drucksache 15/2743, March 23, 2004, 1.
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sent to the appropriate committees for evaluation and then returned to the Plenary fo
the second reading and the final vote. The Act also provides a more simplified
procedure if the essentials of the mandate have not changed. Approval is
automatically extended for one year unless a parliamentary fractiomioiraum of

5 percent of all members of the Bundestag request a formal adoption of the
resolution. Since the Left Party has been in the Bundestag, it has demandedethe m
formal adoption procedure for every out-of-area mission and extension.

Finally, the Act outlines the mission specifications that the government-
drafted motion must contain: the mission’s mandate and its legal foundation, its
territorial boundaries, number of troops and their operational capabilities, the
mission’s duration, and the expected cost and source of fuffdiige government is
expected to submit a motion that is sufficiently detailed and precise in order for the
Bundestag to give its “informed consent.” The Bundestag’s power is redttajiribe
fact that it cannot initiate its own draft motions, nor can it alter the d&allsut in
the government’s motion. Thus it is incumbent on the government to draft the details

and operational parameters of the mission and on parliament to approve or reject.

2006: External Pressure Mounts

Debates surrounding the extension of the ISAF mandate were accompanied by
increasing apprehension about the deteriorating situation on the ground, concerns

about “overstretch” in the Bundeswehr, and a leaked government report detailing the

325 See German Federal Ministry of Defense, “EinsatAuftrag des Parlaments,” February 6, 2008,
available at:

http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg/de/sicherheitsiloleinsatz_fuer _den_frieden/einsaetze_der_/grun
dlagen?yw_contentURL=/C1256F1200608B1B/N26ZXABBMNRDODE/content.jsp
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increasingly precarious state of security in the country that only irnshghie
lawmakers’ scrutiny of the government’s actions.

Again, external events were pressing down on the German government and
endangering the fragile consensus on Germany’s out-of-area missisighanistan.
This time it was a discussion of whether Germans would send troops to assist the
NATO forces in southern Afghanistan, by far the most unstable and dangerous part of
Afghanistan. A defense report, leaked two days before the final vote on the ISAF
mission in the Bundestag, held that the government was considering sending troops to
the south, but Defense Minister Franz-Josef Jung strongly denied this was tffé case.
Despite the fact that every political party (again, with the exceptidmedfeft Party,
which has opposed every Bundeswehr deployment) had expressed its doubts about
the mission’s viability, and despite a growing feeling both in the public and tae elit
that Germany should reduce its out-of-area commitments, the ISAF iexteras
passed on September 28, 2006, with a vote of 492—74 S@pport for the OEF,
however, was more precarious. Already in October the opposition Green party had
signaled its intent, for the first time, not to vote for the extension because @édview
American actions in Afghanistan endangering the success of the ISABmiissi
northern Afghanistar® Again, the final vote in the Bundestag—436 in favor and
101 against, with 26 abstentions—showed the accelerating decline in support of the

OEF deployment®

3% «Germany Approves Afghanistan Mandate Despite @oms;” Deutsche Welle, September 28,
2006.

327 Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll16/54, September 28, 2006, 5226; “Germany Starts
Rethinking its Foreign Deployments, Deutsche Wélletober 31, 2006.

328 Eckart Lohse and Markus Wehner, “Auslandseins®isse in die Heimatfront,” FAZ-net, October
29, 2006.

329 Deutscher BundestaBlenarprotokol| 16/64, November 10, 2006, 6331.
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By this time, German recalcitrance in terms of its contributions and
willingness to move outside of its narrowly defined confines in northern Afghanistan
were straining its relationship with its NATO allies. Reports surfaceadhbaserman
government had refused allied requests for military assistance on twaascas
Whether or not these reports were true, Germany was under pressurevis ttésol
guestion. At the November 28—-29, NATO summit in Riga, Canada, which had taken
a far greater and disproportionate share of the risks and casualties thamATiOst N
allies, was angered by the German reluctance to assist othéf@ates and
threatened to pull out of Afghanistan if other members did not do their fair$hare.

In the end, the German government did agree to deploy forces outside of their

northern zone to come to the aid of allied forces, but only in emergency situations.

2007: Political Battles

In early February 2007, arguably in response to the pressures in NATOl&deesca

their efforts in Afghanistan, the German government agreed to deploy fermsth
period an additional five hundred support personnel and six Tornado aircraft to
conduct air reconnaissance and surveillance/monitoring for the ISAF migsion i
Afghanistar®>! The aircraft would be responsible for monitoring the entire country

for ISAF, though not for OEF. The motion outlined several parameters: ISAF
operational plans do not include an exchange of reconnaissance information to OEF;
information would be exchanged only if the information is critical to an ISABians

or to protect ISAF forces; and most importantly, the Tornado aircraft would not be

330«Germany’s Non-Combat Caveats to be Reviewed bff @A Deutsche Welle, November 28,
2006.
331«Berlin agrees to send Tornado Jets to Afghanj$@piegel-online, February 7, 2007.
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used for “close air support The aircraft were being tasked only to support ISAF
operations and help prevent civilian casualties.

Not surprisingly, the debate in the Bundestag on the Tornado deployment was
heated. The SPD-CDU coalition’s motion received majority support and was
approved on March 9, 2007 by a vote of 408:169:4. It was one of the most divided
votes in the Bundestag on a German military mission abroad, with more than one-
third of the SPD parliamentary fraction members voting against the mantdtee
Left Party promptly filed a legal complaint against the government. @r8Jul
however, the German Federal Constitutional Court rejected the Leftlamsguit,
ruling that the government’s decision to send Tornado aircraft did not in fact violate
any constitutive rights held by the Bundestdg.

The lawsuit was just one external manifestation of the opposition to the
Afghanistan missions both among the political parties and the public at large. Public
acceptance of Germany’s military engagement in Afghanistan continueditzede
with a poll in the spring of 2007 revealing that 57 percent of those surveyed wanted a
complete withdrawal of all German armed forces in Afghanistan, while only 36
percent favored some form of continued engageri2ht this stage, elite opinion
was catching up to public opinion. While no other party would support the Left
Party’s call for an immediate withdrawal from all deploymentsctivessensus on

Afghanistan had fractured. Though the CDU made clear that it wanted to stay the

332 peutscher Bundestagntrag der Bundesregierun®rucksache 16/4298, February 8, 2007, 1-3.
333 Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll16/86, March 9, 2007, 8688; Andreas Cremer, “Germa
lawmakers are considering scaling back the coummjlitary commitment to the U.S.-led war on
terrorism in Afghanistan,Bloomberg June 29, 2007.

334 See ruling of the Federal Constitutional Court at:
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/presseitigén/bvg07-072.html

33> “High Court Rules German Spy Planes Allowed in Wdgistan,” July 5, 2007, at:
http://www.defencetalk.com/high-court-rules-gernspy-planes-allowed-in-afghanistan-12510/html
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course, opposition in the SPD to the OEF mission was rising. The continuing
difficulties in Afghanistan were beginning to shift support among the SPD rank and
file, and eventually, in the party leadership. Though the Afghanistan operatibns stil
found support among many members, close to one third of all SPD parliamentarians
had voted against the Tornado motion. By mid-summer the leadership of the SPD
parliamentary fraction announced its decision to begin drafting a motion to withdra
from the OEF mandat&®

Discontent was fueled by several factors. In May, three German soldiers ha
been killed in Afghanistan in the first targeted suicide bombing against the &Germa
military forces. Germans everywhere were deeply shaken, and the intidesd the
SPD to demand an end to Germany’s involvement in OEF. Germans had begun to see
the growing number of attacks on German soldiers in Afghanistan as the cametgeque
of being too closely associated with the overly aggressive counterteraperations
of the United State¥’

Furthermore, intra-party dissent was driven by the feeling that the SPD ha
drifted too far from its self-identity as a party of peace and non-violemeefurther
partitioning of the left of the German political spectrum brought about by the
establishment of the PDS, WASG, and their merger into the Left Party hadhmeade t
SPD more vulnerable to defections from its left wing. Continued electoraklbssl

shown the party’s weakened ability to draw and retain voters.

336 Cremer, June 29, 2007.

337 Annette Blettner and Thomas Wiegold, “Nach denii¢ben Anschlag auf deutsche Soldaten in
Afghanistan wird der Ruf nach einem Strategieweldaseer: Die Truppe soll sich nicht mehr an der
Terroristenjagd beteiligenFocus MagazinMay 26, 2007.
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Disagreements within the SPD also made coalition dynamics more
complicated as well, and CDU leaders looked on uneasily, interpreting theddorna
debate as a sign of the SPD'’s shift to the left which could have a very dettimenta
impact on the effectiveness and even longevity of the grand codfftiblowever,
whatever the concerns of the party leadership, the primary source of opposition to
OEF was the growing conviction that the American anti-terrorist gyatedermined
ISAF and its attempts to gain the trust of the local population. The conclusion:
Germany must end its participation in OEE.

As an opposition party, the Green party’s views on out-of-area operations had
already shifted with the party’s decision to vote against the OEF mission in 2006. Not
surprisingly, members of the party fraction opposed the Tornado decision and
demanded a full review of the government’s recommendation. The Greenlparty a
continued to call for a withdrawal from the OEF mission, though it remained
committed to the ISAF mission because of its reconstruction and development work.

Thus, many Bundestag members had come to believe that Germany should get
out of the business of prosecuting the Afghanistan part of the war on terrorism and
stick to its reconstruction efforts, but they still faced the question of what to do with
the extensions of all three Afghanistan mandates in the fall. The coalition g@vgrnm
was committed to all three missions but the votes would be complicated, especially
the SPD leadership did not hold its parliamentary fraction together to get the support

that the grand coalition government required.

338 «pfghanistan Divides Germany’s Social Democragiegel-online, March 20, 2007; “German
Social Democrats pep up leadership in struggle patbr polls, leftist competition Associated Press
Worldstream May 21, 2007.

339 Helmut Soltenberg, “Heftiger Streit um Afghanistaimsatz,”ddp BasisdiensMay 28, 2007.
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The process of extending the mandates began, as usual, with the passing of a
UN Security Council resolution on September 19, “on the situation in
Afghanistan.®*° On the same day the German government took the next step by
submitting a motion to renew ISAF, though Chancellor Merkel was clear that the
German government rejected the NATO General Secretary’s requeestd
additional German troops to participate in operations in southern Afghaff{istan.

Importantly, the government had also decided to merge the Tornado
deployment into the ISAF mandate, rather than keeping them separate. This had the
effect of pulling in some SPD members who had voted against the Tornado mandate
in the spring but who felt obligated to vote for the combined mandate because of the
ISAF component, while at the same time leading a sizeable number of Greens to
consider voting against the combined mandate because of the inclusion of the
Tornado contingent' In fact, the Green Party rank and file had defied the party
leadership by voting to either vote no or abstain, in large part because of the linkage
in the mandate to the Tornado deployment.

Despite the strong criticism in the debate leading up to the vote, the mandate
was approved by a comfortable majority (454—79-48), with the CDU/CSU and SPD
coalition parties and the FDP voting in favor of the mandate, with most of the Greens
abstaining. As usual, the Left Party voted against the extension. The vote was

important to the German government because it sent a message to its aflres tha

%40 United Nations Security Council Resolution 1776Q2), 5744th meeting, September 19, 2007.
341 paul Belkin, “German Foreign and Security PoliEsends and Transatlantic Implications,”
Congressional Research Service Repti$00, RL34199, May 20, 2009.

342 y/eit Medick, “Linke unter Beschluss; der Bundesteg mit grgger Mehrheit den Einsatz der
Bundeswehr in Afghanistan, einsclflieh Tornado-Einsatz, um ein Jahr verlangergyeszeitung
October 12, 2007.
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grand coalition was still able to garner support for the Afghanistan mission despite
opposition in parliament and in the publfé There was enough momentum still to
pass the motion on OEF in November, though the vote distribution (413-145-15)

showed the effects of the intra-party debates over the past few months.

2008: Abandoning OEF

By 2008, it was clear from the political dynamics in the previous months that
support for OEF had evaporated. Continued pressure by Germany’s NATO allies
made the discussions on Germany’s contributions to the efforts in Afghanistan
difficult and strained. Again, in February 2008, the government had rejected a formal
U.S. request to send German troops to assist other forces in the turbuleftsouth.
This was closely followed by an announcement that the government had agreed to a
NATO request to send 200 soldiers to replace the Norwegian Quick Reaction Force
that was scheduled to leave in the summer. On the surface, this appeared to be
somewhat contradictory, but the German soldiers—the first combat unit sent to
Afghanistan—were to be involved only in reconstruction projects around Kabul and
would leave its northern perimeter only if it was requested that German troops com
to the aid of other ISAF troops elsewhere. Defense Minister Jung was at pains to add
that in the two years the Norwegians were stationed there, this had happened only

once3®

33 Nicholas Kulish, “Germany to Keep Troops in Afgisian,”New York TimesOctober 13, 2007.
344 Craig Whitlock, “Germany Rebuffs U.S. On TroopsAfighanistan,”Washington Pos&ebruary 2,
2008; “NATO will mehr deutsche Soldaten in Afghadais” FAZ.net February 2, 2008.

345 «NATO bittet um deutsche KampftruppeStiddeutsche Zeitundanuary 29, 2008; “Germany
Agrees to Expanded Military Role in AfghanistaBgutsche Wellg-ebruary 6, 2008;
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As the top government and party fraction leaders in the coalition met to begin
outlining the extension of the ISAF mandate that was scheduled for the f&igythe
issues the coalition government faced revolved around raising the troop limit, how to
handle potential fallout dealing with Germany’s refusal to bend to NATG yres to
move German troops to the south, and the question of extending the OEF mission.
For the Defense Ministry, the simple fact that Germany had agreed to deploy a
additional Quick Reaction Force argued for increasing Germany’s troompedse
Afghanistar®*® With the government’s comfortable parliamentary majority, this issue
could be managed, but sending troops to southern Afghanistan remained a “non-
starter” for the German leadership. Media reports that the Merkel govetrmas
discussing a plan to request an additional 1,000 troops prompted SPD party leader
Kurt Beck to claim such stories were “prematut¥.Germany’s level of contribution
to the Afghanistan forces was broached at the NATO summit in early April 2008.
Again, the Canadian government threatened to withdraw its troops by 2009 if it did
not see a renewed commitment by other NATO members in terms of troops and
materiel. The United States, France, and Germany responded with pledgesasenc
their troop levels, with Germany pledging an additional 1,000 soldiers, which would

require changes in the structure of the mandate and thus approval from the Bundestag

346 “Merkel stands firm on German refusal to deplogéaithern Afghanistan/hternational Herald
Tribune,February 18, 2008; “Mandat wird aufgestocKidgeszeitung-ebruary 19, 2008;
“Afghanistan-Mandat der Bundeswehr: Nebelkerzerd&m Koalitionsfrieden,Der Spiegel February
19, 2008; for an interview with Canada’s Defensaibter, Peter MacKay, see “Afghanistan-Einsatz:
‘Deutschland kann mehr leisterghiegel-onlineMarch 26, 2008.

3taz, “Mandat wird aufgestockt,” February 19, 2008.
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since the 2007 ISAF mandated an upper limit of 3,000 soldiers. This meant that the
number of German armed forces in Afghanistan would be set at %3%00.

At this point, German officials had concluded that the government would no
longer support the German contribution to the OEF in Afghanistan, though it had
committed itself to contributing maritime forces to support ATALANTA, tHeFO
mission on the Horn of Africa. The Merkel government successfully stdexd8AF
mission through its extension but finally withheld its support of the OEF mandate,
ending the participation of German forces in NATO-led counterterrorifrtein
Afghanistan. After the UN Security Council passed its resolution renevgiisgpiport
of ISAF on September 22, 2008, the German government submitted its motion to
renew ISAF but with a request that the mandate be extended fourteen months in order
to prevent the vote in 2009 from falling within the time frame of the 2009 federal
election campaign. The Bundestag passed the extension on October 16, 2008, on a
vote of 442-96-3%%°

The motion submitted to the Bundestag stated that in the future, the Federal
Republic would no longer participate in the OEF mission on Afghan territory because
of the shift in emphasis of the government’s efforts there to ISAF. Thislehee
activities of the German Special Forces in Afghanistan. Thus, on November 13, 2008,
the Bundestag approved of the abbreviated OEF mission by a vote of 428-180-18.
The decision eliminated one of the major sources of contention within the governing

and party elite and between the German government and its international allies.

348 gpiegel-onlineFebruary 7, 2008; Craig Whitlock, “Germany to Séfore Troops to Afghanistan,”
Washington Postlune 25, 2008.

349 Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokol| 16/183, October 16, 2008, 19514.

%0 Deutscher Bundestagntrag der Bundesregierun@6/10720, October 29, 3008; Deutscher
BundestagPlenarprotokol| 16/187, November 13, 2008. 19514.
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Vote Distribution 2001-2008

A summary of the vote distribution reveals the diverging support between the
OEF and ISAF missions. Table 1 lays out the Bundestag’s vote distribution by party

on the OEF mission.

VOTE VOTE SPD CDU/ | GREEN | FDP PDS LINKE | NON-
DATE CSuU PARTY AFFIL
2001-11-16| 336:326:0 Y:293|Y: 0 Y: 43 Y:0 Y:0
N: O N: 242 | N: 4 N: 43 | N: 36
A:0 A: 0 A: 0 A:0 A: 0
2002-11-15| 573:11:5 Y:249 | Y:233 | Y:52 Y: 39 N: 2
N: 0 N: 4 N: 2 N: 3
A: 0 A4 Al A: 0
2003-11-14| 540:41:5 Y:246 | Y:238 | Y:52 Y: 3 Y: 1
N: O N: 2 N: 2 N: 35 N: 2
A: 0 Al Al A:3
2004-11-12| 550:10:0 Y:235 |Y:225|Y:51 Y: 39 N: 2
N: O N: 4 N: 2 N: 2
A: 0 A: 0 A0 A: 0
2005-11-08| 519:67:3 Y:209 | Y:214 | Y: 41 Y: 55 Y:0
N: 1 N: 3 N: 6 N: 3 N: 54
Al Al Al A:0 A: 0
2006-11-10| 436:101:26| Y:187|Y:203|Y:0 Y: 46 Y:0 N: 1
N: 13 N: 8 N: 30 N: 4 N: 45
A: 3 A: 2 A: 17 A4 A0
2007-11-15| 413:145:15| Y:160]Y:202|Y:0 Y:51 Y:0 N:2
N: 42 N: 3 N: 47 N: 2 N: 49
A:5 A4 A0 A: 6 A0
2008-11-13| 428:130:8 Y:173 | Y:205|VY:0 Y: 50 Y:0 N: 2
N: 25 N: 3 N: 51 N: 2 N: 47
A4 A: 2 A0 A: 2 A0

Table 1: Vote Distribution in Bundestag for OEF Mission 2001-2008

Source: Table based on German parliamentary recatdsh are listed in Appendix C.

OEF was the more controversial of the two Afghanistan missions because of its
mandate to aggressively pursue suspected terrorists and because the German

contribution included a small contingent of Special Forces. The transition from a
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commitment to assist in fighting insurgents in the emotional aftermath of the
September 11 attacks to growing opposition as the mission and violence dragged on
is seen in the vote distribution in the German Bundestag from 2001-2008. The table
reflects shifting political assessments about the efficacy of thesgjge tactics of

the U.S.-led OEF troops as the conflict lengthened and the violence and numbers of
civilian casualties continued to climb. In October 2008, the German federaltcabine
declined to extend the mandate for participation in OEF in Afghanistan, edgential
ending Germany’s role in OEF in that court?y.

The most important vote was the initial vote on the SPD-Green government’s
motion to participate in OEF in 2001. Although Table 1 shows the vote of SPD
parliamentarians was unanimous, the vote conceals the party’s internaighatie
Schréder’s authority and his use of the vote of confidence as a plebiscite omtée fut
of his government. Subsequent votes on the mandate’s extension show that the SPD
leadership managed to retain a fairly high degree of support for the missionsbut it i
evident that by 2006, when the violence in Afghanistan intensified, the support of
SPD parliamentary members began to decline. By 2007, nearly a quarter &8)perc
of members either voted against or abstained on the vote for a further extension of the
mandatée’>?

As the SPD'’s coalition partner, the Greens maintained strong majority support

for the OEF mission, with no more than 5 to 8 percent voting against or abstaining.

%1 Deutscher Bundestag, “Beschlussempfehlung undBgtil6/10894, November 11, 2008, 1;
“Parliament Extends German Troops’ Anti-terror Mated” DW-Online, November 13, 2008.

%2|t is revealing to note that once the SPD losesSptember 2009 election and is sent into
opposition, the voting pattern changes as welDéeember 2009, all of the 128 SPD members and 67
Green members of the Bundestag voted against ertetite OEF mandate. All of the CDU/CSU and
FDP coalition party member (except two CDU/CSU ipankentarians) voted in favor. See German
BundestagPlenarprotokoll17/9, December 3, 2009, 711.
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Once the Greens become an opposition party in 2005, however, the voting pattern
begins to shift. The dramatic reversal of the vote distribution in 2006 and through
2007-2008, when no Green parliamentarian voted in favor of the OEF mission
(though there were abstentions), must be at least partly linked to the fa&tdba

party members no longer were under coalition pressure to continue to support the
mission.

The 2001 vote also posed a dilemma for the conservative CDU/CSU party.
Ultimately, even though it favored sending troops to Afghanistan, party members
voted against the government’s motion because of the vote of confidence. From 2002
on, support for the Afghanistan mission remained strong, averaging about 95 percent
support of CDU/CSU members. The voting pattern of the FDP was more variable
than other parliamentary fraction parties. It, too, opposed Schroder’s linking the vote
of confidence to Afghanistan in November 2001 and voted against the motion. In
2002, a majority of FDP Bundestag members voted in favor of extending the OEF
mission extension yet reversed its vote in 2003 and then returned to a position of
support in 2004. From 2005 onward, parliamentary fraction support remained
constant. The variance appears to reflect FDP opposition to various attempts a
expanding some aspect of the OEF mission, such as the pressure in 2003 to expand
the German mandate beyond the initial geographical confines of the city of Kabul
without first determining the constitutionality of such an action. From 2005-2008,
however, the FDP showed more stable support for the OEF mission, albeit with a

higher degree of no votes and abstentions.
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The parties of the far left—the PDS from 2001-2002 and the Left Party from
2005-2008—consistently voted as a block against all out-of-area missions since both
parties viewed growing German participation in such missions as a mdttan of
German foreign policy. The voting distribution in Table 2 shows different patterns of

support between the OEF and ISAF missions.

VOTE VOTE SPD CDhuU/ GREEN FDP PDS LINKE NON-
DATE CSuU PARTY AFFIL
2001-12-22| 538:35:8 Y: 257 |Y:210 Y: 39 Y: 32 Y:0 N: 1
N: 1 N: 2 N: O N: 1 N: 30
A: 2 Al A4 A: 0 Al
2002-06-14| 496:38:5 Y: 266 | Y:169 Y: 34 Y: 27 Y:0 N: 1
N: O N: 2 N: 3 N: 2 N: 30
Al A4 A: 0 A: 0 A: 0
2002-12-20| 565:9:2 Y: 248 |Y:223 Y: 54 Y: 40 N: 2
N: O N: 6 N: O N: 1 n/a
A: 0 A2 A: 0 A: 0
2003-10-24| 531:57:5 Y: 248 |Y: 230 Y: 52 Y: 1 n/a N: 2
N: O N:10 N: O N: 45
A: 0 A: 3 A2 A: 0
2004-09-30| 509:48:3 Y: 240 |Y:214 Y: 52 Y:3 n/a N: 2
N: O N: 8 N: O N: 38
A: 0 Al A: 2 A: 0
2005-09-28| 535:14:4 Y:230 | Y:219 Y: 47 Y: 39 n/a N: 3
N: 1 N: 3 N: 2 N: 5
Al A: 0 A: 2 Al
2006-09-28 | 492:71:9 Y:199 | Y:199 Y: 42 Y: 52 Y:0 N: 1
N: 7 N: 4 N: 7 N: 3 N: 49
A4 Al Al A: 3 A: 0
2007-10-12| 454:79:48 Y: 202 Y: 187 Y: 15 Y: 50 Y:0 N: 1
N: 13 N: 4 N: 7 N: 3 N: 51
A: 13 A: 3 A: 28 A 4 A: 0
2008-10-16| 442:96:32 Y: 180 Y: 201 Y: 15 Y: 46 Y:0 N: 2
N: 20 N: 5 N: 11 N: 6 N: 52
A: 5 A 4 A: 23 A: 0 A: 0

Table 2: Vote Distribution in Bundestag for ISAF Mission 2001-2008

Source: Table based on German parliamentary recatdsh are listed in Appendix C.

The ISAF mission was designed to assist the nascent Afghan governmemfiorts
to build a stable and secure environment in the country and to provide reconstruction

and development assistance. Its emphasis on reconstruction and development made
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the decision to contribute troops to the international force politically more Ipialata
many German policymakers.

Contrary to the OEF mission, SPD support for ISAF was quite strong. During
the time when the SPD was a coalition party, support was nearly unanimous. Support
declined slightly in 2007, to about 88 percent of voting members, but it remained at
very high levels. During the Green Party’s tenure as a coalition party2@0i-

2005, support for ISAF remained high, but in 2006 the voting pattern began to shift,
with a slightly greater number voting no or abstaining. Again, the situation on the
ground in Afghanistan—the growing violence and civilian casualties and the
intensification of the military-combat dimensions of the conflict—led to dealine
support for the mission. In 2007 and 2008, less than a third (30—31 percent) of all
Green Bundestag members voted to extend the ISAF mission, with “no” votes
increasing from 14 to 22 percent of memb&rs.

As with the OEF mission, the CDU/CSU remained a strong and consistent
supporter of the ISAF mission throughout the period in question. With regard to the
FDP, the voting pattern is again more variable because of the parliamertaonfa
opposition to extending the geographical footprint of the German troops beyond the
city of Kabul. Finally, members of the PDS and its successor, the Left Pady, vot
unanimously against the ISAF mission.

In part the overall pattern of the vote distribution for the OEF and ISAF
missions in Afghanistan reflects the foreign policy consensus that haasdexig

regard to the acceptance of Germany’s expanded international sealeritfiowever,

3By 2009, only 8 of the 64 Green Bundestag membépercent—voted in favor of the extension.
See Deutscher Bundest&enarprotokoll17/9, December 3, 2009, 690.
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by 2008 there were signs that the consensus had begun to fray. The growing
instability and violence on the ground as a consequence of a resurgent Talilben led t
international troops to shift more weight to counterinsurgency tactics. This cleange

a more security-driven focus to the Afghanistan missions, and pressures for the
German government to increase its military commitments, particutagiguthern
Afghanistan where the fighting was most intense, heightened the polgmagition

back home. The difficulty for the German political elite was not just a skeptica
public. The emphasis on offensive operations ran up against some of the fundamental
norms and principles that have shaped the foreign and security policy since the
establishment of the Federal Republic. The German government thus attempted to
downplay the OEF mission, with its emphasis on counterterrorism, while supporting
the civilian reconstruction mandate of the ISAF mission. The vote distribution
between OEF and ISAF reflects this difference in support among meailikes

Bundestag.

Summary

The Afghanistan case reveals a number of broad patterns. Above all, the study
highlights the interaction between international and domestic politicalblasi in
shaping the dynamics of the decision-making process and the parameters of
deployment policies. The German government never actively pursued a @aburse
action unless it had been initiated at the international level first. Thisteefres
views at the elite level (and, indeed, the Constitutional Court’s judgment) that

Germany’s commitment to multilateralism means that any out-af+arssion must
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have the approval of the international community and be consistent with international
legal norms. Nevertheless, the case study also shows the extent to which external
events and the deterioration of the security situation in Afghanistan placedsimg
demands on NATO and, of course, on Germany’s operational commitments. The
German government’s response throughout the period of study was designed to
calibrate the balance between these alliance obligations and the growindgiclomes
opposition to German involvement in Afghanistan.

No German government is immune to public opinion on questions of military
force, but the case study also illustrates that while the “culture odirdstregarding
the use of military forces remains firmly in place, the overriding amsoef the
governing coalitions were focused on German interests at the internatiaalrid
the potential impact out-of-area decisions might have on its role and staturs withi
NATO and the international community. In a larger sense, then, the Afghaniséan ca
study demonstrates that German government officials are less driven lzy publ
opinion as they are driven by their perception of where Germany’s intkeedtke
growing rejection of the OEF mission and the emphasis placed on the ISAénmiss
of reconstruction and development—for example, the application of soft power rather
than hard power—reflects the development of a set of principles of security and
conflict resolution markedly different than the security doctrine introduced in 3002 b
the Bush administration. The statements of government officials—goingdack t
Chancellor Schroder’s statements after September 11—and the language of the
various government motions and conceptual papers on the Afghanistan conflict

mirror these principles.
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More specifically, however, the Afghanistan case highlights the degree t
which actors in the decision-making process utilize formal and informalimshts
to shape policy preferences. It is this interaction between actors anatimsaik
structures and practices that will be the focus of the next chapter, as theisigma
case is described and analyzed in reference to the stated hypotheses ansidine dec
making framework that shape the parameters within which policymakers pursue

policy objectives.
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Chapter 7: Findings and Discussion

Introduction

The scholarly debate on the development of post-unification German foreign
policy has emphasized its continuity rather than its change in the post—ColdawWar er
Nevertheless, one of the most significant changes in German foreign policyehas be
the participation of German armed forces in out-of-area operations acrossbthe g
which prior to 1990 was considered unconstitutional. Within two decades, Germany
has become a major troop contributor. A central goal of this study has been the
examination of how decisions regarding out-of-area operations are made, wdrat fact
influence those decisions, and which factors are determinant in shaping policy
preferences and outcomes. Such an examination is all the more relevant singe a stud
of the theoretical literature reveals the absence of any sustainatthese Germany
foreign policy decision making since the unification of the country in 1990.

To address this theoretical and empirical gap, the study began its investigati
by setting the research question within a foreign policy analysis Warkearguably
the more relevant theoretical approach with which to address the study'shesear
objective, rooted as it is in determining dynamics of decision making attiee st
level. Two hypotheses were advanced, an agency-driven hypothesis designed to
examine whether or not the power of the chancellor as chief executive is more

influential in shaping the trajectory of decision outcomes, and a struciuesdr
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hypothesis focused on determining the level of influence of coalition politics and,
specifically, the role of the junior partner in affecting policy preferences.

In terms of methodology, a case study analysis was applied to the Afghanistan
out-of-area mission, which was chosen for several reasons. Since the initi@ndecis
in 2001 to deploy German armed forces in Afghanistan, the government continues to
extend the mandate. For the purposes of analysis, then, there is not a singla decisi
but, rather, a series of decisions over a longer period of time in which patterns of
influence would be more detectable. The period 2001-2008 was chosen because it
incorporated important elements; it begins in 2001 with Germany acceptingi@a role
both Afghanistan missions—Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF)—and ends in 2008, when tharGerm
government withdrew its participation from OEF, thus affording an examination of
acceptance and ultimately of withdrawal from part of the Afghanistantopera

Furthermore, the time period encapsulates two different types of governing
coalitions: the Social Democratic Party (SPD) and the Green Partiiargadind the
grand coalition between the Social Democrats and the conservative Christian
Democrats (CDU/CSU). This would permit observations about what kind of
coalitional dynamics played a role in shifting policy preferenceslly, the decision
to participate in the Afghanistan mission was a later case in the (onlyytyesanf)
period of German participation in out-of-area operations, which arguably would be
more desirable in order to assess institutional changes as they developéeé over t

course of the period in question.
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Primary source data included: interviews with government officials, policy
experts, members of parliament, academic researchers, and journalists; and
government and parliamentary speeches and documents. A questionnaire was
developed and utilized in the structured interviews to gather data on the hypotheses
and the decision-making framework. This chapter makes extensive use ofithe dat
collected in the interviews in order to confirm, disconfirm, or otherwise add to our
understanding of what is known about the decision-making process and the
Afghanistan case study (presented in earlier chapters) in order to begimgualini
general framework of analysis for German foreign policy decision makicgn8ary
data included data searches (e.g., Lexis-Nexis, German newspaperg), polic
evaluations from U.S. and German research institutions, and an extensive déiteratur
review in German and English.

The chapter’s findings and discussion sections address a key element in the
study. A foreign policy analysis approach identifies individual actorseasate
factor in decision-making dynamics. Human agency is certainly a kty féut
human agency also creates institutional structures—organizations, rulesgpract
and norms—within which individual actors function and which shape the direction
and outcome of policy decisions. The study seeks to supplement the FPA literature by
examining and highlighting the ways in which institutional organizations and
structures—practices, procedures, rules, and norms—also affect the deakiog-m
process.

The “Findings” section will address the two intertwined variables in the

decision-making process. The role of the chancellor will be examined to determ
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the validity of the presidentialization thesis and the chancellor's poweaonship
relative to other major foreign policy actors in the decision-making psodéne
chapter will then turn to the structure side of the foreign policy analysisi@uo|ta
determine the validity of the second hypothesis relating to coalition paittshe
relative weight of the coalition junior partner in the decision-making pro¢ess
maintain the flow of the argument, the “Findings” section of each variable will be
followed by a short discussion segment that will analyze the findings for riladlea
in question. This evaluation section will be followed by a larger “Discussionbaect
that will set the analysis of the two hypotheses within the context of theotecis
making process, integrating the theoretical implications of the findingstirermase
study and interviews and beginning the process of building a framework foriagalyz

German foreign policy decision making regarding out-of-area operations.

Hypothesis 1: Chancellorial Power

Findings

At its core the presidentialization thesis argues that structuraldaot
modern democracies have eroded the more “collective” forms of politics, such as
those found in parliamentary democracies. The effects of this process seanhba
the growth of executive power with a concurrent decline in parliamentary control
over the executive, the growing importance of leaders in the electoral processe and t
ability of the executive to bypass party constraints and, using more platyiscit
techniques, appeal directly to the mass public. According to the thesis, these

indicators are what make politics in modern democracies more presidentiatiogora
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without, however, an accompanying change in the formal institutional struofures
governance (regime typ&)’

The study’s first hypothesis is based on this expectation of growing asecut
power at the expense of other major political actors in foreign policyioecis
making, that is, that the federal chancellor exhibits greater cgpadetermine
policy direction or outcome and increasing independence from other actors or his or
her own party. The hypothesis was applied to decision making regarding the
deployment of German armed forces to Afghanistan by examining two explanat
variables outlined in the presidentialization thesis: the presence cuséiichanges
in the executive that favored the chancellor; and the accumulated power of the chie
executive over the legislative—and by inference over his or her party. Thiscedha
decision-making role would be observable via such factors as the use of formal and
informal instruments, establishment of rules, practices, and precedenng,dimi
decisions, or the framing of the policy issue.

Based on the examination of foreign policy decision making in the
Afghanistan case and interviews with German officials, there wasditttience to
support the presidential thesis. The chancellor has not escaped the constraitys of par
control or the influence of other major policy actors, nor are structural chemthes
decision-making process that shift the balance of power to the chancsliier’'s

apparent.

%4 Thomas Poguntke and Paul Webb, “The Presideratadiz of Politics in Democratic Societies: A
Framework for Analysis,” eds. Thomas Poguntke aaal ®ebb,The Presidentialization of Politics.
A Comparative Study of Modern Democradi®sford: Oxford University Press, 2005);61
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Variable 1: Structural Changes

With regard to the first variable, that of structural changes in the core
executive, findings showed that while at several points in time structurahsefad
been debated and presented, they were not implemented. The reasons for this touch
on precisely the issue of the balance of power within the executive and between the
executive and parliament. Officials and experts recognized the need fwea m
efficient and flexible decision-making apparatus, but so far there hasitbieen |
movement in addressing the problems inherent in the present decision-making
process.

Reform efforts in the executive have focused on two recommendations:
building a German “National Security Council” or reviving the existing Fader
Security CouncilBundessicherheitsrabr BSR) which was established as a
permanent executive committee in 1955 to oversee all military and interalati
security matters referred to it, particularly arms control and nuptdexry. The BSR
meets at the behest of the chancellor. It can forward recommendations tb the ful
cabinet, but it cannot make binding decisions in areas where the constitution or
existing laws gives that competence to another constitutional body—suchthas in t
case of the in out-of-area operatiofisThe BSR gradually lost its function as a
collective decision-making body on security policy as nuclear issues teicede
importance after the end of the Cold War, though it is still the central dlieer

body for issues relating to arms exports.

355 Lothar Riihl, “Security Policy: National Structurassd Multilateral Integration,” iGGermany’s New
Foreign Policy. Decision-Making in an Interdepent®orld, eds. Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and Karl
Kaiser (Houndmills, Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave, 20005-106; Deutscher Bundestag,
Wissenschaftlische Dienst&ktueller Begriff “Der Bundessicherheitsrat,” 22/08 (May 9, 2008R.
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The reform issue emerged more publicly in 1998 in the coalition agreement of
the newly elected SPD-Green coalition, which stated that the new government
intended to revive the BSR’s role as the coordinating body for German security
issues’™® The argument at the time was that German decision making on security
matters needed a stronger and more centrally organized body in the Chaticatlery
could coordinate all aspects of security policy—strategic, economic, petacel
that the BSR as an executive committee in the Chancellery could be expandetl to me
this need’

Nevertheless very little reform actually occurred, although the BSRnntiet
wake of the September 11 attacks and in December 2001 to discuss the Afghanistan
ISAF mandate. The issue continued to percolate below the surface within the partie
and in parliament, as seen in the November 13, 2002 parliamentary record. In
response to an official request for information from a member as to whether the
government intended to reform the BSR, the state minister in the Foreign Office
stated that “[T]he federal government sees no need for action in this rétfard.”

In 2002 a more detailed paper was published under the auspices of the
government-funde&tiftung Wissenschaft und Polif&erman Institute for
International and Security Affairs) arguing again for the need for sweeghoign of
German security decision-making institutions because the new “normality” of

Germany contributing to crisis intervention missions was no longer in sync with

%% SPD-Green coalition agreement, 1998, foreign padixcerpts reprinted at:
http://www.friedenskooperative.de/themen/lobby-&2.h

%7 Lothar Rihl, “Sicherheitspolitik: Nationale Strukén und Multilaterale Verflechtung,” in
Deutschland’s neue Aussenpolitik. Institutionen Redsourcereds. Karl Kaiser and Hanns Maull
(Munchen: Oldenbourg Verlag, 1998), 99.

%8 Deutscher Bundestaglenarprotokoll15/9, November 13, 2002, 428.
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existing institutional procedures. In Goldilocks-style fashion, the papeedtgat an
American-styled National Security Council was the “too large” soluton f
Germany’s reform needs and ran up against too many constitutional impegiment
and the suggestion of reforming an existing ministerial department (though whi
ministry was never clearly stated) was “too small” a solution and wanldp
against the principle of ministerial autonomy. The “just right” solution watame
of the BSR, though this solution also was susceptible to the pitfalls of bureaucratic
tugs of war between the Chancellery and Foreign Office. The solution lay not i
establishing a “supra-ministerial coordinating body,” but a BSR thatifumezt as an
“inter-ministerial networking body*?®

This argument for a German-style National Security Council or refotimeof
BSR remained in play, though again there appeared to be no political support for
reform. In a speech on January 13, 2006, the president of the Federal Academy for
Security Policy, Rudolf Georg Adam, laid out the reasons why such calls for
structural reform remained unanswered. For one, the strength of ministesiabrayt
and the corresponding weakness of the chancellor to dictate policy to his ministers
meant that in practice, government policy decisions are “pre-configuraformal
decision-making bodies where the chancellor can apply more authority and thus

influence in his or her role as party lead& Since it appears that the informal

39 Cord Meier-Klodt, “Einsatzbereit in der Krise?” 8oheidungsstrukturen deutscher
Sicherheitspolitik unter ReformdruckiZesellschaft, Wirtschaft PolitiR2 (2003): 209-214; for a more
extensive discussion see Meier-Klodt, “Einsatzliéneder Krise? Entscheidungsstrukturen der
deutschen Sicherheitspolitik auf dem Prifstaisiy/P-Studig2002/S 34 (Berlin: Stiftung
Wissenschaft und Politik, 2002).

350 Rudolf Georg Adam, “Fortentwicklung der deutsclscherheitsstruktur—Ein nationaler
Sicherheitsrat als strukturelle Lésung?” Speeckrmin Berlin at a conference sponsored by the
German Council on Foreign Relations and the Fedearatiemy for Security Policy, January 13, 2006,
5-6.
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decision making via such bodies favors the chancellor and not other actors, the
chancellery has little incentive to agree to reforfis.

Another issue cited was the fact that since 1961, the office of chancellor has
been held by the larger coalition party and the office of foreign ministéreoynior
coalition partner. This traditional distribution within the federal cabinetteesu
foreign and security matters—and decision making—Dbeing constantly infused with
party political competition and personal ambitidffs=or Adam, there were three
reform options: the establishment of a new coordinating body in the Chancellery (the
“National Security Council” option); the reconstruction of the BSR; or the
“revolutionary” option of amending the German constitufibHmplementing any
reform would depend on whether the major actors in the decision-making process
would accept the reallocation to and concentration of power in the executive, which
seemed unlikely.

Adam implied in his paper that reform might only be possible in a political
environment where power is more evenly distributed in a government coalition—such
as in a grand coalition, but reform was just as unobtainable under the SPD-CDU/CSU
grand coalition (2005-2009) as it was with the SPD-Green coalition government
between 1998 and 2005. With the publication of a policy paper in 2008, the
CDU/CSU tried once again to push for reform of Germany’s foreign and tyecuri
decision-making apparatus, and again the issue was rejected out of hand, this time by
their coalition partner, the SPD. The proposal to transform the BSR into a German

National Security Council was seen by the SPD leadership as a ploy byriked Me

381 Interviews on November 16, 23, 2009.
382 Interview on November 6, 2009.
363 Adam, 8-11.
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government to take power away from the Foreign Office, which the SPD
controlled*®** Furthermore, the CDU/CSU’s recommendation would require the
establishment of a “national security advisor” based in the chancellery whd woul
assume responsibility for critical policy areas previously held by thegforainister.
In fact, this was suggested in the 1990s under Chancellor Helmut Kohl, who had
wanted to give his close advisor, Horst Teltschik, a security portfolio, but Roreig
Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher made sure the reform went nowiftere.

Thus, competition between the Chancellery and Foreign Office lies at the
heart of the tension inside the executive. The competition, however, need not be zero-
sum; in one example, Chancellor Schréoder simply added a European department to
the Chancellery that mirrored the EU-based competences housed in the Foreign
Office.**® The problems related to personal rivalries was addressed in a more recent
reform proposal that argued for breaking this postwar tradition by keeping the
Chancellery and the Foreign Office under one political party, in part because the
foreign minister’s influence is already diluted by the chancellor’stgitd co-opt
issues by declaring them a top policy priority on his or her ag€tueffachpand

because of the growing number of veto players in the foreign policymaking

establishment. Not surprisingly, this reform also has not met with much sdfport.

%4 Interviews on November 16, 23, 2009; “Union wilbustere SicherheitspolitikTagesspiegel

May 4, 2008; “German Minister Resists Merkel PlanNew Foreign Policy Body,Deutsche Welle
May 5, 2008.

5 william E. Paterson, “The Chancellor and Foreigidy,” in Adenauer to Kohl. The Development
of the German Chancellorshipd. Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetdmiversity Press,
1994), 136.

3% Interviews on November 6, 16, 2009.

37 Fritjof von Nordenskjold, “Alle Macht dem KanzldPladoyer fiir eine effizientere aussenpolitische
Struktur der Bundesregierundyiternationale Politik September/October 2009, 92-95; interviews on
November 11, 16, 2009.
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Worth mentioning here are the proposals that examined reform prospects
relating to out-of-area operations from the legislative angle. The men@sed were
related to worries that more foreign policy decisions are being decideel at t
international level and thus diluting the Bundestd&tgslamentsvorbehalior
parliamentary prerogatives, and to concerns related to the need for spestydeci
making should a crisis arise. The most frequently discussed proposal was tslestabli
a new “mission committee” tasked with deciding on all out-of-area missibes.
new committee would concentrate in one body the hitherto decentralized work in
various other Bundestag committees and would prepare, monitor, and evaluate every
deployment®®

Most government officials acknowledged the current process is cumbersome,
inefficient, and slow, but the proposal to centralize all decision making onrgnilita
missions—that is, a committee that would dedate¢he Bundestag—was considered
“ridiculous” and as one official bluntly put it, “pure theor*For one, the
concentration of decision making in a parliamentary committee would not be
tolerated by other major veto players. Furthermore, from the perspective of the
parliamentarians themselves, the notion was unworkable because it would shift the
responsibility for such “life and death” decisions away from each individual membe
of parliament onto the shoulders of a small group of members. As one official
explained, no Bundestag member would want to be a member of a committee that

would force him or her to take responsibility for a decision that went territdggv

38 Timo Noetzel and Benjamin Schreer, “Vernetzte Kolfe: Zur Zukunft des Parlamentsvorbehalt,”
in Auslandseinsatze der Bundeswehr. Leitfragen, Eetdohgsspielraume und Lehresd. Stefan

Mair (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, @ember 2007), 35-42; interview on November 23,
20009.

%9 Interviews on November 10, 16, 2009.
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and where the political repercussions were high; either the whole Bundestag decide
whether German troops are sent, or no one decides. To change the current process
would be seen as a decline of parliamentarism. Other critics see the asslge fr
different angle and argue that reforms should not expand the control of the Bundestag
because this system already has deleterious effects on Germaagtealelations;
NATO decisions often are held up because the German government must wait for the
Bundestag’s input or decision on a missi6tFinally, proposals to change the
Parliamentary Participation Act or relinquish the twelve-month mandatedpaso
were unworkable for similar reasons that went to the heart of the parliament
constitutive right to monitor out-of-area deploymetits.

Thus, while there is a recognized need for institutional reform of the decision-
making process relating to Germany’s military deployments, there baditike
success in implementing reforms because they would strike diredtly potver
arrangements among major foreign policy actors and within the coalition Ttkelf
fear that reforms will dilute one’s influence in the decision-making psoses

powerful disincentive.

Variable 2: Executive-Legislative Relations

With regard to the second variable dealing with the power balance in
executive—legislative relations, there is no clear evidence that in #nefcas
Afghanistan, chancellorial decisions have come at the expense of parliamesit nor i

clear that the chancellor’s exercise of power has been based on growingdeteee

370 |nterviews on November 10, 16, 18, 2009.
371 Interview on November 10, 2009; see argument indlNoetzel and Benjamin Schreer,
“Parliamentary Control of the Bundesweh8¥WP Comment, (February 2007): 1-4.
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from his or her own party. The key test would have been the initial November 2001
decision to contribute troops to the anti-terrorism efforts (OEF) immégdsiter
September 11. However, Chancellor Schroder was not capable of drawing together a
parliamentary majority from within his coalition, given the narrow nratige

government held and the dissent within his own party and in the Green Party on the
guestion of sending German troops to Afghanistan.

Schrdder got the outcome he desired, but his use of the vote of confidence to
pass the mandate was not an act taken from a position of strength. Rather, it was the
weakness of his hold on the SPD that forced him to tie the Afghanistan mandate to
the vote of confidence in order to reassert party discipline and thus his control over
the SPD. Furthermore, the chancellor agreed to some concessions, such as the
inclusion of the supplemental protocol that attached national restrictions, ats;ave
to the mandate, and signaled his willingness to meet the Greens half way on other
domestic policies that the Greens were keen to &fapt.

This series of events can be contrasted with the vote on the ISAF mandate a
month later, in December 2001, when Germany threw its political and diplomatic
weight behind the mission (e.g., hosting the Bonn Conference), which was to support
the nascent Afghan government and ensure a stable and secure environment for the
reconstruction of the country. There was broad consensus and support for this “soft
power” approach and reflected a core political choice to cordon off the “bad” OEF

mission, with its counterterrorism mandate and use of special forces to seek out and

372 Herbert Déring and Christoph Honnige, “Vote of @dance Procedure and
Gesetzgebungsnotstand: Two Toothless Tigers of @owental Agenda ControlGerman Politics
15, 1 (March 2006): 20.
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destroy targets, from the “good” ISAF mission that was more polifigallatable and
“sellable” to the public as a humanitarian and reconstruction midSion.

Further examination reveals other cases of compromise between the
government and parliament that show how institutional structures define the
parameters of decision making. The Schréder government’s efforts to extend the
ISAF mandate in 2003 ran into trouble once it reached the Bundestag’s Foreign
Affairs Committee. Whether this was an instance of an oversight or lack of jutigme
by the executive, or an attempt to build into the language of the mandate a degree of
flexibility to respond to future events on the ground, the result was the refusal by
committee members to accept the government’'s motion. The government asdjuiesc
in drafting aProtokollnotizas the condition for the committee’s acceptance of the
mandate extension.

The third instance occurred in early 2007 under the SPD and CDU/CSU grand
coalition government—again, another effort to keep a balance between alliance
concerns and domestic political constraints on the use of military forceseBiey
its NATO allies to do more in Afghanistan, the government submitted a new motion
to send an additional number of forces and Tornado aircraft to Afghanistan. The
chancellor got what he wanted, but in the context of growing violence and civilian
deaths on the ground, the Bundestag pressured the government to agree to restrictions
on the use of the Tornado aircrift.

Furthermore, in the interviews conducted with government officials, policy

experts, and parliamentarians, respondents consistently supported the cése study

373 Interviews on November 6, 16, 2009.
374 Interviews on November 16, 18, 2009.
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findings regarding the constraints placed on the chancellor in foreign polisyotiec
making. An overwhelming number of those subjects who took a position on the
presidentialization thesis rejected it. Most officials did not accept themtbtat the
chancellor now has fewer constraints on his or her power. Many were troubled by the
term itself because to them the use of the word “presidentialization” impdiledk &n

the structure of the German political system toward a more Americanigehs\an
inference they were unwilling to accept. The following statements made by

subjects interviewed in Berlin—government officials, policy experts, aadesic
researchers in November 2009:

¢ ‘| see no structural changes that would indicate an increase in chantelloria
power . . . the chancellor doesn’'t need these structural changes, he has the
power to set policy directiorRfchtlinienkompetenZ

e There is “no real change in the system.”

e “There is no presidentialization and increase in chancellorial power, except
perhaps in the sense of a ‘bully pulpit’ . . . plus, he has the
RichtlinienkompetenMinistries cannot agitate against the chancellor, and
both ministries and chancellor must defer to the Bundestag because it votes
for the missions. . . .”

e “Our federalist system cannot produce a true presidentialized system,
especially not in a coalition system. Efforts at presidentialization won't
succeed because they challenge the political balance between coalition
partners. . .."

e “The chancellor always had an influential role in foreign policy”

e “We have a strong central government but without ‘presidential’
characteristics, because Germany has a parliamentary army. Thus the
parliamentary prerogativéérlamentsvorbehaltis very strong.*’®

The reaction of the German officials and policy experts shows that the term
itself is problematic. Despite Webb and Poguntke’s argument that the term

“presidentialization” is different than “presidentialism” and that no strattthanges

in regime type have occurred, the respondents took the term to mean that the Germa

378 Interviews on November 6, 11, 12, 16, 18, 2009.
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federalist system was becoming more like the American system ofngoset. This
presents a problem for theorists. The reaction of respondents was so consisitent that
raises questions about the use of the term itsel—apart from the issue of risa@mpi
robustness—since it detracts from asking legitimate questions of whatgbyezran

be said about chancellorial power and decision making in the German system of

government.

Discussion: Hypothesis 1

The above findings show no significant support for the presidentialization
thesis. There was little evidence of structural changes that readfarad expanded
chancellorial power, and while the chancellor has constitutional and procedural
instruments that give the chancellor a dominant role to play in the foreign policy
arena, there are other constitutional and institutional factors thahgenta constrain
chancellorial power and shape the parameters of policy chditeme study that
guestions the relevance of the presidentialization thesis to Germanygerltdelms’
survey of twelve indicators that other analyses have linked to presidengahends.
Helms determined that only three indicators were robust enough to be used to
compare presidential and parliamentary systems: president@tizatexecutive
leadership (chancellors affected outcomes of elections), structural cheitigaghe
core executive, and executive—legislative relations (growing gap beexeeutive
and parliamentary party fractions). Applying these variables to the Ggoh#aoal

system showed no evidence of presidentialization—that is, no growing cotioantra

376 paterson, “Chancellor,” 121.28.
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of power in the person of the chancellor. With regard to the last two variables, those
of structural changes within the core executive and changes in exeegjisiative
relations, the present study confirms the findings in Helms’ analysis.

With regard to the third variable Helms tested, that of whether the chancello
affects electoral outcomes, Clemens and Saalfeld’s study of the 2005 féelgtrahe
concluded that while the “alleged personalization and individualization of canspaig
may have begun to alter the nature of election competition, . . . these changes seemt
happen within and through the parties rather than in opposition to f&fhus, the
chancellor's room for maneuver remains limited because of factors inhetést i
German political system: the reality of coalition governments, the need for good
relations with the parliamentary parties, and the diffusion of political powiéei
German federalist system of governm#fit.

Finally, Torben Litjen and Franz Walter point to what other scholars have
emphasized as the critical variables that shape chancellorial powerretiggrsof
the German party system. They describe Chancellor Schroder as haemdig
tenure in office a “quasi-presidential veneer'—for example, cultivatimgélf as the
“media chancellor” and public distancing himself from his own party—but high
popularity ratings do not necessarily secure parliamentary majoritiesider’s
attempts to circumvent the party by shifting some of the decision making ihtecad

bodies and commissions with outside experts shut out parliamentary input and

37Clayton Clemens and Thomas Saalfeld, “Introducti@erman Politicsspecial issue on 2005
German election, 15, no. 4 (December 2006): 342.
378 Ludger Helms, “The Presidentialization of Polititaadership: British Notions and German

Observations, The Political Quarterly 76, no. 3: 434437.
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isolated him from the part§’® Since poor policymaking would more directly affect
their own prospects for reelection, parliamentarians were less willingatbgg with
policies that carried high political risks, such as deploying German mildeces.

When Schréder needed parliamentary support for the November 2001 Afghanistan
vote, it was not forthcoming—hence his use of the vote of confidence.

Where does this lead the chancellor? Existing studies, supported by interviews
undertaken for this study, emphasize that the chancellor has an array éfdiodma
informal tools that obviate any serious need for structural reform aineethahcing
the power of the chancellor. The chief executive’s room for maneuver and altimat
success in policymaking depends on the chancellor’s ability to utilize thenmesits
of authority and the institutional organizations (Chancellery) and strudtules,
procedures, norms) available within this larger federalist system ofrgoner®° As
Stephen Padgett writes: “The authority of the chancellor depends upon his capacity
to operationalise his constitutional responsibility for ‘general policy guds]i
coordinating ministerial interests and activities, prioritizing, and fashicasense of

collective purpose®!

37 Torben Litjen and Franz Walter, “Die prasidialenkierschaft, Blatter fiir deutsche und

internationale Politik 45, no. 23 (2000): 1384.310.
380 Roland Sturm, “The Chancellor and the Executiite Adenauer to Kohl: The Development of the
German Chancellorshjped. Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetdniversity Press, 1994),

89-90; Gordon Smith, “The Changing Parameters of than€ellorship,” inAdenauer to Kohl: The
Development of the German Chancellorstdg. Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown

University Press, 1994), 1#892.
31 padgett, “Introduction,” 4.
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Hypothesis 2: Coalition Politics

Findings

The considerations outlined above lead directly to the study’s findings related
to the second hypothesis: the role of coalition politics in the decision-makinggroce
Germany'’s parliamentary system of government produces a codljilencabinet
government, where governing coalitions are almost always the rule. Téis rttneat
while authority is concentrated in the chancellor, power is dispersed anang
actors, producing a high number of veto players active in the decision-makingsproces
who possess diverging goals and interests. The result of this coalition government
structure is that the junior coalition partner can at times retain a dispoy@obrti
degree of influence, with potential consequences for policy outcomes. The second
hypothesis sought to determine the conditions under which the junior partner can
affect policy preferences—that is, if there is a high degree of dissent onaipsiie
in the coalition, how successful can the junior coalition partner be in shaping policy
direction and outcome and/or extract concessions from the major coalition partner?
The conditions under which the junior partner was able to affect policy preferences
depended on several factors: the distribution of power within the coalition (degree of
equality in coalition, allocation of ministries); divergence of ideologicaltfpms of
the parties; types of strategies applied to influence outcomes; and the degree of

internal division>8?

382 Juliet Kaarbo, “Power and Influence in Foreigni®oDecision-Making: The Role of the Junior
Coalition Partners in German and Israeli Foreighcld International Studies Quarterly0 (1996):
502; Juliet Kaarbo, “Coalition Cabinet Decision-Nfak Institutional and Psychological Factors,”
International Studies Review, (2008): 5#86; Joe D. HagarRolitical Opposition and Foreign
Policy in Comparative PerspectiyBoulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1993),-3D.
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Generally, the examination of foreign policy decision making regarding the
Afghanistan deployments shows the importance of coalition politics in shaping
policy. In the critical decision stage on the first Afghanistan vote in NoveatliHr,
where the degree of dissent between the junior partner, the Green Party, andithe maj
coalition partner, the SPD, was high, the Green Party leadership did not show great
success in shaping policy preferences vis-a-vis their larger coalitimepaFor one,
there were deep internal party divisions on the issue of German participation in out
of-area operations, both in the Green party and in the SPD, particularly within the
rank and file. Secondly, the Greens were not an equal partner in the coalition. They
were inexperienced in governing, which may have contributed to the fact that the
Green Party failed to secure its share of important ministries duringahgan
negotiations’®® More importantly, the Greens were a liability at the polls—that is,
their position within the coalition had been seriously weakened by a long string of
electoral losses since 1998. This asymmetry of power was especiallgtedidieg
the decision-making process on the first Afghanistan mandate for OEF in November
2001. The Green Party’s weakness had placed it at a distinct disadvantage vis-a-vis
the Social Democrats; that the SPD was willing and capable of building aratite
coalition government with the liberal FDP should the Greens refuse to support the
motion further emphasized the asymmetrical power relationship within thaamalit
This meant that in terms of strategy, for example, the Greens could not asiyrpre

by threatening to pull out of the coalition since the threat carried littightyeand so

33 Ludger Helms, “The Changing Chancellorship: Resesiand Constraints Revisite@German
Politics, 10, no. 2 (August 2001): 157.
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the leadership chose for the most part to accept the SPD’s position on supporting the
Afghanistan deployment.

In this situation the size of the government’s parliamentary majority was
critical: the SPD-Green coalition possessed only a sixteen vote majadtthigy-
five SPD and Green members had announced their intent to vote against the motion.
Part of the reason why the use of the vote of confidence was so precarious in light of
the government’s very narrow parliamentary majority is that the motionbmeust
carried by a qualified majority of all members entitled to vote, which meanartha
abstentions automatically count against the chanc&i&chroder thus had to secure
an affirmative vote from almost every member of his coalition.

Both Chancellor Schroder and Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer understood
the need for Germany to contribute to the international response to the September 11
attacks; gambling that the dissidents in both parties would not risk bringing down the
government on this issue, Schréoder was able to enforce party discipline and coalition
unity and pass the motion at the expense of his junior coalition partner. The vote on
the first Afghanistan mission shows there are circumstances in which haanmga f
parliamentary majority may not be enough, if the vote margin is narrow and the
opposition deep’®®

Despite the fact that the Green Party was not able to sway the ultimate
outcome of the vote, the leadership was able to extract some concessions in the form

of a supplemental protocol that Schroder was willing to acceptPiidtekollnotizset

34 Déring and Honnige, 22.

385 Interviews on November 9, 10, 12, 1999; for Bunagstatistics, see:
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bundestagswahl 200% place this in perspective, the grand coalition
between the SPD and CDU/CSU retained a more thaufioctable parliamentary majority of well over
one hundred seats.
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up parameters that conferred at least some measure of parliamentaryaanttbe
mission’s operational profile, which placated most of the dissenters but failed to
satisfy other rank and file Green supporters who accused the party leadership of
selling out and damaging the party’s reputation as a “peace party.” Thus iptyal
dissent was attenuated through a bargaining process with the SPD and by allowing
four of the eight remaining Green Party dissenters to vote no on the motion as a
symbolic signal of continued opposition—all carefully calibrated to secure the
parliamentary majority the coalition required, as it did with two votes to spare
Support for the Afghanistan mission was maintained by both party leaderships whil
the Red-Green coalition was in power. However, once the Greens were in the
opposition and freed of their coalitional obligations, the rank and file defied their
party leadership and voted against the extension of the mandates.

Results from the interviews held with government officials and foreign policy
experts closely paralleled these observations. For a government, the Kegtioee
policymaking in a parliamentary democracy is the maintenance of itarparitary
majority 3®° This requires building a consensus both within and between the coalition
parties. The importance of a parliamentary majority is underscored irotresriber
2001 OEF vote; as one respondent described it, Schroder knew he didn’t have a
parliamentary majority to pass the mission mandate, but he knew he had ayrfajorit
he used the vote of confidence as the vehicle to secure its p&¥sage.

To summarize, every chancellor requires the cooperation of his or her

coalition partner, particularly on such a sensitive policy issue as military

388 Interviews on November 10, 16, 2009.
387 Interview on November 9, 2009.
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deployments. Consensus is endangered when policy positions and policy agendas
diverge too much. The degree to which junior partners can push against the major
partner’s policy preferences depends not only on “foreign policy realitied)"asuc
alliance commitments, but on the size of the coalition government’s parliamentary
majority and such variables as party and coalition unity and the power distribution
within the coalitior®® Thus, junior coalition partners are important because “every
consensus decision ties everyone to the lowest common denomifiafidrig is the

cost of a coalition government, but while building consensus contributes to the

legitimacy of the process, it does not necessarily make the process fivieatéf°

Discussion: Hypothesis 2

Helms, in his work on executive—party relations, summarizes the conclusions
in this study on the role of the junior coalition partners quite well:

As to the chancellor’'s policy-leadership capacities in the core executive a

the parliamentary arena, the political weight of the junior partner within a

given coalition government and the relationship between the government and

the leadership of the majoriBraktionenin the Bundestag may be considered

variables enjoying a particularly large amount of explanatory pdier.

The examination of the Afghanistan case study and interviews with
government officials and policy experts confirmed, as Kaarbo’s research shoated, t

the junior coalition partner can be an important influence on the shape of policy

decisions, but that the ability of the junior coalition partner to affect decisioosit-

388 |nterviews on November 10, 16, 18, 20009.
389 |nterview on November 11, 20009.

399 |nterview on November 18, 2009.

391 Helms, “Chief Executive,” 160.
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of-area operations depended on a number of factors relevant to the context of the
decision-making process: whether the junior partner was treated as apatnet in

the proceedings; the distribution of ministries; the ideological position of thegart
internal party cohesion; and what strategy was attempted by the junioioooalit
partner to influence decision outcomes (bargaining, procedural manipulation, threat to
exit coalition)**? The study revealed important contextual factors that shaped the
Greens’ policy choices: alliance obligations that committed Germargnthrsy
German armed forces to Afghanistan in the wake of September 11; the kelative
weak standing of the Greens in the coalition; the ability (and apparent wilsigoie
the SPD to dissolve the Red-Green coalition and replace the Greens with tag FDP
the new junior coalition partner; the ability of the chancellor to apply a praedur
tool (vote of confidence) to enforce compliance; and, finally, the Green Party’s ow
political ambitions.

Perhaps the most important observation to emerge from an examination of the
Afghanistan out-of-area case is the need to highlight the role of the Bunuhetitag
decision-making process. Generally, the Bundestag is seen as hakangflitence
in foreign policy, and so the role of the Bundestag in foreign policy is rarely
addressed. While the formal aspects of parliament’s involvement are in fact quit

limited, there are two foreign policy areas in which the Bundestag is algglalyer:

in decisions concerning out-of-area operations and all matters rdlafingopean

392 Juliet Kaarbo, “Power and Influence in Foreigni®oDecision-Making: The Role of the Junior
Coalition Partners in German and Israeli Foreighcld International Studies Quartery0 (1996):
502; Juliet Kaarbo and Jeffrey S. Lantis, “The ‘@rimg’ of German Foreign Policy in the Iraq Case:
Conditions of Junior Party Influence in Governingafitions,” Acta Politica 38 (September 2003):
202; Joe D. Hagarolitical Opposition and Foreign Policy in Compairat PerspectivgéBoulder,

CO: Lynne Rienner, 1993), 230.
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policy.3®* Arguably, these are critical policy arenas that feed into Germamig'sn
NATO, its security relationship with the United States, and its role in the EU, Thus
an evaluation of the decision-making process regarding German militaigmsiss
must focus on how the Bundestag affects the deliberative process on thess.polici

In particular, the case study underscored the need to emphasize informal
processes of decision making, rather than formal institutional structuresxaraple,
one of the few studies to take up the question of the Bundestag’s role in foreign
policy focused on the legal instruments Bundestag members can apply to influence
foreign policy decisions. The study argued that parliamentarians rarelyhese
instruments to seek influence in decision outcomes and thus concluded that the
Bundestag's influence on foreign policy was marginal. The study is marreddmalse
methodological problems, not least of which is its failure to mention the issue of
informal decision making and the Bundestag'’s role in determining Germany’
participation in out-of-area operatiohs.

Case study interviews with government officials underscored the importance
of these informal decision-making dynamics. One interview respondentabete
the Bundestag does not utilize many of the formal instruments it posbessegued
that it was not necessary for Bundestag members to use such tools except as a |
resort. Institutional and normative factors commit the government and partemye
parties to a process of bargaining, cooperation, information-sharing, and cosgromi

Bundestag members expect cooperation from the government and so do not invoke

393 For one of the few cited chapters on the subjgset,Joachim Krause, “The Role of the Bundestag in
German Foreign Policy,” iGermany’s New Foreign Policgds. Wolf-Dieter Eberwein and Karl

Kaiser (Houndmills, Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave, 20Q57172.

394 James Ryan Anderson, “Parliamentary Control andigo Policy in Germany,German Politics

and Societylssue 64, vol. 20, no. 3 (Fall 200211
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procedural rules or other pressures if they can get what they want through informa
bargaining. In the end, the Bundestag is an important actor because on the question of
out-of-area operations it is co-determinant, and this co-determinatioreisteefin

the informal process of decision-makitfg.

The Afghanistan case showed that the Bundestag possesses a number of
institutional structures—rules, practices, and procedures—that allow ituernoé
policy outcomes. Thus just as the chancellor has factors that enable and rcbisstrai
or her ability to shape policy so, too, does the institutional setting reveal a set of
variables that enable and constrain parliamentary action. Some of theseensstum
such as the extension period for mandates, are not a legal prescription but edtablishe
practice; others, such as tAmtokollnotiz are more formalized tools that are applied
in the course of the bargaining process between government and parliament in
determining the parameters of out-of-area missions.

The variable of ideological positions of the party cited by Kaarbo was not as
relevant in the case of the Red-Green coalition, since the two partiequiterelose
(both identify themselves as “peace parties,” for example), but this did mante=
that policymaking on sending German troops abroad would remain free of conflict,
particularly because both parties faced left-wing opposition to sending tmops t
Afghanistan. Greater ideological differences between the SPD and CDU/CSU
generally mattered more in the grand coalition, but the elite consensus on foreig
policy and on German out-of-area missions was maintained throughout its tenure,

albeit with increasing difficulty. It is instructive to note that when thee@s went

3% Interviews on November 10, 12, 2009.

208



into opposition in 2005 and the SPD followed in 2009, both parties abandoned the
guise of consensus on German out-of-area operations.

Based on the Afghanistan study, two variables appear particularly relevant:
the degree of internal party conflict—for example, whether there is disagtigap
between the party leadership and its rank and file; and the size of the padigment
majority the coalition government possesses. Securing a parliamenjaritynas
Stephen Padgett pointed out, is the sine qua non of a parliamentary goveérfiment.
This, more than anything, seems to shape the parameters of policy deliberations. “Do
we have a majority?” is one of the first questions raised in the decisiomgnaki
process on deploying German armed forces abroad, and it is one of the questions
party and government leaders continue to raise as they work to ensure padsage of t
motion.

In summary, the Afghanistan case supports previous studies that emphasize
the importance of internal dynamics of coalition politics. The Green Padgridap
could not significantly affect the SPD’s decision to send troops to Afghanistan, but
the narrow size of the parliamentary majority gave it the possibility of iémga

around the edges of the mandate to assert a degree of control over German forces.

Discussion: Constructing a Framework for Analysis

The findings from the two hypotheses reveal important information about the
role of actors and structures in foreign policy decision making. Historical and
constitutional factors as well as a broad array of bureaucratic artdtiosgl

instruments enable the chancellor to move policy toward a defined objective, while

39 padgett, “Introduction,” 4.
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the diffusion of political power in the German political system constrains the
chancellor from dominating the decision-making process. The central cotstai
chancellorial power are embedded within the structures of Germany’ swwemtiary
democracy: the dependence of the chief executive on his or her own party; the
importance of political parties as mediators between the executive asidtiggi
branches; the central role of parliamentary party fractions in the deaisikimg
process; and the constraints of coalition politics on a chancellor’'s room for
maneuverability*®’

The question to which the study now turns is how these results fit into a larger
framework for analyzing German foreign policy decision making. As noteyl fexar
studies of German foreign policy address the question of how such important
decisions as sending German armed forces abroad are formulated. En¢nefoext
step in this study is to place the findings from Afghanistan case into a broader
framework of analysis that documents the process by which foreign policyateci
making on out-of-area operations are made, paying close attention to how
institutional structures both enable and constrain the actors who function inside the
parameters of the decision-making process: how does the chancellorhigilarener
position to push desired policies? What is the impact of party competition,
particularly between coalition partners? What are the consequences of the

constitutional and legally defined division of power between actors (executive,

397 Stephen Padgett, “Introduction: Chancellors ardGhancellorship,” il\denauer to Kohl: The
Development of the German Chancellorstd@. Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 1994)-8; Stephen Padgett, “The Chancellor and his PartyAtlenauer to Kohl:

The Development of the German Chancellorsaip Stephen Padgett (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 1994), 44; Paterson, 128; Sitthanging Parameters,” 192; Karl-Rudolf Korte

and Manuel FréhlichRolitik und Regieren in DeutschlaifBtaderborn:Verlag Ferdinand Schoéningh,
2004), 9395.
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legislative, bureaucratic)? And where are the points in the decision-makinggatce
which decision outcomes are most affected?

The framework for analyzing out-of-area decisions incorporates an
understanding of the relationship between domestic and international variables and
the interaction of factors at several levels of analysis. Most partigulae case
study reveals two important dimensions of the process: the relationship between
formal and informal institutional structures, and at which stage of the process the
decision outcome can be most influenced by actors and events.

A close examination of the process reveals that there are two major phases of
decision making in which policy can be shaped. The first phase is the phase prior to
the formal vote in the federal cabinet in which the chancellor and the chanpédigry
the pivotal role. The second important phase of decision-making occurs once the
government’s motion has been sent to the Bundestag’s Foreign Affairs Caenmitte
Although committee members cannot alter the government’s motion, they can
redefine certain parameters of the mission through the application of various
institutional structures—rules, procedures, and parliamentary practives. tGe
relatively few studies on the topic, the following section is based to a lamgy# ext
information extracted from the case study and interviews of governmenalstfici

policy experts, and policy practitioners.

Phase One: External Pressures and Executive Action

Most studies of German policymaking tend to begin their exploration of the
decision-making process at the point at which a formal request for assiatames

in Berlin. In the formal process, the government responds by evaluatiregtrest
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and drafting a motion to support the deployment of German armed forces. The motion
is taken up and voted on by the federal cabinet and then forwarded to the president of
the Bundestag. After the first reading in the plenary the motion ispass® the

Foreign Affairs committee. With other parliamentary committees ady(®.g.,

Defense, Finance, Development, Interior), the Foreign Affairs Commpittekices a

report and returns it to the plenary with the committee’s recommendation on the
government’s motion. After the parliamentary debate in the second reading, the
motion is brought to a vote.

However, German officials and experts with knowledge of the foreign policy
process on out-of-area operations almost always began their discussion byngbservi
that the formal process matters much less than the informal decision-makoegs,
which is set in motion at the international level prior to any official govermim
determination or action on out-of-area missions. Some international event or impulse
occurs and is serious enough to warrant the attention and ultimately the engagement
of an international institution, such as the UN or NATO, which determines that some
response requiring the deployment of military forces is required. In the case of
NATO, the security institution sends an official request to the German govarnme
asking for contributions to the mission. Figure 7 shows the interaction between the

external and domestic components of the decision-making process.
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Figure 7: German Government Coordination of Missiors

Source: based ddouse of Lords, Select Committee on the ConstitutéWaging war: Parliament’s role and
responsibility” 15" Report of Session 2005-2006, Volume II: Eviderte Paper 236-11, published by the
Authority of the House of Lords, London, 27 July0BQ226.

The initial impulse is external, and the formal request to the German gaamrism
preceded by intense informal diplomacy in these external securityiitstg in an
effort to balance alliance concerns with domestic political consdraiie
maneuvering becomes a game of setting markers to negotiate Gerreaalyts |
contribution until it becomes clear that what will be requested of the German
government is precisely what the government has agreed to commit. According to
government officials, the worst outcome would be a situation in which a publicly
stated request for contributions must be publicly denied, since the political

repercussions are then difficult to contid!.

3% Interview on November 16, 2009.
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Once the request is officially received by the Chancellery, the phase of
developing the contours of the mandate expands under the supervision of the
Chancellery and in close coordination with the relevant ministries and coahtion a
parliamentary party leaders. The thread that runs through this phase, and the
subsequent phase in which the Bundestag’s parliamentary committees process the
government’s motion, hinges on the question of the government’s parliamentary
majority. But as interview respondents stressed, what is important is by sim
whether the coalition government has a parliamentary majority, but the $iee of
parliamentary majority>° The smaller the number of votes that constitutes the
majority, the more difficult it can be to reach consensus, particularly if thergreat
deal of internal party dissent and intra-coalition conflict.

In this phase of informal decision making, when the executive and the
administrative/bureaucratic actors determine the operational contoursnoétiate,
the most critical interaction is between the executive and the parliampatsyy
fractions, which support the cabinet memb&td.he Chancellery works closely with
party officials—party fraction leaders, the party executive comejiftaeign policy
experts—and it is the fraction leaders who must deliver the votes. “Do we have a
majority?” is the question that drives the dynamics in these informal meetings

One interview respondent argued that those observers who believe the
Bundestag is not influential tend to focus on the formal aspects of decision making
while ignoring important feedback loops and informal-level contacts. The informal

decision-making process is composed of a dense network of feedback loops, of

399 nterview on November 23, 2009.
400 Interview on November 16, 2009.
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formal and informal mechanisms of information exchange and coordination: a
Foreign Office representative sits in on parliamentary working grotais; ministers
are in close contact with party leaders; and a Chancellery represeptatiicipates

in ministerial meetings and in fraction discussions. Finally, often overlookedeare t
informal working meetingsArbeitssitzungenthat function at all levels.

Feedback loops are important because the development of the mandate must
be constantly reviewed to gauge whether it is politically defensible. Tdreetor
and Chancellery work closely with federal ministers and their respetdiife-state
ministers, state secretaries, heads of divisions, and directors of depaiitimeent
bottom-up process. The Ministry of Defense is the lead ministry in discussitbns wi
NATO and the EU (the Foreign Office liaises with the UN) and is prignari
responsible for defining the operational parameters of the mission. The political
parameters are decided by the Chancellery in close coordination with tignFore
Ministry, which is the lead ministry and coordinates the inter-ministeradess.

Drafts of the motion are distributed widely in order to assure that the motionehas t
level of detail to fulfill the government’s obligation to provide parliamenktwit
detailed information and to avoid any legal challenges to the mi&Sion.

The need for consensus drives the informal decision-making process. The
motion on an out-of-area mission will not be placed onto the federal cabinet’'s agenda
for a vote until there is consensus within the coalition government. Importantly, the
chancellor speaks to the chairs of all of the parliamentary party fractohg]jing
the parties in opposition. This is perhaps unusual, but some interview respondents

also spoke of a “normative commitment” to seek as broad a consensus as possible on

401 Interviews on November 10, 11, 16,
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military issues, which means the active engagement and, whenever possible, the
approval of the opposition parti¥.This could be seen merely as a means to co-opt
other political actors in order to minimize political opposition, but government
officials also argued that it is tied to the need for consensus-building in German
politics and in particular to sensitivities relating to Germany’s pdgany

aggression. The process must be transparent and, at least for the governmem, produc
a motion whose language is sufficiently detailed that it can prove unaksdath in
terms of parliamentary pressure to produé€gaokollnotizor a legal challenge in the
Federal Constitutional Cout®® Thus, everything must be taken into account in the
informal process in determining the government’s position: parliamentaoyityaj
internal party cohesion, public opinion, and normative considerations (culture of

restraint, humanitarian issues).

Phase Two: Parliamentary Deliberation and Party Action

In the decision-making process, phase two is dominated by dynamics within
the Bundestag and begins once the government’s motion is forwarded to the
parliamentary committees. The Foreign Affairs Committee, as the deachittee, is
responsible for the drafting of the final report and recommendation on the proposed
government motion on the out-of-area missiBagchlussempfehlung und Berjcht

while other committees function in an advisory capacity and submit their

92 Interview on November 12, 2009.

“93 Interview on November 11, 2009. This has been davittesome regularity with regard to out-of-
area missions. In terms of judicial or constituéibreview, there is no prohibition in German law in
applying the principle of judicial review to forgigolicy issues—unlike the United States, where
“political questions” or an “act of state” are rstbject to judicial review. The Constitutional Cblias
emphasized the importance of the Bundeswehr aaridmentary army,” but it does exercise
“judicial self-restraint” in foreign policy, andsitrulings acknowledge the primacy of executive
prerogatives in foreign policy and have permitteel government a wide margin of maneuverability.
See “House of Lords,” 442.
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recommendations to the Foreign Affairs Committee. The government’'s mgtion i
rarely altered and it is carried almost verbatim into the committieelsdfocument®’
It is in this evaluative committee process where the Bundestag carnalter t
conditions around the government motion. The 1994 Constitutional Court decision
placed the German parliament as the final arbiter concerning the deplayment
German armed forces, but there are other instruments that provide the Bundihstag
a great deal of influence on shaping out-of-area decisions:

Parliamentary Participation ActThe Parliamentary Participation Act of
March 2005 Parlamentsbeteiligungsgesgiz the vehicle by which the Bundestag
defines the form and dimensions of out-of-area missions and codifies the
requirements set out by the 1994 Constitutional Court ruling. The Act statesythat an
“deployment of armed forces abroad,” regardless of the type of deploymgutes
the consent of parliament and provides for two types of consent procedures: a
standard procedure by which the government submits a motion which then must be
voted on by the full plenary in a simple majority vote; and a simplified procedure by
which consent is granted if there is no parliamentary move to activatedaballe
within seven days after notificatidff> Importantly, the Parliamentary Participation
Act also requires the government to provide information on a number of mission

parameters: the international legal foundation for the mandate; the defirtediaérr

%4 Interview on November 18, 2009.

%5 parliamentary Participation Act, available at:
http://www.bundestag.de/bundestag/ausschuesseldimldhdseinsaetze/parlamentsbeteiligungsgeset
z.html.
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limits; the operational mandate; operational details (troop limits, cajebtld be
deployed, duration), and the cost and source of funds for the mif&%ion.

Twelve-month extension pericdls one respondent explained, the twelve-
month period by which missions are normally extended is a “self-constfaintgt a
legal requirement. In the 1990s, when German officials struggled with how to manage
out-of-area missions, the concern was focused on setting up a system to maintain
ongoing reviews and reappraisals of operations, with the Bundestag providing some
kind of counterweight to the government. Setting a time limit on the mandate, rathe
than leaving the mandate open-ended, was a way to assure active parliamentary
involvement at regular intervals. Setting up an annual evaluation of the mandates w
a political decision that has become standard practice, and it is the norm with
Afghanistan’®

Given that some missions are not as controversial as others, there have been a
number of proposals to streamline the process, but this has been difficult if not
impossible to achieve in the current political environment. One suggestion has been
to bundle the non-controversial missions (e.g., humanitarian assistance) and pass
several at one time. The Parliamentary Participation Act, as noted, &bloavs
simplified consent procedure. However, every parliamentary party fractsotihéa
right to debate each mission individually, and the Left party has taken advantage of
its parliamentary prerogatives by demanding a full plenary debate onreigsion

and extension. Thus, in terms of the decision-making process in parliament, a mission

% House of Lords, Select Committee on the ConstitytiWaging war: Parliament’s role and
responsibility,” Volume II: Evidence, HL-236-II, Bu27, 2006, 3432, with an English translation of
the Parliamentary Participation Act found on pagé<16.

97 Interview on November 9, 2009.

%8 Interview on November 11, 2009.
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to send five military advisors or a small medical unit must be taken throughmtlke sa
formal standard procedure as the Afghanistan mission. Proposals to change the
Parliamentary Participation Act to permit a more streamlined deaisaking

process have been rejected, and there appears to be no interest in pursuing such
reforms, at least in the near future.

Protokollnotizen Another institutional tool applied in the out-of-area
decision-making process is the usd’adtokollnotizer—supplemental protocols
attached to the mandates that appear in the final report of the Foreigs Affair
Committee. The supplemental clause is utilized in the Foreign Affairs Gteento
rectify the shortcomings of a government-submitted motion and defines certain
parameters or requirements of the mandate. The “take it or leave it” abpect
parliamentary consent on out-of-area operations has been criticizeccaagvdown
parliamentary prerogatives in the decision-making process, but the use of the
supplemental protocol is seen as a way to counteract the restricted nabar&ake
it or leave it” vote and keeps the parliament directly involved in the decisiomgnaki

process?

®The use oProtokollnotizerin the Afghanistan case shows this: the
Protokollnotizenaid out conditions under which the Bundestag would review the
extension or mandate; they committed the government to submit regular mports
the status of the missions; and they obligated the Defense Minister to redmain f

acting in a given situation if strong misgivings were voiced by the leagestthe

Foreign Affairs Committee.

9 House of Lords, 3435; see also the legal/constitutional argument atfmuuse oProtokolinotizen
which was introduced because some believed th&tdke it or leave it” prohibition was an
unconstitutional restriction on parliamentary rghnd prerogatives. See “House of Lords,” 58.
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Caveats One of the most controversial aspects of Germany’s participation in
military missions abroad is the subject of caveats, or national restacttach
national contingent in Afghanistan has an officer that holds the “red cards” or
instructions that the national government has provided that restrict that nation’s
troops from participating in certain kinds of missions. Every NATO member has
caveats; there are approximately 50-80 caveats that constrain NATO comnianders
Afghanistan. Nevertheless, to the puzzlement of German officials, Gewftanyis
singled out for its use of cave&ts.

To complicate matters further, there are also written as well as wewritt
caveats. In any NATO deployment, each member state defines the scope of its
contributions, and it is standard procedure for member states to provide notice of
official restrictions it places on a deployment. It is also common for mertdies $0
withhold information on other caveats that they do not wish to provide to the
multilateral organization in command of the mission. Commanders only become
aware of these unofficial caveats when events occur that force memebéstatat
acknowledge therft

In the German decision-making process, the need for consensus on out-of-area
operations drives the issue of caveats. In the decision-making process¢higve

different kinds of caveats: those set by parliament and those set by the gavernm

*101n fact, Auerswald and Saideman preface theingision of German caveats with the title,
“Germany: the Poster Child of Caveats.” See Davidilerswald and Stephen M. Saideman, “NATO
at War: Understanding the Challenges of Caveatdghanistan,” paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science Assoadatin Toronto, Canada, September 2-5, 2009, 1,
21-26. See also Stephen M. Saideman and David éts#ald, “Comparing Caveats: Understanding
the Sources of National Restrictions upon NATO'ssWin in Afghanistan,international Studies
QuarterlyVol. 56, No. 1 (March 2012): TBA.

“Ibid, 6-7.
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For the Bundestag, the caveats are embedded Rrohekolinotizen*? In the
Afghanistan case, several caveats were placed Rrtitekollnotizthat placed
restrictions on the mission: one in the OEF mission mandate in November 2001
(regular reports and consultation required; soldiers remain under Germamednm
and another in the ISAF mission in October 2003 (e.g., prohibition on participation in
drug interdiction). Other caveats were integrated into the text of the motiong dur
the informal preparatory phase at the executive-ministerial level {flgegMinistry of
Defense): caveats that restricted German troop movements to northern Atghanis
which was later amended (because of allied pressures) to allow Geruliansstol
deploy anywhere in the country to help NATO allies in emergency situatiotshea
caveats relating to the Tornado deployments in 2007 that prohibited any exchange of
information between OEF and ISAF and the use of German Tornado aircrafy for an
“close air support” operations. Nevertheless, the strongest caveat thatldslis
that German troops will not engage in offensive combat operations.

The Chancellery is concerned with drafting a motion that will fulfill a number
of criteria. It must retain enough flexibility to conduct efficient opers but yet be
able to respond to changes on the ground; it must be detailed and transparent enough
to avoid any efforts by the Foreign Affairs Committee to attach a supplain
protocol; and it must be acceptable enough to reduce the possibility of a partyfract
challenging the motion by filing suit in the Constitutional Court. The Changedler

also concerned that any motion or extension be defined in a way that minimizes

412 |nterviews on November 9, 10, 12, 2009.

413 Auerswald and Saideman,-23; interviews on November 9, 12, 2009; Paul Betkid Vince
Morelli, “NATO in Afghanistan: A Test of the Trargantic Alliance,”CRS Report for Congress
December 3, 2009, 23.
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potential public opposition—for example, reducing the “military” aspects of a
mandate and emphasizing the reconstruction and development role of the German
forces** The government assesses the political mood in the Bundestag first; if there
is reason to believe the vote will be problematic, then the Ministry of Defense, i
close coordination with the Chancellery and Foreign Office, may insert santat
the motion because at times it is precisely the inclusion of a caveat that ban be t
decisive political criterion determining whether or not a parliamerngarty fraction
will vote for the motiori**®

In terms of the actual impact of these institutional tools of decision making,
several points can be made. First, while the simplified procedure existarigly
invoked because the opposition Left party continues to insist on a full debate for
every extension. Thus, the Bundestag is almost permanently engaged in debating out
of area operations. Every year the mandates have to be re-negotiated, varnsh me
the decisions are always vulnerable to election cycles, political manaysjesind to
the politics of the moment. As one official put it, the question most often asked in the
decision-making process is not what is operationally necessary but whaticsiibol
feasible. Other officials argued that the slow and cumbersome procesdlof a f
procedural vote means that Germany’s NATO allies are held hostagediyntiraics
of German domestic politiés®

Secondly, thé’rotokollnotizerand caveats have a direct impact on the ability

of the Bundeswehr and ultimately NATO to successfully implement itglata on

14 paul Belkin, “German Foreign and Security PoliEsends and Transatlantic Implication§RS
Report for CongresdkL. 34199, October 3, 2007, 16.

1 Interviews on November 11, 18, 2009.

% Interviews on November 9, 16, 18, 2009.
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the ground in Afghanistan. Caveats have been a great source of conflict beeause t
restrictions make it difficult for NATO commanders who need flexibility i

deploying the troops at their commatd. The problems associated with

implementing some kind of structural reform in the decision-making process a
difficult to resolve. Tightly centralized decision making can lead to ineffaes and
delays; for example, Foreign Office representatives have redtdet@sion-making
authority on the ground in Afghanistan, so their requests must be sent to Berlin and

then up the bureaucratic chain of commafid.

Summary

The Afghanistan case study has shown the weakness of the presidemtnlizati
thesis, particularly in the German case. It has reinforced conclusistglias that
emphasize the relevance of coalition politics and the role of the junidaicoal
partner in the decision-making process. It highlights the importance otitieeBtag
as an actor in the foreign policy decision-making process related to atgaof-
missions. Finally, it begins the process of constructing a framework flyzanta
foreign policy decision making by highlighting an array of institutionalcstires—
bureaucratic organizations, rules, practices, and procedures—that shape the policy
outcome. Sometimes these outcomes reflect political compromises that make the
implementation of policy difficult, but the ad hoc, incremental approach to sending
German troops abroad appears to be the pattern that will hold for the foreseeable

future.

417 Belkin and Morelli, 16-11.
418 Interview on November 9, 2009.
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Limitations of Study

Several limitations must be noted. First of all, the study focuses on middle-
range theory and thus cannot contribute directly to the larger discussion of the nature
of German foreign policy or the continued relevance of Germany as a civiliam.powe
Nevertheless it sheds light on the reasons why German policymakers andatiplom
negotiate one set of parameters rather than another.

Second, this study focused on institutional structures in which actors are
embedded, so while it does not delve deeply into patterns of actor behavior, it does
help illuminate the institutional structures that shaped the decision-making
environment in which actors make decisions. Thus, the study should be seen as a
supplement to FPA studies that focus on individual decision making and
constructivist analyses of the constitutive nature of policy environments.

Third, to properly construct a more robust framework for analyzing the
patterns of German foreign policy decision making, more case studieseated.

Does it matter, for example, whether the mission is NATO-led rather tNaor BU-

led? In addition, a more longitudinal study of decision making over time would
provide insights into the development of the institutional structures that have shaped
the decision-making process. A decision-making study of the first oueafraission

in Bosnia in the early 1990s—prior to the Constitutional Court’s decision in 1994—
and the Kosovo mission in the late 1990s—when Germany sent troops without a UN
mandate—would be important earlier case studies.

Because of the specific role of the Bundestag in the decision-makinggroce

on out-of-area operations, the critical observations about the role of the Buratestag
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not applicable to the entire spectrum of foreign policy decisions. The other policy
arena in which the Bundestag plays a significant role is European policy, which
increasingly covers a vast array of policy isstéSuch observations as arise from

this case study of the formal and informal mechanisms of decision making would be
germane to those issues in which the Bundestag does have constitutive powers.
Nevertheless, the case study provides insights about the German foreign polic
decision-making process that contribute to a greater understanding of thed gener

course of decision making regardless of the issue area.

Significance of Study

Thus the study’s significance lies in its effort to begin the process of
constructing a general framework for analysis of post-unification &efforeign
policy decision making. The study contributes insights relevant to the ongoiaig deb
on structure and process in foreign policy analysis and to the institutionalistsuct
that shape the context within which decisions are made. It provides a much-needed
update to our current understanding of the German foreign policy decision-making
process and the interaction of actors and structures within it. In addition, the case
study of out-of-area operations touches on one of the most significant changes in
German foreign policy—a policy that remains controversial and that eimsphe
countervailing pressures between external demands and domestic political

constraints.

19 Stephen Collins’ study of German EU enlargemeticpds one example. See Stephen D. Collins,
German Policy-Making and Eastern Enlargement offkkDuring the Kohl ErgManchester:
Manchester University Press, 2002).
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One important contribution is the explanation of the role the German
Parliament plays in out-of-area operations, which is rarely included in dsgsiss
about decisions relating to German military contributions. Many studies have sought
to understand the political tensions and requirements of security operations on the
demand side, but there are political pressures and constraints that shape the outcom
of political processes at the supply end as well. The context of the decisions that
determine the contours of out-of-area contributions at that level are equpdytant
in terms of providing a more complete picture of policy outcomes, and they can shed
light on at least some of the reasons why decisions do not necessarily tiatslate

better policy implementation on the ground.
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Chapter 8: Conclusion

Prior to the unification of the country in 1990, the government of the Federal
Republic of Germany held that sending German armed forces to participate in
peacekeeping operations was unconstitutional. Within a span of two decades, and
following a landmark ruling by the country’s Federal Constitutional Court in 1994,
Germany has become a supplier of security with over 7,000 troops participading i
dozen operations around the globe. Most of its armed forces—nearly 5,000—serve in
Afghanistan, where German troops have been deployed sincé2001.

Germany'’s role in out-of-area operations has not been without its critics
outside of and within Germany, as the case study of Afghanistan shows.
Domestically, the Afghanistan mission has generated controversy and opposition. A
“culture of restraint” that in German society engenders a deep skapabdiout the
use of military force as a political instrument and the gradual worsenihg of t
security environment in Afghanistan—increasing violence with escalatiitigquc
casualties—has led to strong public opposition and calls to end Germany’s military
engagement there. German leaders of most political parties have accag@igia g

role for Germany in the international system and in peacekeeping operatiohgybut t

20 see Ministry of Defense deployment statistics at:

http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvag/kecxml/04 Sj9SPwW&sPLMnMz0OvMOY QjzKLd4k3Ng40Acm
B2CZu5vgqRcMGgIFR9X4 83FR9b 0A YLciHIJHROVFALJNrlodlda/base64xml/L2dJQSEvUUL3
QS80SVVFLzZfRF8zM1EQ?yw contentURL=%2FC1256F120@5B%2FW264VFT2439INFOD

E%2Fcontent.jsp
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remain unwilling to commit German troops to participate in operations in which
armed force is actively projected against an enemy.

The German government’s attempts to balance rising allied expectations of
Germany'’s role in Afghanistan and domestic political limitations on what is
politically feasible have had consequences for the NATO mission on the ground.
German critics charge that the NATO decision-making processigdefd hostage
to the Bundestag’'s cumbersome and lengthy process of consent. The political
necessity of restricting certain components of Germany’s militaeyimol
Afghanistan, as this case study revealed, has had negative consequence®in NAT
and in the prosecution of Germany’s mandate in northern Afghanistan. Germany’s
NATO allies have been extremely critical of the caveats placed andadorces by
the German government because the flexibility NATO commanders neegdodes
to events on the ground is reduced by such restrictions. Furthermore, that German
officials in Afghanistan must often wait until Berlin authorizes requesticzate
problems when quick action is required. Finally, inter-ministerial coordination
remains problematic and thus implementation correspondingly poor. And yet, as
many officials interviewed for this study pointed out, the German government
remains committed to the county’s role as a contributor to military missiowvoach

The German foreign policy elite’s continued support of a German contribution
to out-of-area operations in the face of public opposition reveals a number of things.
First of all, Germany remains committed to the NATO alliance and to @mational
obligations despite the unease that Germany’s new security rolescaeatag

Germans. It also implies that more often than not, public opinion is an intervening
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rather than a determining variable in foreign policy decision making, though German
politicians and officials remain sensitive to public opinion and are constantly
assessing the political environment to anticipate how the public might react

Even so, the hesitation of the German elite to expand Germany’s security role
in Afghanistan is not just about the elite’s sensitivity to public opinion, but about
characteristic principles that guide German foreign and security polisy—it
commitment to multilateralism and to “never going it alone,” and its empbasise
non-military aspects of security and defense policy. The emphasis placed on the
civilian reconstruction and development mandate of the International Security
Assiatance Force (ISAF) rather than the robust counterterrorism tearida
Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) reflects this distinct emphasis ina@gisn
security approach. While NATO officials, particularly U.S. officialsticize
Germany for the restrictions it imposes on its troops, German officia¢ésdnaicized
U.S. officials for focusing too much on the military aspects of conflict temum
Afghanistan.

More than anything else, perhaps, the study shows that the Bundeswehr is a
“parliamentary army.” The German parliament’s role in foreign posayot
significant—except for out-of-area operations. Thus, any observations ohGerm
military missions must acknowledge that the executive and legislaanetes of the
German political system are co-determinants of out-of-area polasiesboth can
place restrictions or caveats on operational details. The decision-maoegpr
outlined in the Afghanistan case also shows how the operational parametees ca

affected by parliamentary participation; the established practicaericirg
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mandates for missions like Afghanistan for only twelve months, for example, means
such decisions are constantly vulnerable to political maneuvering, electdes, ayr

to events on the ground that may have a negative impact on the shape of the mandate
itself.

This leads us to ask new questions about the nature of the overall decision-
making process itself regarding out of area operations. What shapes the outer
parameters within which actors operate and make decisions? Arguably, ieghe ar
which German foreign and security policy changed the most—that is, in Germany’s
decision to participate in out-of-area operations—one would expect to find some
changes in the way in which the decision-making process had to adjust to thedchange
circumstances. However, a review of the literature on German foreigy peicision
making revealed a startling lack of information regarding the nature of post-
unification German policy decision making. Indeed, as was shown, much of the
literature of Germany in the post—Cold War era has been concerned with IR-level
studies that vacillated between neo-realist expectations of a resurgerarGer
nationalist state propelled by a renewed sense of power and interests toctorstr
rejoinders of the continuity of Germany as a civilian power and of its normndrive
foreign policy.

As relevant as these structurally-based analyses are, a stitéolevgn
policy analysis approach is more effective in addressing questions aboutading fac
that determine the course of foreign policy decision making on out-of-area operations
Given the absence of a sustained research effort on this topic, this study stetppe

begin the process of examining decision making in order to determine, first, what
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factors influence the course of decision making and then to place theseifaetors
decision-making framework of analysis to gain a better understandingajrfor
policy decision making in the German context.

Furthermore, the study argued that while FPA emphasizes the centrality of
actors in the decision-making process, too little attention has been given to the
institutional structures—organizations, procedures, norms, and practices—within
which individual actors function and which shape the direction and outcome of policy
decisions. Thus, the study has contributed to the literature on foreign policy @nalysi
by examining the ways in which actors utilize institutional structures liceimée the
course of policy decision making. Hypotheses that tested both agency—whether or
not the chancellor has expanded power to influence policy decisions—and structure—
in what ways coalitional dynamics between the major and junior coalitiomepgrt
affect policy decisions—were applied to the case of Germany’s mibfagration in
Afghanistan. Results from the case study were placed within a largeviak of
analysis for foreign policy decision making.

The study produced a number of insights. The interaction between internal
and external pressures is important, since the impact of international presstires
decision-making process is felt through informal communications and negotiattions
the international level before the formal decision-making process involving the
chancellor and the Bundestag begins. Thus, a discussion of German policy
deliberations must emphasize the informal dynamics of decision making blo¢gh at t
international level as well as the informal bargaining and consensus-building that

shape policy outcomes, integrating these dynamics with the more formakaspect
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shaping the decision-making process. Within these decision dynamics, one of the
most important drivers is whether or not the coalition government has a parligmenta
majority to pass the mission mandate in the Bundestag, but that possession of a
numerical majority may not be enough if a situation arises in which interrdlaoa
dissent is great and the size of the parliamentary majority is small.

Secondly, contrary to some theoretical arguments, the German chancellor ha
a great deal of influence over setting the foreign policy agenda, but chaatellor
powers remain restrained by a number of constitutional/legal and irstéliti
constraints. How effective the chancellor can be in the policymaking proqessdde
primarily on the chancellor’s ability to utilize the instruments avail&ble
successfully drive the process, the relationship to his or her own party, and the
leadership qualities the chancellor possesses.

Thirdly, political parties also hold a central role in Germany’s padiaary
democracy, and coalition politics are an important influence in policy decision
making. The chancellor relies heavily on the parliamentary party fractibe in t
Bundestag to push through his or her policy agenda, particularly when the issue is so
divisive—as in the case of out-of-area operations. When the degree of policy
disagreement between coalition partners is great, policy resolutiofigsltieven
when the overall nature of party political philosophies are not that different, as was
the case between the Social Democrats (SPD) and the Greens.

The study showed that the resolution of differences on the deployment of
German troops can occur in the decision dynamics in the Bundestag—that is, that the

German Bundestag is a key actor and decision maker with regard to sendiranGer
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armed forces abroad. The needStHatsraisorand Germany’s alliance
commitments carried by the federal government into the decision-makiogsgrare
not necessarily in alignment with the political views represented in the Bagdbst
actors at the governmental and parliamentary levels do possess institutional
mechanisms that can be applied in order to formulate a policy consensus that can
forge a parliamentary majority that will support the continued participation of

Germany troops in out-of-area operations.

Future Research

The study’s findings suggest several avenues for future researchof @lisit
is clear that the construction of a framework for analyzing foreign policigida
making requires additional case studies in order to more fully examine tlespioc
which decisions are made. The value of examining out-of-area operations fies in t
opportunity the issue provides for assessing a discrete “before and afegrSinas it
was only after the country united that it took up the role of contributing armed forces
to out-of-area operations. Before the 1994 Constitutional Court decision the executive
prerogative was more pronounced; afterwards the balance shifted to a co-
determination between the chief executive and the parliament. Bosnia and Kosovo are
important cases in the 1990s. Other cases deserving mention would be Macedonia in
2001 and the Congo in 2006, both of which are missions led by the EU, rather than
the UN or NATO. It would be worth examining whether any differences in the
decision-making process emerge, depending on which institutional actor holds the

mandate. For example, one respondent noted that the further development of the EU’s
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security and defense policy (ESDP) would require more institutional reforrden or
to protect the Bundestag’s decision-making authority in out-of-area questins a
insisted that it must be involved at the very early stages of delibefation.

Secondly, the current study focused on the chancellor as an important foreign
policy actor, but more research on the decision-making dynamics within thgtigge
is needed, particularly the relationship between various federal ministtessiews
with German officials brought out the problems associated with inter-miaisteri
rivalries and differences in approaches. Bureaucratic entities developwimeir
institutional and bureaucratic cultures, and there is no doubt, for example, that given
the militarily-defined role of the Ministry of Defense and the reconstmatriented
role of the Ministry of Development, these two ministries would not necisshare
the same views about defining the parameters of Germany’s out-of-aratiaser
Learning more about how these differences may affect the course ghfpadicy
decision making would shed more light about the process itself.

Thirdly, there is the role of the Bundestag in out-of-area decision making. One
issue that emerged in the case study was the interaction betweenionefraatd
domestic variables in decision making as they related to the question of parsament
consent prerogative in out-of-area missions—the internationalization of foreign
policy decision-making processes set against parliamentary rightee@ne hand,
an argument can be made that decisions that increasingly are being made in
international bodies reduce the Bundestag’s constitutional prerogativesde de
whether or not Germany will participate in an out-of-area mission. Proponents of

institutional reform of the decision-making process see this danger, bubtitbials

42 Interview in Berlin on November 10, 20009.
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do not share this view of declining parliamentary control. Nevertheless, totipéace
theoretical discussion as a question of “national decision making” versus
“international decision making” is too much of a simplification of what is a very
complex interplay of forces that lies at the heart of the decision-makinggsfé”

This issue raises a highly relevant policy question of how the inefficiemcies i
the decision-making can be addressed. Recognizing the need to reform tloe-decis
making process, can reforms actually gain enough political support to be
implemented? Short of structural reforms, what changes can be implementeekrin or
to reduce the problems currently besetting the implementation of policies on the
ground in Afghanistan? One aspect heard in the German debate is that of a
“multilateral trap” in German foreign and security policy: the stragglGerman
leaders to define a clear strategic policy regarding out-of-areatiopsrenay be
hindered by the perceived need to continue to show Germany’s commitment to
multilateralism, which in effect creates a situation whereby the goestnsays yes
to all requests for German troop participation and then tempers its decision by
inserting restrictions that make the decision more palatable to the elipeilaiinz
alike but create problems on the grodfitvhat kind of a supplier of security will
Germany be? Germany’s contributions will always remain within a nteitdh
context, and understanding the factors—and restrictions—that shape such decisions
will remain relevant to any discussion of Germany’s role in internatiofighim
operations, and to an understanding of the limits of international cooperation within

the parameters of multilateral military operations.

422 Interviews in Berlin on November 10, 11, 12, 1609.
423 Interview in Berlin on November 9, 2009.
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ISAF
2001

Appendix A: ISAF and OEF-related Mandates 2001-2008

United Nations Security Council
0 Resolution 1378 (November 14, 2001)
0 Resolution 1381 (December 6, 2001
o0 Resolution 1386 (December 20, 2001)
German Government Motion of December 21, 2001 (No. 14/7930)
0 December 2001-June 2002 (1,200 soldiers)

United Nations Security Council Resolution 1413 (May 23, 2002)
German Government Motion of June 5, 2002 (No. 14/9246)

0 June 2002 to December 2002 (1,200 +200 soldiers)
United Nations Security Council Resolution 1444 (November 27, 2003)
German Government Motion of December 3, 2003 (No. 15/128)

o December 2002—October 2003

United Nations Security Council Resolution 1510 (October 13, 2003)
German Government Motion of October 15, 2003 (No. 15/1700)
0 October 2003—-October 2004 (2,250 soldiers)
0 Supplemental Amendmerfiotokollnoti? of Foreign Minister and
Declaration of Defense Minister, October 22, 2003 (No. 15/1806)

United Nations Security Council Resolution 1563 (September 17, 2004)
German Government Motion of September 22, 2004 (No. 15/3710)
o October 2004—September 2005 (2,250 soldiers)

United Nations Security Council Resolution 1623 (September 13, 2005)
German Government Motion of September 21, 2005 (No. 15/5996)
0 September 2005—-September 2006 (3,000 soldiers)

United Nations Security Council Resolution 1707 (September 12, 2006
German Government Motion of September 13, 2006 (No. 16/2573)
0 September 2006—September 2007 (3,000 soldiers)

United Nations Security Council Resolution 1776 (September 19, 2007)
German Government Motion of February 8, 2007 (No. 16/4298)
0 March 2007—October 2007 (+500 soldiers, 6 Tornado aircraft)
German Government Motion of September 19, 2007 (No. 16/6460)
= QOctober 2007—October 2008 (3,500 soldiers)

United Nations Security Council Resolution 1833 (September 22, 2008)

German Government Motion of October 17, 2008 (No. 16/10473)
= QOctober 2008—-December 2009 (3,500 soldiers)
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OEF
2001
e United Nations Security Council
0 Resolution 1368 (September 12, 2001)
0 Resolution 1373 (September 28, 2001)
e German Government Motion of November 7, 2001 (No. 14/7296)
o0 November 2001-November 2002 (3,900 soldiers)
0 Supplemental Amendmerfotokollnotiz of Foreign Minister of
November 14, 2001 (No. 14/7447)
2002
e German Government Motion of November 6, 2002 (No. 15/37)
o0 November 2002-November 2003 (3,900 soldiers)
2003
e German Government Motion of November 5, 2003 (No. 15/1880)
0 November 2003—-November 2004 (3,100 soldiers)
2004
e German Government Motion of October 27, 2004 (No. 15/4032)
0 November 2004—-November 2005 (3,100 soldiers)
2005
e German Government Motion of November 3, 2005 (No. 16/26)
0 November 2005-November 2006 (2,800 soldiers)
2006
e German Government Motion of October 25, 2006 (No. 16/3150)
0 November 2006—November 2007 (1,800 soldiers)
2007
e German Government Motion of November 7, 2007 (No. 16/6939)
0 November 2007-November 2008 (1,400 soldiers)
2008
e German Government Motion of October 29, 2008 (No. 16/10720)
0 declares OEF activities in Afghanistan will not be renewed

Source: Ministry of Defenséuttp://www.bundeswehr-monitoring.de/einsaetze-axdsla
dokumente.html
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Appendix B: Chronology of Events in Afghanistan 200—-2008

2001

September 11

Terrorist attacks in the United States

September 12

United Nations Security Council (UNSC) passes Resolution
condemning attacks

1368

September 12

Chancellor Gerhard Schroder gives a speech pledging Gern
support in fighting terrorism

nan

September 28

UNSC passes Resolution 1373, which calls on member stat
work together to suppress the threat of terrorism

es to

October 2

NATO’s invocation of Article 5 on September 12 is confirmed
after an investigation proved that the terrorist actions in the Ui
States had been conducted by Al-Qaeda, protected by the Ta
in Afghanistan

nited
iban

October 7

U.S. attack against the Taliban in Afghanistan begins

October 11

Chancellor Schroder in a speech before the German Bundesg
assures the United States of Germany'’s “active solidarity” in
fighting terrorism and makes reference to possible German
participation in military operations

tag

November 6

Bush administration sends request for assistance. Schroder
with top party leadership, fraction leaders, and with the cabing
regarding the request.

November 7

German government submits motion to Bundestag that outlir
German intentions to contribute troops on basis of NATO Atrt.
UN charter Article 51, and UN resolutions 1368 and 1373. Th¢
following day, the motion is transferred to parliamentary
committees for further discussion

November 8

Release of government statement of unlimited solidarity with
United States along with declaration of intention to deploy 39(
troops for OEF mission pursuant to government motion subm
on November 7, 2001. However, the German government
continued to wait for the United Nations to pass a resolution
mandating further action in order for the Bundestag to vote on
government’s motion

the
0
tted

the

November 13

Schréder, responding to growing dissent within his party and
coalition to sending German troops to Afghanistan, calls for a
motion of confidence in his government and ties it to a vote of
support for the Afghanistan mission—thus forcing SPD and G
members to choose between the survival of their coalition or t
rejection of the mission

the

reen
he

November 16

The vote of confidence in the German Bundestag passes Wi&)h

two more votes than the simple majority required (336—326 —

only

),
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ensuring the survival of the Red-Green coalition and endorsin
German participation in the OEF mission

0

November 24

The federal government announces that Germany will host t
planned donor conference for Afghanistan

ne

November 27—
December 5

The Bonn Conference begins. The Bonn Agreement establishes an

interim administration/government for Afghanistan. Annex 1, t
“International Security Force,” states that the participants of “U
Talks on Afghanistan request the UNSC to consider authorizif
the early deployment to Afghanistan of a UN mandated force.

he
JN

g

December 6

UNSC passes Resolution 1383 accepting the Bonn Agreemg
noting its intention to act on it

>nt and

December 6

Afghanistan Donor Conference begins, with questions raiseq
how much Germany will commit and for what purposes

] as to

December 20

UNSC passes Resolution 1386 authorizing deployment of a
multinational force in Kabul and surrounding area to help stab
the country and create conditions for lasting peace. ISAF
command is given to Great Britain

ilize

December 21

With UNSC Resolution 1386, providing the legal basis, the
German government submits a motion to the Cabinet regardir
proposing to send German armed forces to serve within the
framework of ISAF. The mandate is set for a period of only six
months (up to June 20). The motion carries in the Cabinet anc
sent to the Bundestag

19

1 is

December 22

The motion is deferred to the parliamentary committees, amg
up by the Plenary. The motion passes with a vote of 538:35:8
Germany will now send 1,200 troops to Afghanistan. An
extension must be voted on in June 2002

take

2002

January 13

German troops arrive in Afghanistan and will be stationed in
north and central Kabul. The German government resists repe
requests by Karzai government for Germany to assume comn
of ISAF forces after the British leave in March.

the
rated
nand

March 6

First German casualties

March 15

Germany and the Afghan administration sign an agreement t
German will assume the lead in police training efforts

nat

March 16

German government outlines its reconstruction aid package

May 23

UNSC passes Resolution 1413 extending the ISAF mandate
December 20, 2002

to

June 5

German government submits motion to extend German
participation in ISAF for another six months, until December 3
2002. The Cabinet passes the motion and the Bundestag recs
and defers the motion to its committees

0,
djves

June 14

Bundestag votes to extend ISAF mandate until December 3
2002

D,

August 28

NATO assumes command of ISAF forces. Germany has 2,0(

D0
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troops in Kabul

October 28 After much resistance, Germany agrees to take ovadasaleon
in ISAF as of February 2003. Defense Minister Peter Struck
anticipates no resistance, but the UNSC must first extend the
mandate before the Bundestag can vote on the motion

November 7 German government submits motion to extend OEF for twelv

months until November 15, 2003. The motion is forwarded to
parliamentary committees

November 15

Bundestag votes to extend OEF mandate another twelve ma

November 27

UNSC Resolution 1444 extends ISAF mandate for one year

December 3

German government submits motion to extend German ISAR
participation another year, until December 13, 2003. Because
Germany will take over as lead nation (along with the
Netherlands) February 2003, the motion includes a request to
increase the German troop level to 2500 soldiers

December 20

Bundestag votes to extend ISAF mandate another twelve m

ISAF

e

nths

bnths.

However, parliamentarians reject Afghan leader Karzai’s request

for Germany to expand its geographical reach, keeping restrid
on German troop movements

tions

2003

Feb. 10 Germany and Netherlands assume command of ISAF in Kabul on
the basis of UNSCR 1444

Aug. 9 Summer finds the issue of extending the ISAF mandate beyond
Kabul still simmering. The SPD now supports this, and the
Ministry of Defense has sent a survey team to determine whefe
Germany’s expanded presence might be. However, on August 9,
the FDP party brings files a suit in the Federal Constitutional
Court arguing that that the court must legally clarify whether of
not such an extension of the mandate is permissible. The suit|is
later dismissed.

Oct. 13 UNSC passes Resolution 1510 authorizing expansion of ISAF
operations to include operations anywhere in Afghanistan

Oct. 15 German government submits motion to extend ISAF mandate
another year and to expand Germany’s geographical presence to
Kunduz.

Oct. 24 Bundestag votes to extend ISAF mandate and the armed forces’
geographical reach to Kunduz.

Nov. 15 Bundestag votes to extend OEF mandate for another year

2004

Feb. 5 NATO Foreign Ministers meeting in Munich, where more support
for stronger engagement in Afghanistan and more PRTs are
discussed. The U.S. representatives argue for combining OEF and
ISAF, which the German government opposes

Apr. 24 Germany and the Netherlands establish a second PRT in
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Feyzabad; since the German government views this as an
extension of its presence in Kunduz mission, it argues that no
mandate is required.

new

oJoS

or year

-3

nn

e for

nere is
ght of
n

D pull

June 28 NATO summit reveals ongoing difficulties in getting more tro
and materiel to do the job

Sept. 17 UNSC passes resolution 1563

Sept. 23 German government passes motion to extend ISAF for one year

Sept. 30 German Bundestag votes to extend ISAF mandate for anoth

Oct. 9 First ever elections in Afghanistan; Karzai is elected president

Oct. 27 German government votes to extend OEF mandate another year

Nov. 12 Bundestag votes to extend OEF mandate by vote of 509-48

2005

Feb. 11 Results of NATO summit: Germany agrees to increase its
contribution but not its troop level, which will remain at 2,250.
Germany will take responsibility for all of northern Afghanistan.
Germany also will establish an outpost in Mazar-i-Sharif but
troops will be pulled out of Kabul to support this

Sept. 21 German government votes to extend ISAF mandate for anotl
year but requests a troop increase to 3,000.

Sept. 28 German Bundestag votes in favor of extending ISAF mandat
vote of 535-14—4

Nov. 3 German government votes to extend OEF mandate for anoth
twelve months; motion is sent to Bundestag

Nov. 8 German Bundestag votes to extend OEF but reduces troop lg
2,800. Vote is 519-67-3.

2006

Sept. 12 UNSC adopts resolution 1707 “on the situation in Afghanista

Sept. 13 German government submits motion to extend ISAF mandat
twelve months

Sept. 28 German Bundestag votes to extend ISAF mandate, though t
increasing unease regarding the safety of German troops in li
deteriorating security situation and concerns regarding missio
“overstretch” in the Bundeswehr

Nov. 28-29 NATO summit; Germany agrees to let its troops assist allied
forces outside their zone in emergencies; Canada threatens t(
out of Afghanistan if other members continue to refuse to
contribute more

2007

Feb. 8 German government submits request for deployment of six

Tornados for air reconnaissance and surveillance/monitoring in
Afghanistan. The motion is clear that the Tornados will suppor

the ISAF mandate only—no information is to be exchanged w

—+

OEF—and that aircraft will not be used for close air support
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March 9

German Bundestag votes to accept government request to s¢
Tornados to Afghanistan, but the debate is heated. Opponent
charging that Germany is participating in a war and not just
contributing to civilian reconstruction activities.

ond Six
5 NOW

May 22 The political debate on extending OEF shows declining support.
Most parties want out of OEF but continue to support the ISAFF
mandate

Sept. 19 UNSCR 1776 “on the situation in Afghanistan”

Sept. 19 German government votes to extend ISAF mandate for another
twelve months and forwards the motion to the Bundestag

Oct. 12 German Bundestag votes in favor of extending ISAF mandate, but
Chancellor Angela Merkel rejects NATO General Secretary’s
request to send German troops to southern Afghanistan to
participate in stabilization operations

Nov. 7 German government submits motion to Bundestag to renew QEF
mandate for twelve months

Nov. 15 German Bundestag passes motion to extend OEF mandate hy vote
of 413-145-15

2008

April 2-4 NATO summit in Bucharest; Canadian government again
threatens to withdraw its forces by 2009 if other allies do not
pledge an additional 1,000 combat troops. Its NATO allies
respond accordingly: the United States pledges 5,000 troops,
France another 720, and Germany an additional 1,000 troops

June Government says it will seek approval of Bundestag to increase
troop levels by 1,000

Sept. 22 UNSCR 1833 extending support for Afghanistan operation

Oct. 7 German government votes to extend ISAF mandate (this time by
fourteen months in order to prevent the debate on the extension
from becoming mired in the federal election scheduled for
September 2009)

Oct. 16 German Bundestag passes motion to extend ISAF mandate by
vote of 442—96-32

Oct. 29 German government passes motion to renew OEF mandate, |but

the motion states that the Cabinet declines to renew German
commitments to OEF in Afghanistan. Thus, while Germany
retains troops in the OEF efforts on the Horn of Africa, it no
longer participates in OEF operations in Afghanistan

Sourceshttp://www.nato.int/isaf/topics/chronology/indextit

http://spiegel.de/wikipedia/Krieg_in "Afghanistamits 2001.html http://www.dw-

world.de/dw/article/0,,4510441,00.html

http://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/575/473093/tenbt. htmt

http://www.stylequide.bundeswehr.de/v3/demonstra@eichsportal _einsatz_detail-isaf.html

http://www.einsatz.bundeswehr.de
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Appendix C: German Primary Source Documents Cited

CHANCELLERY

Federal Chancellery organization plan:
http://www.bundesregierung.de/Webs/Breq/DE/Bundesregierung/Bundeskanz
leramt/Organigramm/organigramm.html

GERMAN PARLIAMENT

Deutscher Bundestag, “Der Bundesicherheitsrat,”:
http://www.bundestag.de/dokumente/analysen/2008/bundessicherheitsrat.pdf
Deutscher Bundestag, Committee on Foreign Affairs,:

http://www Bundestagie/htdocs _&undestagcommittees/a03/tasks.html
Deutscher Bundestag, Defense Committee:
http://www.bundestag.de/htdocs_e/bundestag/committees/al2/index.html
Deutscher Bundestag, 1994 Constitutional Court Decision and :

http://www Bundestagle/htdocs _@&undestafcommittees/a03/tasks.html
Deutscher Bundestag, German Armed Forces in Afghanistan,”
http://www.bundestag.de/dokumente/analysen/2005/2005 09 23.pdf
Deutscher Bundestag, glossary of parliamentary terms at:
http://www.mitmischen.de/index.php/Informativ/WissenPur/site/Glokestay

IK;

Legislative draft of the Parliamentary Participation Act submitiethb SPD

and Green party fractions on March 23, 2004: Deutscher Bundestag,
Drucksache 15/2743, March 23, 2004.

Parliamentary Participation Act:
http://www.bundestag.de/bundestag/ausschuessel7/al2/auslandseinsaetze/parl
amentsbeteiligungsgesetz.html

Parliamentary Plenary Documents

Deutscher BundestaBJenarprotokoll14/184, August 29, 2001
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll14/202, November 16, 2001
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll14/210, December 22, 2001
Deutscher BundestaBlenarprotokoll14/243, June 14, 2002,
Deutscher BundestaBlenarprotokoll15/11, November 15, 2002
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll15/1720, December 20, 2002
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll15/1806, October 22, 2003
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll15/1806, October 22, 2003
Deutscher BundestaBJenarprotokoll15/70, October 24, 2003
Deutscher BundestaBJenarprotokoll15/76, November 14, 2003
Deutscher BundestaBJenarprotokoll15/129, September 30, 2004
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Deutscher BundestaBlenarprotokoll15/139, November 12, 2004
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll15/187, September 28, 2005
Deutscher BundestaBlenarprotokoll16/2, November 8, 2005
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll16/54, September 28, 2006
Deutscher BundestaBlenarprotokoll16/64, November 10, 2006
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll16/86, March 9, 2007
Deutscher BundestaB)enarprotokoll16/183, October 16, 2008
Deutscher BundestaBJenarprotokoll16/187, November 13, 2008
Deutscher BundestaBlenarprotokoll17/9, December 3, 2009
Deutscher BundestaBJenarprotokoll15/9, November 13, 2002

Parliamentary Motions (Mandates)

Deutscher Bundestag, Antrag des Bundeskanzlers[pAni&el 68 des
Grundgesetzes, 14/7440, November 13, 2001

Deutscher Bundestag, Antrag der Bundesregierung, Drucksache 14/7296,
November 7, 2001

Deutscher Bundestag, Antrag der Bundesregiermngcksache 16/4298
February 8, 2007

Deutscher Bundestag, Antrag der Bundesregierung, 16/10720, October 29,
2008

Committee Reports

Deutscher Bundestag, “Beschlussempfehlung und Bericht,” Drucksache
14/7447, November 14, 2001

Deutscher Bundestag, “Beschlussempfehlung und Bericht,” 16/10894,
November 11, 2008

MINISTRIES

Foreign Office

Institutional Organizatiorhttp://www.auswaertiges-
amt.de/diplo/en/AAmt/Uebersicht.html

Foreign Office Executive Officesittp://www.auswaertiges-
amt.de/diplo/de/AAmt/Leitung/Uebersicht.html

Ministry of Defense

Ministry of Defense, Summary of White Paper 2006 on German Security
Policy and the Future of the Bundeswehr:
http://www.bmvg.de/portal/PA_1 0 _P3/PortalFiles/C1256EF40036B05B/W?2
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6UWA2P647INFODE/BMVg_100_ Weissbuch2006_Summ_RLA_eng.pdf?y

W_repository=youatwebl

Ministry of Defense, White Paper 2006:
http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/materiales/docs/LibroBlanco2008iséng

pdf

Ministry of Defense, 2003 Defense Policy Guidelines:
http://merin.ndu.edu/whitepapers/Germany_ English2003.pdf

Ministry of Defense, List of humanitarian missions since 1960:
http://www.einsatz.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/einsatzbw/kcxml/04 _Sj9SRykss

XxPLMnMzOvMOY_QjzKLN_SJdw32BMIB2EGu-

pFw0aCUVH1f] zcVH1v_QD9gtylckdHRUUAS5XIamQ!!/delta/base64xml/L

3dJdyEvdOZNQUFzQUMVNEIVRS82XzFMX0YORg

Ministry of Defense, Chronology of Bundeswehr missions:
http://www.bundesregierung.de/Content/EN/Artikel/Auslandseinsaetze-der
Bundeswehr/2008-04-24-chronologie-der-einsaetze __en.html

Ministry of Defense, Discussion of 1994 Constitutional Court Decision:
http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/lbmvag/kexml/04 _Sj9SPykssyOXPLMnMzOvMOY
QjzKLd4k38Q4ASYGZbub6kTCx0JRUfV-
P_NxUfW_9AP2C3IhyROdJFRQAZO0O9L/delta/base64xml/L2dJQSEVUUL3Q

S80SVVFLzZfRF80S1A!?yw_contentURL=%2FC1256F1200608B1B%2FN

26ZXABK565INFODE%2Fcontent.|sp

Ministry of Defense, Chronology of events in Kosovo (KFOR):
http://www.einsatz.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/einsatzbw/kcxml/04 _Sj9SRykss

XPLMnMzOvMOY_QjzKLN_SJdw3xBcIB2EGu-

pFw0aCUVH1f] zcVH1v_QD9gtylckdHRUUAZUVE3w!!/delta/base64xml/
L3dJdyEVdOZNQUFzQUMVNEIVRS82XzFMX0OVUTg

Ministry of Defense Institutional Organization:

http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg/kexml/04 _Sj9SPykssyOxPLMnMzOvMOY
QjzKLd4k3cfcASYGZbub6kTCxoNQ8fV-
P_NxUfW_9AP2C3lhyROdFRQDWCjom/delta/base64xml/LOIKWWttUSEh
L3dITUFDcOFJVUFOby80SUVhREFBIS9kZQ

Ministry of Defense, “Citizen in Uniform: Implementing Human Rights in the

Armed Forces,” Conference in Berlin, September 7-8, 2006,

http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2006/10/21882_en.pdf

Ministry of Defense, Armed Forces Commissioner:

http://www Bundestagle/htdocs_e/commissioner/index.html

Ministry of Defense:

http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/lbmvag/kexml/04 _Sj9SPykssyOXPLMnMzOvMOY
QjzKLd4k38XIESYGZbub6kTAxX4 83FT9oNQ8fW 9AP2C3IhyROdFRQ

CaOKCM/delta/base64xml/L3dJdyEvVdOZNQUFzQUMVNEIVRS82X0RfNEd
E

Ministry of Defense:

http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/bmvg/kexml/04 _Sj9SPykssyOxPLMnMzOvMOY
QjzKLd4k3cfcESYGZbub6kTAXX4 83FT90NQ8fW_ 9AP2C3IhyROAFRQ

Avshv6/delta/base64xml/L3dJdyEvd0ZNQUFzQUMVNEIVRS82X0RfMVNI

SA
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e Ministry of Defense, “Einsatz im Auftrag des Parlaments,” February 6, 2008:
http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/lbmvg/de/sicherheitspolitik/einsatz_fuer_den_fri
eden/einsaetze der_bundeswehr/grundlagen?yw_contentURL=/C1256F12006
08B1B/N26ZXABB902INFODE/content.jsp

e Ministry of Defense deployment statistics at:
http://www.bmvg.de/portal/a/lbmvg/kecxml/04 Sj9SPykssyOXPLMnMzOvMOY

QjzKLd4k3Ng40AcmB2CZu5vqRcMGgIFR9X4 83FR9b 0A YLciHJHRO
VEALJNTrlo!/delta/base64xml/L2dJQSEVUUI3QS80SVVFLzZfRF8zM1EQ?y
w_contentURL=%2FC1256F1200608B1B%2FW264VFT2439INFODE%2Fc

ontent.jsp

e Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development website:
http://www.bmz.de/en/ministry/index.htm

GERMAN BASIC LAW:
e German Basic Law ahttps://www.btg-bestellservice.de/pdf/80201000.pdf

GERMAN CONSTITUTIONAL COURT

e Ruling of July 12, 1994http://www.asfrab.de/print/urteil-bverfg-1271994-2-
bve-392.html

e “Landmark Decision on Foreign Deployments of the Bundeswehr (July 12,
1994),” German History in Documents and Images, Volume 10, One
Germany in Europe, 1989-2008erman Historical Instituteavailable at:
http://germanhistorydocs.ghi-dc.org/pdf/eng/Ch8Doc04FIN.pdf

e 2001 decision regarding NATO new security concept:
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/entscheidungen/es20011122 2bve00
0699en.html

e Ruling on the 2008 AWACS:
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/en/press/bvg08-052en.htmi

e Press release on ruling of the Federal Constitutional Court, July 3, 2007:
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/pressemitteilungen/bvg07-072.html

SPEECHES

e Schroder, Gerhard, September 12, 2001 press conference:
http://www.germany.info/relaunch/politics/speeches/091901 2.html

e Schroder, Gerhard, September 19, 2001 Bundestag speech:
http://www.germany.info/relaunch/politics/speeches/091901 2.html

e Schroder, Gerhard, September 19, 2001 government statement:
http://archiv.bundesregierung.de/bpaexport/regierungserklaerung/81/56381/m
ulti.htm
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OTHER PRIMARY SOURCES

e NATO website on Macedonia missidnttp://www.nato.int/fyrom/home.htm

e NATO website, “International Security Assistance Force, Afghanist
http://www.isaf.nato.int/history.html

e NATO summit 2003 final communiqué:
http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2003/p03-148e.htm

POLITICAL PARTIES

e CDU/CSU press release, “Kunduz — Protokollnotiz schafft mehr Klarheit”:
http://www.pressrelations.de/new/standard/dereferrer.cfm?r=137497

e SPD-Green coalition agreement, 1998:
http://www.friedenskooperative.de/themen/lobby-02.htm

UN

e United Nations Security Council Resolution 1776 (2007), 5744th meeting,
September 19, 2007
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Appendix D: Secondary Source Documents Cited

NEWSPAPERS/MAGAZINES

Associated Press Worldstreaffserman Social Democrats pep up leadership in
struggle with poor polls, leftist competition,” May 21, 2007

BBC Monitoring Europe“Germany: Poll shows 51 percent support US strikes in
Afghanistan,”October 19, 2001.

Bloomberg Andreas Cremer, “German lawmakers are considering scaling back the
country’s military commitment to the U.S.-led war on terrorism in
Afghanistan,” June 29, 2007

ddp BasisdiensHelmut Soltenberg, “Heftiger Streit um Afghanistan Einsatz,” May
28, 2007

Deutsche Presse-AgeniuBchroeder won't back U.S. war on Irag—makes Baghdad
election issue,” August 5, 2002

Deutsche Welle'Germany Agrees to Expanded Military Role in Afghanistan,”

February 6, 2008

“Germany Approves Afghanistan Mandate Despite Concerns,” September

28, 2006

. “German Minister Resists Merkel Plan for New Foreign Policy Boli\gy

5, 2008.

. “Germany’s Non-Combat Caveats to be Reviewed by NATO,”

November 28, 2006

. “Germany Starts Rethinking its Foreign Deployments, October 31, 2006

. Nina Werkhauser, “Kosovo: A Watershed for German

Foreign Policy,” March 3, 2004

DW-Online “Parliament Extends German Troops’ Anti-terror Mandate,” November
13, 2008

FAZ-net.Eckart Lohse and Markus Wehner, “Auslandseinsétze; Risse in die

Heimatfront,” October 29, 2006

. “NATO will mehr deutsche Soldaten in Afghanistan,” February 2, 2008

Financial TimesHaig Simonian, “Germany’s pacifist Greens voice misgivings,”

October 18, 2001

. Haig Simonian, “Schroder’s showdown: The German chancellor is risking

his leadership and the ruling coalition on a vote on troop deployment in

Afghanistan,” November 15, 2001

Focus MagazinKosovo Krieg: Entschlossene Zweifler,” April 12, 1999

. Annette Blettner and Thomas Wiegold, “Nach dem toédlichen Anschlag auf

deutsche Soldaten in Afghanistan wird der Ruf nach einem Strategiewechsel

lauter: Die Truppe soll sich nicht mehr an der Terroristenjagd beteiligen,”

May 26, 2007

Frankfurter Rundschau'Afghanistan: Berlin pruft Militdreinsatz auch ausserhalb

Kabuls,” May 22, 2003

. “Afghanistan: Berlin will Einsatz in Kundus ausweiten,” April 24, 2004

248



. “Afghanistan; Berlin will Soldaten in Kundus einsetzen,” August 27, 2003

. Richard Meng, “Es geht um Karzai, nicht um Kunduz; der

Bundeswehreinsatz im Norden Afghanistan hat vor allem politisch-
diplomatische Grinde,” October 24, 2003

—— “In Afghanistan will Berlin zeigen, wie man’s besser macht als die USA,

Entwicklungsministerin Wieczorek-Zeul verteidigt bei ihrem Kabul-Bhasuc

die geplante Erweiterung des einsatzes,” September 1, 2003

. “Struck ist fur Ausweitung des Afghanistan Einsatzes,” August 8, 2003

Guardian Kate Connolly, “Attack on Afghanistan: Germany: Schroeder warns

Greens as military prepares to enter the fray: Coalition under threatpier

in support,” October 17, 2001

. John Hooper, “German leader says no to Iraq war,” August 6, 2002.

International Herald TribuneJohn Vinocur, “Vote on War Underscores Fragility of

Berlin Goals,” November 16, 2001

. “Merkel stands firm on German refusal to deploy to southern Afghanistan,”

February 18, 2008

Los Angeles Time€arol J. Williams, “Germany Orders Troops to Mobilize;
Military: Contribution will include as many as 3,900 fighters and an array of
hardware. Lawmakers are expected to give their approval,” November 7, 2001

Neue Ziurcher ZeitundNur vereinzelte deutsche Kritik am Nato-Einsatz;
Verfassungsrechtliche Debatte tiber den einsatz,” March 30, 1999

New York TimesSteven Erlanger, “A Nation Challenged: Germany Ready to Send

Force of 3,900; Not Clear if They Would Be Combat Soldiers,” November 7,

2001

. Steven Erlanger, “German Chancellor Shores Up His Shaky Coalition,”

December 9, 2001

. Steven Erlanger, “German Leader Calls Vote of Confidence on Role in

Afghanistan,” November 14, 2001

. Nicholas Kulish, “Germany to keep Troops in Afghanistan,” October 13,

2007

. Alan Riding, “NATO Agrees to Enforce Flight Ban Over Bosnia Ordered

by U.N.,” April 3, 1993

. Steven Erlanger, “Pressing Greens, German Leader Wins Histoe®Wot

Sending Troops to Afghanistan,” November 17, 2001

. Steven Erlanger, “U.S. Quietly Chides German For His Dissension on Iraq,”

August 17, 2002

RFE/RL. Roland Eggleston, “Germany: Coalition Risks Split Over Troop
Deployment Issue,” November 12, 2001

Der Spiegel“Afghanistan-Mandat der Bundeswehr: Nebelkerzen fir den

Koalitionsfrieden,” February 19, 2008

. “Koalitionskrise: Schroder stellt die Vertrauensfrage,” November 13, 2001

. “Mehr Soldaten am Hindukush,” July 11, 2005

. “Union gegen neuen Einsatz,” April 26, 2004,

Spiegel-online. Severin Weiland, “Marschbefehl fir Kunduz,” October 21, 2003

. “Berlin agrees to send Tornado Jets to Afghanistan,” February 7, 2007

. “Afghanistan Divides Germany’s Social Democrats,” March 20, 2007
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. “Afghanistan-Einsatz: ‘Deutschland kann mehr leisten,” March 26, 2008
Suddeutsche Zeitunghorsten Denkler, “Werde keine Soldaten in den Krieg
schicken,” November 14, 2001

. Marc Hoch, “Die Kosovo-Tragodie. Chronologie des Konflikts,” February
15, 2008

. “3900 Soldaten fir ‘Enduring Freedom,” November 15, 2001

. “Vertrauensfrage Schréder besteht Machtprobe,” November 16, 2001

. “NATO bittet um deutsche Kampftruppe,” January 29, 2008
Tagesspiegel’'Union will robustere Sicherheitspolitik,” May 4, 2008.

. Matthias Meisner, “Skeptiker suchen einen Ausweg,” November 14, 2001
. “Union will robustere Sicherheitspolitik,” May 4, 2008
Tageszeitund'Grine schiessen quer; Grinen-Parteirat fir Aussetzung der
Bombenangriffe. SPD-Spitze lehnt Forderung ab. FDP sieht Riss in der
Koalition. CDU:

Schaden fur Deutschland,” October 16, 2001.

. “Roth recht stur; Rot-Griin weiter im Streit um Feurpause. Griine
Parteichefin: Solidaritat heisst nicht, Ja und Amen zu sagen,” October 22,
2001

. Patrik Schwarz, “Fuhrungsnation gesucht! Deutschland tberlegt jetzt doch,
‘Lead Nation’ zu werden,” January 29, 2002;

. “Schroder sichert Bush Unterstlitzung zu; Kanzler halt Zusage tber
Fuhrungsrolle der Bundeswehr in Afghanistan offen,” February 2, 2002

. “Unionspolitiker warnen vor ‘Kundus plus,” October 24, 2003

. “Unionspolitiker warnen vor “Kundus plus”: CDU kritisiert Afghanistan-
Einsatz und beflrchtet Verwicklung in Drogengeschéfte,” October 20, 2003
. Sven Hansen, “Bundeswehr bleibt in Afghanistan; Mit den Stimmen von
Rot-Gruin und Union verlangert der Bundestag das Mandat fiir den Einsatz
deutscher Soldaten in drei afghanischen Stadten,” October 1, 2004

. Veit Medick, “Linke unter Beschluss; der Bundestag hat mfigrtehrheit
den Einsatz der Bundeswehr in Afghanistan, eindtiidle Tornado-Einsatz,
um ein Jahr verlangert,” October 12, 2007

. “Mandat wird aufgestockt,” February 19, 2008

Washington PosMarc Fisher and Steve Vogel, “Bonn Addresses Bosnian ‘No-Fly-
Zone,'—Sort of,” April 3, 1993

. Charles Krauthammer, “The Unipolar Moment,” July 20, 1990

. Peter Finn, “Schroeder Wins His Gamble On Troop Deployment Vote,”
November 17, 2001

. Craig Whitlock, “Germany Rebuffs U.S. On Troops in Afghanistan,”
February 2, 2008

. Craig Whitlock, “Germany to Send More Troops to Afghanistan,” June 25,
2008

Die Welt."Grlinen-Spitze unterstitzt US-Angriff auf Afghanistan; nur vereinzelt
Kritik an ‘Krieg gegen Taliban;’ die Reaktion in Deutschland,” October 9,
2001

. “Einsatz deutscher Soldaten in der Anti-Terror Allianz rickt nal@ctdbber

8, 2001
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. Sophie Muhlmann, “Fischers hehre Plane fur Afghanistans Nachkriegszeit,”

October 22, 2001

. Ansgar Graw, “Planspiele in Berlin: Kabul statt Bagdad; Deutsch-

niederlandisches Korps soll ab Februar Einsatz in Afghanistan leiten — daftr

keine Beteiligung in Iraq,” September 11, 2002

. “NATO ubernimmt Kommando in Kabul; Struck warnt vor der Gefahr eines

Ruckfalls Afghanistans in ‘Anarchie und Chaos,” August 12, 2003

. “FDP klagt in Karlsruhe wegen Auslandseinsatzen,” August 9, 2003

. “Bundeswehr bleibt ein weiteres Jahr in Afghanistan,” September 30, 2004

Welt-Online Heiner Kiesel, “Unionsfuhrung fur Einsatz in Mazedonien,” August 38,
2001

Zeit-Online Gunter Hofmann, “Der lange Weg zum lauten Nein,” 5/2003.

OTHER SECONDARY SOURCES CITED:

e Timetable of the conflicts in Kosovo,” nreutsche-aussenpolitik. davailable

online: http://deutsche-aussenpolitik.de/index.php?/resources/dossiers/kosovo-
overview.php

e German Wikipedia, “Vertrauensfrage,” at:
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vertrauensfrage

e Heinrich Oberreuter, “Vertrauensfrage,”Handbuch des politischen Systems
der BundesrepubljkBundeszentrale fur politische Bildung, available online
at:
http://www.bpb.de/wissen/09227029410039753516108462466007,0,0,Vertra
uensfrage.html

e “Global Security” website on Afghanistan at:
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/oef-prt.htm

e German Election Result 200&ttp://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/swahl 2005

e “High Court Rules German Spy Planes Allowed in Afghanistan,” July 5,
2007, athttp://www.defencetalk.com/high-court-rules-german-spy-planes-
allowed-in-afghanistan-12510/html

e Bundestag statistics on 2005 election, see:
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/swahl_2005

e Parliamentary documents and procedures, “Vorlagen und ihre Behandlungen,”
Bundesanstalt fir politische Bildung:
http://www.bpb.de/wissen/WYRB8EX,30,0,VIII_Vorlagen_und_ihre_Behandl
ung.htmi#art30
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