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Seven crucial points concerning reunification of Germany

The reunification of Germany was an event of
global importance. It is no wonder that there are
myths and fights about the merits of the politi-
cians in different countries, among politicians of
particular countries, about the civil rights move-
ment and so on. The sharpest struggles are those
among former Soviet leaders and between the
German and American politicians. My analysis of
the politics leading to German reunification fo-
cuses on some of these disagreements.

The main soutces for my analysis are, on the
one hand, files from the Gorbachev Foundation
in Russia of all meetings Gorbachev had with
Western politicians. These files were closed until
now. As well there were some minutes of the Polit-
buro, and I read East and West German files, On
the other hand, I used about 80 interviews with
nearly all the important politicians and members
of the civil rights movement in the German Dem-
ocratic Republic (GDR) of that time. These inter-
views were made in 1999 and 2000 for 2 docudra-
ma on reunification, produced by the Second
German TV channel (ZDF) and directed by Hans-
Christoph Blumenberg, who also conducted most
of the interviews. I conducted 15 of .those inter-
views with Geotrge Bush (senior), his Foreign
Minister James Baker, his security advisor Condo-
leezza Rice, with some of the team around Marga-
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ret Thatcher, with the main advisors of Gor-
bachev and some of his most important enemies
in Russia and a short one with Gorbachev himself,
with members of the civil rights movement of the
GDR, with the Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich
Genscher, with the main advisor of Chancellor
Kohl, and with the last Prime Minister of the

GDR, Lothar de Maiziére.

From my analysis of these sources, I would
like to address seven points that are crucial in my
opinion.!

1. Who gave the starting signal?; |

One of the most important fights about the histo-

ry of German reunification is that between Ger-
man and American politicians. It is a struggle
which is fought in a very polite way. The German

_politicians reject the American opinion that the

Bush administration gave the starting signal for
reunification in May 1989 when Bush demanded a
new European and German policy in a speech giv-
en in Germany. In this speech Bush stated that
there could be no “European House” 4 la Gor-
bachev if people could not move from room to
room. He voiced his desire for the right of self-
determination for the whole of Germany and for
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all countries of Eastern Europe. He finally assert-
ed: “Berlin must be the next point. For the founder
of NATO these hopes were a dream far away. Now
this hope is the new task of the Atlantic Alliance.””

American advisors claim that at the time the
leading party of Chancellor Kohl, the Christian
Democratic Party (CDU), had intended to cancel
reunification as a political task from its program in
opposition to the new policy of George Bush.
The Germans deny this and criticize the claim that
giving the starting signal was an American initia-
tive. The German Foreign Minister Genscher, for
instance, says that the Americans try to change his-
tory from a today perspective with the intention
of enhancing their role in events. All the German
political leaders have the same opinion. However,
the files show that the Americans did give the first
signal to move toward reunification. Yet, there is
no evidence to support the American contention
about the position of the CDU.

2. Which Soviet leaders were against
German reunification?

The fiercest disagreement about the political his-
tory of reunification is that among former Soviet
leaders, between those who later became put-
schists against Gorbachev, and Gorbachev and
his crew. The first accuse Gorbachev of being a
traitor to the interests of the Soviet Union. In
their view he was responsible for the collapse of
the Soviet Union. With the knowledge of the lat-
er conflicts, Gorbachev and the German politi-
cians say that all these political enemies of Gor-
bachev were against reunification. Therefore
German politicians and the Chancellor explain
their policy for a rapid reunification by the fact
that the enemies of Gorbachev were against re-
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unification. However, my research shows that
even the main influential opponents of reunifi-
cation, like KGB-boss Krjuchkev and Marshall
Achromejev, were neither opposed to Got-
bachev nor to reunification at the time. Rather,
they were against the American-Geérman policy
to extend NATO to the East (although Baker
promised to leave NATO in the present bordets)
and exclude the Soviet Union from a European -
security system.

These contradictions give an idea of the im-
portance, at the time and ever since, of the ques-
tion about who was the first to give the starting sig-
nal for the reunification policy. Today the question
still seems to be essential for the self-images of the
protagonists and for the “tradition communities”
in the different states which shared and were unit-
ed by the wish to prove to themselves and to pos-
terity that they were honorable representatives of
national interests:

3. A putsch against Gorbachev by the
military or a coup d’etat in his interest?

Often it has been said, especially by the American
and German leaders, that Gorbachev-had been
threatened by the Soviet military in 1989 and in the
first half of 1990. Krjuchkev and Ligachev are of
the opinion that the enemies of Gorbachev and
later putschists (Marshall Achromejev; KGB chief
Krjuchkev and, with differences, Ligachev) were
at that time weaker than it must have seemed to
Kohl, Thatcher or Mitterrand, for instance, and to
their secret services. In fact, the presumed opposi-
tion was probably closer then to the politics of
Gorbachev than they would like to confess today.
Gorbachev declared in 1990 that a Soviet marshal
would occupy his own seat the day after he signed



a German reunification treaty. Later, in 1999, he
said he had not been threatened by the Soviet
military?

The opponents of Gorbachev “forget”
that they had been “Gorbachev-men”. They
try to present themselves as Gorbachev ene-
mies from the beginning although they cannot
say what power the Soviet Union had at that
time to hinder the German-American policy.
It must be remembered that the Soviet Union,
the Warsaw Treaty and the Soviet economy
had collapsed.

My present research, however, discloses
other plans for a coup d’état, not against but in
support of Gorbachev. Aleksander Jakovlev had
strongly recommended to Gorbachev (accord—
ing to Cernaev: “supplicated”) that he should
effect a coup d’état with the aim of liberating
himself from the power of the Communist Par-
ty of the Soviet Union and to restrict the power
of the party. Jakovlev argued that Gorbachev
should be elected by the Congtess of People’s
Deputies as president of the Union, the patty
otganization should be cut, the State Planning
Commission should be closed down as the rep-
resentative of the military industrial complex,
Ryshkov should be removed from his office as

“head of the government, and a multiparty-sys-
tem should be declared. In Jakovlev’s view, if
Gortbachev did not take these steps then every-
thing would “break down™.*

Gorbachev did not do this, as is generally WeH
known. Rather, he came under pressure during
1990 mostly because of domestic affairs especial-
ly the economic crisis and independence move-
ments in the Baltic states. These were the real rea-
sons for the appearance of an opposition to
Gorbachev’s government.

4. Changing strategies on the Soviet side
—a neutral unified Germany, within

a European security system or within

an expanded NATO? '

All Soviet politicians knew since November 1%
1989 and the visit of Egon Krenz, the successor
of Erich Honecker as the General Secretary in the
GDR, that the GDR economy was very different
from everything that Honecker had stated three
weeks before, at the 40® anniversary of the GDR.
At the end of the meeting with Krenz, Gorbachev
asked: “Ts it so bad?” and Krenz agreed.
There is only one single sentence about this
long and intensive talk with Krenzina protocol of
the Politburo meeting two days later, probably
written by Cernaev or Medvedev: “One third of
the GDR’s living costs are higher than their cir-
cumstances would allow (Die DDR lebt zu zwei
Dritteln iiber ihre Verhiltnisse).”> The Soviet
leader knew, after this meeting, that the GDR-

“economy might be a millstone on their neck if the

GDR was destabilized any further. In the same
meeting of the Politburo Shewardnadse said: “It
might be better when the Germans destroy the
wall by themselves.” '

These are only some proofs for my thesis that
by the end of 1989, the leading Soviet politicians
needed to find a strategy to counter the American-
German one for reunification within the NATO,
planned by the Americans since the spring of
1989 and evident at the latest by the end of No-
vember 1989.

However, my present research in the East
German files which have been opened and the
Soviet Russian files shows that although the Soviet
leaders knew all this, they insisted on supporting
the GDR as a stabilizing factor in Europe during
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the next months and asserting that reunification
was “not on the agenda of international politics”
(Gotrbachev). At the end of 1989 Shewardnadse
discussed different possibilities and conditions
for German reunification without any conse-
quences in front of European leaders in Brussels,
so that it became clear to western politicians that
the Soviets were helpless in finding a clear strategy.

After a short time, when it was obvious that
the GDR would fail, Gorbachev suggested a neu-
tral confederation of both Germanys within both
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty. But the Eastern Al-
liance collapsed just at the time he made the pro-
posal. From the end of April 1990 there were then
discussions within the inner circle of Gorbachev
advisors and with Lothar de Maiziére, chancellor
Kohl’s advisor Horst Teltschik and French presi-
dent Mitterrand about a unified Germany within a
European Security System rather than under the
NATO. However, at the end of May 1990, Got-
bachev was in Washington and agreed with Bush
to a unified Germany within NATO prov1ded the
Germans decided this way.

The Soviet files and the interviews also con-
tain clear evidence that the Gorbachev leadership
thought the issue of Germany had to be solved
before discussions on a new security system in
Europe could start. They did not make a Europe-
an security system which included the Soviet
Union and the United States a precondition for Ger-
man reunification. Had they done so before the
GDR and the Warsaw Treaty broke down, they
would have been in a position to bargain. But after
the collapse of the GDR and the Warsaw Treaty
the Soviets could not get anything for the GDR.
They assumed with a nearly naive hope that the
security system would come, if only they conced-
ed to reunification before, because —as Cernaev
confirmed recently— the West had assured this se-
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curity system to the Soviets in general formula-
tions.

In my opinion, this is the crucial point for the
failure of the Soviet policy. When they trealized
their own naiveté it was too late. The inner prob-
lems had grown enormously, the economy was in
a big crisis, the decline of the Soviet Union was
under way, the independence movementsin east-
ern and middle eastern Europe were increasing
—and all naive hopes atomized. The West had no
reason to remember previous and rather unclear
agreements. It was not easy for Cetnaev to admit
this, but he did not explain this naiveté, and added:
“However the West and especially Kohl kept their
word concerning all fixed arrangements 76

In opposition to Cernaev, Gorbachev himself
said that he wanted NATO membership for the
united Germany. This statement does not fit in
with any of his strategies during 1989/90. It
seems to me that Gorbachev is trymg to justify
himself to hlstory -afterwatds

5. The western Europeans

The present picture among histotrians on this
question is that the western European politicians
were against German reunification with the ex-
ception of the Socialist Spanish leader Gonzales.
This is cotrect for Margaret Thatcher’s govern-
ment which tried to hinder German reunification
at all costs. However, it is not true concerning
French policy under Francois Mitterrand. The So-
viet files paint a very different picture —and quite
new to me— of the French President. He was the
only one who cautiously ttied to lead Gorbachey,
since December 1989, to a position favoring a uni-
fied Germany within a European security system.
Mitterrand had to be cautious because he did not




want to endanger western European integration.
He tried to combine the problem of West-East-
European integration and Western European uni-
fication, to help Gorbachev against his enemies
and support German reunification but in the
framework of an European Security System. That
was a very complicated strategy, especially given
his timetable: first (Western) European integtra-
tion and, second, German reunification. This
strategy could only be successful on the precondi-
tion that Gorbachev would support Mitterrand’s
vision. Jaques Attali, Mitterrand’s advisor, said that
the French President was very disappointed about
Gorbachev’s unclear positions at that time. The
Americans, in turn, were aware of a special French
European policy, which could reduce the influ-
ence of the United States in Europe.

6. The Lithuanian and the German
questions :

The existence of a Lithuanian independence
movement since December 1989 alerted Gor-
bachev and the whole Sovietleadership to the dan-
ger of the collapse of the Soviet Union. Gor-
bachev felt anxious and alatmed to the point of
seriously planning military intervention in Lithua-
nia. Chancellor Kohl and President Mitterrand
tried to hold back the Lithuanian leaders in an at-
tempt to protect Gorbachev’s position in the Sovi-
et Union. Kohl feared that Lithuanian indepen-
dence could endanger his reunification policy.
However, the files and the interviews clearly dem-
onstrate that it was the other way around: the
Lithuanian independence movement helped the
West German policy for reunification. All mem-
bers of the Soviet leadership ~Gorbachev-men
and opponents— were too occupied by the inde-

pendence movement in Lithuania, the nationality
question and the fall of the Soviet Union. These
issues had become more important than the Ger-
man question. From everything we know, espe-
cially from Politburo files, interviews, memoirs
and diaries, it seems that the Gorbachevleadership
and the Politburo spent over 75 percent of the
time dealing with inner problems while the Ger-
man question took only about 10 pexcent.

7. Gorbachev and democracy

My present research reading the minutes of the
Gorbachev meetings shows that he, sometimes
together with Shevardnadze, decided all ques-
tions relating to German reunification without
the Politburo. There were no discussions, there
was 110 committee concerning reunification. This
seems not very democratic although' he and his

“foreign minister tried to introduce some demo-

cratic standards to international diplomacy (most
important was their “non-interference-politics”
in the Soviet hegemony region in Eastern Eu-
rope). However, what does democracy mean in
this question? Which institutions would support
the Gorbachev leadership? There was only the

Politburo and the Central Committee and they

were not at all freely elected institutions. There-
fore Gorbachev had to take decisions without
democratic institutions or else make a coup d’etat
against the Communist Party and rely on the
Deputies Congress, which had a semblance of
being an elected institution. This was the solu-
tion to this problem as was suggested by Jakovley,
aware of the problem, when he advanced his plan

| for a putsch in the interests of Gorbachev. And

Cernaev said to me that the gravest mistake made
by Gorbachev was to trust the support of the
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Communist Party. :
All this shows that Gorbachev was not the
“master tactician’ he is said to be, atleast concern-
ing the German question. However, no Hercules
of wotld history would have been successful to
solve all questions Gorbachev was confronted

with.

And my last remark: the problems
interviewing prominent people

When I started my research my opinion was that
interviews with prominent peoplé —in this case
with prominent politicians— would not make
‘much sense, because they are used to journalists
and the media as a whole. Indeed, I expected that
they would use me for their aims and would say
nothing new or of importance. All these thoughts
are right, but nevertheless I was wrong, The inter-
views were very helpful: they highlighted the dif-
ferences between the various tendencies within a
government or patty, the contradictions between

between the representatives from different coun-
tries. The diplomatic documents contained in the
files hid or nearly ground away contradictions. But
the background supplied by the interviews with
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the chancelleries and the foreign ministries and

the protagonists enabled me to discern and under-
stand those contradictions. I also gathered some
very new information like Jakovlev’s proposal fora
coup d’état supporting Gorbachew.
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