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I. German Foreign Policy and the Middle East Conflict

Editorial: A “New” German Foreign Policy in the Middle East?

by Marco Overhaus

This issue of “Foreign Policy in Dialogue” focuses on continuity and change in German
foreign policy toward the Middle East conflict. Is it reasonable to talk of a “new” German
policy in recent years? If so, what is it exactly that has changed and what are the underlying
factors? The following contributions aim to answer these questions respectively from the
Israeli, Palestinian, American, and German perspective.

As we were preparing this newsletter, hardly a day has passed without reports about
renewed — and escalating - violence in the Middle East. As a consequence, the internal debate
on Germany’s policy toward the conflict in the Middle East has intensified. When Foreign
Minister Joschka Fischer presented his own “idea paper” in April this was seen by many
observers as another sign of a new and more active German role in the conflict. When
Chancellor Gerhard Schroder subsequently discussed in public the option of sending German
troops to the Middle East as part of an international peace-keeping force this in turn was
widely considered to be the breaking of a long-held “taboo”.

In their contributions Ambassador Shimon Stein and Volker Perthes argue that
Germany does not yet have a comprehensive overall policy for the Middle East. This has
included Germany's reluctance in the past to get diplomatically involved in the Israeli-Arab or
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Still, it is possible to identify certain elements and principles of
Germany’s Middle East policy, some of which are long-standing and indicate continuity
whereas others might be about to change. As for continuity, basically four elements stand out
in the contributions of this newsletter. The first is the fact that Germany’s policy has always
been shaped by its sense of moral responsibility toward Israel due to the mass murder of
European Jews under the Nazis. Hence, the recognition of Israel’s inviolable right to exist
became a core principle, or a “cast-iron commitment” of German policy, as Lily Gardner
Feldman puts it. This principle was recently reiterated by Chancellor Schroder in his

governmental address before the German parliament on April 25.



Secondly, Germany has sought to strike a balance between the strong commitment for
Israel’s security and its acceptance of the Palestinian right of self-determination, a principle
which was already captured in the EC’s Venice Declaration of June 1980. The acceptance of
Palestinian self-determination did not only flow from sympathy for the Palestinian people but
also originated in the perception (shared by most other European governments) that a viable
Palestinian entity (or state) would be in the interest of Israel’s own security. Kaim and
Lembcke in their contribution point out the dilemmas that this balanced policy at times have
created for Germany. The more the conflicting parties were caught in zero-sum
confrontations, the more difficult it was for Germany to stick to one commitment without
violating the other. This may be one explanation, why Germany’s policy toward the Middle
East conflict has long been characterized as rather passive and “quiet.” Thirdly, successive
German governments have always defined and implemented their policies on the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict within a European framework rather than pushing ahead unilaterally. This
of course does not only apply to the Middle East but has been a central feature of post-war
German foreign policy in general. Through the mechanisms of the European Political
Cooperation (and later the Common Foreign and Security Policy), German governments
could shape (and at the same time limit) European policies and statements. This “European
approach” to the Middle East conflict was once more followed by Foreign Minister Fischer
whose “idea paper” clearly was aimed for a European initiative, so far without success. The
fourth element of continuity of Germany’s policy toward the Middle East is the view that the
active engagement of the United States in the conflict is seen as indispensable in the search
for a long-term solution in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

As for change, all authors in this newsletter acknowledge that German policy toward
the Middle East conflict has become more active in recent years, especially since the Red-
Green coalition came to power in 1998. Our authors differ, however, in their evaluation of the
degree and impact of this change. Fischer’s frequent travels to the region within the past two
years, especially in June 2001 when a terrible suicide bombing in Tel Aviv during his visit
brought him to actively mediate between the parties, as well as the publication of his “idea
paper” have been indication of this more active role. As Abdallah Frangi points out,
Germany’s strong support since 1993/1994 for the build-up of Palestinian infrastructure and
the Palestinian Authority has to be seen in this context as well, indicating that an increased
German engagement is not only visible since 1998 with the change of government. Volker
Perthes argues in his contribution that the process of European integration itself became an

important factor in the making of German policy toward the Middle East. As people and



goods could easily move within the European Union, and as “Schengenland” was created,
Germany became a “Mediterranean state” which was equally affected by the negative

consequences of poverty and conflict in the Middle East as was Spain, Italy or France.

With Germany’s more active role, the domestic discourse has changed too, but less than is
sometimes claimed. Whereas it has always been legitimate to denounce Palestinian terrorism,
criticism on Israel did not come easily over the lips of pundits and policy-makers because of
Germany’s special responsibility for Israel. The outbreak of unprecedented violence in recent
months and the escalation of Israeli military operations in the West Bank have spurred public
debate and brought forth more criticism of Israel. One outcome of this debate seems to be that
criticism on particular policies of the Israeli government is no longer considered “taboo”. This
might be considered a change, but it is not a revolutionary one. There is still a strong
consensus in Germany that Israel’s security is inviolable and that policies pursued by Berlin
have to respect this principle.

When considering the balance-sheet between elements of continuity and elements of
change, is it reasonable to talk of a “new” German Middle Eastern policy? As a general
pattern, Germany’s foreign policy since re-unification has become more active, sometimes
more pronounced, and more willing to take on international responsibility. Fischer’s own
initiative to end the Kosovo crisis in 1999 is just one recent example for this development.
German Middle East policies seem to follow this general pattern as policy-makers in Berlin
have become less shy to express criticism of both sides and to launch ideas and initiatives of
their own.. Nevertheless, German foreign policy toward the Middle East remains firmly
embedded in a multilateral framework, especially in the European Union. Policy-makers in
Berlin also understand that only broadly concerted efforts at the international level and
including the United States will have a chance to transform the violent conflict between Israel
and the Palestinians. Thus, Berlin currently supports the efforts of the so-called “Quartet”
consisting of the EU, United States, Russia, and the United Nations, eventually leading to a
new international conference on the Middle East conflict. That Germany once more seeks to
advance its interests in international affairs through multilateral institutions is certainly an

important element of continuity.



1. Germany and the Middle East Conflict: What Interests, If Any?

by Volker Perthes

For a long time, one of the mantras of the Federal Republic of Germany’s foreign policy was
that there could not be a German Middle East policy: There might be an Israel-policy, perhaps
even an Iran-policy, and Germany certainly wanted to have good relations with all states in
the region. But it did not want to get involved diplomatically. Germany would extend
economic and technical aid to Israel (until 1996 after which aid payments were phased out
and respective funds re-assigned for regional projects), to the neighboring Arab states and to
the Palestinians (mainly Palestinian NGOs or local bodies until the Palestinian Authority was
set up in 1994). But if a European political or diplomatic involvement was asked for, Bonn
would rather leave that to Paris, London or other EC/EU capitals.

This picture started to change in the second half of the 1990ies. Still, by 2002, there is
no official guideline for German Middle East policy, let alone an authoritative definition of
Germany’s interests with regard to the region. However, policy makers have generally
accepted that Germany, together with other EU members should actively seek to contribute to
diplomatic efforts for peace between Israel and its Arab neighbors. German officials, in line
with their colleagues from other EU states, have repeatedly stressed that the EU should play a
political (as opposed to a purely financial or economic) role in the Middle East. Germany, by
supporting such a European role, would itself feel responsible for the policies that have been
agreed upon in the EU context and see its individual contributions as part of a common
European effort. Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer clearly expressed that a European
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) cannot be based on geo-clientelism, i.e., an
approach whereby Germany would deal with Eastern Europe, and France or other Southern
European countries would be in charge of the EU's Mediterranean or Middle East policies.'
Fischer actually mediated between the Israeli government and the Palestinian Authority on
more than one occasion and has been commended for his efforts from all sides of Germany’s

political spectrum. In April 2002, Fischer launched his own initiative by presenting a set of

See Fischer's speech in the French National Assembly, 20 January 1999. The original text reads: "Es gibt
deshalb zur Erweiterung der EU keine Alternative. Sie muf} allerdings durch eine engagierte
Mittelmeerpolitik ergéinzt werden. Dabei diirfen wir keinen 'Geo-Klientelismus' in der EU — Deutschland
‘bedient' den Osten, Frankreich den Siiden — zulassen. Die Stabilisierung unseres Ostlichen wie unseres
stidlichen Umfeldes liegt in unser beider und im gesamteuropdischen Interesse."



ideas aimed at giving new life to the faltering peace process. Fischer’s ideas notably included
an eventual “security component” to guarantee the compliance of Israelis and Palestinians
with the commitments they would have to make in the context of a settlement.” Also, the
concept of German interests in the Middle East and the idea of a policy approach that would
recognize and build on such interests is now widely accepted within the political class.’ Public
opinion seems generally supportive of an increased German political or diplomatic role in the
Middle East. This has certainly been helped by the fact that both Israeli and Palestinian
representatives have welcomed or even demanded a stronger German involvement. What may
have escaped some observers is that Israelis and Arabs usually mean different things when

calling upon Germany to become more engaged in the region.
German interests in the Middle East: Economic chances and geopolitical realities

Certainly, Germany has altogether become a stronger and more visible actor on the
international scene since its re-unification in 1990. Aside from this overlaying feature,
however, what has caused this gradual increase, from the end of the last decade, of Germany’s
interest to play a role and, even more so, support and contribute to a European role in the
Middle East? Three aspects need to be looked at, namely: economic relations, the changing

geopolitics of Europe, and the special relationship between Germany and Israel.
The economy: not yet a push-factor

Economic interest does not seem to drive German policies toward Israel and its neighbors.
The overall volume of Germany’s economic and trade relations with the countries of the
entire Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region is modest. Over the last decade, foreign
trade with the countries of the Arab League, Israel and Iran remained more or less stagnant; as
a percentage of total foreign trade, the level of trade with the region actually dropped from 3.1
per cent (1991) to 2.5 per cent (2000); exports constituted about 2.8 per cent of German

exports world wide. Direct investments are almost negligible.

This is not to say that German business has no interest in the region at all. Germany has a

trade surplus with the MENA states (except for Libya and Algeria which are Germany’s main

See, “Fischer macht einen Vorschlag®, Der Tagesspiegel, April 9,2002.

See, among other things, the article by Hermann Gréhe, Christoph Moosbauer, Volker Perthes and
Christian Sterzing, “Evenhanded, Not Neutral: Points of Reference for a German Middle East Policy®,
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (english edition), September 12, 2001. Grohe, Moosbauer and Sterzing are
MPs (Members of the Bundestag) of the CDU, SPD and Green Party respectively. For a more
comprehensive policy paper by the same group of authors and more detailed papers for different aspects of
a German Middle East policy see Perthes, Volker (ed.) (2001), Deutsche Nahostpolitik: Interessen und
Optionen, Schwalbach.
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suppliers of OPEC oil); and exports to the region are significant for certain segments of
German industry, not least labor-intensive ones such as construction, industrial equipment,
automotive and machinery, electronics and telecommunications. Also, exports to some
countries have been on a steady increase. This applies to Israel, which accounts for almost one
fifth of Germany’s exports to the region (or approximately 0.5 per cent of all German
exports), as well as to Egypt and the UAE. We can also expect that trade with the region will
increase; if only because of strong demographic growth in most states that is bound to
continue for at least the coming two decades. There is an enormous need for investment, not
least in social and economic infrastructures like education, energy, and housing. The Arab
states certainly have a considerable potential for economic growth, but whether or not they
will be able to realize this potential is to a large degree contingent on political developments
and economic policy decisions in these countries. German business therefore has an objective
interest in the success of the development efforts of these countries. Consequently, German
business associations have come out in support of the “Barcelona Process” or Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership that was launched in 1995 to enhance the co-operation between the
EU and non-EU Mediterranean states, eventually establish a large Euro-Mediterranean free
trade zone, and help the Southern partner countries to make their economies fit for economic
integration with Europe. However, other than was the case with regard to Germany’s relations
with Eastern Europe, and other than is the case in other EU countries, there is as yet no strong
business or industrial lobby in Germany for co-operation with the Arab world and the Middle
East. Individual companies or business sectors have lobbied for improved relations with Iran
or Iraqg, to re-capture lost markets. But generally, with regard to the Middle East, German

business tends to follow policy rather than trying to push it.*
Germany as a Mediterranean state

It seems that the German government supported the launch of the Barcelona Process not so
much for economic but rather political and security policy considerations. Structural
developments in the EU play a role here, notably the disappearance of “domestic” borders and
the gradual development of a CFSP. Germany, as a key member of the European Union, has
been an outspoken supporter of a common foreign and security policy that deserves its name.

This commitment does not imply, however, that Germany or any other EU member state

This has been demonstrated, among other things, by the fact that the so-called North Africa Mideast
Initiative of German Industry (NMI) under the auspices of the Federal Association of German Industry
(BDI) and the Association of Chambers of Commerce and Industry (DIHT) was only set up in 1996 — after
the launch of the Barcelona Process and the first MENA Economic Summit (Casablanca, 1995) which
seemed to inaugurate a new era of economic co-operation and growth in the region.
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would simply deliver certain files to the EU and its foreign-policy making bodies. What it
entails, rather, is the need to deal more intensively with and develop a sense of responsibility
for issues that might have been seen as special interests of other countries before — including
Europe’s policy toward the Mediterranean and the Middle East. For a leading member of the
EU, in particular, there is no reason to follow a hand-off approach with regard to the Middle

East.

The establishment of ,,Schengenland* added to the need for Germany to develop a clearer
understanding of, and interest in, Mediterranean problems and developments. Geo-politically
— at least in terms of its external border — Germany has already become a Mediterranean state.
Migration, to give but one example, has ceased to be a national problem of individual EU
states and has become a European issue. Migrants from North Africa or the Middle East only
have to cross one border — the Spanish, the French, or the Italian - if they want to reach
Germany. Overall, and most importantly, German policymakers have accepted that the
security of Southern Europe and of the entire EU is closely linked to the stability of the
Southern and Eastern Mediterranean. This includes such issues as terrorism or the export to
Europe of regional civil wars or inter-state conflicts. German policy-makers are also aware
that such risks, as well as migratory pressures, have to be seen against the background of
regional instabilities or, more precisely, of ongoing territorial conflicts in the region,
particularly the Arab-Israeli one, of violent domestic power conflicts and of socio-economic
imbalances. The threat of instability among its Mediterranean neighbors was not only the
main reason for the EU to launch the Barcelona Process, but also the main reason for
Germany to support it. Or, to put it more positively: The changing geopolitics of Europe have
created a new awareness among German policy makers, that Germany, too — and not only
France or Spain — have a direct stake in Mediterranean and Middle Eastern developments.
Statements to the effect that the ,,Middle East is part of Germany’s neighborhood* have in

fact become common currency in Berlin.
Special responsibilities: Germany and Israel

Germany is in full agreement with repeated EU statements to the effect that peace in the
Middle East is a “vital” European interest. German interest in a peaceful settlement of the
Arab-Israeli conflict, however, is more than only a reflection of Europe’s strong interest in
regional stability, or humanitarian considerations. It also reflects Germany’s sense of
responsibility for the persecution and extermination of European Jewry under the Nazis, and

the special German-Israeli relationship that has developed over the last decades. Today, this
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relationship is built not only on Germany’s historical guilt, but also, and increasingly so, on a
strong web of bilateral relations that involve almost all governmental institutions, parties,
municipalities or universities as well as many civil-society organizations. There is probably
no other EU country that has as extensive exchanges with Israel, and no other country outside
Europe that Germans have stronger personal links to and better knowledge of than Israel’ (see

also Lily Gardner Feldman in this volume).

This inter-societal dimension assures that German-Israeli relations will remain special and
strong even as the historical dimension is gradually losing force with the passing of
generations. Neither geopolitical developments nor economic interest, but moral obligation
and these societal ties account for the fact that the security of Israel is seen as one priority of
German Middle East policy by all relevant political forces. What has changed, however, if
one compares today’s political discourse and reasoning with that of, for instance, 1967 or
1973, is that German support for Israel’s security does no longer mean to uncritically accept,
let alone adopt, Israeli concepts and ideas of security. From a European perspective which,
again, is shared by almost the entire political spectrum in Germany, Middle East peace and a
viable Palestinian state are the most important preconditions and the best guarantee for
Israel’s security. Germany, therefore, has been and is in full support of EU initiatives that aim
at strengthening the Palestinian Authority and supporting its state-building efforts as well as
the Palestinian right to self-determination.® Germany is in fact, and it is proud of being, the
largest single contributor of EU aid to the Palestinians. For most German policy-makers
today, true friendship with Israel means to support Israel and its neighbors in the search for
comprehensive peace based on the implementation of UNSC resolutions 242 and 338, i.e., the
“land-for-peace” principle. Peace between Israel and its neighbors would also, of course,
dissolve what often is seen as a contradiction between Germany’s special relations with Israel

and its interests in good and strong relations with the Arab world.
Germany and Europe’s Middle East policy

The public and the political debate in Germany has shown an increasing uneasiness about
Israeli policies or conduct perceived to be detrimental to the peace process or to undermine

international and European efforts at stabilizing the Palestinian entity. Particularly since the

For an account of this societal dimension of German-Israeli bilateral relations see Andreas Reinicke, ,,Die
deutsch-israelischen Beziehungen®, in Perthes, Volker (Ed.) (2001): Deutsche Nahostpolitik, pp. 58-70.
Note that Germany's acknowledgement of the Palestinian right of self-determination is not new. In divided
Germany, Bonn carried the banner of self-determination, and it could hardly deny to other peoples what it
demanded for the Germans.
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outbreak of the latest Palestinian rebellion, and with the escalation of Israeli-Palestinian
confrontations, this has raised the question whether German-Israeli relations, while certainly
remaining of a special nature and intensity, have become ‘“normal“ enough to voice
disagreements openly. There are domestic-policy reasons for carefully weighing one’s word
when it comes to Israel, namely the risk to receive “applause from the wrong side”, i.e. from
anti-Semitic currents. In other countries, politicians may not care much about such a risk, in
Germany they have a good historical reason do so. Still, this does not mean that German
policy makers would have to agree with any single aspect of Israel’s policies. In an interview,
the foreign-policy spokesman of the Christian Democratic Union’s (CDU) parliamentary
faction, Karl Lamers, expressed what actually many of his colleagues across the political
spectrum think: Criticism of Israel, Lamers said, should not be considered a “taboo”. Rather,
Germany’s historical responsibility included the need to be clear where the policy of an Israeli
government is seen to endanger Israeli and Western interests.” Of course, German politicians
do not always agree with Arab policies and actions either. Criticism of the Arabs, however,
has never constituted a taboo; consequently, there is no debate about if or to which degree it
would be appropriate.

In fact, “criticism” of the one or the other party in the Middle East is not necessarily
the issue, it is rather the form in which more complicated questions are debated in the media.
Criticizing the policies of Israeli or any other partner (by German policy makers or others)
may be necessary, it may even help at times, but it does not constitute a policy by itself. What
German foreign policy may have to answer, however, practically or conceptually, is how it
defines relations with the conflicting parties in the Middle East, and how it wants to
contribute to a peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict.

As mentioned, German policy toward the region has never been officially defined. It is
clear though that Germany would not develop any initiative likely to arouse disagreement
between Europe and Israel. German policy-makers certainly do not want to appear as trying to
teach any lessons to Israel; and they do not want to risk an argument in which they could be
accused of endangering the security of Israel or the Jewish people. At the same time, there is
little disagreement today that Germany, in respect to the Middle East, acts — and ought to act —
in the framework of the EU consensus. On this basis, a recent policy-paper of a study group
working on Germany’s Middle East policy defined the German position toward the regional

parties as “even-handed, not neutral”. Even-handedness, it explained, “is required with regard

See Karl Lamers (interview), ,,Israel diskreditiert den Westen®, Frankfurter Allgemeine Sonntagszeitung,
February 3, 2002.
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to the parties to the conflict, not with regard to their policies or specific disputes. German and
European policy cannot be neutral when individual countries endanger regional or
international peace or violate the basic norms of international law.”®

Practically, as indicated above, Germany has become more involved in Middle Eastern
diplomacy. In a sense, this involvement supports the kind of even-handedness referred to
above: Firstly, because any diplomatic involvement, such as Foreign Minister Fischer’s
attempts to de-escalate tensions between Israelis and Palestinians or come forward with own
initiatives for a re-activation of the peace process largely builds on the trust he, both
personally and as representative of his country, enjoys on both sides. This is not about giving
up the special relationship with Israel, but rather about integrating this relationship into efforts
to build peace. In the same sense, Germany’s comparative advantage, as it were, of being a
trusted partner for both Israel and Iran has made it possible that the German government
acted, on more than one occasion, as a conduit between the two states, or between Israel and
Hizbullah. Also, German support for Palestinian state-building and development has always
been perceived, from the German side at least, not as one-sided support of the Palestinians,
but as support for the peace process. At times, Israeli governments even asked Germany to
invest and do more to further economic and social development in the Palestinian territories.
Little wonder that German politicians found it difficult to swallow their anger when Israeli
tanks and aircraft wrought destruction at Palestinian infrastructure projects funded with
German and other European taxpayer money.

Secondly, German diplomatic involvement in the region is likely to support the oft-
demanded European role. German policy makers know, as do most of their European
colleagues, that any effective European role in the Middle East will only come about if the EU
states, the Commission, and the High Representative work in concert. There will remain
differences between, say, Germany’s and France’s approaches to their partners in the region.
For reasons mentioned above, one will likely not hear any outright condemnation of Israeli
policies from a German government minister or spokesperson; and Germany also has a record
of seeing to it that European declarations on the Middle East are not too harsh on Israel.
Germany has also occasionally abstained on certain UN decisions on Israel and the Middle
East which the rest, or the majority, of the EU member states supported.

At the same time, civil servants who are in charge of the Middle East file in their

respective European countries largely agree in their analysis of developments on the ground,

See Grohe et. al., “Evenhanded, Not Neutral: Points of Reference for a German Middle East Policy*,
op.cit.
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and in closed session, visitors from Israel and Palestine receive basically the same message in
Berlin as they would in London, Paris or Brussels. Common EU positions or policy
declarations on the Middle East — such as, to mention but two examples, the Berlin
declaration of 1999 (stressing the right of the Palestinians to establish a state) or the
maintenance, in contrast to US policies, of more or less balanced contacts with Sharon and
Arafat on official visits to the region — have become a common acquis, that is, guidelines for
every member state’s policy . This common position expresses a common and shared
interest: While individual EU states may prefer one Middle Eastern partner over the other, or
have a divergent view on tactics or the expediency of a certain action or declaration, European
co-ordination and integration is far more important for all of them — not least so for Germany

— than their bilateral relations with any party in the Middle East.
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2. The German Role in the Middle East: High Time for a Check Up

by Markus Kaim and Oliver Lembcke

The number of peace initiatives in the Middle East has grown proportionally with the
entrenchment of both conflicting parties. In a short period of time, there have been several
overtures by Germany to stabilize and push forward the peace process. The “idea paper” of
German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer to end the violence between Israel and the
Palestinians of April 2002 and Chancellor Schroder’s proposal to send German troops as part
of an international peacekeeping force indicate a more active German role in the Middle East
than in the past. The success of such a more active policy requires a clear determination of
German interests, their acceptance by both conflicting parties, the ability of embedding the
German position within the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the
coordination of such an engagement with the United States, which is still the main political

actor in the Middle East Conflict.

German Interests

Germany’s policy toward the Middle East conflict is at least influenced by two major factors
which do not always push in the same direction (see also the contribution by Lily Gardner
Feldman in this volume). The first factor is the “historical responsibility” which grew out of
the Nazi past and which every German administration since Konrad Adenauer’s has
recognized and committed itself to. This moral standard has always been a guiding line in the
making of German policy in the Middle East and explains Germany’s strong commitment to a
peaceful regional order where Israel not only claims the right of existence but also receives
recognition by its Arabic neighbors.

So far two constants have determined the German-Israeli “special relationship”: On
the one hand a network of cultural, economic, and political exchanges between both nations
has developed which is becoming gradually denser. On the other hand Germany until recently
has been rather passive in regard of political initiatives concerning the Middle East while

avoiding any criticism of Israel. At first glance, Germany remained comparably inactive after

Willy Brandt’s word about the relations as “normal with a special character” seems to have grasped the
German view on the German-Israeli relationship. See Andrea Kaiser, Andreas; Kriener, Tobias (Ed.)
(1996): Normal ist das Besondere. Streiflichter aus 30 Jahren deutsch-israelischer Beziehungen,
Schwalbach.
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the breakdown of the Soviet Union and in the beginning of the Madrid and Oslo peace
process. Changes in world politics influenced the German role in the Middle East only
inasmuch as Germany played a part in the European concert which has succeeded in
advancing Palestinian autonomy.

The second factor influencing Germany’s policy has more to do with a classical
“realist” argumentation and is based on economic and security concerns: From this point of
view, Germany is interested in (a) an unfettered access to regional markets and (b) the
securing of access to the energy resources in the Gulf region. In terms of security policy,
Germany is concerned with preventing both (a) an increase of refugees from the region and
(b) the international spill-over of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.'

Even in this short overview, it becomes clear that the interplay of these two factors
leaves Germany with a dilemma, because German interests are based upon strong economic
ties with Arab states. Therefore, German policy demands a high-wire act between the two
goals of maintaining economic ties with the Arabic world and simultaneously maintaining the
special relationship with Israel. Germany's national interests required a rather balanced policy
which suffered from the amity-enmity patterned conflict structure. Every initiative toward one
side was viewed with caution by the other one. This dilemma partly explains the rather
restrained policy toward the Middle East as well as the strong focus on economic relations.

The Madrid Peace Process of 1991 allowed the conflicting parties to overcome the
zero-sum logic within their relations and thus created more room of maneuver for other
regional and extra-regional actors, including Germany. In this context, Germany actively
started to promote the build-up of a viable Palestinian Authority through active economic
support. Nevertheless, the new government under Chancellor Gerhard Schroder, just as its
predecessors, tended in the beginning to stick with the traditional, rather passive German
diplomatic engagement in the Middle East. Accordingly, Schroder formulated in his first

governmental address to the Bundestag in November 19, 1998:

“In the peace process between Israel, the Palestinians and the Arabic States, we cannot
and will not play the role of patron in the peace process. This part belongs to the
United States of America and international organizations. But we as Europeans can
contribute to this process in order to make the process of peace in the Middle East

irreversible through pointed economic aid, opening of regional markets, and

' For an overview see the articles in Perthes, Volker (Ed.) (2001): Deutsche Nahostpolitik. Interessen und

Optionen, Schwalbach.
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participation in the construction of infrastructural measures. Thereby we can do justice

to our historical responsibilities to Israel and to peace.”"'

Foreign Minister Fischer subscribed to this policy during his first trip to the Middle Eastern in
February 1999. This modest German role under the new red-green government which
continued the “checkbook diplomacy” of its predecessor worked fine as long as the US
remained active in pushing the conflicting parties toward peace. This changed, however, with
the failure of the American initiative in Camp David and the subsequent political transition
from Clinton to Bush. The escalation of violence between Palestinians and Israelis put
pressure on the German and other European governments to end its traditional passivity and
to take on a more active role in the region. Hence, Foreign Minister Fischer’s initiatives are
not only the expression of a personal commitment to German presence in the Middle East, but
also an attempt to gain and to test a limited but independent political status among the
conflicting parties. This new German policy was also encouraged by the first successes of
Fischer's "Pendulum Diplomacy" in June 2001.

Berlin’s new approach was fostered by September 11, since the terror attacks proved
ultimately the global reach of regional conflicts. Not only the US but also the European
countries and especially Germany (see, e.g., the “Olympic Syndrome” after the Summer
Olympic Games in Munich, 1972) were reminded of the threat emanating from conflict
regions. And it was precisely this topic that German Foreign Minister Fischer referred to
before the UN General Assembly one day after the attacks: Only the solution of regional
conflicts and foremost the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is “the key to the war against
terrorism”."?

A more active German role in the Middle East conflict requires the acceptance of the
conflicting parties, the other members of the EU, and finally, of the US. In this respect, the
planned meeting between Peres and Arafat last year, signifying the acceptance of Germany as
a mediator by both parties, was an important first step in this direction.”’ Other steps
followed: Within the anti-terror coalition, Fischer gained influence as a “quasi representative”

of the EU and deepened his role as a European addressee for the conflicting parties.'* And

"' See Internationale Politik 53 (1998) 12, 89.

See Bulletin, Presse- und Informationsamt der Bundesregierung, No. 82, November 12, 2001.

See Nico Fred, BundesauBBenminister Fischer als Vermittler. Arafat und Peres planen Treffen in Berlin.
Bundesregierung unterstiitzt neuen Plan des israelischen Aulenministers fiir eine gestaffelte Waffenruhe,
in: Siiddeutsche Zeitung, August 22, 2001, 1.

See “Fischer schliipft in die Rolle von Europa’s Aullenminister, in: Financial Times Deutschland, October
18,2001, 15.
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even within in the EU Germany has been successful several times in softening the criticism on
Israel and formulating a platform for a common Middle East policy.

In this line of new engagement in the Middle East also belongs the ”idea paper” by
which the German Foreign Minister reconsiders different elements for a lasting cease-fire and
stresses the necessity of “security components” in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.”” In the light
of upcoming elections in September, this proposal might be a precursor for an even more

active role in this region.

The perceptions by the conflicting parties

The process of “Europeanization” of German foreign policy after reunification as well as the
continuing strong commitment to the United Nations have contributed to German credibility
in the international community. Credibility is, at the same time, a necessary precondition for
an active diplomacy in the Middle East. In this respect, two factors are of particular
importance for the German role in the Middle East.

Firstly, with regard to Israel, Germany is not like other European countries confronted
with principled Israeli reservations, but is perceived as a reliable partner.'® This holds also
true for the new Schréder government, especially since the German Foreign Minister Fischer
had made perfectly clear that he personally repudiates all attempts of ideological criticism of
Israel.'

Secondly, with regard to the Arab countries, Germany’s image as an important
economic partner with strong ties to Arab oil companies basically outweighs its “pro-Israel”
political bias. Moreover, the German government is the most important economic supporter of
the Palestinian Authority.'® And finally, the relations between Germany and Iran, a key actor
in the Persian Gulf, are generally seen as a German commitment to open negotiations

including countries with an anti-western approach in international relations.

See Josef Joffe, “Israel darf keine Schwiche zeigen*, (Interview with Joschka Fischer), in: Die Zeit No. 16,
April 11,2002, 3.

See Reinicke, Andreas: Die deutsch-israelischen Beziehungen, in: Perthes, Volker (Ed.), Deutsche
Nabhostpolitik, 58-70.

Cf. the Interview with Joschka Fischer in: Dietrich Alexander/Jacques Schuster, “Israel wird niemals allein
stehen®, in: Die Welt, November 5, 2001, 6. See for a critical analysis of left-wing criticism Joschka
Fischer, Das diinne Eis der Geschichte. Israel und die deutsche Neue Linke, in: Renger, Reinhard (Ed.)
(1994): Die deutsche “Linke* und der Staat Israel, Leipzig, 164.

See Perthes, Volker: Die Beziehungen zur arabischen Welt, in: Perthes, Volker (Ed.), Deutsche
Nabhostpolitik, 99-109.
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In retrospective, it seems as if the German hesitation to get politically involved in the Middle
East conflict is one of the key reasons which has contributed largely to the image as a reliable
partner for both sides in this conflict. Nevertheless, the politically rather restrained role of
Germany in the Middle East should not be mixed up with an indifferent approach to this
region. It was and still is the special relationship with Israel which explains why Germany has

paid close attention to the Middle East from the very beginning of the Federal Republic.

The European position in the Middle East conflict

The EU suffers from three major deficits in playing an active role in the Middle East. Firstly,
the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is dominated by national interests of the
member states, which often hinders a common and coherent policy. France and the
Scandinavian countries pursue more pro-Arab policies which attempt to counterweight the
pro-Israel attitude of the US."” The UK, on the other hand, very much supports the US
perspective, especially with respect to the Gulf region.”® These different attitudes lead to
different approaches of EU member states toward the Middle East peace process, e.g. the
question whether the recognition of a Palestinian state should be the beginning of (Védrine)”!
or the end of (Fischer, Straw) such a process.”” As a result, the policy of the EU often
represents the smallest common denominator.

Secondly, EU engagement often meets Israeli skepticism. Since the first declaration
concerning the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in 1980, the EU has been perceived as “pro-Arab”
by consecutive Israeli governments. And this perception finds steady nourishment, e.g. during
the Belgian presidency of the EU council (second term of 2001), when a case against Prime
Minister Sharon concerning possible human rights violations during the Lebanon War of 1982
was opened at court in Brussels.

Thirdly, and partly as a consequence of the first two deficits, the EU lacks an enduring
political commitment in the Middle East. Although the Arabic world and the Palestinians
demand a stronger participation by the EU in the Middle East, all too often this has turned out

For an overview of the French Middle East Policy see Hubel, Helmut: Frankreich als Vermittler in
Nahost? in: Bernd Rill (Ed.) (2000): Deutschland und Frankreich: Gemeinsame Zukunftsfragen
(Argumente und Materialien zum Zeitgeschehen 21), Miinchen, 91-99.

See Karp, Jonathan; Champion, Marc: Blair's Visit to Israel Stresses His Role in Mideast as a US Envoy of
Sorts, in: Wall Street Journal Europe, November 1, 2001.

See the article by the French Foreign Minister Hubert Védrine, Israeliens, Palestiniens, il faut bouger!, in:
Le Monde, October 23, 2001.

See Horst Bacia, Auf dem Beifahrersitz. Die Rolle der Europdischen Union im Nahost-Konflikt, in:
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, March 18, 2002.
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to be an unsuccessful attempt to increase the pressure upon the US and Israel during
negotiations.

In sum, these three aspects of the EU Middle East policy add up together to some kind
of a devil’s circle: The EU has no consistent Middle East policy, but is viewed as pro
Arabic/Palestinian partisan, not able to support the Arabic/Palestinian position, at least not
without the help of the US. ** This kind of dependence from Washington adds up to the lack
of a consistent EU Middle East policy.

The role of the USA

The US with its double role, as protector of Israel and mediator between the conflicting
parties, is the most important extra-regional actor in the Middle East.** Consequently, the
change of course toward this region by the Bush administration influences other extra-
regional actors and regional actors alike.

The administration of George Bush (Junior) has first chosen a much more passive policy than
its predecessor. This policy did in fact condition a new American peace initiative on a pre-
existing mutual agreement between the conflict parties to end the daily violence. > As a
consequence the US withdrew as mediator — but not as Israel’s protector — the more the
violence escalated in the Middle East. Also, and already before September 11, the Bush
administration had focused its attention on the Persian Gulf, while the Middle East policy was
part of the overall Iraq strategy. The ever increasing violence in the Middle East is at present a
major factor that hinders the US to move on with its Iraq Policy.?® Therefore, Washington had
to switch back to the Middle East and increase its diplomatic efforts. This in turn may also

bring new opportunities for a constructive role of other external actors, including Germany.

B See Kaminski, Matthew:; Cummings, Jeanne: British, French Leaders Press Bush To Step Up Mideast

Peace Efforts, in: Wall Street Journal Europe, November 7, 2001.
2% See Hubel, Helmut; Kaim, Markus; Lembcke; Oliver (2000): Pax Americana im Nahen Osten. Eine Studie
zur Transformation regionaler Ordnungen, Baden-Baden.
In Colin Powell’s words: “The United States stands ready to assist, not to insist.”. Speech before the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee on March 19, 2001.
http://www.aipac.org/documents/powell0319.html.
See Kleine-Brockhoff, Thomas: Die Operation gegen Saddam verzogert sich, (Interview mit Zbigniew
Brzezinski), in: Die Zeit, No. 16, April 11, 2002, 18.

25

26


http://www.aipac.org/documents/powell0319.html

22

Perspectives of the German policy in the Middle East

The special relationship between the US and Israel is the decisive factor that determines to a
large amount the role of other actors in the Middle East. This holds also true for the German
role, which is highly dependent on a US framework of diplomacy toward Israel — simply
because only the US can influence Israel to participate in negotiations about the Middle East
peace process. In this respect the German switch from a rather passive actor to an active role
in the Middle East was directly linked to the US policy change from Clinton’s strong
commitment to the Middle East peace process to Bush’s reluctance of continuing US
engagement. So far, none of these two periods during the last four years has been particularly
successful — neither for the US nor for the European and German governments and, of course,
not for the conflicting parties. What are then the perspectives for a future German Middle East

diplomacy? There are three points which deserve further consideration:

1.  Germany is the only member state of the EU which is accepted by both sides, the
Palestinians and the Israelis. If — and that is a big “if” — the EU should play a mediating
role in this conflict, the German government has to be prepared to take up this
challenge. Two things are then required: First, Germany needs to have some sort of an
internal mandate from the other member states of the EU, in order to take the diplomatic
lead within a European concert — as a junior partner of the US. Secondly, the EU and
some of the member states have to use their influence on the Palestinians and the Arabic
countries in order to foster the cooperation for reactivating the Middle East peace
process. To be sure, elements for such an internal division of labor within the EU are
existing, but whether they may continue remains to be seen.

2. With regard to the US the perspectives for an active engagement of the German
government are again twofold: On the one hand, Germany can support the Bush Middle
East policy by strengthening the US credibility toward the Palestinians, e.g. through
softening the American position on Arafat as the Palestinian chief negotiator. On the
other hand, Germany should try to convince the US that a peaceful settlement in the
Middle East conflict is a precondition for stable international relations within the Persian
gulf as well as in the rest of the world.

3. Inthe course of the escalating violence between the Palestinians and the Israelis, the
structural asymmetry of these two conflicting parties surfaced again. It is this particular

asymmetry which is viewed by many observers as an expression of a continuing
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injustice with the Israeli government dominating the Palestinian people. At the same
time, it was and still is the military edge which guarantees de facto Israel’s right to exist.
Unlike the US, Germany is not the protector (and thereby the guarantor of the military
asymmetry) of Israel. But unlike most of the European countries, there is an
understanding in German diplomacy of the necessity of such a protection. It may be this
understanding which explains why Germany, next to the US, could contribute to
convincing the Israeli government that exclusive military interpretations of the

asymmetry in the Middle East is not in the own interests of Israel.
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3. Germany’s Policy Toward Israel and the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict:

Continuity and Change

by Lily Gardner Feldman

At a time when analysts and observers in Germany and abroad call for a more activist German
foreign policy that is less fettered by the past, one might expect changes in one of the major
areas of German foreign policy: the Middle East. Yet, even in a time of unprecedented crisis
in the Middle East, for the most part one can discern continuity, with change appearing
tentative. This essay reflects on German policy toward Israel and the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. It does not consider Germany’s overall relationship to the Arab world, for while
important and productive, it remains secondary to Germany’s partnership with Israel in

shaping the Federal Republic’s attitude to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

In the last three decades, since the Israeli-Palestinian conflict replaced the Arab-Israeli
conflict on the international agenda, German policy has been characterized by four principal

features:

1. The highly cooperative, but publicly quiet, relationship with Israel at both the
societal and governmental levels.

2. A duality of motives, encompassing a clear moral imperative driven by German
history, but also the presence of pragmatism and national interest.

3. The embedding of German policy in the framework of the European Union’s
European Political Cooperation/Common Foreign and Security Policy.

4. A recognition of the importance of other international actors, particularly the

United States.

The Special Relationship with Israel

The special quality of bilateral relations between Germany and Israel has been an important
factor in the making of Germany’s policy toward the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. This

“special relationship”, as it is also frequently referred to in Germany, >’ is reflected in very

27 See for very recent examples Foreign Minister Fischer’s interview with Die Welt, January 11, 2002, and,

more significantly, with Die Zeit on April 11, 2002 at the height of international criticism of Israel.
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close cultural, economic, and political relations, unparalleled in most of Germany’s other ties.
Cultural exchanges, one of the slowest areas to develop in the past, have reached an
extraordinary level in the past few years, even though there is still no formal cultural
agreement between the two governments. The maturity of the relationship has been revealed
in an agreement to promote jointly Holocaust education. Long-standing links in the defense
and intelligence fields retain their importance, despite recent media talk of an arms embargo
against Isracl.”™® Germany is second only to the US as Israel’s trading partner, the same
position it holds with respect to tourists visiting Israel. Trade union ties remain extensive,
even though the role of labor organizations in both societies have undergone significant
change. There are over 100 hundred twinnings between Israeli and German towns and
municipalities. On the 25™ anniversary of the relationship between the German and Israeli
ministries for science and technology in March 2000, a new program was announced to
finance common projects between young scholars. The maturity and robustness of the
scientific relationship was also seen in a plan to include Palestinians, Jordanians and
Egyptians in the programs between Israel and Germany. Youth exchange continues to be a
vibrant feature, involving some 6500 Germans and Israelis every year. German support for
Israel extends beyond the bilateral level. Germany has been Israel’s main advocate regarding
preferential trade and access to research and technology programs in the EU, and was a major
proponent of accepting Israel in 2000 as a member of the Western European and Other States

Group at the UN.

Morality and Pragmatism

Germany’s policy toward the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is driven by a duality of motives:
morality and pragmatism. The clearest and most consistent sense of German moral obligation
to Israel emanating from the past and the crimes of the Holocaust is displayed in the
pronouncements and actions of Foreign Minister Fischer (while not evading history,
Chancellor Schroder is much more pragmatic). Fischer has traveled to Israel and the
Palestinian Authority on a regular basis, for example in June and August 2001, and in
February 2002. On those occasions and in statements in Berlin and elsewhere, Fischer insists
on four cast-iron German commitments: Germany has a special responsibility for Israel;
Israel should never stand alone; Israel’s right to exist is inviolable; and Israel’s security must

be guaranteed. These principles have been upheld by Fischer during Israel’s latest incursion

% See the interview with Fischer in the Frankfurter Rundschau on April 20, 2002.
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into Palestinian Authority areas in retaliation for the Passover suicide bombing in Israel. In a
government statement on April 25, Schroder reiterated these principles and called them the
fundamentals of Germany’s policy in the region. Support for Israel does not mean that Berlin
remains uncritical of Israel concerning its settlement policies, its incursion into areas under
the Palestinian Authority, or its handling of the issue of President Arafat’s attendance at the
recent Arab summit in Beirut. Yet, there is a limit to such criticism compared to other EU
member-states such as France, even during the immediate crisis. German politicians who
crossed this boundary, like Jiirgen Mdllemann of the Free Democratic Party or the former
minister Norbert Bliim, quickly faced public denunciations of their ill-chosen words and
sentiments.

German public opinion in the month of April has been more critical of Israel than
Foreign Minister Fischer (Fischer laments the “one-sided criticism” of Israel in German
society). Yet there have also been significant acts of solidarity with Israel in various
segments of German society. There is a German willingness to condemn consistently and
vociferously, that is without the moral relativism of some other members of the international
community, suicide attacks against Israelis and Arafat’s inability to stem the violence.

The morality and sense of historical obligation that account for the strong German
support for Israel, its security and right of existence, are balanced by pragmatic interests in
the region.”” German leaders fear that a loss of control in the Middle East (which in the last
few months has become a sad reality) will have a direct impact on European security and on
Europe’s economic health. Fischer believes that the “Middle East is part of our security”
(FAZ, February 10, 2002). Germany’s policy, therefore, for decades has equally been
committed to Palestinian self-determination and a Palestinian state. Yet, Germany does not
share Arafat’s timing or method for the creation of statehood, nor that of the French, as
witnessed in the German response to Foreign Minister Védrine’s February 2002 proposal for

EU recognition of a Palestinian state.

The EU Framework

In the past, Germany has anchored its public position on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict to the
European framework and at the same time limited common European positions and policies
when they were excessively anti-Israel. From the Venice Declaration in 1980 through the

Berlin Declaration of 1999 to the Barcelona Declaration of March 2002, at the political level

¥ This in fact can be traced back to 1954 when parts of the FDP and CDU voted against the Reparations

Agreement with Israel out of fear of alienating the Arab world.
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Germany has subscribed to the European Community’s call for a Palestinian state, Arab and
Palestinian acceptance of the State of Israel, an Israeli withdrawal from the territories
occupied in 1967, an end to Israel’s settlement policy, and a cessation of violence. It has
supported efforts in the last few years aimed at de-escalation and a modus vivendi, including
the Tenet “work plan” and the Mitchell Report, and most recently, in the Euro-Med meeting
in Valencia, the Saudi peace proposal.

Yet, just as in 1980 German intervention in deference to Israel prevented the Venice
Declaration from including references to the Palestine Liberation Organization, so Germany
recently set limits on EU goals. Védrine’s proposal for immediate recognition of a Palestinian
state and for parallel elections in the occupied territories has met resistance from Fischer who
believes the process must be more gradual. Elections and recognition now would only play
into the hands of the extremists; rather, as a way of measuring Palestinian sentiment, Fischer
proposed a referendum on the peace process, acceptance of Israel, and the end of the intifada.
While calling for a withdrawal of Israeli military forces from Palestinian Authority-controlled
areas, the March 2002 Barcelona Declaration atypically acknowledged Israel’s “right to fight
terrorism.” As analysis of this formulation’s genesis proceeds, it would not be surprising if
Germany once again had determined the threshold of EU criticism of Israel. Similarly, while
there has been much talk in the EU (and some German circles, for example Karl Lamers) of
economic sanctions against Israel, so far they have not been employed. Fischer, and more

recently Schroder, are opposed to economic reprisals against the Jewish state.

The Role of the US

From the early days of Germany’s relationship with Israel and the delivery of German
weapons to Israel in the period 1957-65 through the appearance in the next three decades of
American peace initiatives, the Federal Republic has understood the
need to keep the United States engaged in the Middle East while not ceding it total authority.
When Fischer shuttled between Sharon and Arafat in June 2001, he was constantly in touch
with the US and emphasized the US as the “decisive factor” regarding security in the region.
On his next visit, he stressed that the German role had to be seen in conjunction with the
actions of the EU and the US.

Fischer’s position has not been altered by recent difficulties in the transatlantic
relationship over the right way to deal with Iraq. Like other Europeans Fischer found

President Bush’s “axis of evil” formulation unhelpful and emphasized that “allies are not
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satellites.” ** Schroder went on to condition German support for an American attack against
Iraq on UN authorization of the action. Irrespective of these differences, Germany, like much
of the EU, views the US role in the Middle East as indispensable, and has supported fully

General Zinni mission and Colin Powell’s initiative.

Elements of Change

So far the analysis has stressed the elements of continuity in German foreign policy toward
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Reluctance to play the role of an active mediator in the Middle
East due to its special relationship with Israel and the weight of history was a central feature
of Germany’s policy in the past. It is here that the elements of change have recently become
most visible. As a result of witnessing first-hand the devastation at the discotheque in Tel
Aviv in June 2001, which he deemed a “terrible crime” and an act of “cowardly terrorism,”
Fischer prolonged his stay in Israel, and shuttled between Sharon and Arafat. In no uncertain
terms, he gave Arafat “hours, not days” to condemn the violence and to express his
willingness for a cease-fire and a return to negotiations, all of which transpired at the end of
Fischer’s meeting with Arafat. He persuaded Sharon to employ a measured response to the
discotheque attack.

Fischer has viewed June 2001 as an isolated example of German mediation, and
consistently refuses to act as a regular intermediary, despite active support from Israeli
quarters and from the European foreign policy co-ordinator, Javier Solana, for such a role, and
likely endorsement from Arafat and the Americans. In June 2001, Fischer explained his
actions by emphasizing Germany’s “responsibility to use whatever possibilities exist” to bring
an end to violence. That imperative is even greater today. Germany may now believe, as it
did in the Balkans and in Afghanistan, that it is irresponsible not to mediate and exercise
diplomatic leadership. Rather than history acting as a brake on German action, it could propel
Germany to move. The situation in the Middle East is sufficiently dire that the unexpected is
possible, especially as Fischer enjoys the confidence of both the Israelis and the Palestinians.

A first sign of Germany’s willingness to play a more active role is reflected in
Fischer’s recent seven-point “idea paper” (a “plan” would be too assertive). Essentially
consolidating elements of existent peace plans, Fischer emphasizes the need for a balanced
position of mutual recognition of statehood between Israelis and Palestinians; a guaranteeing

role for the “quartet” of the EU, the US, the Russian Federation, and the UN; and an

3% Interview with Fischer in Die Welt, February 12, 2002.
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international peace conference. Building on his earlier response to Védrine, Fischer proposes
a provisional Palestinian State until the final status issues are negotiated within a two-year
period. The outcome of the upcoming German federal elections, however, could render this
potential new role moot as it is very much connected to one individual who may not succeed
in domestic politics as well as he has in foreign policy. A new government of a different
political stripe will remain committed to Israel, but not necessarily with the same strength of

emotion as Fischer.
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4. Germany’s Middle East Policy from the Israeli Perspective

by Shimon Stein

Germany has been playing an active and important role in the Middle East for several
centuries. German scholars such as Goldzieher and von Gruneberg contributed significantly to
research on Islamic religion and culture. German academics were among the pioneers in the
field of Hebrew and Arabic philology. German archaeologists made important discoveries in
the Middle East.

Germany’s Middle Eastern policy is based on the pursuit of a variety of interests:
safeguarding the existence of Israel in secure and recognized borders, finding a solution to the
Arab-Israeli conflict, preventing negative repercussions of the Arab-Israeli conflict on
Germany’s domestic security, i.e. averting attacks on Jews and Jewish and Israeli institutions
by Muslims and the radicalization of elements within Germany’s Muslim communities. Of
course, Germany is also interested in increasing its exports to the region and in promoting
regional stability. Germany strives to prevent developments in the Middle East that might
present a threat to its own security and that of other European Union states: illegal
immigration, radical Islamic terrorism, organized and non-organized crime committed by
Middle Eastern gangs, drug smuggling predominantly from the Maghreb countries, and a
potential threat through ballistic missiles.

While defining Germany’s basic interests in the region, we should examine the
relative advantages and the means at Germany’s disposal to implement its policy and thereby
secure its interests. Germany does not have many relative advantages in the region, even
though it benefits from some important assets: the confidence of the states in the region, the
absence of a colonial legacy in the Middle East, Germany’s lack of dependence on Middle
Eastern oil and its position as the most important state in the European Union. The more
influence Germany has within the EU, the stronger its leverage in influencing the EU’s
Middle Eastern policy. Germany can exert its influence by political means, both in terms of
bilateral relations with the states in the region and within the European Union. It also exerts
economic influence and for some Middle Eastern countries it represents a political and
economic alternative to France and Great Britain. Furthermore its interests are strengthened
by the extensive activities of German governmental and non-governmental organizations such
as the foundations affiliated to the political parties, the Goethe-Institute and the Federation of

German Chambers of Industry and Commerce (Deutscher Industrie- und Handelskammertag).
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An additional important means at Germany’s disposal are the funds invested by the Ministry
for Economic Cooperation in a variety of development projects that are among the most
intensive projects carried out in the region.

What is the importance of the Middle East in the framework of Germany’s overall
foreign policy? We can say that the region is important, however not of paramount
importance. The European Union, NATO (and the transatlantic relations) as well as relations
with Russia and Eastern Europe have far more political and economic significance. However,
the importance of the Middle East is predominantly due to the fact that the region constitutes
a source of danger and instability that could have direct repercussions on Germany and on the
European Union. As to the German economy, there are a number of sectors where exports to
the Middle East, for instance machinery, cars and telecommunication technology, are
important. Oil and gas account for about half of Germany imports from the Middle East, but
this is of minor importance for the country, as Germany’s imports about three quarters of its
overall energy supplies from Norway and Russia. Moreover, there is a growing tendency on
the part of Germany to rely on oil that does not come from Middle Eastern sources.

During the last months, German forces have been deployed in the Persian Gulf, and
off the coasts of the Arab peninsula and the horn of Africa. This deployment reflects
Germany’s increased involvement in crisis areas such as Afghanistan and the Balkans.

It is frequently asked whether there is an elaborate German foreign policy for the
Middle East, which might be formulated in detailed position papers defining the German
interests in the region and expressed by an overall strategy and a comprehensive view of the
region’s problems and needs. It can be said that Germany does not have such a policy.
However, there are a number of general principles guiding the foreign policy that Germany
attempts to implement in the Middle East as in other parts of the world, for instance non-
proliferation, the defense of human rights, democracy and the protection of the environment.
There is also a clear German policy toward a number of states in the region such as Israel,
Iran, Egypt and the Palestinian Authority. In addition to its bilateral policy in the region,
Germany increasingly tends to integrate its foreign policy - and this includes its Middle
Eastern policy - into that of the EU. Germany supports the Barcelona process and considers it
an important element of the EU’s policy in the Mediterranean region. Germany does not want
the Barcelona process to become a hostage of the peace process and has taken action to keep

the two processes distinct.
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In addition to Israel, Germany considers Iran, Egypt and Syria as three key states with regard
to the promotion of its interests in the region. For Germany, Iran, with its rich culture and its
potential as an export market, is a state, with which dialogue is desirable. By contrast, Iran
views Germany as its strategic partner in the West and a counterpart to the United States.
Germany considers Egypt its most important political ally in the Arab world, a stabilizing
factor and a moderate state supporting the peace process. It views Syria as a state without
which no comprehensive peace in the region can be reached. Since the events of September
11™ we are also witnessing a heightened German interest in Saudi Arabia.

Germany is committed to a solution of the Arab-Israeli conflict and has lately placed
special emphasis on the resolution of the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians. In view
of its historical commitment to the Jewish state, it is striving to reach a peace that would
guarantee the safety and the well-being of Israel. At the same time, Germany is interested in
maintaining good relations with the Arab world, which places it in the uncomfortable position
of constantly having to engage in a cautious and balanced policy with the Arab nations. The
Bundestag debate on April 25" created a welcome opportunity for Germany to re-examine its
position toward the region. The debate made clear that there is a consensus in Germany as to
the special nature of its relationship with Israel and to the necessity of giving it support and
aid. It also became clear that Germany favors a solution based on an independent Palestinian
state existing side by side with Israel.

I believe Germany should exert its moderating influence on those forces in the region
which are opposed to peace and to the existence of the State of Israel: Iran, Iraq, Libya, the
Hizbollah and other Islamic extremist organizations. During the course of the last two
decades, the Middle East has become a focus for the proliferation of non-conventional
weapons and ballistic missiles. In this field too, Germany can use its influence in the region to
prevent the development and acquisition of arms of mass destruction. German involvement in
the struggle against anti-Semitism and anti-Israeli incitement in the Arab media and school
books is equally important. The international community must make it clear to the
Palestinians that there is no room for the use of violence and terrorism as a means of pursuing
political goals.

In conclusion, Germany must continue its efforts to promote democracy, human rights,
the establishment of effective governance based on law and equal rights for women in all
states of the region. With the means at its disposal, Germany can also promote environmental
protection, the development of new water resources for drinking and agriculture, communal

development and other important projects in the Middle East. Once peace is reached in the
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region, Germany can be a pivotal factor in supporting the Middle East politically and
economically, both in terms of its bilateral relations with the states in the region as well as

within the framework of the EU.
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5. Germany and the Middle East Peace Process: The Palestinian
Perspective

by Abdallah Frangi

As a result of the Holocaust and the related historical moral mindset vis-a-vis Israel, Germany
has always adopted a clear pro-Israeli position. Germany has not only supported Israel
financially but also with arms. In view of this support, it would appear that Germany has for
long been unaware of the effect that the founding of the state of Israel has had on the
Palestinians. In 1948 the Israeli army destroyed over 418 villages, 800 000 Palestinians were
forced to flee losing their property and their homeland. The one-sided German position meant
that an official independent German Middle East policy was non-existent. Germany
apparently defined its policy within the framework of the European Community. However,
even within the European Community there was no recognizable independent clear cut policy
toward Palestine. In the seventies an Arab-European dialogue developed between the Arab
League and the European Community. The Palestinians were represented in this dialogue by
the PLO, so that a Palestinian-European dialogue could develop, even though the European
Communities did not yet recognize the PLO as the legitimate representative of the Palestinian
people.

But in spite of the Arab-European Dialog and the opening of the Arab League Office
in Bonn, in which also a representation of the PLO was tolerated, the Federal Government due
to the special relationship between Germany and Israel, continued to neglect the suffering of
the Palestinians.

The Venice Declaration in 1980, was a turning point and at the same time became a
corner stone of German Middle East policy within the European Union. In this communiqué
the member states recognized the right of the Palestinian people to self-determination. This
was the most prominent and extensive European statement recognizing Palestinian national
rights. The mutual recognition of the PLO and Israel following the Declaration of Principles
of September 13, 1993, led to a new phase of Palestinian-German relations and hence to a
more active German foreign policy in the Middle East.

The positive period of bilateral co-operation started with the visit of President Yassir
Arafat to Germany on December 3, 1993, at the invitation of the then German Foreign
Minister Klaus Kinkel. Further visits took place in November 1995, September 1996,
October 1997, April 1998, February 1999 and most recently in March 2000. Apart from
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discussions concerning the current state of the peace process, closer cultural and economic
ties were also discussed. A further result was that the Palestinian information center was
renamed “General Delegation of Palestine” on December 7, 1993, and was included in the
Diplomatic Register. As the recognized representative of Palestine in Germany the
Delegation intensified its contacts with German politicians and co-organized their visits to
Palestine. This way, many German officials as well as representatives of political parties,
non-governmental organizations, foundations and German-Palestinian associations visited
Palestine and thus contributed to a quite intensive exchange.

Its new status also enabled the General Delegation, in close cooperation with the
German Representative Office in Ramallah, to provide Palestinians with training and
education on economic and social affairs.

In the process of Israeli-Palestinian reconciliation, Germany also intensified its own
efforts to actively contribute to the consolidation and safeguarding of the peace process.
Germany was one of the first countries, as a result of the Gaza-Jericho-Treaty in 1994, to
open a Representative’s Office in Palestine. Its task has been to strengthen social, economic
and cultural contacts between Palestine and the Federal Republic. Its work is invaluable in
the coordination of various projects and in strengthening mutual cultural understanding.

In 1995 the Delegate of German Industry and Trade in Palestine’' opened its office,
only one year after the Federal Republic’s Representative Office in Ramallah and the
affiliated German Cultural Center in Gaza. From a Palestinian perspective, the core of the
German support of the peace negotiations is development cooperation with Palestine which
has been substantially expanded since 1994. The Federal Republic of Germany is the largest
bilateral donor to the Palestinian territories among EU member states. The main focus of
German development - aid was on projects of water supply, transportation, the construction of
industry parks, and the build-up of administrative structures in the Palestinian territories.

The cultural cooperation between Palestine and Germany is organized primarily
through the German Representative’s Office in Ramallah. Shortly after the German Cultural
Center in Gaza opened its doors in September 1995 the Goethe Institut established a mission
in Ramallah, with an emphasis on schools and universities. German lessons, for example, at a
number of private religious schools, are in fact a centuries old tradition. One particular

example for this is the Talitha Kumi School founded in 1851, which still promotes the

31 The Delegate of German Industry and Trade (DGIT) in Palestine: http:/www.dgit.org
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education of girls in Palestine. The twinning of the towns Bethlehem and Cologne since 1996
is also an important contribution to dialogue and improved international understanding.

At the outset of peace negotiations in 1993 everything looked very promising and the
Palestinian people was full of hope. However, with the visit of Scharon to the Haram al
Sharif all hopes for peace were buried. Scharon’s policy destroyed the entire infrastructure
which had been constructed with the help of the EU, Gaza Airport, hospitals, schools and the
buildings of Palestinian Authority. Even mosques and churches were not exempt from action
by the Israeli army. Over one hundred thousand olive and orange groves were razed to the
ground.

Germany has repeatedly attempted to mediate between Palestinians and Israelis and
reconcile the two. But since the beginning of the present confrontation, the relationships to
the Palestinian Authority and the Israeli Government has proven to be much more difficult. It
is a difficult task to criticize Israeli military action and settlement policy while leaving the
door open for discussions between the Palestinians and the Israelis. Foreign Minister Joschka
Fischer has tried to scale down the spiral of violence through intensive talks within the
framework of the European Union. But at the same time he encouraged the EU not to
introduce sanctions against Israel. He conducted further intensive talks with the Palestinians,
remained in regular contact with President Arafat and the Palestinian Minister for Planning
and International Cooperation, Dr. Nabil Shaath. Fischer’s recent “idea paper”, which
presented a summary of Palestinian, Saudi, US and Israeli peace proposals, has been much
discussed in Germany, as well as abroad.

The main point of his paper was the proclamation of a Palestinian state. Under the
auspices of a well-organized international conference, with the participation not only of the
Israeli and Palestinians, but also of the United States, the United Nations Security Council, the
EU, and Russia, all aspects of a final peace agreement need to be solved. This would be an
important step toward the ultimate goal of proclaiming an independent, sovereign, and viable

Palestinian state.
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II. Book Reviews

1. Haftendorn, Helga (2001): Deutsche Aullenpolitik zwischen
Selbstbeschrinkung und Selbstbehauptung: 1945 — 2000,
Stuttgart/Miinchen, Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt.

reviewed by Allister Miskimmon

Germany’s role in Europe and the world continues to be a subject of great interest. Helga
Haftendorn’s latest book traces the evolution of German foreign policy between 1945-2000 -
from the formative years of West Germany’s foreign and security policy to the current Red-
Green governing coalition. Haftendorn, who recently retired from the chair for Politics and
International Relations at the Free University in Berlin, considers that the defining
characteristics of German foreign policy have been that of Selbstbeschrinkung (self-
limitation) and Selbstbehauptung (self-assertion/affirmation). Balancing these two pressures
has been key to the success of Germany’s reintegration into the international environment and
overcoming the division of Germany.

The book is divided into twelve chapters which span the major issues facing German
governments since the end of World War Two. These deal with conducting foreign policy in
the middle of Europe, the period of constitution building in West Germany, the building
blocks of West Germany’s European policy, the Federal Republic and the Atlantic Alliance,
the German Democratic Republic as the second German state, Ostpolitik and Germany’s
policy toward the Eastern bloc within Western détente policy, the growth and influence of
Germany’s economy, the NATO dual-track decision, the events surrounding German
unification, Germany’s role in the development of the European Union, post-Cold War
challenges facing Germany and a conclusion dealing with the central themes of the book —
self-limitation and self-assertion.

The strength of this book lies in its detailed explanation of the domestic and
international pressures impacting on German foreign policy-makers in finding a niche and
strategy for Germany in the international environment. This was essential in addressing the
bitter legacy of Nazi Germany and rebuilding a country devastated by war. Germany was
faced with the pressures of being a “doppelt eingebundener Staat” within the structure of the
East-West stand-off and subjected to the legacies of European history. The suspicion and fear

of Germany in the aftermath of WWII and the genesis of the Federal Republic under the
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conditions of semi-sovereignty framed the space in which Germany could embark on its
foreign policy to overcome the division of Europe, and that of Germany. The multilateral
structures which emerged from the ashes of Germany’s defeat in 1945, in particular NATO,
EC/EU/WEU and the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), became
the fora in which Germany simultaneously demonstrated its self-limitation and grew to
exhibit a more assertive foreign and security policy.>> Haftendorn perceptibly demonstrates
the emancipatory role which multilateralism played for Germany.

Haftendorn ably demonstrates the importance of the “Adenauer Method” -
“Selbstbehauptung durch Selbstbeschrinkung” (self-assertion by means of self-limitation) in
re-establishing West Germany within Europe and the world based on the integration of the
Federal Republic into the West as the basis of finding a solution to German division. The
presence of the Allied Powers in West Germany necessitated such a strategy once the
Auswirtiges Amt (Foreign Office) had been re-established in 1951. Haftendorn notes the
success of Adenauer’s foreign policy was regaining sovereignty through the apparent ceding
of sovereignty. Thus West Germany strengthened its international standing through
committing itself to multilateralism. Through this, Adenauer was able to work toward
reconciliation with France which was signified in the Elysée Treaty of 1963. The centrality of
Germany in the Cold War period, demonstrated by the Berlin Wall and the economic power
which Germany possessed, contributed greatly to Bonn’s ability to quietly assert itself in the
international system.

Helga Haftendorn skillfully dissects the vulnerability of German foreign policy under
the conditions of the Cold War stand-off and the ways in which Germany sought to alleviate
this. The division of Germany and of Berlin served to highlight these challenges. The
inception of the Ostpolitik under Brandt and Bahr was an indication of the greater
assertiveness which the Federal Republic sought to exert in providing a dialogue to address
the division of Germany and Europe. Brandt’s determination to address the key foreign policy
issues affecting Germany in a delicate process of diplomatic rapprochement within a
multilateral context was balanced by the demands placed upon Germany’s multilateral
commitments as seen in the difficulties surrounding the NATO dual-track controversy of the
end of the 1970s and early 1980s. Despite this, Haftendorn emphasizes the importance of

Schmidt’s determination to influence the Bilateralismus der Weltmdchte (Superpower

32 See also Knodt, M.; Kohler-Koch,B. (eds.) (2000): Deuschland zwischen Europiisierung und
Selbstbehauptung, Frankfurt a.M..
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bilateralism, i.e. USA/USSR). In both the Ostpolitik and the NATO dual-track negotiations

Haftendorn contends that Germany exhibited self-limitation and self-assertiveness.

Haftendorn maintains that Helmut Kohl followed the same foreign policy strategy as his
predecessors in implementing the ‘Adenauer-Method’. What Haftendorn refers to as the
‘historical stroke of luck’ of German unification in 1990, presented Germany with new
conditions under which to conduct foreign policy. The end of formal restrictions on
Germany’s foreign policy did not usher in radical change, but rather, Germany has displayed
remarkable continuity. Whilst the end of Kohl’s time as Chancellor witnessed what might be
referred to as a generational change in the form of the Red-Green governing coalition in
Germany since September 1998, the lessons of history have not been lost on the Schroder
government. While Schroder has stated that Germany will follow a course of aufgekldirtes
Eigeninteresse (enlightened self-interest) this is seen within a multilateral context in co-
operation with others.

This book represents the drawing together of many of Haftendorn’s ideas over her
distinguished career. This is an important study as it marries together a concise and
compelling account of the major issues and events impacting upon Germany’s foreign policy
with a convincing analysis of the issues at hand. The relevance of this book is further
enhanced by the transformation currently taking place within Germany’s foreign policy under
Schroder and Fischer. Germany has rebuilt itself into the Zentralmacht Europas (Europe’s
Central Power, Schwarz, 1994) within the time span covered in this book. However, Germany
has clearly learned from the mistakes of the past. Germany has now the responsibility to act as
what Haftendorn describes as a Mitfiihrungsmacht — a co-leader — pursuing commonly
defined objectives in partnership with its closest allies to bring about a truly united Europe.
While the policy of Selbstbeschrinkung remains, the Schroder government has ushered in a
new self-confident German foreign policy which will come to display greater evidence of
Selbstbehauptung. This book will be of great value to those interested in the development of
German foreign policy as the united Germany continues to define a role for itself in the post-

Cold War environment.
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2. Joetze, Giinther (2001): Der letzte Krieg in Europa? Das Kosovo und die
deutsche Politik, Stuttgart/Miinchen, Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt.

3. Frohlich, Stefan (2001): "Auf den Kanzler kommt es an': Helmut Kohl
und die deutsche Auflenpolitik, Personliches Regiment und
Regierungshandeln vom Amtsantritt bis zur Wiedervereinigung,
Paderborn et al., Schoningh.

reviewed by Hanns W. Maull

The systematic analysis of decision-making processes in recent years has been a much-
neglected dimension of research on German foreign policy. This is not altogether surprising:
As German foreign policy has become ever more complex, more multilateral and in particular
more “Europeanized”, research on the decision-making process has been up against tough
conceptual barriers (how do you study decision-making processes in multi-level games?) and
problems of data (there has been a massive proliferation of information, but also the difficulty
to identify, unearth and systematically compile the crucial bits of information).

Given this dearth of good empirical analysis on German foreign policy decision-
making, the two studies to be reviewed here therefore are particularly welcome. One focuses
on Germany’s foreign policy before, during and after the Kosovo war, the other, more
academic and more systematic study on foreign policy making during the Chancellorship of
Helmut Kohl. During the Kosovo war, Germany’s military contribution was marginal: the
German “Phantoms” flew only 436 of a total of 37,565 NATO aircraft combat missions, and
the 244 “Harm” missiles fired by those planes represented no more than 0.1 per cent of total
NATO ordnance used during that air war. Yet, as Gilinther Joetze shows, Germany managed
to play an important role in NATO’s overall dual-track strategy of military coercion and
political settlement through key diplomatic initiatives. Joetze’s study simply is the best
analysis available on Germany’s policies during the Kosovo crisis, and likely will remain so
for some time to come. The author had the benefit of extensive access to German documents
(both in the Chancellery and the Foreign Office) and key players in the diplomatic arena in
Germany, Russia, Finland, and he has used this information (and the by now extensive
literature on the conflict) judiciously. The study is analytically sound throughout, succinct and
well-written. Its emphasis is on the political process and the German perspective. As such, the

book also importantly complements the major US studies on the Kosovo war such as the
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books by Ivo H. Daalder and Michael O’Hanlon (“Winning Ugly. NATO’s War to Save
Kosovo. Washington, DC: Brookings 2000) or the inside account by Wesley Clark .

The study by Stefan Frohlich on German foreign policy decision-making during the era of
Helmut Kohl takes a more systematic track. In the first part of this volume, Frohlich presents
a detailed analysis of the decision-making apparatus, which ranges from constitutional and
legal aspects of the Chancellorship to the role of political parties and Germany’s famous
“coalition and consensus machinery”. In the second part, Frohlich focuses on the political
personality of Kohl, his key convictions, and the organization of his specific (and quite
idiosyncratic) approach to, and organization of, foreign policy decision-making. This part
includes three lengthy case-studies — on arms control and disarmament, on German policies in
the context of European integration, and on the external aspects of unification. All three case
studies build on extensive interviews with key players, and all three enrich our understanding
of how German foreign policy arrived at the decisions it took in those three contexts. What
emerges clearly is the flow of decision-making power away from the Foreign Minister to the
Chancellor, and away from the Foreign Office toward the Chancellery.

Frohlich’s approach is firmly German; the multilateral dimensions of decision-making
emerge clearly in the case studies, but they are not systematically integrated either
conceptually or empirically. Nor does he try to link his systematic approach to the theoretical
literature of foreign policy-decision making. This somewhat limits the importance of
Frohlich’s findings in terms of our overall understanding of why and how German diplomacy
chose the way it did. Within those limitations, however, Frohlich’s study makes an impressive

contribution and helps to fill an important gap.
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http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/infoservice/presse/index_html?bereich_id=27&type_id=0&archiv_id=2247&detail=1
http://www.welt.de/daten/2001/11/05/1105au293590.htx
http://www.dradio.de/cgi-bin/es/neu-interview/1372.html
http://www.dradio.de/cgi-bin/es/neu-interview/1450.html
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2683&type_id=3&bereich_id=27
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2683&type_id=3&bereich_id=27
http://www.dradio.de/cgi-bin/es/neu-interview/1939.html
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2986&type_id=4&bereich_id=27
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2986&type_id=4&bereich_id=27
http://www.zeit.de/2002/16/Politik/200216_fischer.html
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_77950_436.htm
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Rede zur Nahostpolitik, Bundesminister Fischer am 25. Oktober 2000 vor dem Bundestag.
http://www.auswaertiges-
amt.de/www/de/infoservice/presse/index_html?bereich_id=27&type_id=0&archiv_id=1113&
detail=1

3. The EU and the Middle East Conflict: Official Resources Online

Compilation of EC/EU Declarations on the situation in the middle East from Venice to
Biarritz.
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/mepp/decl/index.htm#10

Joint Statement by UN, Russian Federation, European Union and United States on the
situation in the Middle East, April 10, 2002, in Madrid.
http://www.un.org/News/dh/mideast/joint-statement.htm

Presidency Conclusions, Barcelona European Council, 15 and 16 March 2002 ; “Declaration
of Barcelona on the Middle East”.
http://www.europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/guesten.ksh?p_action.gettxt=gt&doc=DOC/02/8|0|R
APID&lg=EN&display=

Schlussfolgerungen des Rates der Aulenminister der Europédischen Union vom 28. Januar
2002 in Briissel (Ausziige zum Nahen Osten und zu Afghanistan). In: Internationale Politik,
Mirz 2002.

http://www.dgap.org/IP/ip0203/au_280202.html

Annex III to the Presidency Conclusions (Declaration on the situation in the Middle East)
European Council Meeting in Lacken, 14 and 15 December 2001 in Laeken.
http://www.eu2001.be/VE_ADV_PRESS/detail.asp?cat_code=AA&item_id=2166&sess=757
357755&lang=en&reference=12-01.02-01&

Bericht des Hohen Vertreters fiir die Aulen- und Sicherheitspolitik der Europdischen Union,
Javier Solana, iiber den Nahen Osten, vorgelegt dem Europdischen Rat am 15. Juni 2001 in
Goteborg.

http://www.dgap.org/IP/ip0108/solanal50601.htm

Gemeinsame Strategie der Européischen Union fiir den Mittelmeer-Raum, beschlossen vom
Europiischen Rat am 19./20. Juni 2000 in Feira/Portugal.
http://www.dgap.org/IP/ip0108/eurat190600.html



http://www.dgap.org/IP/ip0108/eurat190600.html
http://www.dgap.org/IP/ip0108/solana150601.htm
http://www.dgap.org/IP/ip0203/au_280202.html
http://www.europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/guesten.ksh?p_action.gettxt=gt&doc=DOC/02/8|0|RAPID&lg=EN&display
http://www.europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/guesten.ksh?p_action.gettxt=gt&doc=DOC/02/8|0|RAPID&lg=EN&display
http://www.un.org/News/dh/mideast/joint-statement.htm
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/mepp/decl/index.htm
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/infoservice/presse/index_html?bereich_id=27&type_id=0&archiv_id=1113&detail=1
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/infoservice/presse/index_html?bereich_id=27&type_id=0&archiv_id=1113&detail=1
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/infoservice/presse/index_html?bereich_id=27&type_id=0&archiv_id=1113&detail=1
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4. Core Documents on the Middle East Conflict

Israeli-Palestinian ceasefire and security plan, proposed by CIA director George Tenet, which
took effect on 13 June 2001 [posted at Arab Gateway],
http://www.al-bab.com/arab/docs/pal/tenet.htm

The Mitchell Report — Full text of the report completed on April 30, 2001 and published on
May 20, 2001 [posted at Arab Gateway],
http://www.al-bab.com/arab/docs/pal/mitchelll.htm

Crown Prince Abdullah’s plan for Palestinian/Israeli peace process, February 18, 2002.
[Saudi Arabian Information Resource]
http://www.saudinf.com/main/y3754.htm

A comprehensive compilation of documents concerning the Peace Process can be found on
the homepage of the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs at:
http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/go.asp?MFAH00pq0

5. The United Nations and the Middle East Conflict

Security Council resolution 1397 (2002) on the situation in the Middle East.
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/res1397e.pdf

Security Council resolution 1403 (2002) on the situation in the Middle East, including the
Palestinian question.
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/res1403e.pdf

Security Council resolution 1402 (2002) on the situation in the Middle East, including the
Palestinian question.
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/res1402e.pdf

Security Council resolution 1391 (2002) on the situation in the Middle East.
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/res1391e.pdf

Security Council resolution 1381 (2001) on the situation in the Middle East.
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2001/res1381e.pdf

Security Council resolution 338 (1973) on the situation in the Middle East.
http://www.un.org/documents/sc/res/1973/s73r338e.pdf

Security Council resolution 242 (1967) on the situation in the Middle East.
http://www.un.org/documents/sc/res/1967/s67r242¢e.pdf



http://www.un.org/documents/sc/res/1967/s67r242e.pdf
http://www.un.org/documents/sc/res/1973/s73r338e.pdf
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2001/res1381e.pdf
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/res1391e.pdf
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/res1402e.pdf
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/res1403e.pdf
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/res1397e.pdf
http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/go.asp?MFAH00pq0
http://www.saudinf.com/main/y3754.htm
http://www.al-bab.com/arab/docs/pal/mitchell1.htm
http://www.al-bab.com/arab/docs/pal/tenet.htm
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6. The Middle East Conflict: Links to Relevant Institutions

Germany

“Krisenmanagement im Nahen Osten® — Auswértiges Amt
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/regionalkonzepte/nahost/index_html

German Embassy Tel Aviv
http://www.germanemb.org.il/

The delegate of German Industry and Trade (DGIT) in Palestine
http://www.dgit.org/

European Union

High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy
http://ue.eu.int/solana/default.asp

European Commission: ,,The EU’s Mediterranean & Middle East Policy*
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external relations/med mideast/intro/

Homepage of Miguel Angel Moratinos — Special Representative of the EU for the Middle
East Peace Process.
http://ue.eu.int/pesc/envoye/cv/moratinos/moratinos.htm

European Commission Technical Assistance Office to the West Bank & Gaza Strip
http://www.delwbg.cec.eu.int/en/index.htm

United States

US Department of State — Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs
http://www.state.gov/www/regions/nea/peace process.html

Israel

Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs — “The Peace Process”
http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/go.asp? MFAHO000c0

Israelische Botschaft in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland
http://www.israel.de/botschaft/berlin.html

Palestine

General Delegation of Palestine in Germany
http://www.palaestina.org



http://www.palaestina.org/
http://www.israel.de/botschaft/berlin.html
http://www.israel-mfa.gov.il/mfa/go.asp?MFAH0egs0
http://www.state.gov/www/regions/nea/peace_process.html
http://www.delwbg.cec.eu.int/en/index.htm
http://ue.eu.int/pesc/envoye/cv/moratinos/moratinos.htm
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/med_mideast/intro/
http://ue.eu.int/solana/default.asp
http://www.dgit.org/
http://www.germanemb.org.il/
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/regionalkonzepte/nahost/index_html

48

The Arab World

League of Arab States
http://www.leagueofarabstates.org

7. New Publications on German Foreign Policy

AICGS (2001): Redefining German security : prospects for Bundeswehr reform,
(American Institute for Contemporary German Studies - German issues, 25), Washington,
D.C..

Deubner, Christian (2002): Riickkehr nationaler Interessen in die deutsche Europapolitik? In:
Meimeth, Michael; Schild, Joachim (Hrsg.) (2002): Die Zukunft von Nationalstaaten in der
europdischen Integration - Deutsche und franzosische Perspektiven, Opladen.

Dittgen, Herbert; Schmidt, Siegmar (Hrsg.) (2002): Handbuch zur deutschen AuB3enpolitik,
Wiesbaden.

Grabbe, Heather; Miinchau, Wolfgang (2002): Germany and Britain: An Alliance of
Necessity, CER Working Paper, London.
http://www.ftd.de/static/pdf/anglo-german.pdf

Hiifner, Klaus (2001): Gibt es eine deutsche Personalpolitik im UN-System? (DGVN Policy
Paper), Bonn.

Joetze, Giinter (2001): Der letzte Krieg in Europa?: Das Kosovo und die deutsche Politik,
Stuttgart.

Kiimmel, Gerhard (2001): Civil-Military Relations in Germany: Past, Present, and Future
(Sowi-Arbeitspapier Nr. 131), Strausberg.

Kruszewski, Anthony (Ed.) (2001): Germany and Poland from Historical Confrontation to
Partnership Relationships, Palgrave.

Lucas, Hans-Dieter (Hrsg.) (2002): Genscher, Deutschland und Europa. Schriften des
Zentrum fiir Europdische Integrationsforschung (ZEI), Bd. 50, Baden-Baden.

Maull, Hanns W.; Stahl, Bernhard (2002): Krisenmanagement im Jugoslawienkonflikt:
Deutschland und Frankreich im Vergleich, in: Meimeth, Michael; Schild, Joachim (Hrsg.)
(2002): Die Zukunft von Nationalstaaten in der europdischen Integration - Deutsche und
franzosische Perspektiven, Opladen.

Meimeth, Michael; Schild, Joachim (Hrsg.) (2002): Die Zukunft von Nationalstaaten in der
europdischen Integration - Deutsche und franzosische Perspektiven, Opladen.

Meimeth, Michael (2002): Sicherheitspolitik zwischen Nation und Europa. Deutsche und
franzosische Perspektiven, in: Meimeth, Michael; Schild, Joachim (Hrsg.) (2002): Die
Zukunft von Nationalstaaten in der européischen Integration - Deutsche und franzdsische
Perspektiven, Opladen.


http://www.ftd.de/static/pdf/anglo-german.pdf
http://www.leagueofarabstates.org/
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Mey, Holger H. (2001): Deutsche Sicherheitspolitik 2030, Frankfurt a.M.

Moltmann, Bernhard (2001): A case for justice? Reflections on the foundations and
perspectives of the German arms export politics PRIF Reports (60), Frankfurt a.M.
http://www.hsfk.de/deu/pub/prifrep/prit6001.pdf

Opitz, Eckardt (2002): Zukunft der Bundeswehr Sicherheitspolitik und Streitkrafte
im Wandel, Bremen.

Schmidt, Susanne K. (2002): Die Folgen der europdischen Integration fiir die Bundesrepublik
Deutschland — Wandel durch Verflechtung, Max-Planck Institut fiir Gesellschaftsforschung,
Kéln.

http://www.mpi-fg-koeln.mpg.de/pu/mpifg_dp/dp02-4.pdf

Schoéllgen, Gregor (2001), Die AuBlenpolitik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland von den
Anfangen bis zur Gegenwart (2.Auflage), Miinchen.

Siegmund, Norbert (2001): Der Mykonos-Prozess: Ein Terroristen-Prozess unter dem
EinfluB von AuBBenpolitik und Geheimdiensten. Deutschlands unkritischer Dialog
mit dem Iran, Miinster.

Siiss, Werner (Hrsg.) (2001): Deutschland in den neunziger Jahren.
Innenpolitik, Politische Kultur, AuBBenpolitik. Leverkusen.

Tewes, Henning (Hrsg.) (2001): Germany, Civilian Power and the New Europe : Enlarging
NATO and the European Union (New Perspectives in German Studies), Palgrave.

Woyke, Wichard (Hg.) (2001), Die neue deutsche Aussenpolitik (2.Auflage),
Schwalbach.

Zimmermann, Hubert (2002): Money and Security : Troops and Monetary Policy in
Germany's Relations to the United States and the United Kingdom, Cambridge.
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