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Introduction: The Historian
as a Detective

There are situations in which the similarities between historical and criminal
work leap out at you: the same excitement at the first suspicion, the impatience
during the search for evidence, and the suspense at the “conviction” of those
responsible. On October 1, 2001 I experienced such a situation when I met
Anatoli Chernayev, Mikhail Gorbachev’s main advisor for relations with the
Western countries, in Moscow. It was our second meeting.

I had already interviewed him on November 4, 1999, in Moscow while serv-
ing as an academic advisor for the ZDE one of the most important German public
TV stations, in the course of which I also spoke with other politicians.! In my
analysis regarding Chernayev, I discovered “false” memories and contradictions
in relation to written as well as oral statements of other leading Soviet politicians.
And not only in his case but also in the case of almost all other interviewed pro-
tagonists from the East and the West there were similar contradictions. Therefore,
now almost two years later, I decided to interview him again.

The result was a surprising conversation: Anatoli Chernayev did not deny
the errors in his earlier recollections at all and even agreed with opponents of
Mikhail Gorbachev with regard to some concrete points. In reply to my question
of why he suddenly remembered “differently,” he replied, laughing, that in the
meantime he was putting together Gorbachev’s talks with other party and gov-
ernment chiefs as well as minutes of Politburo members and during this process
he had come to understand certain facts that had slipped his mind then.

There was a pause. No Soviet archive relating to the reunification of Germany
had yet been opened. Hardly any Soviet file relating to this theme had been “des-
ecretized,” which is the direct Russian translation for the ending of restriction—
to say nothing of the closed archives in Washington, Paris, or London at that
time. There were only German documents from the East and West, memoirs® of
the main actors involved, or interviews with them. In this situation new possibili-
ties suddenly opened up: there could be contradictions, comparisons with other
files, counterparts to the Western minutes of Gorbachev’s talks with American or
European, particularly German, politicians, or differences between the memories
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or memoirs of other political actors at that time and the minutes of talks avail-
able so far.

After this pause I asked Chernayev if I could look at these minutes, knowing
that the restriction then in effect actually made my question sound absurd and
that official Politburo minutes had not been kept for decades. Anatoli Chernayev
pondered for a while and finally surprised me with his answer: he would intro-
duce me to the director of the archives, who would then decide. As it turned out,
this was a modest understatement of his own position, because it was Chernayev
himself who was responsible for the archives in the Gorbachev Foundation as
well as how they are dealt with and used and he decided who could look at them
and who could not. Chernayev gave the director of the archives the go ahead to
provide me with all the files dealing with reunification that I wanted to see. This
meant I could look at the minutes of Politburo meetings, most of them even in
their original handwritten form, and have them translated as well. Furthermore
I could work my way through all the minutes of the meetings that Gorbachev
had with other politicians both foreign and domestic in 1989/90, which is par-
ticularly important for the history of the politics of reunification. Probably I was
the first foreign historian ever to do so.

After a critical examination, these sources®

are a substantial expansion of the
official written records of the office of the German chancellor,* of the German
Ministry for External Affairs (Auswirtiges Amt),”> the British politics under
Margaret Thatcher,’ the French under Mitterrand,” and the East Germans under
the last leadership of the SED.® They also serve as control elements for the
memoirs and interviews that had already been published or in which I partici-
pated in the course of my work for the ZDE After that I also interviewed a series
of people from the popular movement and international politics. In total it was
possible to collect more than 100 interviews with all international main actors’
and about 150 with the dissidents.!® I could not personally interview Gorbachev
because of the illness and death of his wife, but nevertheless he did answer my
critical questions in writing'! and the ZDF allowed me access to other interviews
with Gorbachey, especially the interview of Guido Knopp with the Soviet general
secretary and later president of the Soviet Union.

Due to the opportunities Anatoli Chernayev opened to me, I can com-
pare here the materials from the West, especially from the Federal Republic of
Germany with those of the Soviet Union and the German Democratic Republic
(GDR) that are now accessible and incorporate them into the discussion about
the released American or European material. Therefore minutes from different
diplomats are largely quoted in the text. In addition it is possible to confront the
memories of members of the opposition and international actors with these files,
the written and oral reports as historical sources, of memory and remembrance,
of the interests and the aspirations for self-presentation that influence memories
and traditions. Therefore not only the political strategies and interests but also
the well-known “subjective factor” play an essential part, the significance of the
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characters of the main actors, their own experience, their ability to make deci-
sions, and their own objectives.

What makes this book so fascinating is its juxtaposition of a wide range of
remarkable and sometimes contradictory written and oral sources. Though it is
a serious academic study it is a lively and engaging read.

A Broader Perspective

During the first decades after German reunification an American—German
perspective has dominated the writing of its history'% in this book a broader
global look is attempted, sometimes a “more European look” at the unification of
Germany. Central to this are the questions that keep cropping up: Was the gov-
ernment of the FRG subjected to pressure from the Soviet side to decide between
unity and its ties to the West? Did the American side rule this out? What strate-
gies did the West and East European governments pursue? What led the Soviet
side to agree to the reunification of Germany and the membership of a united
Germany in NATO? Why was the result not an overall European security system
that would include the North Americas and the Soviet Union, and Russia? What
were the consequences of the expansion of NATO after reunification not only for
Russia but for Europe and the world?

This book also deals with the internal and international (and national) con-
ditions for the so-called ending of the Cold War and the development of a new
world with one super power, a world without the competition between a “socialist”
system (which imploded) and a “capitalist” one, and without at least two hostile
security systems—INATO and the Warsaw Pact. However, I ask the question: did
the Cold War really end in 1989/1990 or were the reunification and expansion
of NATO after it the beginning of a new Cold War with its border 1,000 km
eastward between the extended West and a new Russia under Putin?

This volume, based on my book in German about reunification from 2009,
is an expanded one; quotes from many interviews with international protagonists
have been added as well as a chapter on the North Americas, the United States,
and Canada.

The unification of Germany was a political global event, extended the West
and NATO eastward, brought parliamentarian democracy and a market system
to Eastern Middle Europe, and yet seemed to be an essential element in the end-
ing of the Cold War between the West and the socialist Soviet Union. Such fun-
damental upheavals are surrounded by both national and international myths,
since for each participating country they provide explanations for the shaken lives
of millions and place a crown of glory on the heads of the victorious politicians
or of thorns on the big losers. Such myths influence the historical transmission
and are a part of and pose a danger to contemporary history.
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The Beginnings

The American President as the Real Strategist?
Or Who Gave the Impetus?

There were many preconditions for reunification: the independence movement in
Poland and the Baltic states and then across the whole of Eastern Middle Europe;
the economic decline of Eastern European socialism; perestroika under Gorbachev
and his policy of noninterference in the Soviet area of influence; the people’s move-
ment in the German Democratic Republic (GDR); the stream of refugees from
the GDR to West Germany; and, last but not least, the policy of the leaders and
foreign ministries of the states involved. I will begin with the last one.

The American Perspective

The files concerning reunification that were released on the instructions of the
Federal Chancellery,' reactions to them in West Europe, and interviews that
I conducted with Bush and his team in the autumn of 1999, all suggest that
already by March 1989, the White House—and not Bonn, Paris, or London—
wanted to initiate a new European and German policy in which the reunifica-
tion of Germany should play a central role. The national security advisor Brent
Scowcroft,? along with Robert D. Blackwill® and Philip Zelikow* at the National
Security Council (NSC), were by then already convinced that German reunifica-
tion had to be taken up as a political responsibility’ and thus criticized the official
policy of the NSC. This is according to the Americans, Zelikow and Rice. The
White House was impatient as two major visits by Bush to Western and Eastern
Europe had been planned for the spring and summer of 1989. The future of
NATO on the occasion of its 40th anniversary (founded on April 4, 1949) was
also to be considered during these visits. Arrangements had already been made to
hold the NATO “Anniversary Summit” in Brussels on May 29 and 30, 1989.
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In the revised version of the aforementioned committee papers, the question
of German reunification nevertheless continues® to ferment “always under the
surface,” but “the Germans” do not want “to bring this subject to the fore at this
moment. The other Europeans are just as reluctant, (...) and it serves no US
interests if we take the initiative and raise the subject.”” Scowcroft is said to have
been so “frustrated” by this position that he summoned Blackwill and Rice® and
asked them to bring about something “with more bite.” Blackwill and Zelikow
had drawn up a memorandum in this debate, which Scowcroft passed on to
President Bush on March 20, known as Scowcroft’'s memorandum. It began with
the words:

Today the highest priority of American European policy should be the destiny of the
Federal Republic of Germany. Bush should help to strengthen Kohl who at present
is behind in the opinion polls, behind an opposition which gives too little consider-
ation both to the nuclear deterrent and conventional defence. It has to be the aim of
American policy to overcome the division of the continent through the assertion of
common values. (...) Even if we make progress in overcoming the division of Europe
through greater honesty and pluralism, no vision of a future Europe is imaginable

which does not also include an opinion on ‘the German question.”’

Zelikow and Rice later stated that this controversial explanation (which was just
as controversial for American strategists) was intended to place the German ques-
tion back onto the agenda. Indeed, following this a directive went out explain-
ing the policy of stemming the Soviet Union and formulating conditions for
its international integration. That was the official reason for this new policy.
Unofficially, it carried the wish to reduce Soviet influence, especially in Europe,
and to strengthen that of the United States. This concept of a “commonwealth of
free nations” was planned explicitly as an alternative to Gorbachev’s “communal
European house.”°

Scowecroft: Essentially, I think it was Gorbachev who said all those wonderful words
about this. But at the time, the beginning of 1989, no actions followed those
words. The rules of the Cold War were still valid in Central and Eastern Europe.
What we also wanted ro see were actions to break up these structures. And the
crucial aim was of course the reunification of Germany and Berlin, as this would

give a clear sign that the Cold War was over."!

Scowcroft’s maxim was that the vision of a new Europe had to include the reuni-
fication of Germany.'? A further element was the new evaluation of the role of
(West) Germany, namely a stronger understanding than before of the Federal
”1>—a role that Great Britain had played
for decades. The reaction from London—where it was suspected that there was a

government as a “partner in leadership
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shift in the importance of its partnership with Washington, away from London
and toward Bonn—was so clearly negative that the American policymakers exer-
cised more caution.'

Zelikow and Rice further maintain that in Germany, the CDU had wanted
to take reunification off the current agenda in the spring of 1989, contrary to this
new Bush policy.

In complete contrast to the German position, Bush gave a public speech in
the Rheingold-Halle in Mainz demanding the ending of the division of Europe
and Germany. This was during his German visit and directly after the NATO
summit at the end of May 1989. The aim of the West was, he said, to achieve an
“undivided and free Europe”™

For the founding fathers of the alliance this hope was a distant dream. Now this
hope is the new task of NATO. (...) The Cold War began with the division of
Europe. It can only be ended when the division of Europe is abolished. (....) There
cannot be a European house (a la Gorbachev) when not all of its inhabitants can
move freely from room to room. (...) We are striving for the self-determination of
the whole of Germany and all the countries of Eastern Europe (... ) Berlin must be
the next stage."

This speech was not printed in the files of the Federal Chancellery, and is avail-
able only in the transcript of the diplomatic talks between Kohl and Bush and
others in Bonn on May 30, 1989. The transcript is not as blunt as the above
speech. Zelikow and Rice go so far as to claim that Scowcroft had deleted the
“radical phraseology” of the speech-writer “because he feared that Bush could go
further with this (!) than Kohl in his comments on the German question.”

By this, Zelikow and Rice mean that “the Federal Government (was) not
ready to take Bush at his word and to fully demand the American support for
reunification, which the President had indicated in May.”!¢

The German View

All the German politicians who were interviewed repudiated both theses by
Zelikow and Rice that the Americans had initiated the reunification and that
leading CDU politicians were prepared to take reunification off the current
CDU agenda at the beginning of 1989.

Horst Teltschik said in the interview, which was criticized by Zelikow and
Rice, that “the German question was, for us as well, not about a territorial solu-
tion in the first instance” but rather about priority for “human rights, freedom,
plurality and liberty.” However, he made the conditions clear to ensure that it
would 7ot finally be a state-defined unity: “If the people in the GDR decide for
independence in a truly free vote” or if processes develop “which are directed at

the overcoming of a nation’s statehood,” such as “European integration.”"”
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All the statements of these CDU politicians are centrally opposed to the play-
ing off of the long-term reunification policy against the current pragmatic German
domestic policy of prevention of a further cultural, social, and political drift away
from one another. All three stress the strict retention of this double policy. Judged
according to standards of scientific precision and honesty, the interpretation of
Zelikow and Rice has to be described as a gross distortion, if not falsification.

All the then German politicians reject the self-portrayal of the Bush admin-
istration’s German policy as depicted by Rice and Zelikow. The foreign policy
advisor to the then Federal chancellor was at first diplomatic and mildly rejected
the claim of an early American reunification policy:

Teltschik: Individual parts of the CDU thought about whether the Union should
Jfollow some of the currents in the Federal Republic and not just delete the subject
of reuntfication from the vocabulary, but rather whether it should pursue a policy
which went in the direction of political recognition of the GDR at all. However,
those were individuals and they had no chance with Helmut Kohl.'®

Teltschik countered by referring to the fact that, even in September 2000, some
American politicians, for example the national security advisor, Brent Scowcroft,
had held the German politicians of the time to be considerably more courageous
and steadfast than the two Americans have depicted them and concludes:

I would not overvalue my former colleagues Condy Rice and Philip Zelikow. They

were employees of the White House and were never present opposite us."®

De Maiziére too, in answer to my question as to when he had first heard of
the American strategy of German reunification with membership of the new
Germany in NATO, explained that it had been after the American ambassador,
Vernon A. Walters, had visited him. Walters’s visit was after de Maiziére’s election
as minister-president (March 1990) and before that he had only a faint suspicion
of the American position.?’ Walters was actually one of the first to voice the pos-
sibility of reunification.?!

Both their descriptions are surprising in this respect, as the US government
had already sent out clear signals about reunification in the spring of 1989, as is
evident in Bush’s speech in the Rheingold-Halle in Mainz.

Only in one point does Teltschik concede that both American colleagues,
that is, myself as I was presenting their criticisms, were right:

Where you are right is and we regret this is that we did nor take up the statement
‘partner in leadership” more strongly. This was a very far-reaching statement, which
when faced with strong partners such as Mitterrand and Margaret Thatcher, naturally

had implications.**
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The then foreign minister of the Federal Republic, Hans-Dietrich Genscher,
endorses Teltschik in this matter and criticizes Rice and Zelikow’s description:

Genscher: [am first inclined to think that this is a story based on hindsight. Certainly
it was kept well hidden at the time.

Hans-Dietrich Genscher substantiates his claim by looking back at the policy
concerning another question:

There was a lively debate in the autumn of ‘88 and at the beginning of 89,
first within the Federal Government and then in the Alliance (NATO) about the
English and the Americans intention to pass a resolution at the NATO confer-
ence at the beginning of May 1989 (stressing further) 1989, after which in the
summer of 1994, five years later, nuclear short-range rockers with a range of 250
kilometres would be stationed on German soil. They could have reached the GDR,
Czechoslovakia—

AvP: And Poland—

Genscher: —and the western part of Poland.

Genscher believed this to be wrong and anti-European, and furthermore that
these weapons could endanger Gorbachev and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze’s
position in Moscow. Therefore on April 27, 1989, he explained in the Bundestag
debate on this matter that he would not vote for it, because, above all, of the people
of the GDR. Genscher asked rhetorically: Why had the Americans wanted that,
when at the same time they wanted the reunification of Germany and European
unity?®
Genscher adds a point against Zelikow and Rice:

You must of course know that Mrs Rice and Mr Zelikow did not sit at the negotiat-
ing table during the deciding negotiations and that there was a deep rivalry between
the security advisors of the American President and the American Secretary of State
and his ministry.

This rivalry was only compensated for by the friendship between Bush and
Baker.

Genscher: Ifyou look at the list of delegates who sat in the negotiating rooms and led
the talks, then you will not find the two writers.®*

This last remark is not correct at least in regard to Condoleezza Rice. She was
present at the important talks between George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev, for
the most part as a “note taker.”
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Certainly Charles Powell, advisor to Margaret Thatcher, clearly remembers
(events) from that time differently from the Germans and the Americans. He did
not see in George Bush’s new policy, which he implicitly criticizes, the deciding
factor for the end of the Cold War:

I would say that the two Western politicians who contributed the most to the end
of the Cold War were Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher. They were the ones
who had the vision of a stronger, enlarged NATO with modernised weapons, which
was in a position to place the Sovier Union under great pressure and ro influence
the downfall of the system. And therefore it was also their strength, which made
up the core of NATO and led to the end of the Cold War—and not the concessions
that the other Europeans were ready to make.”

Also the leading Soviet politicians stress that they too had stood, even if some-
what less strongly, for reunification—politicians such as Mikhail Gorbachev
himself or Anatoli Chernayev. They too admittedly had noticed the new line in
the American policy, but they were of the view that it meant more “partnership
signals” from Washington to Moscow, rather than emphasizing the part blocking
the Soviet's European policy.?®

Even these relatively few observations do not merely expose the differences
between the politicians of the various nations. They also show the significance
of the question—Who first gave the stimulus for the new reunification policy?
They show how important the grievances of those claiming to be the instigators
have become, with hindsight, for the politicians, their images and self-images,
and remained so up to the present day.

Spring 1989: A New Strategy or American Interests,
NATO, and the German Question

The files that we have today, the self-images of those involved and above all
the continuing solid policy of the Bush administration, show that the American
government under Bush was ahead of the others in letting its interests flow into
a new European strategy with Germany at its core. Behind this, probably, was
the concern that Gorbachev’s policy would push the United States out of Europe
or at least could clip its wings. Four months after taking office “Bush was the
first Western statesman to openly state that the Cold War would only be over
when Europe was ‘undivided and free.””?” Unlike under Reagan,®® this policy
was embedded in a concrete general strategy: on April 17, 1989, Poland was
handpicked and provided with economic assistance in recognition of its liberal
reforms. Within the next three months the prospect of such economic help was
to have been offered to other East European states in return for reforms.
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In addition, Bush had allegedly written to Chancellor Kohl on May 12, 1989,
that “there is a historic opportunity” to change the East—West relationship. This
statement is taken from a confidential letter to Kohl, which is 7oz to be found
in the published Chancellery files, but is mentioned by their editor, Kiisters, in
his introduction. The Soviet leadership should abandon its beliefs in the class
struggle, cease carrying the burden inherited in 1945, and grant the states of
Central and Eastern Europe the right to self-determination.”” And on May 17,
1989, Baker’s advisor, Robert D. Zoellick,?® submitted a paper in Germany that
reiterated this position. For a time, Washington toyed with the idea of offering
the Soviets the removal of US troops in return for a withdrawal of the Soviet
soldiers from Europe. But this idea was quickly withdrawn before these thoughts
became practical policy.”!

A later document, namely the statement of the Helmut Kohl government on
November 28, 1989, the so-called 10 Point Plan, reveals that Kohl saw, in hindsight
at least, Bush’s statement at the NATO anniversary conference at the end of May
1989 as the starting point for a new policy. Point ten of the “10 Points” reads:

Reunification, which means the regaining of the state unity of Germany, remains the
political aim of the Federal Republic. We are grateful that we have found renewed
support for this from our friends and partners in the statement from the Brussels
NATO summit in May this year.>*

This new strategy of the Bush administration openly coincided with the oppor-
tune developments in Eastern and Central Europe.

In the search to find out who initiated the reunification policy as a concrete
actual undertaking, the sources give a slight “advantage” to the American govern-
ment despite some pricks by the Federal Republic politicians.

The second important question is: when did the NATO membership of a
unified Germany become part of the American strategy? Or to put it another
way: was a united Germany’s membership of NATO ever in question? What is
certain is that the Bush administration had a great interest in this arrangement in
order to keep NATO as its own instrument in Europe.

In an interview at the end of September 1999, Condoleezza Rice left one in
no doubt that the strengthening of NATO had always been the aim of American
policy. Not only did she establish a very early connection between reunification
and NATO expansion, but rather—and this seems to me to be the real point
of interest about the strategy’s origins—she did not see it as an issue, as in no
instance would the United States have given up NATO, its “anchor in Europe.”

Rice: It is indeed corvect that the USA had only one concern, namely that German
reuntfication could destroy NATO, as NATO was the driving spirit for peace in

Germany and Americas anchor in Europe. Therefore the only concern was that the
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reuntfication of Germany could destroy NATO. But we had no doubts whatsoever
that allowing German reunification—incidentally the Americans insisted that no
new restrictions would be imposed on its power as a result of German reunification—
could in any way be bad for Europe; that wasn’t the American way of thinking.>

According to Rice’s view, it was outside of US interests to imagine reunification
or European unity alone without an expansion of NATO into the former GDR.
Seen with this perspective, all the then still general statements of Bush in the
Mainz Rheingold-Halle (“Now this hope is the new task of NATO"*%) gain mean-
ing, and point toward the continuity of an American policy with NATO.

A further sign points to the early expectation of a reunification by George
Bush. When he remarked at a meeting with the French president Mitterrand in
Kennebunkport in May 1989 that reunification “can be achieved,” Mitterrand is
said to have answered—according to his then advisor Jacques Attali—that this,
along with the atomic weapons in German possession, is one of the two possible
causes of a war in Europe.”®

In this connection Condoleezza Rice refers to the (later) speech of Bush on
December 4, 1989, at a meeting of the state and government leaders of the 16
NATO members in Brussels, in which he expanded Kohl’s 10 Points about (com-
plete) German membership in NATO.?® Publicly, the US strategy of the NATO
membership of a united Germany was—after Brussels in spring 1989—first per-
ceived at this time, both through this speech as well as one by Baker to the Press
Club in Berlin on December 12.

The principal problem for the Americans was that in regard to this question,
the Soviet Union understood that an expansion of NATO into the eastern part of
Germany was directed against their interests and that Gorbachev must have seen
this as a threat to his policy.’” Condoleezza Rice says that the key theme of the
American policy at that time was “to unify Germany under Western conditions and
simultaneously to get the Soviet Union to accept this.”*® Here it was clearly and
unambiguously formulated in US policy that this was the United States’s predomi-
nant ambition and it was carried out in Europe in full view of the Soviet Union.

Years later, at an event celebrating the anniversary of reunification, Bush—as
restrained and polite as ever—sat next to Kohl and Gorbachev as the “number 3
of reunification,” although he must have been responsible for the whole strategy.
Condoleezza Rice stressed in an interview that it was Bush himself who had con-
vinced his team of the merits of this new strategy. Certainly, Helmut Kohl, who
is lauded as “the principal reunification protagonist,” cannot claim this role until
after the autumn of 1989 but only under the shield of the Bush administration.
The US government represented its own interests in Europe, and Kohl those of
the Germans—the reunification policy met the interests of both. What American
dominance in this at least temporary coincidence of interests could result in,
especially for a European security system, was not clarified.
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The Expected Moment

Not all the politicians involved nor the members of the GDR civil rights move-
ment succumbed to the temptation to pre-date the moment of their discovery
about the approaching reunification and their activities in the process. In general,
it was stressed that the impetus that it had given to the dynamic in the policy
behind reunification was scarcely noticeable. In the summer and beginning of
autumn 1989, most government members and the opposition from the people’s
movement still did not reckon on a quick reunification. They had not yet been
gripped by the dynamism of the subsequent months and their standards were still
those of previous years: Gorbachev and Shevardnadze took the “historical facts”
as their starting point, and for them these facts included the premise that there
were two German states.

In the summer of 1989, Chancellor Kohl and his team had at first no con-
crete expectations of a speedy reunification. Kohl stressed at the end of November
1989 that he had no schedule and on several occasions voiced the view that he
expected German unity in ten years. At the end of the year, he reduced this expec-
tation to five years. The then head of the KGB, Wladimir Kryutchkov, reported
in 1999 that Kohl had explained in the autumn of 1989 that reunification could
become reality in the year 2025.%° In contrast, Eduard Shevardnadze, then Soviet
foreign minister, maintained in an interview ten years later that German unity
had been the “key” to the development of Europe from an early time (although
politically he at first had behaved in an entirely opposite manner).

Hans-Dietrich Genscher was, as he explained in 2001, already of the view
in 1988 that great changes were imminent in the GDR and that the Soviet lead-
ership adopted his view early on, namely in May 1989. However, no evidence
for this assumption can be found in the Soviet files. The “expected changes in
the GDR and East Europe,” which Shevardnadze reported to Genscher, surely
applied to the Soviet leadership’s reforms in the sense of perestroika.

There are also differences in what was supposedly expected or predicted:
changes in the Soviet area of influence, the unity of Germany, or the end of the
Cold War with the expansion of NATO toward Eastern Europe.

In 1999, Jacques Attali, the advisor to the French president, Mitterrand,*°
summarized the stance of the British prime minister, Thatcher, and that of the
French president, saying that in the summer and early autumn of 1989, both still
did 7ot expect the speedy reunification of the GDR and the Federal Republic.

He also reported that he had bet against Teltschik that reunification would
be “carried out” in the coming year. In the Caribbean in December 1989,
Mitterrand and Bush had made critical remarks about Vernon Walters, the
American ambassador to the Federal Republic, who saw reunification as coming
in five years. Both held it to be foolish to say such a thing, as they reckoned that
reunification would come in a decade at the earliest. Arttali said: “That was in



16 / The End of the Cold War?

December 1989 and they did not suspect that it would happen in half a year.”!

That of course had significance for the implementation of the differing strategies
of these statesmen.*?

Also most of the members of the opposition in the GDR had their own
problems with predicting reunification, as for them—with all the differences—it
was at that time more about reformation of the GDR, mostly in the direction of
perestroika, or about the leaving of the GDR. Today many of them speak about
early predictions of reunification.*?

It bears repeating: In the spring and summer of 1989, George Bush’s govern-
ment was, in my opinion, the only one among the governments of the time that
substantially contemplated the possibility of reunification and with this policy
faced up to the fear of the growing influence of Gorbachev’s policy in Central
and Eastern Europe.

I do not mention the claims of the persons involved at the time, their
abstract or concrete expectations of fundamental changes in Germany and
Europe, their subsequent advancing of the date of their knowledge, and the part
they played in the reunification in order to sneer at them. Rather I raise these
matters in order to be able to place them within the framework of the policy
made by the various governments and to show how prognoses are themselves
a part of political disagreement, when truth overtakes the prophecies or makes
them obsolete. I also raise them in order to make clear the extent to which
particular politicians of the various states have later come together in a collec-
tive interpretation—one only has to think of the many joint television appear-
ances of Kohl, Gorbachev, Genscher, and Shevardnadze, although their policy
that year—as will be revealed—was often far apart. But the politicians “agreed”
in the desire to be recorded as worthy representatives of the interests of their
national policies for future generations. And it is not only journalists, but also
contemporary historians, who have difficulty in not becoming instruments used
to the advantage of such interests.

The Politics of Détente and German Unity

There was a considerable difference among German, English, and American poli-
ticians at the time in their views of the politics of détente (Ensspannungspolitik) of
the German government under Chancellor Willy Brandt with his advisor Egon
Bahr and and Foreign Minister Walter Scheel** after 1969: were they a prerequi-
site for or an obstruction to German reunification? While this Oszpolitik, as it was
also called, which was seen rather negatively by American politicians in contrast
to the Canadian government under Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau,® who played
hardly any role or none at all,“ differing views appear in conversations with the
German protagonists.
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After the unification of Germany, this debate became much milder, almost
evaporating in favor of a view that once more emphasized the significance of the
policy of détente for reunification, not only among Social Democratic*’ but also
among the Christian Democratic participants.

This is how Horst Teltschik describes the CDU position after Helmut Kohl’s
government took office:

Despite the Cold War, despite the failure of the Geneva negotiations, it was clear that
we had to continue the politics of détente.

Important steps in the politics of détente are the Moscow Treaty with the USSR
of August 12,1970, the Warsaw Treaty of December 7, 1970 with Poland, as well
as the basic treaty with the GDR of December 21, 1972.

In his book Ich wollte Deutschlands Einheit (I Wanted Germanys Unity)
Helmut Kohl’s description of the CDU’s view of the Os#politik is also less critical
than in the early 1970s:

We, the union parties, were at that time completely convinced that it was necessary
to find a system, a modus vivendi, as long as there was no possibility of a peace treaty
for Germany as a whole. This idea of Brandts Ostpolitik, which had already been
laid out in the Ostpolitik of Evhard and Kiesinger [former Christian Democrat
chancellors—AvP] we could agree with without any reservations. But against the

ambiguity of the treaties, however, we could direct fierce criticism.®®

The CDU had voted against the basic treaty after violent debates because of a fear
at the time that it would make the division of Germany permanent.

Here the issue is not so much the “real” aspects of the cultivation of such
an image or a criticism of the later moderation of the CDU’s policy against the
eastern treaties. For me the issue is the evidence that the criticism of Kohl and
other CDU politicians of the policy of détente was directed primarily against
the suspected surrender of the unity of Germany that could, according to Kohl,
have resulted from the SPD’s détente politics. In the United States, however,
this was, and is, not the essential point of criticism; rather, there, at least at
the government level, the Ostpolitik was viewed suspiciously as a version of
“the politics of appeasement”® toward the Soviet Union. What becomes visible
here is that the CDU’s position is different from that of the political leadership
of the United States, which was hardly mentioned then and is hardly men-
tioned today. Later, in the years 1989/90, however, the interest of the United
States in pushing back the Soviet influence in Europe and the interest of the
Federal German government in a reunification of Germany drew closer—a
condition essential for the success of the politics of German reunification of
both parties.
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Former foreign minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher also looked far back in
reply to my question about the controversial significance of the politics of détente
for the politics of reunification: in the first 20 years of the Federal Republic of
Germany there was a basic opposition to neutrality and in support for the tie to
the West, for membership in the European parliament, in NATO, and in the
European Union. This was certainly correct, but the West nevertheless became
powerless when it came to the drifting apart of the two German states. It was
not until 1967 that there was a new formulation of Western politics with the
so-called Hamel Report, named after the Belgian foreign minister Pierre Hamel.
This report contained a strong defence of the West’s outlook but at the same time
offered mutually beneficial cooperation with the Soviet Union and designs for
German unity.”

Genscher: In this Hamel Report it stated that the cause of all tension is the division
of Germany and the highest goal of NATO is to create a permanent and fair peaceful
order for all of Europe.

Through these new politics, the German foreign policy of Willy Brandt and
Walter Scheel created space in the new Ostpolitik with the German eastern trea-
ties and then with the CSCE politics in the final Helsinki agreement.’’!

Genscher: The final Helsinki Act, 1975, opened a completely new chapter in thar
it introduced Western values such as the right to self-determination of peoples,
human rights, the solving of humanitarian questions in the East-West dialogue,
indeed, obligated the other side to base itself on these ideas. And in this way a
process was set into motion that in the end make possible all these developments,
from which Viclav Havel, the fighters for popular rights in the GDR profited,
which Sakharov could invoke, which later Solidarnos¢ invoked very strongly. (...)
This was an especially politically astonishing development because the idea of this

conference actually came from Moscow.

Immediately after this point Genscher added two elements that would later
become obstacles for Soviet politics in the course of reunification that, however,
surprisingly, are stressed neither by Kohl nor other international politicians, par-
ticularly not by the Americans:

Genscher: We succeeded in getting two decisive provisions into this final act. First,
that each country can decide for itself if it wants to belong to an alliance and
which one; that was important for us when it came to NATO membership. And
second, that the borders of Europe could not be changed, if there was peace, while
the Soviet Union said absolutely not. And I then said to Gromyko [the Soviet
Foreign Minister at the time—AvP]: “If the GDR and Federal Republic decide
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to abolish the border between them and to unify Germany, should we forbid this?”
And he replied: “That is a purely theoretical question.” I said: “If it is theoretical,

you could agree.”*

And this is what happened. Why Western politicians assign no or only a slight
significance to these aspects in the final act of Helsinki regarding the right to self-
determination, the choosing of alliance memberships, and the borders in Europe
might be due to the fact that German—American politics of 1989/1990 aimed to
use the CSCE process only marginally for the foreign political aspects of reunifi-
cation and to make use primarily of the 2+4 negotiations; and American policy
always included distrust of the CSCE or the OSCE.>® These organizations had
significant Eastern European participation and were not mainly American political
instruments or “anchors” in Europe—that role belonged to NATO.



CHAPTER 2

Summer 1989: Gorbachev in Bonn

Before the Arrival

From June 12 to 14, 1989, just 14 days after US president George Bush, General
Secretary Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev came to Bonn with a high-ranking
delegation. At this time his name already had made a positive impression in the
West. Frangois Mitterand and Margaret Thatcher especially saw in him “a new
type” of Soviet leader. Charles Powell, advisor to the British prime minister,
explained the policy under Margaret Thatcher:

Margarer Thatcher probably knew President Gorbachev better than any other
Western leader. In a sense she had discovered Gorbachev. He came to Britain in
1984... It was a revelation to us—here was a completely different sort of Sovier
leader. Not a man who had to be surrounded by supporters and aides, not a man
who just read out his detailed statement. Here was a man who could debate and
argue like a Western politician. .. And—yes—I would almost like to say, she claimed
a kind of title ro Gorbachev, insofar as she had more or less prepared the way from
him in the West. Thus our hopes for a freer, more humane system in the Sovier Union
were also linked with the person of Gorbachev.!

And Hans-Dietrich Genscher reported that before his first meeting with
Gorbachev in 1988, he met with Mitterrand:

Genscher: [ asked him to give me his impression of Gorbachev. Mitterrand said to
me: “Mr. Genscher, you will meet a completely different Soviet leader. He speaks as
we speak among ourselves.” He had several pieces of white paper in front of him,
interruptm’ me, made notes, and interrupted him too. This was a camplete{y dif—
ferent way of conducting a conversation, just as Mitterrand had described to me,
so that finally a few months later right after the Bundestag election 1 felt compelled
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in Davos to make the West aware and to say: “We must take Gorbachev seriously,
we must take him at his word, and we must not miss a historic opportunizy.” And
that did me no good at the time, for there was criticism here in my country, there
was criticism in London, there was criticism in the United States, but in the end

they all joined me in admiration of Gorbachev.*

After all these generous descriptions, it was logical to ask Genscher why, in that
case, Kohl had previously compared Gorbachev to Goebbels:

Genscher: [don't know. Of course he had met him much earlier than 1 did. (... ) I was
not happy about it, especially as I was embarrassed, to meet with Shevardnadze
at the Security Conference in Vienna a few days later and explain to him, that no

harm was intended. It is said that the victims are always the interpreters.

Kohl had met Gorbachev on October 24, 1988, in Moscow, at which point he
changed his opinion of the Soviet general secretary. Soon almost everyone we
interviewed mentioned positively that the Soviet Union under Gorbachev had
since 1988 allowed the COMECON countries more independence than would
have hardly been conceivable before. This new independence permitted the devel-
opment of more independent politics in Poland, Hungary, and even the GDR,
and finally in all of Eastern Middle Europe. Particularly essential for the process of
reorganization was that the regime under Gorbachev adhered to the principle of
military nonintervention. There was a deviation later in the case of Lithuania.

A Grand Reception

In Bonn an unexpectedly enthusiastic reception was prepared for Gorbachev, and
not only by the politicians but also by citizens and almost all the media. His visit
was the public event of the week. Shortly before, Gorbachev had been elected to
the leadership of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR. That his first foreign trip in
this capacity was to the Federal Republic of Germany emphasized “the signifi-
cance we attached to working with the Federal Republic.”

The Soviet general secretary later wrote in his memoirs:

There were unforgettable scenes in the Rathausplatz in Bonn. From the surrounding
streets we were already flooded by a reqular wave of demonstrations of friendship and
sympathy. Shouts and wishes of luck such as ‘Gorbi! Make love not walls”” ‘Please
continue like this, Gorbachev!” accompanied us. As we stepped onto the balcony of
the city hall, a storm of applause broke out in the square.” A small boy was lifted
up to the railing. “It was a rouching moment, that went around the world through
the media.
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The general secretary and his delegation carried out talks at various levels: several
times with Chancellor Kohl, twice with President von Weizsicker, with Foreign
Minister Genscher, with Rita Stissmuth, president of the Bundestag, and finally
with the premier of Baden-Wiirtemberg Lothar Spith. Gorbachev also visited
Hoesch in Dortmund, where he was interrupted by ovations, as he wrote, while
speaking before steelworkers, accompanied by leader of the SPD Hans-Jochen
Vogel and the old SPD chancellors Helmut Schmidt and Willy Brandt. In
Cologne he met Johannes Rau, the SPD premier of Nordrhein-Westfalen. The
minutes of both sides’ contain nothing about this “unofficial” meeting, but do
confirm the breadth of the themes in the official meetings. Discussed were minor
questions such as the possibility of a visit to Kénigsberg/Kaliningrad, the care of
military graves, and the rehabilitation of German prisoners of war who had been
sentenced by Soviet military tribunals. At the core, however, were the big changes
in the world: questions about disarmament; the involvement of West Berlin in
these negotiations; the relationships of the countries of the European Community
with the United States, among themselves, the development of Eastern Middle
Europe itself, including the intractable attitude of Erich Honecker, who was hin-
dering reform in the GDR.

Gorbachev was particularly interested—as is made clear from various parts
of the talks—in receiving assurances that there would be no external interference
in the course of these reform processes in Eastern Europe.

According to the German protocol the Soviet guest said:

It is a matter of delicate processes. One must know that huge consequences would
result if someone from outside now poked around with a stick in this restless. The
Federal chancellor added immediately: for him it was a matter of preventing this.
The General Secretary then repeated carefully (and with foresight) that these
fundamental changes inside the socialist states would lead to powerful internal

tensions.

Gorbachev: Ifanyone tried to exert influence from the outside, this would have to led
to destabilization and a loss of confidence and would endanger the understanding
between East and West.®

The Soviet minutes reveal a similar focus. There is an even clearer statement:
interference from the outside “would destroy everything that had so far been
created. After all we want rapprochement and not the retreat to the position of
confrontation.””

Helmut Kohl calmed Gorbachev several times in this regard, emphasized
that he agreed with him “on these points,” according to the German protocol.
In the Soviet minutes it is even clearer: “T am in complete agreement with every-
thing.” Kohl had emphasized, and would henceforth continue to do so, that he

was not interested in destabilization, and especially not of the GDR. At one point
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in the Soviet minutes, Kohl is quoted as follows—and this passage is of particular
importance for the questions discussed here: at a seminar in New York he had

among other things said that I did not agree with Gorbachev on the question of the
unity of Germany. Then I added that, nevertheless, I could see no point in arguing
over this matter from morning to night. Everyone should stick to his position—he to
his and I to mine. The Chancellor of the FRG is also obligated to speak about Berlin,
about the wall, etc. But the question consists 0f how one says it: stating the existing

situation or calling for its alteration.

Naturally it is not known what was actually said in private—besides Kohl and
Gorbachev there were also the two advisors and note-takers Anatoli Chernayev
and Horst Teltschik as well as the interpreters Andreas Weif§ and I. A. Kurpakov.
But for the Soviet side this undertaking of not calling for changes appears to be
the most important part of the general building of trust. Here are, if one observes
the fine differences in the records, set the small, multicoloured mosaic tiles of later,
extensive misunderstandings. The general secretary would later in the course of
the unification process refer many times to Kohl’s declarations of not aiming at a
destabilization in Eastern and Eastern Middle Europe and in the GDR.

In response, Kohl stressed that it was not he but rather Honecker himself
who destabilized the situation in the GDR with his antireform policy. Here the
Soviet minutes are much more detailed than the German ones: “However, the
people ask me over and over,” Kohl is quoted as saying, “why the GDR took such
rigid positions. Everyone says that something must be done, that the people sense
the freedom that is now characteristic of Hungary, Poland and naturally for the
Soviet Union.”®

Wherever Honecker was referred to, Gorbachev emphasized the indepen-
dence of the other Socialist parties and countries or he said nothing, as Kohl
observed many times.” According to the Soviet protocol, only once, namely in
conversation with Richard von Weizsicker, was it different: Von Weizsicker men-
tioned that even Honecker spoke positively about the last NATO conference in
Brussels. Gorbachev asked why von Weizsicker said this at that point and the
German president replied that it was because Honecker usually never said any-
thing positive about NATO. In the Soviet minutes Gorbachev then said:

From my point of view I would like to say that E. Honecker always supported and
always will support the idea that two German states in Europe will adpere to the goal
never to allow that a war would ever again start on German soil. E. Honecker is com-

pletely dedicated to a peace policy and bis thoughts are marked by great realism."

Such strong support for Honecker, for which von Weizsicker, who was generally
highly respected by Gorbachev, also thanked him, appears not to have repeated
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itself, according to the Soviet minutes. On the other hand Gorbachev left Kohl
in no doubt that he accepted that the two German states were the result of his-
tory and that this should be maintained. In their relaxed conversation on the
third day, which has in the meantime become famous, after all essential concrete
questions from support for the German economy all the way to a collective dec-
laration had been discussed, Kohl pointed to the Rhine at the end of the park of
the Chancellery and explained: “It (the Rhine) symbolizes history, this is nothing
static. You can dam this river, technically it is possible. But then it will rise above
the banks and find another way to the sea. And that is how it is with Germany
unity t00.” Those two should therefore consider if they will “construct” reunifi-
cation in their generation or whether they should continue to wait with all the
problems connected with this. Gorbachev is supposed to listened to this “and
then no longer disagreed.”"!

Kohl’s assurance that he was opposed to any destabilization in Eastern
Europe was for Gorbachev at least as decisive for his trust in Kohl as the hopes
for the Germans at the Vienna Disarmament conference. He agreed “that the
strengthening of trust had a decisive significance for mutual understanding in all
issues. This process needed to take place parallel to changes in opinion, with the
introduction of a new way of thinking. The most important thing in this process
was however the reduction of military confrontation.”!?

In his own remembrances Gorbachev also emphasized this moment of rap-
prochement that was decisive for him: he wrote that he had received the impression
that Kohl was not defending the modernization of tactical acomic weapons that
had been decided at the NATO conference in Brussels. According to Gorbachey,
Kohl let it be seen that these weapons would be discussed in Vienna. Later there
was indeed a compromise: “The clause about modernization remained, its real-
ization was however postponed.”'?

These hopes for what the Germans would do in the disarmament questions
were also more important for Gorbachev than the chancellor’s promises of eco-
nomic assistance, which Kohl emphasized more explicitly. It was a promise of
assistance in the minimizing of the supplies crisis that was honored at the begin-
ning of 1990 “at a very important point for the German unification process.”!*
Here Kohl was alluding to the supply problems in the Soviet Union, in which
he himself was able to provide assistance in the following 12 to 15 months at
Gorbachev’s request.

Kohl: My relations with Mikhail Gorbachev had changed dramatically since the
summer of 1989... My relations have also changed from his perspective. Above
all because in the months that followed and in the next year he met a person upon
whom he could rely. For example, when it was necessary to help him to make sure
that the shelves in Kiev and Sverdlovsk and elsewhere were filled—ir was a genu-
ine crisis in supplies. The fact that the Germans then in a few days—for a system
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like the Sovier Union completely inconceivable—due only to agreement by the
head of the government, the chancellor, for...almost 3.5 million Deutschmarks
helped with butter and sugar and also with valuable foodstuffs, that the German
consumer goods industry sent hundreds of thousands of shoes and other items, that
he had however paid for, even brassieres to the Soviet Union, was for a system that
planned everything and required endless time completely unthinkable."

Now no one should assume that in politics there is friendship without inter-
ests, but still all those involved emphasize that a special relationship of trust
had developed. But we can see in these subtleties on what this trust was based
at the time. There certainly were some in the Soviet delegation, such as the
member of the international section of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Nikolai Portugalov, who asked themselves why there was such a grand recep-
tion in Bonn and which interests in the government of the FRG were behind
it. At one of the evening or nightly “briefings” of the Soviet delegation he asked
Gorbachev this very question. He hesitated and said that he was not going to
think about this."®

I also asked Horst Teltschik:

AVP: Is this really true? Did such an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect really
develop, as it appears in retrospect at least? Or is intended to appear?

Teltschik: Well, when you experience Gorbachey, then he is a Russian as one knows
from the history of literature. A very emotional man, for whom it is very impor-
tant to have a personal relationship with someone or not (...) Gorbachev himself
once told me that he had developed the impression that he could trust Helmut
Kohl. (...) This trip taught him two things. Once, during the visits to busi-
nesses, while travelling through the country, he always said: order, the order in
Germany. Everything clean, everything tidy—he was fascinated. And then he was
Jfascinated by the condition of our industries, the wealth, i.e. the prosperity of our
country. My impression is that he came to recognize that we, the Germans, must
be the future partner that would help him to carry his politics of reform in the
Sovier Union into the future. You have often asked why Gorbachev accepted the
reunification. I think, in the end, the hope thar with Germany he had the crucial
partner that would help him reform the Soviet Union. (. ..) He often said to me
(later), “Horst, what would we, what could and would we Germans and Russians
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do together.”

In future, Kohl suggested “that contact be maintained with regard to the Vienna
negotiations directly not through the administrations.” Actually hearing the voice
of the other would make many things easier. The Soviet protocol also mentions
the people they wanted to send in such cases: for Kohl it was Horst Teltschik and
for Gorbachev it was Anatoli Chernayev.
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The Significance of a Formula: the Right of
Self-determination

One result of Gorbachev’s visit to Bonn was a joint declaration that the chan-
cellor and the general secretary signed on June 13. It states that “the building
blocks of a Europe of peace and co-operation” must be “unlimited respect for
the integrity and security of each state” and “the right to choose freely its own
political and social system.” This required “unlimited respect for the principles
and norms of international law,” particularly the “respect for the national right of
self-determination.”®

Though appearing rather formulaic, this declaration in favor of the right of
self-determination was believed to have great significance for the developing situ-
ation. At least the German participants said so. In the Soviet minutes or in the
memoirs of the main participants this significance is not perceptible: either this
declaration is not mentioned or it has no importance.

On the other hand Hans-Dietrich Genscher considered this joint declara-
tion very far-reaching and even observed that through it “we...got the ques-
tion of openness for German unity into a joint document for the first time.”
Generally Genscher stressed the advanced state of the Soviet positions more than
can be gathered from the files of the office of the chancellor and than what was
heard from the chancellor’s office.”” He also emphasized the significance of the
delegation’s talks that had begun immediately after Gorbachev first called on von
Weizsicker and the significance of his own talks with Soviet foreign minister
Edward Shevardnadze. In a private conversation with him Genscher heard the
following:

And then Shevardnadze made an observation that confirmed my judgement of the
Soviet leadership: the Berlin wall would also fall when the time is right, but for that

a certain atmosphere of trust and respect was essential >

For Hans-Dietrich Genscher Shevardnadze’s statement was new evidence that
early in the summer the Soviet leadership had already arrived at far-reaching
thoughts. The question is only how concretely Shevardnadze meant it or con-
versely in which other European future he wanted to open this perspective. Here,
there is also evidence that a misunderstanding was possible: Genscher under-
stood Shevardnadze as much in relation to the fall of the Wall and unity just as
the Soviet protocol understood Kohl in relation to the preservation of the divi-
sion. Nevertheless, Shevardnadze would express such thoughts sooner than other
Soviet leaders.

In the Soviet minutes of the delegation’s talks with Gorbachev on June 13,
1989, which Genscher led on the German side, there are also no statements that
could be interpreted as broadly as Genscher did.
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Genscher suggests here that the joint document contained the formula
regarding the right of self-determination and, moreover, as “the openness of the
German Question.” Now some talks suggest that it was not the Foreign Office
that brought this passage into the declaration but rather the chancellor’s office.
Therefore I asked Horst Teltschik, the direct partner or the counterpart of the
Foreign Office in the chancellor’s office.

AVP: This is what causes difficulties for historians. If one reads such declarations later,
then 1 read nothing other than a 08/15 declaration about the right of national
self-determination. But I naturally know from the talks: everyone tussled to make
sure that it was included or not included. Did you say deliberately that the Foreign
Office did not have it in there?

Teltschik: Documents dealing with foreign affairs were of course always prepared in
the Department 0f Foreign Aﬂizz'rs. That is the re:pomib/e departmmt; it then goes
into the responsible section in the Chancellor’s Office. And in earlier times it was
the case that it was then presented to the Chancellor directly. During my time I
took the liberty of checking the contents again. For us the document, i.e. the one
[from the Foreign Office, did not go far enough. (...) It contained the same mate-
rial as was always there: peace, happiness, pancakes, détente, disarmament. This
was not good enough for us. So we said: new quality means we must try it. And
we did this in two directions. One was the theme of self-determination. How
could we introduce this? The second was the recognition of the law of nations
both internally and externally. And the Foreign Office was able to assert both in

the negotiations.

With another example Teltschik tried to make clear “what an effect such formula
business” had: at the party congress of the CDU in September 1989 Kohl made
a speech, in which, according to Teltschik’s example, he spoke “of the vision of
the unity of Germany.”

Teltschik: 7 made the vision of German unity in relation to this document (from
Gorbachev’s visit in June 1989). Very concretely derived. The party congress, the
delegates, as always showed no reaction. Reunification and German unity were
repeated again and again, according ro the saying, does he have ro say thar again?
But really no reaction? The next day I had a visitor in the Chancellors office. It
was the Soviet ambassador Kwizinski.*' And be said to me: “Mr. Teltschik, not like
this, not like this! No, you can not interpret this document in this way.” In response
1 said to him: “Mr. Kwizinski all German experts in Moscow know how we define

the right to self-determination. Therefore we will continue to do so.”**
24

Furthermore, the general secretary of the SED, Erick Honecker, was already
informed during his June 9, 1989, talk with the Soviet foreign minister Eduard
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Shevardnadze of the joint final declaration including the expression of the right
to self-determination, but he took no position on it.*> Gorbachev’s visit to
Bonn was followed in the GDR and appears to have left very different impres-
sions. Inside the SED there were certainly some disappointed voices, particu-
larly against Kohl’s “defamatory” remarks about the GDR and Gorbachev’s “too

tolerant” reactions.?*

In the Background: Debates about George Bush’s Policy

During Gorbachev’s visit to Bonn someone absent played a considerable role:
George Bush. In the accounts so far this fact has received surprisingly little atten-
tion. Already in the talks with Richard von Weizsicker” he is only a marginal
chimera. The German president takes an astonishingly long time—at least
according to the Soviet minutes—to explain to his Soviet guest without being
asked about the new American foreign policy: during his last visit “across the
ocean | formed a clear opinion: after a certain reticence the American admin-
istration moves to a position that rests on a more constructive approach to the
complex of East—West relationships.” Richard von Weizsicker remarks then that
the Americans have questions about the German and the European position
on the modernization of tactical atomic weapons. Even more important for
them was the question of where the development of Western Europe was going
altogether.

The Cold War was over (June 1989!) ... relations between the EC and Comecon
(Council for Mutual Economic Assistance) have normalized. .. What will all these
changes mean for the centre of the continent? As we expressed our opinions on this
to them, we tried to explain to them that it was imperative that the West as a whole
develop a constructive approach to the complex of relations with the East. We tried
to work with the Americans on this point and to have a corresponding influence on
them. (...) For it is especially important to transform the American position and
not leave the impression that we wanted to push them out of Europe (1)*°

Gorbachev agreed with the necessity of building trust between the Americans
and both Western and Eastern Europe, but he remained distrustful of Bush’s
politics, even when von Weizsicker was very strongly promoting another talk
between the American and Soviet leaders. Regarding Bush’s politics the general
secretary replied as lengthily as Weizsicker: in personal and private talks with
Bush there was a very “sympathetic atmosphere.” Nor did anyone in Moscow
become impatient or rashly critical when Bush made speeches that one would
have to “describe as a Reaganite crusade against communism.” This did not help
“at all the creation of an atmosphere for a long and peaceful co-operation that we
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are offering the Bush administration.” The United States was trying to capitalize
on the difficulties in which the Soviet Union found itself.

Richard von Weizsicker in his response disagreed with the comparison
between Bush and Reagan. Unlike Reagan, Bush was a pragmatist who was, how-
ever, under considerable pressure from the right.

The talks between Kohl and Gorbachev?” also often concerned themselves
with George Bush and his politics. Gorbachev expressed almost more clearly his
distrust, which I will quote from the Soviet protocol.

Gorbachev: Allow me to ask a clear and completely open question. Does it not
appear to you that the American administration and the president are following

an ambiguous line

Kohl also took a long time to answer Gorbachev’s question regarding his opin-
ion of the American president. It is the longest continuous passage in the talks.
Like von Weizsicker, the chancellor described his American colleague as an East
Coast intellectual but above all as a pragmatist. Besides he had a remarkable wife
(“a charming woman, mother and grandmother”), who also promoted détente
and pragmatism. And he had a foreign minister whose significance Gorbachev
should not underestimate. Kohl described Bush in a surprising and frank differ-
ence from Reagan as “a European.” During Reagan’s first visit Kohl had a depressing
impression because it became clear that “this man had no idea about Europe.”?
George Bush, however, “is a completely different person.” The social question
that he had assumed as a heavy inheritance from Reagan could however become
his Achilles heel. Like von Weizsicker Kohl tried to calm Gorbachev by describ-
ing the politics of the Bush administration as more conciliatory toward the East,
most recently at the latest NATO conference 14 days ago: “The closest to us were
actually the Americans, but the (shared) distance in the relationship to London
was significant. Bush and Baker too showed their complete exceptionality in
Brussels.” Bush also agreed with him on other issues, such as questions relating to
the security conference in Vienna and the COCOM (Co-ordination Committee
for East-West-Trade Policy) situation (namely the export reductions)—even in
the judgement of the developments in Hungary.

Kohl: 7zold Bush (according to the Soviet protocol) that we should act according to an
old saying: the church should stay in the village. This means that Hungarians should
decide for themselves what they need, but no one should interfere in their affairs

Gorbachev: We have a similar saying: “You do not enter a strange monastery with

your own rules.”®

Although Kohl, not unskillfully does not acknowledge Gorbachev’s main fears,
two things become apparent. First, Gorbachev remains distrustful of American
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Eastern European policy. Kohl asks rather abruptly, which negative public
appearances of Bush Gorbachev is actually referring to—and Gorbachev could
name precisely two events where, in his view, Bush presented himself like Reagan.
Second, it becomes clear that both the German president and the chancellor see
the new American policy as a conciliatory “politics of détente” and not a politics
directed at the unity of Europe and unification of Germany (although in the
report by von Weizsicker there are hints of this policy). Gorbachev, on the other
hand, does not even see this, but rather has fears that the Americans will again
follow a confrontational policy similar to Reagan. These fears are, however, quite
clearly still vague.

It almost appears as if Gorbachev felt in those days that behind the American
politics of integration and concern for Europe, including Eastern Europe, there
was no sympathy and a genuine inclusion of the Soviet Union but rather the
defence of American interests against the Soviet Union. But more than this vague
feeling of ambivalence toward American foreign policy is not to be taken from his
statements. It is not until the end of the year that it becomes clear to the Soviet
leadership that a European house could also be built under American dominance
without the Soviet Union. From the view of the West German government it
must have meant a tightrope walk: on the one hand to force reunification under
the protection of the Americans without however, on the other hand, alienating
the Soviet Union or endangering Gorbachev’s position.

However, the Kohl government was still in the comfortable situation that
both the Americans under Bush and the Soviet Union under Gorbachev accorded
the Federal Republic a decisive role in their European politics. In the Soviet pro-
tocol Gorbachev considers the Soviet—American relationship to “have a decisive
influence on the situation in the world (...) However the Soviet-American rela-
tionships are not isolated, they are also influenced from outside and particularly
from Europe. But on the European continent the relationships between the
USSR and FRG play a key role.” In the German minuctes it says, “that affer the
relationship with the United States the Soviet Union gives the greatest signifi-
cance to the united states of Europe and bilaterally to the relationships to the
Federal Republic of Germany.”!

Genscher: Thar means, Germany had in the decisive year, 1989, an optimal situa-
tion in its relationships to the two countries that were most important for German
unity: the United States of America and the Soviet Union. This shows how correct
the position of German foreign policy after the war was. The solid partnership in
the west as a base and the soliciting of trust and working together in the East.?



CHAPTER 3

Gorbachev and the “Soviet
Fatherhood” of the GDR

“Carry on, Erich” or “Gorbi, save us”: Gorbachey,
the GDR Leaders, and the Opposition

The Opposition and Its Effect on the Politburo Pros

In the descriptions of the reunification, particularly by journalists, #he citizens
movement, which at the beginning did not call itself by this name and was very
heterogeneous, played a completely decisive role. It was seen as bringing the rul-
ers of East Berlin to their knees: sometimes it was those who wanted to emigrate
to the FRG and wanted to put pressure on the GDR leadership, and at other
times it was those who sometimes referred to themselves as “Hierbleiber” (stayers
on) and wanted to reform the GDR.

Most definitely the protests and opposition movements, particularly earlier
in Poland, Hungary, and finally also in the GDR, left a deep impression on
those in power in Berlin, Warsaw, Budapest, and Moscow. As the exit applica-
tions and the many illegal escapes from the GDR increased dramatically, they
deeply influenced the politicians in both the East and the West. They were sym-
bols of the turning away of the population of the GDR from “their” system
and “their” regime, when the diplomatic missions of the FRG in East Berlin
(August 8, 1989), Budapest (August 14), Prague (August 23), and later in Warsaw
(September 19) were closed because of overcrowding. On September 30, 1989,
Foreign Minister Genscher announced in the Prague embassy the imminent exit
of the refugees—their jubilation about this is today part of the media’s sign of
recognition and frequently referred to symbols of the beginning of the collapse
of the GDR like hardly any other." On special trains of the GDR railway around
5,500 citizens of the GDR traveled out of the Prague and approximately 800
from Warsaw through GDR territory to the FRG.
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Genscher asked himself in his memoirs and metaphorically the leadership of
the GDR of the time:

How could the leadership in East Berlin underestimate what psychological effect
the transport of thousands of refugees through the GDR would have? The effect was
impossible to miss. A direct departure such as from Hungary through Austria would
have had far less serious consequences; but now a great political river had set itself
into motion and pushed itself unhindered through the GDR.

Honecker’s statement became famous: he did not “shed tears” over the people
who left the GDR. He was said to have made this statement himself in Neue
Deutschland.®> This view strengthened the opposition in their position funda-
mentally and it made Honecker unacceptable among his own colleagues in the
Politburo.

The opposition, mainly from the peace movement of the GDR, had joined
together in the Neues Forum (NF) and on September 19, 1989, made a first
application for registration as a “political organization.” This application was
rejected, since the NF was “subversive” and “illegal.” The NF was nevertheless
tolerated as the movement became stronger and finally on November 8 received
authorization. It also remained the strongest group, while a large number of other
organizations were established in the next few months. The Neues Forum, like
almost all the others, could depend on members who had become experienced
in the peace movement early on, that is, experience in illegality and under con-
stant control and spying. This movement, which to some extent could carry on
within the churches, had widely varied goals. While the “return to Europe” with
nonalignment, democracy, and human rights were central for the opposition,
and particularly in connection with the dissidents in Poland and Czechoslovakia,
reunification played a minor role. This should not be very surprising, since the
roots of the political opposition of most of the leading personalities of the move-
ment were in a time when they were concerned about the reform of the GDR, as
Robert Havemann, Dubéek, and the Prague “socialism with a human face” show,
and not the FRG and the parliamentary democracy of a capitalist state. The
location where Neues Forum was founded has a relevant symbolic significance: it
was Havemann’s house.

The 40th Anniversary of the Foundation of
the GDR: Gorbacheyv Visits Honecker

A decision of great significance for later developments bore the mark of Gorbachev:
at the meeting of the political advisors committee of the member states of the
Warsaw Pact on July 7 and 8, 1989, in Bucharest a doctrine was buried that
officially never existed: the Brezhnev Doctrine. This doctrine was understood
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to include the option of interfering and military intervention in other member
states, as practiced in Czechoslovakia in 1968.°

Gorbachev had begun with reform and new thinking not only in the Soviet
Union but also in international relations, which did not meet with agreement
from all the leaders of the parties in Eastern Europe. Particularly Erich Honecker,
along with Romania’s Nicolae Ceausescu, was an unequivocal opponent of per-
estroika and glasnost. Already in the years and months before there had been
definite differences between Honecker’s and Gorbachev’s politics. Gorbachev
summarized them in an interview:

The leadership of the GDR took a very critical stance. It began ro take actions to cre-
ate a type of safety belt against the plague from the Soviet Union, which was how they
saw Perestroika. Some newspapers (were) prohibited.® A series of important decisions
of our Central Committee Plenums that had a reform character were ignored. This
applied to the Central Committee Plenum in January 1987 where a deep analysis
of our own history was undertaken and our serious mistakes were sharply criticized.
We came to the conclusion that our country had forced upon it a model that led ro
totalitarianism and as a result the abandonment of any democracy. These decisions
were silenced. As well, a kind of office was founded in the GDR within the Academy
of Social Sciences in the Central Committee of the SED whose task was to examine
and censor all statements by Gorbachev and all his publications in the press.”

In the highest leadership organs of the SED a cautious opposition to Honecker’s
politics had developed, which, nevertheless, until 1988 considered it blasphe-
mous to overthrow the general secretary. Gerhard Schiirer, himself a Politburo
candidate, reported that already in February 1989 because of Honecker’s inad-
equate response to the economic catastrophe that he feared he had decided to
look for a successor to Honecker. Originally, the year before, he had considered
Werner Felfe, a member of the Politburo, who, however, died in 1989. Therefore
he favored Egon Krenz:

We met in February 1989 in Dierhagen and we agreed. During our conversation it
became clear that for a long time Krenz had had similar thoughts. I was in favor of
an immediate, naturally very risky, coup d'état, wanted to propose in the Politburo

the removal of Honecker, Mittag, and Herrmann and the appointment 0f Egon Krenz
as General Secretary and I would retire (...) Egon Krenz gave me to understand
that since the middle of the 1980s he was having ralks with Will Stoph, Harry Tisch,

Siegfried Lorenz,® Werner Jarovinsky, and Werner Felfe about a necessary change of
power at the head of the party. Even Erich Mielke(!) would not stand in our way.’

But there were many preparations to be made and new allies to win. Therefore,
the “risky” step was put off undil later.



36 / The End of the Cold War?

At the 40th anniversary of the establishment of the GDR everything still
proceeded “normally”—almost normal: in March Honecker sent Gorbachev a
brief invitation:

Dear Comrade Mikhail Sergeyevich!

This year the German Democratic Republic celebrates the fortieth anniversary of its
Sfounding. For this occasion we are pleased to extend a cordial invitation to a party

and government delegation from your country.

We would see it as a great honour to be able to receive the delegation of five comrades
at the celebrations on 6 and 7 October 1989 in the German Democratic Republic.
With communist greetings
E. Honecker
Berlin, March 1989"°

Ambassador Kochemassov answered Honecker on July 24, 1989:

Dear Comrade Honecker, I must to turn to you, purely in confidence, in a matter

that without a doubt has great significance for both our countries.

And then it continued confidentially about the Soviet program of the USSR
for the 40th anniversary of the GDR including the publication of an article
by Honecker in Pravda. On September 6, a detailed program titled “Measures
on the Occasion of the Fortieth Anniversary of the Founding of the German
Democratic Republic” was sent from Moscow. It was also mentioned that a Soviet
delegation would be at the celebrations in Berlin, without, however, mentioning
Gorbachev’s name.!!

Indeed, in September 1989, after signals ranging from critical to hostile from
the capital of the GDR opposing Gorbachev’s direction, questions were asked if it
was at all useful to fly to Berlin on October 6, 1989, with a high-ranking delega-
tion. Two considerations, however, led to the decision to fly to Berlin after all.

Falin: If he (Gorbachev) did nor go, then the fall of Honecker would occur even
earlier, perhaps even on the day of the fortieth anniversary, because it would be a
demonstration that Moscow was withdrawing its political, psychological support
for the GDR.'?

Already before the visit of Soviet general secretary to Berlin there was an increase
in the opposition and large demonstrations against the politics of Honecker. At
all these events Gorbachev was present as a hope—in the form of posters and
calls of “Gorbi, Gorbi.” The leadership of the SED knew this of course, as a
large number of demonstration reports that arrived at the office of the general
secretary show.
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After his arrival and that of his opponents and advisors, Gorbachev was said
to have been downright shocked when, on October 6, 1989, on the way from
the Schénefeld airport, he saw only a single demonstrator with a “pro-Honecker
placard,” namely “Carry on, Erich!”!? All the others chanted, “Gorbi, Gorbi” and
carried related banners.'¥ For the head of a regime who above all knew the desired
and enforced support of “his” people, this must at that time have signaled a fall.
Gorbachev himself remarked on it in a ZDF interview:

The people saw how their regime became a system that more and more often
demonstrated its rigid conservatism and its inability to respond to the demands of
life. As a result, the chasm between the population and the political regime kept
getting deeper.

Erich Honecker was said to have been very annoyed and “very dejected”’® by the
reception that the demonstrators gave the Soviet guest, even “furious,” as Falin
said, so that Gorbachev was on the one hand pleased but still somewhat unsure
about how he should behave toward Honecker.

From his own perspective, Honecker could have hoped that everything
would be different in the evening. During a torch procession of selected young
people—70,000 members of the FDJ paraded along Unter den Linden in num-
bered sections and with torches in hand in front of the socialist elite—something
unexpected happened. Even from the ranks of this younger generation of the
elite, selected and infiltrated by the Stasi, there were loud, cries of “Gorbi, Gorbi”
that could not be ignored.

There was a “very spooky atmosphere;” it was “not about a political message
but rather the impression, and this was thus martial because of this fire in the
dark. And the people who participated did not, even according to my sense, feel
very comfortable with it,” the opposition film-maker Aram Radonski described

the situation.'®

Gorbachev: Young people, from all over Germany, walked in columns—they were
probably specially selected—and called on Gorbachev to help them to make
Perestroika a reality and to carry out the reforms in the GDR."

As the masses moved past and called “Perestroika” and “Gorbi, help,” according
to Gorbachev. Miecyslav Rakowski, who also stood on the stand with Jaruzelski,
leaned over to Gorbachev, “Mikhail Sergeyevich, do you understand what sort
of slogans they are yelling?” And than he translated: “They are demanding:
Gorbachev, save us!” In his memoirs Gorbachev added: “But these are the party
activists. This is the end.”'® And “It was five minutes to twelve.””

Today it is difficult to say if these experiences have been highly stylized in

hindsight or if then Gorbachev had felt a quiet pleasure that his fossilized close
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enemy Honecker had been defeated by Gorbachev’s slogans. Giinther Schabowski
reported in a ZDF interview:

It was after all our people, dedicated members of the FD] who applauded Gorbachev

and not him. [Honecker—AvP] He was very embittered by it, very disappointed.
And afier all he then left the scene quickly.*

Gorbachev in an interview said:*!

Honecker (later) even accused Krenz of specially selecting such demonstrators who
would directly oppose Honecker. This shows his lack of understanding. His conscious-
ness was fogged and he could not understand what was happening around himself

and in the GDR. This was evidence that Honeckers political career was over.**

On October 7, 1989, under the impression left by these experiences, Honecker
met with Gorbachev in private and after that with the Politburo. The mood in
these talks was—according to Gorbachev, Krenz, and many others—appropri-
ately icy.

This atmosphere is demonstrated by the personal reports and memories
substantially more clearly than the minutes that have been made available since
then in German and Russian.”> Despite some differences, both demonstrate
more the caution on the German and Russian sides. All sweet talk taken into
consideration, there are nevertheless visible differences in principle: Gorbachev
reports openly on the experiences of the Soviet Union and thus criticizes
Honecker’s politics only in a very conciliatory way, argues, however, in favor of
a new social politics with new thinking and democracy (sausages and bread are
not everything, the people want a new atmosphere, more oxygen, a new breath).
Gorbachev emphasized that they were all communists and they supported the
ideas of October 1917. He praised the leadership of the GDR for its quick
reforms “at the beginning of the 1970s.” He interpreted the 40th anniversary
speech of Honecker on the previous day positively in the sense of a promise of
reform for the coming party congress. Gorbachev added, in misunderstand-
ing the situation, it would be easier for the GDR “to carry out reconstructions
because you do not have such tensions in the socio-economic area” as the Soviet
Union did.

Honecker was just as vague in the private meeting with Gorbachev, but
warned the Soviet Union against the American administration, which signaled
its willingness to help but tried “to move the Soviet Union to abandon socialist
values.” There was also no more clarity in the talk with the Politburo, although
Honecker tried to instruct his guest on the “Gotha Program” of Marx and
Lenin. The economy of the GDR, including the most modern microelectronics,
was presented as exemplary. “We will take into account all advice [of he Soviet
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comrades—AvP), that will lead to the development of socialism in the German
Democratic Republic on a more solid foundation.” In the debate other members
of the Politburo also indulged in mutual praise and suggested almost ceremoni-
ally new forms of cooperation.

That Honecker also took a dig at Gorbachev does not appear in the min-
utes but is revealed only in personal reports and remembrances. Thus the secre-
tary general of the SED, referring to the miserable supply situation of the Soviet
Union, was supposed to have offered Gorbachev help and cooperation with the
“big microchip.” According to Valentin Falin, Honecker said:

“Not long ago I was in Magnitogorsk. The city administration invited me on a little
excursion to show me how the people there lived. I did not go myself. But when the
comrades who did participate came back, they said that there were not even salt and
matches in the stores.” He said that and looked at those present as if to say: “And

those, who have led their own country into misery, want to instruct us. 24

Nevertheless the frequently mentioned harmonious ways of Gorbachev appear
not to have hidden the deep differences. After all, everyone in the Politburo
knew what the issues really were. According to the minutes, however, no member
of the Politburo rose to speak with the intent of tackling the actual differences,
including Gerhard Schiirer; but in the interview he became substantially clearer
and said that, despite the restraint of Gorbachev—*for this he is a much too
great diplomat”—it could still be sensed that “in the Soviet Union changes had
taken place and there was dissatisfaction that the GDR did not back this course
of Perestroika and Glasnost.”*

Ten years later, Heinz Kessler, who had been minister of defence of the GDR
at the time, explained the lack of openness in the talks between the Soviet delega-
tion and the Politburo thus:

1 think that, even if not expressed, the differences of opinion (...) were actually
deeper and that actually no one really had the courage, that’s how I would call it, as
it actually is common among socialists, communists, to express openly and honestly

their differences and to discuss the differences on the basis of common ideas.*®

Gorbachev saw his performance completely differently from the way he appeared
in the minutes. In the Gorbachev archives there is, surprisingly among the
Politburo materials, a diary entry by Vadim Andreyewich Medvedev?’ who
received Gorbachev at the airport when he returned. In his diary he wrote:

7 October 1989. Late in the evening [we—AvP] met Gorbachev who arrived from
the GDR. The situation there is less celebratory than tense. At the mass meetings the
youth, accompanied by march music, had chanted clearly, “Gorbi, help us.” At the
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meetings with Honecker and all members of the Politburo he expressed everything
‘to the farthest limit” (to the “highest level”). They plan to discuss the situation
[there—AVP] at a meeting of the Politburo.

There is no sign of this farthest limit of what could be possibly said in the min-
utes of both sides.?

At the meeting with members of the Politburo Gorbachev was also sup-
posed to have uttered the sentence that was to become a German adage: “Who
arrives too late will be punished by life.” This sentence was actually, according
to Nicolai Portugalov,?’ the imaginative creation of an ingenious interpreter.*’
The Russian proverb, which Gorbachev expressed, should actually be: “Who
arrives late for dinner must be satisfied with the leftovers.” No version of this
adage is recorded in the minutes. Similar versions are: “If we stay behind, life
will punish us immediately” or “We have only one choice, to proceed deci-
sively, or we will be defeated by life itself.”! In an interview with GDR televi-
sion a few days carlier Gorbachev had said, “Danger awaits only those who do
not react to life.”

In my opinion the visit of the Soviet delegation under Gorbachev for the
40th anniversary of the founding of the GDR played an essential part in the
fall of the SED despite all the pretense of harmony: the appearances of the gen-
eral secretary demonstrated to large sections of the population of the GDR and
the members of the SED, with the assistance of its own television, how popu-
lar Gorbachev was in the GDR. They showed the dogmatism and complacency
of the SED leadership and once again made clear to the critical spirits in the
Politburo that Honecker and Mittag had nothing to offer that one could describe
as an appropriate reaction to the challenges of the time: to the economic col-
lapse, which Schiirer independently—that is, without Mittag—had wanted to
present to Honecker already in April 1988,%* the problems of COMECON and
the relationship between set prices and international market prices, the imperfect
democracy, in particular the lack of the freedom to travel in spite of the rising
wave of emigration, censorship and the Stasi presence, the relationship with the
Soviet Union, and the renewal debates taking place there, to mention only the
most crucial.

Gorbachev’s visit was the signal for Honecker’s opponents in the Politburo.
Already during the farewell Egon Krenz, Giinther Schabowski, and Harry Tisch
now decided “to get serious.” For our context the following note of Schiirer is not
without interest:

There was no support to be expected from the Soviet leadership.>

All the Soviet participants also deny having been involved in any way in the
overthrow of Honecker.
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At the departure Krenz was to have said to Falin:
Your side said everything that had ro be said. Ours did not understand anything.
Falin replied:

The Soviet guest did and said more than one could expect from a guest. Everything
else depends on you.>t

Krenz did not mention these brief additional observations, but he did mention
a “change” that Gorbachev wished for in the Politburo meeting, while look-
ing around at those present, as if he wanted to see if they had understood him
correctly:

1 take from his explanations that he sees a movement of the GDR towards a course
of change under national (?) requirements, towards reforms and more generosity in
the sense of his conception of new thought as a basis for the further socialist develop-
ment of the GDR.

He could be certain that the removal of Honecker was what the Soviet general
secretary wanted, but still thought that the opportunity had been missed to
inform Garbachev “openly and honestly about the actual situation in our country.
Valuable time is being lost.”*

The appearance of Gorbachev at the 40th anniversary of the founding of
the GDR nevertheless made clear that at least the passive support of the Soviet
leadership was assured. And as Krenz explained, in the interest of the country’s
own independence, there was no desire for any active assistance.

While Schabowski, Tisch, and Krenz made their plans, Honecker and Mielke
allowed the violent and senseless beating up of demonstrators in the evening®®—a
milestone in the development of the opposition. Ulrike Poppe, like many others,
reported the encirclement of the Gethsemane Church in Betlin, brutal beatings,
and agents provocateurs:

1 was afraid because you didnt know exactly how far the authorities would go, if
they would use firearms (...) I also saw how the demonstrators constantly tried to
avoid provocations. There were directed provocations from the state security and
when anyone wanted to pick up a stone, then there were immediately three people
there who said, “Stop, leave that stone there. We want to stay peaceful.” And that

worked well.>

On that evening more than 3,000 demonstrators were arrested; charges were laid
against more than 700 people.’®
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October 9 in Leipzig, the Berlin Underground
Leadership, and the Middle Cadres Are
Forced to Make a Decision

On the Monday after the festivities in Berlin and the police actions against dem-
onstrations on the weekend of October 7 and 8, 1989, thousands of people gath-
ered in Leipzig in the churches, on the streets, in private residents, in order to
demonstrate in the center of the city. This plunged the SED leadership of Leipzig
into great difficulties. These and other Monday demonstrations in Leipzig as
well as the stance of the SED district authorities and division commanders are in
some sense symptomatic of the fall of the GDR. The events in Leipzig, often con-
sidered decisive, should therefore be presented as an example and examined.”

The demonstrators feared that in Leipzig there could be a “Chinese
Solution”—referring to the events on Tiananmen Square in Beijing where security
forces unleashed a bloodbath in early June that year. The district authorities, on
the other hand, made up of the second SED district chief Helmut Hackenberg,*
the Leipzig head of the Stasi Manfred Hummitzsch, and the chief of the district
command of the People’s Police, Major General Gerhard Straf§enberg, also feared
that day and had prepared appropriately. Within the command there were indeed
preparations to strike with all the force of at least the police if not more if there
were “provocations.”41 As is known, there was no battle as was feared. Afterward
various groups and persons took credit for this, according to their positions. What
is certain is that the parade by tens of thousands of demonstrators—even the
number varied, settled in at around 70,000 however—shocked the authorities and
made clear that the smallest spark could set off an explosion and that their planned
measures against “provocations” in the face of the crowded inner city and its access
routes could be carried out only if a bloodbath was considered acceptable.

The fact is that the demonstrators did not let themselves become demoral-
ized despite all their fears and various groups—among them also the “Leipzig
Six**2—appealed for moderation. Helmut Hackenberg, who was then the acting
chief of the local SED, reported that the youth researcher Walter Friedrich®® was
still in the Berlin SED central headquarters on the morning of October 9 and
warned that the situation was such that “blood would flow in the evening.” In
his presence, reports Egon Krenz, he called his close comrade-in-arms Wolfgang
Herger* who, after Krenz, was responsible for security matters and who calmed
them both by telling them that the decisions made the previous day to avoid a
dangerous confrontation in any case would be followed. As well there were two
members of the security department in Leipzig (of whom, as we remarked, there
was no sign in the determining moments). Friedrich also presented a paper that
Krenz read in his (Friedrich’s) presence in which the researcher expressed his deep
worries about the condition of the GDR and the party, suggested the removal of
Honecker and the appointment of Krenz as his successor—with glances upward
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as if he suspected that there were listening devices in Krenz’s office, a suspicion
that he retained, passing Krenz small notes even after the latter assured him that
his office was not bugged. This is only a small detail but it provides an insight
into the awareness of the total power of the state security authorities even over
the party leadership.®>

However, Hackenberg thought that Krenz who himself “stood alone” had
not contacted him, who after all occupied the highest authority to make com-
mands in Leipzig.

Hackenberg: Egon Krenz in the course of the day until 19:15 did not intervene and
no one else did either, but I was dependent on my authority alone, together with
my associates, in directing the district division. Everything that occurred was thus
made possible with our authority.

Hackenberg gave the order to retreat at 19:15, and then afterward informed
Krenz by telephone. The latter said that he could only receive the information
and discuss it with other associates who were in charge.

Hackenberg: And he [Krenz—AvP] then called me, lets say, after 20 oclock and
told me that they endorse my decision. And then he added another sentence that I
also want to mention: “I don'’t know if the two of us would still occupy our positions
tomorrow morning. Lets wait and see.”

The interviewer did some arithmetic and asked,

Interviewer: At what time did you give the order to pull back the troops?
Hackenberg: 18:30.4

This means that the telephone call with Krenz actually no longer had a decisive
significance. This is Krenz's own opinion in his interview:

But this phone call made no difference to anything. You have to remember that on
9 October the state structures of the GDR were still in order. If there had been an
order 1o fire, if there had been one, it could have been rescinded only by the people
who had the authority in Berlin. And everything else that circulates around this
matter is legends. The fact is that there was no order in Berlin for the use of force—

luckily—there was none.V’

Krenz overlooks—apart from the question of the order to fire—one thing in
particular: Hackenberg or the whole district management felt they had been
abandoned by Berlin, which at least after the mentioned visit by Walter Friedrich
must have been clear, that in the face of the critical situation in Leipzig there
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was a danger of bloodshed, independently of what the Berlin authorities had
decided. Krenz’s argument is therefore a genuine bureaucrat’s argument, accord-
ing to which reality can be organized through decisions.

Similar arrangements (of information) will show up repeatedly in the course
of further developments: a middle local level in a critical position on the spot
finally stands alone in making a decision in a political situation of far-reaching
importance. In Leipzig Hackenberg did not want to be responsible for a possible
bloodbath, which in his opinion as well could have had far-reaching effects on
world politics and he, actually a “hardliner,” decided against an escalation. But
anyone in the leadership body might have made a completely different decision
and thereby introduced an escalation—exactly because of the invisible and pow-
erless leadership in Berlin.®® Here the citizens’ movement should not overesti-
mate its role, even if the 70,000 demonstrators did increase the pressure on the
district management of the SED enormously.

The “day of decision” in Leipzig is indicative of the whole development of
the GDR from this time until November 9, the day of the fall of the Wall, when
something similar repeated itself.*’

Rebels Without a New Concept: The Deposing of
Honecker and the New Leadership under
Krenz and Its Effect

The Leipzig demonstration of October 9, 1989, and its reworking by the politi-
cal leadership and the directing officers of the security apparatus on October 13
finally contributed to the fall of Honecker. The head of the privy council wanted
to let tanks roll through Leipzig as a display of power while Krenz, General Colonel
Streletz, who was then acting minister of defence,” and chief of the General Staff
of the National People’s Army, as well as other members of the Politburo, were in
favor of a plan without military intervention, whereby the soldiers should remain
in the barracks further away in the surrounding area.

The Tame Putsch in the Big House

Shortly before, on October 13, there was a discussion in Leipzig about October 9,
which Krenz used to get military backing in the case of Honecker’s removal.

Streletz: On the flight back from Leipzig Egon Krenz took me aside and said some-
thing like, “How would the army, especially the generals and officers, behave, if
Erich Honecker were removed, because it is impossible to continue with him, and
we voted for a new general secretary?” I would certainly have looked perplexed,

because no one had ever spoken with me with such openness.”!
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Streletz’s reaction is less surprising but nevertheless interesting for the main
) )
question of this book:

In response I immediately asked, “Has such a move been agreed upon with the Soviet
Union?” Because, I repeat, [ was a representative of the highest officers of the united
Jforces and it was very important for me to know: has this been agreed agreed to with
the Soviet Union or not? His answer was: “We never do something like this unilater-
ally. We always get the agreement of the Soviet Union. ™ I then said to him, “The
National Peoples Army rook an oath of allegiance, not to a person; the oath states:
T swear to protect the German Democratic Republic from every enemy and to protect
it at the order of the Workers’ and Peasants’ government steadfastly.” That means that
it has nothing to do with individuals bur with the fulfilment of the duty required by
the oath of allegiance.” And then he said again to me, “Is that just your opinion or is
it also the opinion of the generals and officers?” I said, “I can guarantee that that is
also the opinion of the generals, the officers of the National Peoples Army.” And here
1 noticed that his was visibly relieved.

Streletz added further important information:

This talk that he had with me he later [aboard the plane—AvP] also had with the
first representative of the Minister for State Security, Colonel-General Mittig and the
Chief of Staff of the Minister of the Interior, Colonel-General Wagner, so that on the
return flight from Leipzig to Berlin he assured himself that the three armed organs
would definitely agree to a removal of Erich Honecker and that he did not need to
expect any difficulty in that area.

Honecker himself then signed the action plan for the upcoming demonstrations
in the form of order 9/89 that Krenz and Streletz presented to him. At the same
time he also asked Streletz to call the chief of the Soviet troops in the GDR,
Army General Snetkow, and to ask whether it is possible to not carry out troop
movements and no maneuvers in the areas of Dresden, Leipzig, Potsdam, and
Berlin.

According to Streletz, General Snetkov showed a complete understanding,
promised restraint, but added something that is particularly interesting and in
contradiction to many reports about the noninterference of the Soviet army.

Snetkov, according to Strelitz, said: “Comrade Streletz, I emphasize again, if the
National Peoples Army needs help, support, the group is prepared to lend any help to
its brothers-in-arms the NPA.”™3

As is known, it never came to this.
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Gorbachev himself always had opposed such a view. At this time—he meant
October/November 1989—there were no such forces that wanted to intervene
militarily. The Soviet tanks stayed in the barracks.

Gorbachev: I understand naturally that people cannot forget Hungary and
Czechoslovakia—and also the situation in East Germany at the beginning of its
development [1953—AvP). Related associations could arise, but for serious politi-
cians it was clear that we would not take this route again. Neither in the Politburo
nor in the Soviet leadership did I have problems with this.*

Heinz Kefller, GDR minister of defence and himself a general, sees it some-
what differently: he did “not know a single” Soviet general who supported per-
estroika. A whole lot of them “agreed with me in the belief that this politics of
Perestroika and Glasnost had to lead to a difficult situation if not something
worse.” Especially Marshal Akhromeyev, Gorbachev’s military advisor, himself
a member of the Central Committee and at the time chief of General Staff, was
of the opinion “that this route. .. Perestroika and Glasnost, if it continued in the
same direction, would hurt the Soviet Union, the community of socialist states,
and naturally also the GDR.” In fac, all the generals in the western division of
the Soviet army in the GDR were of this opinion.”

The question was only whether there could be occasions that in October
1989 and also after which could provoke a Soviet counterattack. It has now
become known that there was great anxiety in the Soviet barracks, whose inhab-
itants sometimes wanted to protect themselves with home-made weapons (like
bats and shields) to react to possible attacks quietly.’®

Back to the Monday demonstrations: together with other leading function-
aries, Honecker watched the next demonstration in Leipzig on monitors at min-
ister of the interior Dickel’s place. Streletz had to read the slogans that were
carried there out loud to Honecker; apparently the SED chief recommended the
use of paratroopers during the demonstration, which the others rejected.””

The mass Monday demonstrations in Leipzig, Berlin, and elsewhere had
“softened up” the leadership of the SED, presumably with the exception of
Honecker—naturally based on their awareness of the decline of the GDR econ-
omy and against the background of the changes in the Soviet Union. But without
this “weakening” of the political and military leadership and without the agree-
ments between the generals of the GDR, the political leadership, and the Soviet
generals in the GDR, the demonstrations and the democratic development of the
GDR would have been in great danger.

After Krenz found a positive response from the most important security
political leaders of GDR against Honecker during his explorations, the “main
conspirators,” Egon Krenz, Giinther Schabowski, and union head Harry Tisch,
met secretly after dark on October 16, 1989, in Tisch’s house in Wandlitz. Its
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interior of old German furniture with an “extensive collection of beer glasses, that
occupied the many bookshelves” had provoked a variety of comments.*® There
the “agenda” for the meeting of the Politburo, where Erich Honecker was to be
removed, was determined. Willi Stoph had declared himself ready to make the
request for the removal himself. He wanted to step down after the next party con-
gress. It would be necessary to consider who would succeed him (Krolikowski or
Tisch). The most important thing was, however, the missed opportunity to patch
things up after the 40th anniversary and to inform Gorbachev beforehand—
explicitly only to inform: one did not want any word of assent or a message.
Harry Tisch was to take care of this during his upcoming visit in Moscow.*’

Tisch did in fact go to Moscow on October 17 and carried out this task
with his characteristic movie-style discretion. Without any notice his car left the
convoy and headed off to the Kremlin. Gorbachev acknowledged the explanation
with satisfaction and wished Krenz and his friends all the best for the success in
their cause.®

The removal of Honecker was almost jeopardized by an article in the
West Berlin edition of the Bild-Zeitung of October 13 that had the headline,
“Honecker—Wednesday The Last Work Day.”®' The highest ranking circles
of the GDR had informed the Western Bild-Zeitung that Honecker would be
removed from power in five days. Apparently Honecker underestimated the
“western journal”—at least nothing is known about an attempt to hinder such a
possibility. The question of who might have had an interest in such a “deliberate
indiscretion” and had informed the Bild-Zeitung cannot be answered today.

On Tuesday, October 17, 1989, at 10 a.m., the moment had arrived: meet-
ing of the Politburo. The goal of the group around Krenz was the removal of
Honecker. Twenty-five members and candidates were present. Defence Minister
Kefller was absent because he was still in the middle of his trip to Central America.
Honecker opened the meeting, asked if there were additional suggestions for the
agenda. In reply Prime Minister Willi Stoph piped up and presented the proposal
“to remove Comrade Honecker from his function as General Secretary.”®? At
first, Honecker attempted to play down this proposal with only a slight reaction,
leading to protests. Honecker later said, “I knew immediately that this was a put-
up game and that I could no longer work with this collective.”®?

One after the other all the members of the Polituro—even those especially
responsible for the catastrophic situation—declared themselves in favor of
Honecker’s removal; Schabowski also proposed the removal of Honecker from the
posts of leader of the State Council and leader of the National Defence Council.
Giinter Mittag’s vote for the removal of the old general secretary unleashed spir-
ited heckling—after all he was the man considered by Honecker’s opponents
to be the actual manipulator behind the “unrealistic politics” and the turning
away from the Soviet Union. As a result, some called for the removal of Mittag
and Joachim Herrmann along with Honecker. Honecker listened to everything
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without making any movements. Only in the case of Mielke, the head of the Stasi,
did Honecker flare up. There was an exchange of words, in the course of which
Mielke was reported to have uttered vague threats. Not until November 1990 did
it become known what Mielke might have been referring to. In a safe in the office
of the Stasi chief a red suitcase was found; in it were files, including those of the
National Socialist judiciary, concerning the prisoner Erich Honecker. Contrary
to his heroic legend, Honecker had incriminated other imprisoned comrades—
though under torture. And Mielke kept this material in his safe just in case.*t

At the end of the meeting Krenz spoke. This was, he said, a decisive moment.
He had decided that if the Politburo agreed to the proposal of Comrade Stoph,
he would be available for the office of general secretary. Honecker spoke last and
warned against believing that with his removal even one of the internal problems
would be solved. “My being replaced shows,” he said, as quoted by Egon Krenz,
“that we can be blackmailed.”®

In Item 1 of the minutes of the Politburo by Willi Stoph it says: “The
Politburo agrees with the proposal of Comrade Willi Stoph to remove Comrade
Honecker from the function of General Secretary and member of the Politburo
of the Central Committee of the SED for reasons of health.” Egon Krenz would
be suggested to the Central Committee the following day as the new general
secretary. It was a unanimous decision. Honecker, Mittag, and Hermann voted
along with all the others for their removal. With the declaration of the Politburo
that Honecker had stepped down for health reasons all sides were deprived of the
ability to make public the controversies around the real situation and the rela-
tionship to democracy—also within the party—and gave the Central Committee
no possible opportunity to change its mind and support Honecker later.

On the following day, October 18, 1989, as expected, the Central Committee
elected Krenz as Honecker’s successor.

The Soviet Union’s Restraint?

Like Krenz and all Soviet advisors and then Soviet KGB head Vladimir Kryuchkov,
Gorbachev himself claimed that there was no concrete assistance from the Soviet
Union in the fall of Honecker.

This might be true, but it would be naive to say today with certainty that
there were no Soviet conspirators in the background. However, there is much evi-
dence that in Moscow there had been hope for a significantly earlier change that
one did, however, not want to force. Even after the fall of the Wall, Gorbachev
said in a telephone conversation with Mitterrand on November 14, 1989, “If
these events [i.e., the leadership change in the GDR—AvP] had occurred sooner,
then everything would [foday—AvP] be progressing more quietly.”*® If there had
been direct interference, then one could with a certain probability assume that,
in the meantime, this would have been “blabbed” by one of the former comrades
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some of whom are now arch enemies. Still it is unknown if the KGB was working
in this direction in the GDR. At the time there were rumors about a KGB group
that perhaps could have had an influence. Nikolai Portugalov was asked about
these rumors in an interview with the ZDE

Blumenberg: [ came across something remarkable, first through a book by Gregor
Gysi® and then through a report in the Berliner Zeitung that there was a group
inside the KGB that from 1987/88 was specially occupied with looking at the lead-
ers of the GDR and seeing who would come into consideration in case Honecker
finally failed. This group had allegedly had the names Strahl, Ljusch. Have you
ever heard about this, do you think this could be true?

Portugalov: In a very limited way. There really was a Ljusch. Only not so much
because of the search for a suitable candidate [for Honecker—AvP] but (...)
Lyusch was always a type of publicity operation, if you like: a search for an agent,
advertising for an agent. But could these people seriously without Gorbachev (.. .)
somehow replace Honecker? (...) They could do no more than give a few tips and
they didn’t even have these. Basically it was a flop.%

Apart from this rather dark and apparently dramatic story there is so far also no
indication of a Soviet “puppet master” behind Honecker’s removal, not even in
the Politburo notes in the Gorbachev archives.

Still as the meeting of the SED Central Committee was about to end, a
telegram arrived with wishes of good luck from Gorbachev, and Ambassador
Kochemassov appeared. The Soviet general secretary also sent personal messages
to the Western powers, including to Helmut Kohl through Kvitsinski, the Soviet
ambassador in Bonn. The message said that he had no intention of discussing the
internal affairs of another state with Kohl, but he reminded Kohl of his assurance
that he had repeated recently (on October 11) in a telephone call: he was in no
way interested in a destabilization of the GDR or Eastern Europe.®’

In the Soviet minutes this assurance by Kohl is substantially much more
clearly stated than in the German. In the Russian minutes, Kohl is quoted as say-
ing: “I want to assure you that the FRG is in no way interested in the destabiliza-
tion of the GDR and wants to wish it nothing bad.””°

In the message sent through Kwizinski, which is not found in the open files of
the office of the Federal chancellor and not in the drafts prepared by the Ministry
Director Duisberg for Kohl about the removal of Honecker,”" it is stated:

Mikhail Gorbachev expects that, in accordance with these assurances and the broad
understanding that was achieved by the summit conferences in Moscow and Bonn,
the chancellor and GDR together take a position in regard to the events in the GDR
that befits the interests of the predictability of the actions of all and the consolidation
of the stability of Europe.”
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It seems that Gorbachev already appears to be concerned about the GDR under
Krenz on the day of the meeting of the Central Committee that confirmed
Honecker’s removal.

Opening of the Sluice Gates Becomes a Breaching of the Dam

In his concluding words at the meeting of the Politburo on October 17, Krenz
is supposed to have said, “Without the Soviet Union there is no GDR. If we do
not immediately begin a turnaround in the party, there could be eruptions that
resemble a civil war.””> He must have had only a slight inkling of how much
and how differently he would be proved right. On October 18, the Central
Committee confirmed Egon Krenz. In his final speech he expressed, in the char-
acteristic Communist Party language, what innovations he was considering: from
economic reforms to democracy and new relationships with allies to his own
readiness “to test ways and possibilities to make the relations between the GDR
and FRG closer and more satisfactorily regulated in the long run.” At the same
time he made clear what he wanted to preserve: the GDR as a sovereign state and
socialism in the GDR.”

Based on what is available today in the original documents, in my opinion,
Krenz’s cautious opposition and finally the tame and late Politburo putsch was
the result of his conviction. His measures were carried out to provide the impetus
for improving the condition of the people of the GDR as well as to permit more
democracy, particularly the freedom to travel—within his conception of a real
socialism, which shaped him.

He wanted thereby to open the sluice gates in a controlled way, but this was
not sufficient in those days—the dam broke. It was simply a hopeless and much
too late attempt to win over a people of whom the majority had already headed
off in a new direction. Besides, for the opposition Krenz was a representative
of the Ancien Régime, whose face had, after accusations of electoral fraud and
the justification of the blood bath on Tiananmen Square in Beijing,”> become a
hostile grimace.

Ulrike Poppe said:

1 think that no one in the country had any hope that anything could change with
Krenz. He was the crown prince, he was chosen by Honecker. 76 He pretended that he
would do many things differently because he had to, but he had no chance.”’

For most of the opposition, with whom I spoke,”® the choice of Eugen Krenz
was already a declaration of the bankruptcy of the new beginning. And Krenz
did no better when he then gave the speech that he had given before the Central
Committee on television with the address “Dear Comrades™—without any sense
what this must signify for the majority of the population.
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Shabowski hoped at the time: “We have time now. We will now be able to
do everything—this was our big illusion. That bit of air we that we hoped to
give ourselves thereby was used up almost immediately.” And Krenz added: “The
grace period was not given to me by the western media nor by my own popula-
tion. In chis respect I was always the driven one. In the morning we were often of
a different opinion from the one we had to have in the evening.””

Indeed, after the fall of Honecker events followed each other rapidly. On
October 23, around 300,000 people demonstrated in Leipzig shouting, “We are
the people!” Reports of catastrophes arrived hourly at the general secretary’s doors:
resignations, pleas, explanations, reprimands, criticisms. When one reads today
everything that landed on the general secretary’s table in the following weeks,
then one senses that it was no longer swaying planks upon which Krenz and his
team had erected their navigation bridge; rather it was the remains of a sinking
ship. The opponents had been known to the SED for a long time—the general
secretary had a separate, though in no way complete, file on the opposition.®! But
now the first signs of dissolution also appeared 7 the party where there had been

an “almost religious relationship to unity and purity.”®

The Decline of the GDR Economy

At the end of the Central Committee meeting of October 18, several members
of the Central Committee such as Manfred Ewald and Hans Modrow wanted
a policy discussion in a plenum. But Krenz considered himself unready; there
was no content preparation. “The Central Committee must know: how is the
economic situation? How are the state finances? Which economic reforms are
possible?”

That the miserable economic situation was unknown to the members of
the Central Committee is hardly believable. As has been frequently suggested,
Gerhard Schiirer had early on already attempted to present the economic situ-
ation, warts and all, to the Politburo. He mentioned that in the second half of
the 1980s the planned growth of 4 percent had no longer been reached while at
the same time the subsidies and the earnings of the population “grew annually
of their own accord by seven per cent,” as a result of which there were growing
disproportions in the budget. Exports to the “non-socialist economic regions”
decreased and the debt “galloped in the direction of twenty billion US dollars.”
A further cause of the deterioration was that the world market prices for crude
oil were all over the place: “In 1972 a tonne of crude oil from the USSR cost 14
Rubles, by 1981/82 it climbed to 182 Rubles per tonne, then went back down to
90 Rubles per tonne, but its effect was delayed in the COMECON price, because
the COMECON price for the following year is always based on the world market
price of the last five years.” The situation now meant “that for the Soviet oil we still
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had to pay 170-190 Rubles per tonne, but only the actual world market price
would be received for the export of oil products. As a result the export surplus of
the years 1981-1985 melted away.” On top of this the USSR reduced the export
shipments to the GDR from 19 million tonnes to 17.1 million tonnes.®

Lothar de Maizi¢re thinks that the first truly unsparing examination of the
true state of the economy of the GDR took place ten days after Honecker’s removal
under the aegis of Krenz. “On 27 October the five economic experts (...) pre-
sented Studies of the economic situation of the GDR. (...)” This study was filed
as GVVS,% that is, the highest level of secrecy® because if these data had become
known by the population, there would have been an uprising; and even worse, if
the West European banks had found out, they would cast doubts on the credit-
worthiness of the GDR. He did not mention this either. According to this study,
in which besides Schiirer also Schalck-Golodkowski,® the finance minister, and
others took part, there were fundamental defects in the GDR’s economy.

® First, the inadequate reinvestment in production, “which had led to a com-
plete obsolescence” of the plants. “In principle a social economy must reinvest
50 per cent if it is healthy.”

® Sccond, “The efficiency of the East German economy is at most forty per cent
of the comparable situation in the GDR.” In the last 20 years disproportion-
ately more had been invested in the consumer area.

® 'Third, “The ratio of government expenditures to GNP, i.e. public consump-
tion, was in the last years of the GDR over 80 per cent and we know that at
the time [end of 1999—AvP] it was 53 per cent in the FRG.”¥

® Fourth, the debt: according to de Maiziere the debt of the GDR in 1989
was “more than 500 billion GDR marks: 220 for the industries, 110 for the
construction of apartments, 167 to western countries”®® (which finally rose to
50 billion). The balance of payments with the COMECON states remained
“fairly balanced”:

De Maziere: The savings of the GDR population of 160 billions were worth as much
as the paper they were printed on. Alone in the last five years [of the GDR—AVP]
the tax income of the population— this had a legally fixed tax of 3% per cent—uwas
higher than the increase in costs. Thus this means that we had the beginning of gal-
loping inflation. Finally it was only through the monetary union that we were spared

the inflations experienced by the Poles, the Czechs, and above all the Russians.®’

The new debt appears from today’s perspective limitable, but

We had ro spend 4.40 Marks to produce a product that could then be sold in
the FRG or elsewhere for 1 Mark. That means 50 billion Marks in debts are
converted to around 225 billion GDR debts. And that is more or almost double

an annual budget.”°
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A further element was introduced by de Maizi¢re, which otherwise played no
role at least in the minutes and also not in the talks of the GDR with the Soviet
leadership: the exchange clauses inside COMECON and the costs for the Soviet
troops in the GDR.

There were basically three exchange rates for the Ruble. The tourist rate was 3 GDR
Marks for 1 Ruble (...) In the frame of the Comecon there was no Ruble as cur-
rency but as a conversion Ruble, the so-called Account Ruble. There we send products
for 2.34 Marks in order ro receive one Ruble for them from the Comecon bank.
Completely different with the deployment costs. Since 1957 the GDR paid annually
in advance approximately 4 Billion Marks for the deployment of the Red Army. And
they were financed over the years through oil shipments and for 5.50 Marks for an
Account Ruble, i.e. two and a half times worse than the economic Ruble rate. That
had to be found by the GDR besides the provision of free construction, road building,
etc. that the troops required. And with this money that they received in this way they
bought highly subsidized items. Because the basic necessities, children’s clothing and
all such things that they bought were highly subsidized so that one had to convert
that again.’!

In summary” for the GDR economy this meant:

® Outdated production facilities, high repair costs

® In the FRG 53 percent of the gross national product, in the GDR only
15 percent were spent on investments (1989)

® Door as well as aged infrastructure from roads to communication (particularly
in the telephone network)

® Dropping trade with the West: not only with the FRG but with the OECD

93 as a whole

countries

® Dramatic fall in the foreign currency profitability of GDR products: for 1
DM in foreign trade in 1980 the rate was 2.40 GDR Marks; in 1990 4.40
GDR Marks

® Debt of the GDR: at the end of the 1980s more than 550 billion GDR Marks,
including 167.2 billion GDR Marks owed to the West (in 1975 it was 10 billion
FRG Marks = 167.2 billion GDR Mark at an exchange rate of 1:22; in 1989 it
was 38 billion FRG Marks =167.2 billion GDR Marks at an exchange rate of
1:4.4; in 1990: 50 billion FRG Marks). The annual interest costs of the GDR
were in 1988 22 billion GDR Marks

® In the area of consumption in 1989 a four-member worker or clerical employee
household in the GDR had to spend for its own use: 45.4 percent for industrial
products (23.2 percent in the FRG), 40 percent for food and consumer goods
(23.2 percent in the FRG), 4.8 percent for rent (25.8 percent in the FRG),
other items 9.8 percent (16.1 percent in the FRG)
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The decline of the economy of the GDR particularly in the second half of
the 1980s was noticed in the West but, oddly, not seen as being so dramatic.
In my opinion it was particularly depressing for the convinced Socialists and
Communists in the GDR that the economy and consumption of the GDR were
inferior in comparison with the system of the FRG (and with National Socialism,
the two main enemies of the GDR system). This is shown as well by the interviews
carried out in 1987 in the industrial area of the GDR and some memoirs.”*

“Respectable People Stand by Their Paternity”:
Krenz in Moscow

On October 27, 1989 a message for Egon Krenz arrived “that we are ready in
Moscow to receive you on 31 October and 1 November 1989 for a working
visit.” There was a program, a press release—incidentally at first without men-
tioning that Krenz was to be received by Gorbachev. On the third page it said
“To Comrade Krenz with a request for attention. We suggest: to refrain from a
departure and reception group at Schonefeld Airport.”®> Apparently in Moscow
one wanted that even in Berlin there should not be much fuss about the visit.
Yakovlev?® would meet Krenz and 13 other persons. On November 1, at 10 a.m.,
a meeting of Gorbachev and Krenz (only the interpreters H. Ettinger and S. J.
Netchayev would be present) was scheduled. At lunch Yakovlev and Shevernadze
would join them.

The extensive preparatory materials for this visit are contained in the files of
the general secretary of the SED.”” According to the program there was a com-
pletely new gesture in the recommendation of the Foreign Minister (MfAA), not
to take along the DEFA documentary film crew but instead(!) Jan Carpentier
(director), Frank Diumlich (cameraman), and Harald Reichmann (technician)
from the youth channel “Elf99.”%8

In the material it is emphasized that Krenz wanted to expose the economic
situation of the GDR. “For this we have to have a fast lead time or the situa-
tion is difficult to control and hardly still predictable.” In writing, Krenz added
in parentheses, “without causing a shock.” These materials also contained the
negative balance of payments with claims on the Soviet Union.”” As well there
are numerous preparation and information files on diverse themes, as well as the
“Request of the GDR for the increase in shipments of gas” and the offer to pay
for this with construction and assembly work as well as important pharmaceuti-
cal shipments.'®

The visit happened as it was planned: on November 1, Egon Krenz met
in Moscow with representatives of the Soviet leadership, among them Mikhail
Gorbachev. It was “the absolutely last meeting” between the general secretaries
of the SED and CPSU, said Hans Modrow later. Krenz had the feeling that he
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was supported by a “majority agreement” by the people of the GDR and also
the Central Committee. This is how he appeared and presented the situation in
the GDR.

Modrow: The actual situation in the country was not known even to him. The crisis
of the SED and GDR was more complex than the new man understood and therefore
also expressed. Krenz had. .. also no key concept for its solution. And Gorbachev
would not have prepared himself intensively either. In many aspects the dialogue
did not rise above the level of friendly but non-committal encounter and therefore
acquired altogether at best a documentary character.'®!

This harsh judgement of Modrow reflected the general opinion of this visit. In

192 this a crude misjudgment.

my opinion, in view of the minutes now available,
Hardly a visit at that time had such extensive consequences for the decisions of
the Soviet leadership as this visit by Krenz on November 1,1989.

It is not possible to suggest that Krenz was poorly prepared when one reads
the almost 130-page preparation dossier from his office. There were quite differ-
ent themes that were discussed with the various department heads.'?

For Krenz “the all-decisive” theme was the economic relations with the
Soviet Union.!* This was the subject for the conversation of both sides accord-
ing to the Soviet minutes as well: all problematic questions were discussed. Krenz
drew a realistic picture of the GDR economy without any beautification with a
few hopeful sprinkles in order to, as he had intended, not “create a shock.” And
this appears to be exactly what happened. For it was not even a month before
that Honecker almost arrogantly had painted a completely different picture of
the GDR, so that Gorbachev could still assume, as he had said in his speech
before the Politburo of the Central Committee of the SED in Berlin, that in
the GDR reforms could be carried out without the bad economic conditions
as in the Soviet Union. This proved now to be a big illusion with far-reaching
consequences for the Soviet policy. Because if the GDR teetered on the edge of
economic bankruptcy, then the “German Question,” which both were always
discussing, would take on a completely different dimension, and the necessary
costs would have to be assumed by the Soviet Union to support the GDR politi-
cally. Or, on the other hand, it would be necessary to force the FRG to do more.
These were all obvious variables at the time. But they were variables that became
known to Gorbachev on this day and, namely, through the negative examples of
Poland and Hungary.

Gorbachev: In Hungary and Poland a situation has now arisen that, as one says, can
no longer hide irself anywhere, so much have they exposed themselves to financial
dependence on the West. Now some reproach us: where does the Soviet Union actu-

ally have its eyes, why does it allow Poland and Hungary to “slide away” to the
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West? But really we can’t finance Poland. Gierek has piled up the debt [around
100 billion dollars—AvP], Poland has paid 49 already and still has ro pay almost
50 billion. And in regard to Hungary, the International Monetary Fund already
set a strict ultimatum under Kaddr in 1987.'%

And now, after the report on the actual economic situation in the GDR, Gorbachev
had to fear that the GDR would also become a financial burden to the USSR—
with pertinent effects for all countries of COMECON and Warsaw Pact.

Interestingly, according to the Soviet minutes, Gorbachev did not provide
assurance that the Soviet Union would do everything to fulfil its obligations in
shipping raw materials from the Soviet Union, and that this was already included
in the Five Year Plan, as Krenz says.'% In the Soviet minutes it is only said:

We strive to fulfil our obligations to the GDR. Our raw material shipments—they are
a big relief for you.

Krenz: We are very grateful to the Sovier Union for these shipments. Unfortunately
many in our population do not know very well what these mean for the GDR. Not
long ago Schiirer pointed out what a fortune we would have to pay for these items
in the capitalist market.

But Gorbachev saw that at least something political had to happen in order to
support the GDR even if it was hardly possible to help economically. Politically
one also had to win over the FRG in order to get it to take responsibility for eco-
nomic assistance to the GDR.

Gorbachev to Krenz:  You would apparently feel more secure with our participation in
tri-lateral contacts. This would be good for everyone and at the same time helpful for
your political relations with the FRG. It would consolidate the position of the GDR in
total. Besides you should move toward bold contacts to other Western states and not
only to the FRG. That would strengthen your position in relation to Bonn as well.

Only a short time later this “triangle” (FRG-Soviet Union—GDR) increasingly
became the economic hope of Gorbachev for both the GDR and the Soviet
Union—as the danger of the collapse of the GDR loomed, the need for West
German assistance became critically necessary. That he already thought about this
on November 1, 1989, after the realistic description of the GDR economy, can be
doubted, but a thought in this direction does appear here for the first time.

In the 1999 interview Krenz quotes a section of the talk with Gorbachev that
seems to me to be essential to the Soviet position on reunification:

And in the conversation with Gorbachev I asked, “Tell me, Mikhbail Sergeyevich,

what place do the two German states have in your idea of the European house?”
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He is silent, he looks at me, as if he does not understand the question. “Okay,”
1 say, “then 1 will be clearer. Compared to the other socialist countries we are your
child. Will you continue to stand firm for your partnership or your paternity?”
Then he says: “How can you even ask such a question? Well, I don’t know of a single
sensible politician who wants German unity, including Chancellor Kohl.” And he
(Gorbachev—AvP] said that he had spoken with Mitterrand, that his friends
in the Politburo had spoken with Bush, with Brzezinski, with Andreotti, with
Yaruzelski—and they all were of the opinion that German unity was not a matter
of everyday politics because no one knew what would happen if the Warsaw Pact
dissolved. And therefore there was opposition to Poland and Hungary leaving the
Warsaw Pact. That was Gorbachev still on 1 November 1989.'"

In this interview Krenz also reports that after his question about Soviet pater-
nity Gorbachev spoke quietly with his interpreter and quoted a Russian saying
“No matter how long the thread, it will end some time.”

In the Soviet minutes this complete passage appears to have no fundamental
difference.

Krenz: We assume that that GDR is the child of the Soviet Union. And decent people
stand by their children, at any rate they allow them to bear the fathers surname.
(animatedly)'*

According to the Soviet record, however, Gorbachev reacted somewhat differ-
ently from Krenzs report: namely without an indignant reaction to the question
regarding paternity. Gorbachev gave only vague answers, in which he refers to
others and gave his own position more carefully:

Yesterday A. N. Jakovlev met Z. Brzezinski and he is, as we know, a head with
“dlobal thinking.” And he said: “If events were to turn around, so that the reunifica-
tion became a reality, then it would be a general catastrophe.” I think we are follow-
ing a correct line: We always supported the coexistence of two German states and as
a result we came to a general recognition of the GDR. We pushed through the Moscow
Agreement (Treaty of Moscow), gave the Helsinki Accord some momentum. Therefore
we must confidently continue this line. You must know, all serious politicians such
as Thatcher and Mitterrand, Andreotti and Yaruzelski, even the Americans—all of
them do not want reunification although new nuances have become visible in their
position. T/ﬂerefore, I think we must all work on the assumption: laz'story has decided

that there are two German states.

The general secretary assumed in this conversation, that the support for the
reunification, which Mitterrand or the Americans expressed officially, was only
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to please the West Germans and only for the sake of appearances and added—
seen in the long term—without understanding the situation:

1 think they are doing this only for Bonn, because to some extent they are afraid when
the FRG and the Soviet Union become closer.

The Soviet secretary general thus suspected that the United States and the
Western Europeans were worried that there could be a rapprochement between
Bonn and Moscow without the West. Probably he even hoped that this concern
would gain him some room for political maneuvering. Krenz was struck in this
meeting situation by a similar, though a different, concern, namely that the
GDR could be left out if the USSR and the FRG became closer.'?

The conversation between Gorbachev and Krenz is significant not only for
this judgement that was, at least in the long term, faulty; what was actually sig-
nificant for Gorbachev was—to repeat—the shocking recognition that the GDR
was economically completely unhealthy. It says that he asked Krenz how he saw
the economic situation of the GDR: “Is it really so bad?” or: “I did not think the
situation was so precarious.”''® According to the Soviet record, Gorbachev did
not react in this way, rather he observed:

We knew your situation, your economic and ﬁmzncz'ﬂl ties to the FRG, it was clear
to us that this could turn around. As far as we are concerned we fulfilled our 0bli-
gations to the GDR conscientiously, including sending oil, even though we had ro

reduce the amount somewhat at the time.

To my question of March 5, 2002, if Gorbachev meant in his conversation
with Krenz, that the paternal responsibility for the GDR was ending and how
surprised he was about the real economic situation in the GDR, Gorbachev
answered, contrary to the Soviet minutes:

1 do not remember, but it is possible that in the conversation with Krenz I did not
deny the Sovier “paternity” in relation ro the GDR, although deep inside I was
convinced that the division of Germany could not and does not have to last forever.
1 was truly surprised, when an accurate picture of the situation in the GDR was

revealed after Honeckers removal.

The Soviet general secretary must have informed the members of the Politburo
about this surprisingly catastrophic economic situation. For in the minutes of
the Politburo meeting of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, which had taken place on November 3, 1989, there was only on
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single sentence relating to the “balance” that Egon Krenz presented during his
visit to Moscow two days earlier. And it says:

The GDR is living over its means by a third.''!

No more.

Since then the Soviet leadership knew that the economy of the GDR would
become a millstone around the neck of the Soviet Union, which was itself at
that point being shaken by a crisis, if there were further political destabilization.
This is not an extreme interpretation; this is also shown by the following briefly
summarized debate in the minutes of the Politburo that have not been available
until now.

They begin with a notification from the head of the Secret Service of
a demonstration by the cultural professionals of the GDR on the following
November 4, 1989.

Vladimir Kryuchkov: Tomorrow there will be 500,000 people on the streets of

Berlin and other cities.

And then there follows a discussion that for the situation at that time is farsighted
and, in my opinion, of great significance:

Gorbachev: Do you hope that Krenz can hold on? If we lose the GDR, we cannot
Justify ourselves to our own people. But without the help of the FRG (1) we won’t
be able to keep it “above water.”

Shevardnadze: 1t would be better if they got rid of “The Wall” themselves.

Kryutchkov: 7t will be difficult for them when it is removed.

Gorbachev: They are being completely sold out with their bowels (...) And when
they enter the international marketplace with world market prices, the standard of
living will sink immediately. The West does not want the unification of Germany.
It wants to hinder this process with our help [actually: with our own hands—
AVP], to challenge us with the FRG, in order to prevent a “conspiracy” of the
USSR with Germany. I told Krenz: in the choice of cadres, do not focus just on
the Central Committee but also on the society. Otherwise it (the society) will force
upon you those who are not suitable for you. We will carry out this work with the
FRG in a “triad’, i.e. with the participation of the GDR people and, furthermore,

with open cards.!'?

Some of what Krenz mentions in his memoirs or in the interview is not to be
found in the Soviet record: the urging of Gorbachev for satisfactory travel regula-
tions to enable visits to relatives in the West. Or the addition to the remark that
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no Western politician was in favor of reunification “including Chancellor Kohl.”
Or that one had to defend things in the GDR that no longer suited the time but
were necessary. In both records the fact that Honecker had to go is dealt with as
humanely difficult but politically necessary and really too late.!™?

Already here in the Politburo shortly after the discussion with Krenz the
predicament of the highest Soviet leadership and at the same time its hesitation
in the direction of a new strategy were made clear. On the one hand the idea of
drawing the FRG into a triad FRG-GDR-USSR and gaining economic assis-
tance for the GDR originated here. On the other hand the GDR was already
falling so quickly and so deeply that soon it would be able to play only a minor or
even no role in the triad. At any rate a strategy that made provision for the decline
of the GDR, that, according to the Soviet records was apparently expected, did
not develop. Also most definitely there was no development of a policy that
clarified and presented to the West its own conditions—political, economic, and
military—in the event of the reunification of Germany. And this even though
this “worst case” was at this time already being feared. The decisive question that
would be asked later was asked here very concretely for the first time: What and
until when was it still possible to get something for the unity of Germany? As
the GDR disappeared the “price” of this German part state would keep sinking.
There was not much time for the development of such a strategy, for Washington
and Bonn would quickly propose a strategy, which would provide a concrete bill
for this contingency and put the Soviet Union under pressure.



CHAPTER 4

Coincidence as the Helper: Pushing
Movements, Driven Politicians

The Fall of the Wall

The Mass Demonstrations in Berlin and the Resignation of
the Government and the Politburo

On November 4, 1989, one day after the meeting of the Politburo in Moscow,
there was indeed a demonstration in Berlin of, as KGB boss Vladimir Kryuchkov
had suspected, at least 500,000 people. This demonstration united different
currents. Unlike in Leipzig slogans referring to the democratic or democratic-
socialist renewal of the GDR dominated. Therefore, in the “Erste Einschitzung
der Demonstration und Kundgebung am 4. November 1989 in Berlin” (First
Evaluation of the Demonstration and Rally on November 4, 1989 in Berlin) by
the Propaganda Department for the Politburo it was observed, with relief, that it
was mainly a “protest against the undesirable developments in the GDR.”! The
department suggested to the Politburo that it incorporate some of the demands
and give them a “prominent place” in the politics of the SED. Among these were:
to practice freedom from force, to reshape the relationship between democracy
and socialism, to establish freedom of belief and assembly; to prepare for free elec-
tions, but with the continuation of the National Front so that “no door would be
opened to bourgeois party pluralism,” reform of “the system of state security” but
no abolition of the Stasi. Moreover, the “demands for the removal of the leading
role of the SED is not acceptable to us Communists.”* In response it suggested
the “calling of a meeting of the people’s chamber to deal with the situation of the
GDR and the resignation of the government.”

The Politburo made a decision quickly, but, considering the rapid pace of
developments, half-heartedly: on November 6, Krenz decided to place the whole
travel issue on the agenda of the highest party echelon, mainly because the
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Czechoslovakian party leader Jakes had threatened to close the borders with the
GDR if there was no travel regulation for GDR citizens.* Then on November 7,
1989 it was decided that the council of ministers’ “earlier travel regulation” come
into effect immediately. On the same day the government also resigned and on
the following day the Politburo also resigned. Krenz remained. On November 7,
there was a telephone conversation between Alexander Schalck-Golodobski and
Rudolf Seiters, minister in the chancellor’s office, during which Chancellor Kohl
informed General Secretary Krenz that the Federal Republic would provide
financial assistance in the travel situation only if Krenz gave a public declaration
that the GDR would permit opposition groups and “the holding of free elec-
tions” within a definite time. Krenz felt blackmailed by this and remembered a
warning from Gorbachev not to allow himself to be put under pressure by Kohl.
Shevardnadze even recommended in a letter to press Kohl hard.

The Opening of the Wall and International Fears

On November 3, 1989 Shevardnadze had expressed internally the opinion that
the GDR should tear down the Wall itself, which in his opinion could mean a
relief for Soviet politics. Only six days later this hope, the fulfilment of which he
surely had not believed in himself, had become reality. But it brought absolutely
no relief for the Soviet leadership.

Naturally, for almost all international and national leaders who were asked,
the fall of the Wall was an event of worldwide significance, which, however, sur-
prised them in different ways. All of them remember where they were on this day.®
Many were impressed by the surprising liveliness of the Germans, the lack of force,
the people dancing on the Wall, and the general mood of celebration. Some had
expected it. Especially for the “Germanistenfraktion™ in the Central Committee
of the CPSU this expectation was also worry, because the fall of the Wall and the
agreement of the SED leadership to the opening of the border, especially in Berlin,
affected, as everyone knew, not only the Soviet Union but the borders between the
Cold War blocs and, in Berlin, the status of the four powers.

Portugalov: The mass demonstration in Leipzig meant for us the beginning of the
revolution, the first and only successful German revolution. And if you look back
on modern European history you find only one slogan that can compete with
Liberté, Fraternité, Liberté, and that is “We are the people.” But that these noble
words rather quickly, at most in a few weeks, changed a bit and sounded a little
different (We are one people.).3

On November 9, 1989 Politburo member Giinter Schabowski, without having
been sufficiently informed, announced the immediate opening of the Wall, even
though it had been planned as a graduated process that would take weeks. He
had answered a question about when the new travel regulations would come into
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effect: “To my knowledge it is coming—it is right away (nodding) immediate.”
Then, as if to verify it for himself, he read the text again. Western television
stations spread this announcement immediately, with the result that numerous
people stormed the Wall and forced the officers of the border police to decide
whether to open the border or use force. Unbelievable to this day. The Central
Committee of the CPSU met and at first had no idea of what was going on. All
this is well researched and has been published.” It is more difficult with inter-
national reactions. George Bush expressed what many feared: would a military
confrontation result? Could the Soviet Union, in particular the military, simply
accept this fall of the border of their empire? Would this also lead to the fall of
Gorbachev? Would the Western powers interfere, if the Soviet Union closed the
border or had the border closed again?

Bush: 1 remember getting these reporss, (... ) the leader of the Democrats in the House,
calling on me to go to Berlin, to stand and beat my breast on the Berlin Wall. (...)
But it would have been the stupid. .. stupidest thing an American president could
do, to go to Berlin and stick my fingers atop the wall, into the eyes of Mr Gorbachev
and the Soviet military. Because, as Shevardnadze has subsequently written, we did
not know whether the Soviet military would say: “Enough of this. Were going to do
something about this.” And I don’t know what they could have done, but we did nor
need a military confrontation with Russia, with the Soviet military, and they had
plenty of troops in the GDR, in Hungary—I mean in Poland, and other places."

Kohl, Genscher, Teltschik, and many others were in Warsaw, had just spoken wth
Lech Walesa, then candidate for Solidarnosc, and Tadeusz Mazowiecki, the Polish
prime minister,'' and now, after the dramatic events in Berlin, had to persuade
the entire Polish leadership that the German chancellor now saw that his place
was in Berlin. Finally this was accepted (“they were completely dismayed”'?) and
so, through a very indirect route and in a plane provided by the American ambas-
sador Vernon Walters, Kohl flew to West Berlin for the great rally on November
10 at 16:30. Foreign Minister Genscher stayed in Warsaw and met Lech Walesa
the next morning. He was accompanied by Bronislav Geremek, the foreign affairs
speaker of Solidarnosc, later temporarily foreign minister. It was impossible to
miss, reported Genscher, that, as a result of the events in Berlin, Walesa had
become “unsure” of what the fall of the Wall signified.

Genscher: As Lech Walesa introduced certain questions, Geremek apparently noticed
how my face became ever stonier. So he interrupted him and said, “One must of
course examine exactly what it means for us Poles, because if the Wall falls it means:
Germany will be unified and if Germany is unified then it is a great day for Poles as
well. Because if Germany is united, then Poland will be a neighbour of the European
Union and of NATO.” That was the correct political and strategic point of view
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(...) They felt squeezed between the Sovier Union in the East and the GDR in the
West, where after all 300,000 soldiers were stationed. And from this perspective it
was understandable that Geremek said that it would be a great day for Poland."®

Relations with Poland and Polish fears remained a constant theme during the
whole reunification process. Eduard Shevardnadze, the Soviet foreign minister at
the time, described the tense situation on this evening for himself and the Soviet

leadership:

1 was in Moscow then. Naturally I was aware of what was going on. We all knew. I
mean the Soviet executive."* I knew that there were demonstrations and meetings. The
situation had become so critical that the Politburo met almost every day. I had contact

with the Soviet embassy and received news hourly, almost every hour."

Blumenberg: Were you surprised by the time? The time, not the event?

Shevardnadze: 70 be completely fair, to be completely honest, I must say that it
happened somewhat sooner than I had imagined. Although you are naturally
correct, the event had to happen sooner or later, the Wall had to fall.'®

Anatoli Chernayev, Gorbachev’s advisor for the Western states, remembers the
same:

For me there was nothing unexpected as the process of German reunification
began, .. . as finally the Wall fell. We are asked over and over again: what was the
reaction in Moscow as the Wall fell? Perhaps it was a great shock? Nothing like that
atall. (...) Let the Germans do it. But what worried Gorbachev was that the fall
of the Wall could lead to an armed conflict. And from the perspective of his own
philosophy he could not allow that Russian soldiers became involved and left their
barracks. .. because this conflict would have taken place on the boundary between
two blocs. It could lead to a collision between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. That
could absolutely not be allowed ro happen. (...) You know of course that there were
various people in the Politburo, among them people that later separated themselves
from Gorbachev for ideological reasons. But none of these people advocated the use
of force. There were also people that later participated in the putsch. But they under-
stood all too well what kind of answer now had to follow.

In the case of Helmut Kohl there was also a general fear of such a fundamental
collision between the Warsaw Pact and NATO. Like Gorbachev, Kohl feared less
a decision in favor of escalation by the leadership on the other side than a coun-
terstrike by a worried or provoked Soviet military in the GDR.

Blumenberg: 1n your opinion, was there really an immediate danger on this night or

during the following days that some commander would lose his nerve?
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Shevardnadze: Such a danger existed, although the agreement of the political leader-
ship was necessary for such an order. However, if a general who has great influence
or very great power sees that possibly his lifes work was being destroyed, he might
under these circumstances give such an order without the agreement of the political
leadership. That is what worried me the most."”

For Jacques Attali, Mitterrand’s advisor, it was a day of joy:

Atali: A moment of enormous joy, the beginning of an end. And I remember that
night I was at a concert in Cordoba where I heard Montserrat Caballé singing all
the Spanish songs about freedom and Jewish music about the expansion of Jews

about freedom, too, and it was quite a very moving combination."®

Mitterrand, putting himself into Kohl’s place, was also positively impressed. That
this was, however, not so simple for Mitterrand is revealed later.
For the British government it was all a surprise.

Powell: None of us expected the sudden collapse of the East German regime—the
sudden demolition of the Berlin Wall. And therefore, when the moment of reunifi-
cation started to approach, people had very different views within NATO of how
fast we should progress towards that."

This was the salient point for international politics: suddenly the reunification—
for years a chimera—became a real possibility. This was perhaps the most impor-
tant, possibly even the frightening signal of the fall of the Wall for the Western
leaders with the exception of Bush and naturally Kohl. Instead of NATO Sunday
sermons it was now necessary to have a concrete policy in relation to this union
that was now possible, with the necessary steps with clarification of the interna-
tional requirements and conditions. Most of the European governments were
opposed to this unification that was now a real possibility not only because of the
potential shift in the balance of power in Central Europe in favor of Germany,
but above all because the general destabilization of the postwar order between
East and West that was to be expected. In this regard there were similar fears in
the Soviet and the Western European governments.

Powell: You see many Europam pa/z'tz'ciam were concerned, ﬁrst 0f all, that too mpid
progress towards German reunification would be highly destabilising for President
Gorbachev in the Soviet Union.

On the evening of November 9, after they had finally heard about the opening of
the Wall, Krenz and the leaders of the GDR would probably also become fearful
and anxious about what kind of global political change would follow. Krenz had
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assumed that the “early” travel regulations would not take effect until November 10,
y g
that is, the next day, and that people would then line up at the police to apply for
passports. Schabowski’s “mistake” at the famous press conference occurred because
he was not in the Central Committee when Krenz discussed this subject.
)

Shabowski: 7 came after five oclock [after meeting journalists—AvP] back to the
Central Committee, sat down beside Krenz, and he gave me this decree from the
government.

Krenz: [ had to assume that as a member of the Politburo he had heard what I had
read. After all he could not go to a press conference and not have participated at all
in the meeting about which he actually wanted to provide information.

Schabowski:  7his government decision, of which I had a draft in my hand, had been
placed under a restriction period by the government bureaucracy.

Krenz: And if it had gone into effect on the 10th—it is now just speculation, things
would have happened just as on the th or would it have been more orderly. But
one thing was clear in any case: on the 10th the border police would have had their
orders. And, with the military, orders count and not some slips of the rongue by the
Politburo members.

Schabowski: So, I went without knowing about the restriction period to the press
conference and I am not even sure if Krenz was aware of the restriction. He does

insist that he told me about it—that is absolute nonsense.*

This shows the other side of the “leadership role of the Party.” Did military orders
count or what a single member of the Politburo said count? Or another question:
what did the people who ran to the border and what did the officers at the border
crossings believe?

The answer of Streletz who was a member of the military:

What happened at the border crossings, where the barricade was lifted or not, who
was allowed to pass with what documents, that was all the responsibility of the state
security. 1 tried to reach Minister Mielke. He was not in his office. Then I reached only
his representative, Lieutenant General Neiber, who was re.fpomz‘b/e for the border in the
Ministry of State Security. I said to him, “Say, what is going on at the border?” And
he said to me, “Listen carefully, Schabowski has made some kind of mess, we have to
try to figure it out. I am trying to reach my minister. When I have reached him, I'll let
you know.” (...) That was around 22:00 or 22:30.*" Because of this Minister Kefdler
ordered the chief of the border troops, “Go immediately to Pitz, it was around a half
hour’s drive away, to the command of the border troops, take over the direction there and
let me know what is happening at the border crossings.” Colonel General Baumgarten
left and then reported around 22:30. At some border crossings, such as Bornholmer
StrafSe, the barricades have been lifted and at others not yet. There is supposed to be an
order from Egon Krenz to Minister Mielke that the barricades are to be opened.”
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Blumenberg: And what did you think in this situation?

Streletz: For me it was not clear how in such a situation the leadership system and the
information system, working rogether, could break down. First, why did Minister
KefSler receive an order from Egon Krenz? After all, he was the leader of the national
defence council? Second, if he had received such an order, why did Minister Mielke
not inform the Minister of Defence? Because he was obligated to inform us about
this. Why did he not inform us about this? And third, how should we carry on in
this area when no one knew what was going on up front? Looking back critically
1 must honestly say that this night from 9 to 10 November 1989 was glorious for
neither the political nor the military leadership. One must say honestly we failed
in this situation. And it is only thanks to the politically experienced actions of the

soldiers at the border crossings that there was no escalation.

Indeed, again it was the lower and middle leadership cadres who all, in different
ways, decided against the use of firearms, while the leadership of the SED reacted
without any clear ideas.

Kefler, then the minister of the defence, sees it somewhat differently, com-
pletely from the view of the leading role of the party:

The assumption is that something was announced by Schabowski that no one knew
anything about. No one. So, I am assuming, because his assignment was completely
different. While we all got moving, he announced: immediately, yes. Immediately
means: immediately. (...) We did not want to and could not do anything to oppose

this any more.

The essential question—how far the GDR minister of defence had agreed with
the Soviet military leaders—KefSler answered in his own typical way.

Blumenberg: So that means that they had orders not to interfere under any
circumstances?

KeBler: That is my impression, I can’t verify it.

Blumenberg: Did you speak on the telephone with Army General Snetkov™ personally?

Kefler: Yes I did.

Blumenberg: And what did you discuss with him, concretely?

KeBler: 1described the situation to him, [informed—AvP] him of our intentions, how
we wanted to sort it out, together with others, so that he was in the picture, ... And
he said to me, “Okay, they [the Soviet troops—AvP] would stay on the spot where
they are,” and he did not tell me why, but I think they had the idea.

Blumenberg: Was he very surprised by the situation on the 9th?

KefSler: My impression was: no.

Blumenberg: Aba, but that is very interesting.

KefSler: It certainly is. But actually everything is interesting.
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West Berlin and West German television played a large part on this evening.
Walter Momper, the Social Democratic mayor of Berlin at the time, had already
spoken on West Berlin television at 19:40: “This is a day for which we have
long yearned, for 28 years. The border will no longer separate us.” The journalist
Hans-Joachim Friedrichs said in the daily news that one could take the risk of
calling this day a “historic day;” “The gates in the Wall are wide open.” However
uncertain the situation was, the masses now streamed to the border.

The opposition video filmmaker Aram Radomski reported that he was one
of the first to arrive at the Wall on Bornholmer Strafle. Only 30 to 40 people were
there. The border guards did not believe anything at first and wanted to send the
people home. Radomski called to the guards that anyone who had a valid iden-
tity card issued by the GDR could cross the border to West Berlin. As well, from
within the crowd, he asked to speak to the officer in charge; the officer arrived
after a while and replied, “Yes, whoever wants to can do that today.” And then the
first crossed “over,” more and more joined them, so that finally there was a never-
ending river of people that wound its way to West Berlin. Most of them had no
idea, according to the law that was still in force, that the stamp they received took
away their GDR citizenship.*

The Soviet envoy Maximichev remembers his outrage; the leaders of the
GDR had informed the embassy that the travel regulations would not come
into effect until #he following day, and furthermore there had never been talk of
an opening to West Berlin because this would affect the status of the four pow-
ers. Nonetheless he calmed the ambassador Kochemassov; he went to bed, while
he himself—Maximichev—tried to reach Krenz. But he was still in the meet-
ing of the Central Committee and could not be disturbed. Maximichev could
not imagine that the leadership of the SED would have met with Moscow or
Gorbachev personally behind the backs of the Soviet embassy in Berlin:*4

Schabowski: Indeed, that was not arranged [with the Soviet leadership—AvP].
(...) Krenz and Gorbachev only spoke about the travel law once. There he said,
“Okay, do it,” but this opening and West Berlin—this was something else. But you
know, when you are here [ cannot mdden{y start to stutter about West Berlin. I said

to myself—it was in fractions of seconds—we must open this border anyway and
what the heck: West Berlin had to be included.”

Still late in the night of November 9/ 10 Egon Krenz, who according to his own
statement was not informed of the premature announcement by Schabowski till
after 20:45, tried to reach his Soviet counterpart Gorbachev:

Krenz: After all I was in a conflict. Look, what do I report to Moscow? Do I report
as though we are facing a world war? Then I would naturally have been able to
wake Gorbachev up. He would surely have let himself be contacted by me. (...) The
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deshurnaya [the woman attendant looking after a floor of a building—trans.],
on the other side, said that the General Secretary was not to be reached. But if I had
made it urgent and I had said it was a matter of life and death, then she would cer-
tainly have connected me. This is a question that therefore I did not make so dramatic
because I did not want that a dramatic description might lead to faulty decisions.

Blumenberg: But in the night, in the evening you spoke with [Ambassador—AvP]
Kochemassov?

Krenz: No, I did not speak with Kochemassov [because he was already asleep—
AVP]. I spoke with Kochemassov early next morning.*®

The envoy Maximichev said: “Kochemassov was sleeping and he himself decided
not to do anything” so that this news would not fall into the wrong hands while
the “authorities” in Moscow slept and that led to unpleasant consequences.

Portugalov: And you know why [they let Gorbachev sleep—AvP]? Ir was immedi-
ately clear to us on this night what was of most importance to us: there had been
no bloodshed, there had been no conflict, and there had been no fighting (...)
In this sense it was no violent revolution and there was not the slightest danger
that Gorbachev’s principles would in any way be compromised and that the tanks
would roll. (...)

Blumenberg: Ir was always clear that the Soviet forces in the GDR in no case, under
no circumstances, would intervene?

Portugalov: Yes, absolutely.”’

The next day Krenz received two completely different responses from Moscow.
Both were presented to him by the same person—Ambassador Kochemassov.

Krenz: The first meeting went like this: “Okay, Comrade Krenz, in Moscow there is
unease about the situation that developed tonight at the Berlin Wall.” And in reply
1 said, “I'm not surprised.” I certainly did not want start with any self-criticism.
1 said, “I'm not surprised because our travel regulations had after all been agreed
to with you by Foreign Minster Fischer.” And then he said something that was
completely new ro me (1): “Yes that is correct, but nor for Berlin. This applies to
the border between the GDR and Federal Republic of Germany, but in Berlin the
interests of the Allies are affected.” The Soviet allies had used this argument for the
first time because they had always assumed that the border of the four power agree-
ment applied only to West Berlin and not to the capital of the GDR.

That is a remarkable reasoning, apparently also the rejection of self-criticism, for
of course the border of the “capital of the GDR” with West Berlin was related to
the four-power status of the city, even in the view of the GDR at the time—even
if it was opposed.
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Krenz continued:

And then 1 said ro him, “Well, fine, Comrade Vyacheslav, that is now only a theo-
retical question. We could have changed this night only if we had deployed the
military. And that would have resulted in a bloodbath. And you would not have
wanted this.” And then he said, “You are right, Comrade Krenz.” (...) In the
meantime Streletz completed a state telegram to Gorbachev.® In this we gave
Gorbachev [on November 10—AvP] the details, including how many citizens
had already returned from West Berlin. My request to Gorbachev was to tell his
ambassador Kochemassov to get into contact with the Western Allies so that the
security of the city was maintained. A short time later I received a second call from
Kochemassov that I took in a side room of the meeting of the Central Committee.
There Kochemassov said, “Okay, in the name of Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, in
the name of the Soviet leadership, I congratulate you and all comrades on the brave
step of opening the Berlin Wall.” Naturally I asked the question: what happened in
Moscow? What was behind the scenes? How was the mood of the Foreign Minister,
with Shevardnadze, with Gorbachev, how was it with Falin, with Portugalov?
Who influenced whom and what finally happened there?

It seems, however, that it was simply that in Moscow it was known that nothing
more could be changed without the deployment of troops. Chernayev confirmed
this viewpoint completely in the interview with me.

AVP: Were both explanations composed at the same level? Or was the first by
Kochemassov?

Chernayev: You know, it is very simple. (Laughs) The Soviet ambassadors in the
countries of the Warsaw Pact all felt responsible for what happened in “their”
countries. Kochemassov worried perhaps that it was his fault the Wall fell, that he
had not done good work. I think that he and the KGB in East Berlin passed along
messages or statements with which they agreed at first.

In his congratulations to Krenz Gorbachev transformed the anarchic opening of
the Wall into a conscious act of the SED leadership and congratulated him on
“this brave step.” This is not a completely accurate reflection of the events, but
the team around Krenz did indeed want new travel regulations in place quickly.

Even if the SED leadership tried the next day to bring “order” to the situ-
ation that in their view was muddled, the Wall could no longer be closed. The
train toward unity had left the station.

In Bonn on the morning after the opening of the Wall, that is, on November 10,
at 11:30, minister of the chancellor’s office Seiters informed the ambassadors of
the Western powers—Boidevaix, Mallaby, and Walters—that the chancellor had
interrupted his trip to Poland and was on his way to Berlin, which Walters at least
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knew, since he had provided Kohl with an American military plane. Seiters referred
to Kohl’s report on the state of the nation of November 8, in which he had declared
to the GDR his readiness to assist with basic reforms in that country. The chancel-
lor included in these the authorization of “independent parties,” a “binding assur-
ance” of “free elections,” and the surrender of the “monopoly of power” by the
SED. With these conditions he was ready to discuss a “completely new dimension
of our economic assistance.” Modrow would later remind him of that promise.
Minister Director Duisberg mentioned that it would be an overwhelming burden
because that was where the migrants from East Berlin would be accommodated,
while the refugees from the GDR would be transferred further into the republic.?’
On November 10, there was a rally in West Berlin where Momper, Brandt, Kohl,
and others spoke. Kohl had finally arrived there after “a monster detour.”

Kohl: And then I went there and already as I got out of the car I was greeted with
whistles and calls of fie, in the Schoneberg city hall. (...) It was a section of the
left, symbolized by the then Berlin mayor, Mr. Momper. He had also said in his
speech that it was not about the reunification but about the reunion.’'

Teltschik: And I said only offhandedly to the Chancellor that this can’t be true that
we came here now just for such people. Why this rejection, why there was this noisy
protest, could not be explained. The opposite would actually have been expected,
because a historical decision was now looming. (...) And this repeated itself then
in the rally itself. At the moment when the Chancellor spoke, there was a noisy

chorus of whistles.>

These whistles were heard all over the world, as Kohl himself put it.** I suspect
that outside of the country they had a calming effect; for the fear felt interna-
tionally was after all fear of an exuberant German nationalism. This had been
Gorbachev’s fear; he had phoned Bonn and sent telegrams not only to Kohl but
also to Thatcher, Mitterrand, and Bush. As the chancellor wanted to begin his
speech, Teltschik received a phone call from the Soviet ambassador in Bonn and
he had to leave the balcony of the Schéneberg city hall:

Teltschik: Ambassador Kvirsinski was on the phone. He informed me that he had a
crucial message from President™ Gorbachev for the Chancellor, which I wanted to
pass on to the Chancellor immediately. (...) His message was very simple. It was
the message that at precisely this rally the Chancellor should encourage the people
to remain peaceful in order to prevent chaos from breaking out. Gorbachevs great
concern, because there was at the same time a big rally in East Berlin, was that

emotions would come to a boil.>®

In his speech in which he referred to the reunification and expressed his joy at
the opening of the Wall, Kohl—completely as Gorbachev had wished—urged
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everyone “to remain cool and to act sensibly” and “not to follow radical slogans
and voices.”*® Ten years later in a ZDF interview he summarized Gorbachev’s
request thus: that he had asked the question “if it was true that because of the
situation—the opening of the Wall—Soviet units, Soldiers, and civilians were
now exposed to danger. (...) This is what his hardliners had told him.”

In his written protocol of the call of November 10, 1989 Horst Teleschik
puts a sharper emphasis on the necessity to preserve the two German states
in the words of the Soviet general secretary than he and Kohl had in their
interviews.?’

It is surprising, but in the minutes of 1989 there is no mention of that fear
that Soviet soldiers and civilians would be endangered, which Kohl and Teltschik
mentioned ten years later in their interviews.”® Gorbachev was concerned above
all about the recognition of the “reality of two states” in Germany and the stabil-
ity in the GDR for a new democracy—rather than reunification.

On the same day from 10:10 to 10:25, the chancellor also spoke on the
phone with “Leader of the State Council Krenz.” He had prepared for this call
with his own list of ideas. In this it said:

2. Strengthening the politics of freedom and normal relationships with the FRG
(mutual respect for sovereignty, stable relationships). The question of “reunification”
is not impending in any way for the GDR.

“Radical reforms,” such as free elections, were to be announced, but the “urgent
question of money (‘travel funds’)” for travel was to be dealt with, as in the prepa-
ratory notes:” “Repeal lowest exchange, travel payment of DM to M = 1:4,40.
The exchange methods will be prepared by the FRG: ca. 2.8 billion DM, every
GDR citizen receives travel money of 300 DM per year: money for environmen-
tal protection and border crossings.”

In the following telephone conversation Krenz did indeed say that he was
ready for “radical reforms,” but there was no talk of money. Besides the assur-
ances of interest in the stability of the GDR, Krenz emphasized that “the borders
would remain and not be abolished,” as was recorded in the Bonn protocol. “But
to make the border more porous did not after all mean that it would be removed.
I would be very grateful to you if I could calm you in this regard.” It was sum-
marized as follows in the GDR protocol.%

He [Krenz—AvP] was certainly in absolute agreement with the Chancellor that
reunification now was not on the political agenda. The Chancellor replied that
in this point their understanding diverged. He was sworn into office on the Basic
Law and in this question surely had a different basic conception from the leader of

a state council.
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Nevertheless the chancellor then added a cryptic sentence:

At the moment, however, the reunification is not our main concern.™!

In a telephone conversation between Kohl and Gorbachev on November 11,
the Soviet general secretary did not express criticism of Kohl’s speech the day
before as Shevardnadze did to Genscher.*> Kohl emphasized that he rejected
all radicalization, wanted to prevent chaos, and carry on a policy of “a sense of
perspective.” By now, 230,000 people had crossed over to West Germany. They
were a real problem. Gorbachev showed that he was pleased by Kohl’s calming
explanation. It was necessary to give the GDR time for reorganization “in regard
to freedom, democracy, and economic life.” Kohl agreed with the delay explicitly
that it was only necessary also to make this clear to the people of the GDR.
Gorbachev also declared here that a triangle of the FRG, the Soviet Union, and
the GDR had to develop, in which “everything [had to be] balanced and evenly
weighted.”®3

This balance was never achieved—and Gorbachev would give Kohl part of
the blame.

Modrow Becomes Prime Minister

On November 13, 1989, at the suggestion of Egon Krenz, Hans Modrow—
who was seen in the West as Gorbachev’s favorite—became prime minister of
the GDR. He had not been a member of the Honecker Politburo, which gave
him some credibility. After the removal of Honecker, Mittag, and Hermann,
Krenz had taken him into the Politburo, although Modrow did not want to
be responsible for economy or campaigning. Krenz said: he belonged in the
Politburo or he would have to retire.** When Krenz proposed Hans Modrow as
the SED’s candidate for the office of prime minister to the Politburo, Gerhard
Schiirer protested and proposed Siegfried Lorenz to oppose Modrow. However,
Lorenz refused. Originally, besides Lorenz, the general secretary had an eye
on Alexander Schalck-Golodkowski, head of KoKo, and the minister of con-
struction Wolfgang Junker, but “Schalck and Junker were no longer under

"% since both had little appeal among the population. Modrow

consideration,
was thus Krenz’s second choice.

It is difficult to determine if Modrow was really favored by Gorbachev. In
the meeting with Krenz on November 1 Gorbachev had taken Modrow’s side,
when he said that he had been sorry about how Honecker had “held him back.”
He even asked about him in a way that prompted Krenz to change his own posi-

tion of an earlier reprimand of Modrow.% But it was not only about Modrow
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that Gorbachev expressed himself in this way; he did so even more about Willi
Stoph, whom Honecker had “humiliated” at various times. Gorbachev praised
Stoph highly in general. He placed great faith in him, because he (Stoph) had
already told him about the real economic situation in the GDR in the middle of
the 1980s and at the same time had criticized Honecker.

In response to my question about who in Moscow was favored as Honecker’s
successor, Anatoli Chernayev explained:

Privately some persons were preferred to others, but we did not exercise any influence,
made no attempt, to replace Honecker.

KGB chief Vladimir Kryuchkov also gives a similar picture of Moscow’s stance
and the side-taking.

AVP: Did you try earlier from Moscow to raise Modrow to a higher position? Perhaps
as successor to Honecker or Stoph?

Kryuchkov: We thought abour ir. The question was asked and discussed in thar way.
But then another point of view became prevalent. And that was that it was not
sensible ro interfere. (...) The main question was to ensure the safety of all Soviet
citizens who were in the GDR. If the West had tried to embark on direct interfer-

ence, then we would also have been able to deliberate this question.

There is much to support this version of the Soviet failure to influence the elec-
tion of Modrow and Krenz, even if it cannot be ruled out that there was actually
activity in the background working in this direction. But I found no evidence
of this.

Hans Modrow quickly undertook a host of activities that placed the GDR
in a tight spot.* First he expanded his political base in the government, in the
Volkskammer, and beyond by building a coalition government and took, among
others, the recently elected leader of the CDU, the still relatively unknown politi-
cian Lothar de Maizi¢re, into his government.

De Mazi¢re: He came toward me and I said, “The first thing is: if I participate, it
will be only if Article one in the constitution regarding the leading role of the SED
is removed.” Because in the constitution of the GDR there was [entrenched—
AVP] in Article one the claim to power and the leadership role of the SED. I said,
“Second, it must be clear for us that what we are doing is a transitional government
and that there must be free elections. And the SED must participate in those free
elections the same way as all others do.” And third, we must introduce thorough
economic reforms; otherwise the country will be emptied. (...) Since 4 November
4000 people have left daily. An uncontrollable currency criminality has begun. We
had exchange rates of from one to 20. (Twenty GDR Mark for one DMark), etc.



Coincidence as the Helper / 75

Modrow agreed because he had already expressed similar thoughts and de
Maizi¢re became vice prime minister and at the same time Minister for Church
Questions. Indeed some economic reforms go back to Modrow’s regime (among
others the 7reuband). The leadership claim of the SED was removed from the
constitution by the Volkskammer (already on December 1). Other groups and
finally also other parties were permitted. Free elections were decided upon and
organized by this government (see below).

De Maizi¢re: In this phase Modrow was, I believe, a relatively honest manager of the
transition. There were after all times during the Modrow government when the
public opinion polls showed only 10 percent approval of the SED but over 60 per-
cent endorsement of Modrow. He was, after all, also seen a bit as the Gorbachev
of the GDR by the West.”

Already on November 17 in his government declaration before the people’s
chamber, Modrow pleaded for a “Vertragsgemeinschafi” (a contract community)
with the FRG “that would transcend widely the basic treaty (Grundlagenvertrag)
between FRG and GDR from 1972 and the treaties and agreements made between
the two German states until now,” which were intended to support the special
relationship between the two German states in various aspects.”® The extent to
which this had been agreed to with the Soviet Union is essential to the question
asked in this book. Modrow insisted that it was his idea and he is supported in
this regard by Anatoli Chernayev.

Chernayev: For Gorbachev at this time this was completely new. He also said this

during Genscher’s visit a short time later in Moscow.>!

In the European capitals this agile new prime minister was taken seriously,
because he was for them a guarantee of a sovereign GDR at least for the time
being and thus of a slow reform process, although he had to or was able to
govern without the Politburo of the Central Committee of the SED from
December 3, without Krenz as head of the state and from time to time without
the SED from December 6 because the Central Committee was replaced by a
“Working Committee” as the ruling body after a party putsch on December 3.
On December 9, at the special party congress, Egon Krenz and the entire Central
Committee had to resign and Gregor Gysi became the new head of the SED.
On December 16, the SED broke at least officially with its Communist program
and changed its name. Now it was the SED-PDS (Partei des Demokratischen
Sozialismus: Party of Democratic Socialism) and after February 4 only PDS.
One of the main reasons for this change was the “Wandlitz Incident,” which
exposed the lifestyle of the GDR elite and, as expressed in a letter to the general

secretary, caused “(another) shock.”>?
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This indignation reached as far as the Stasi elite: on December 5, 1989 Jan
Carpentier, a journalist working at the GDR youth radio station EIf99, was
whisked away by soldiers of the “Guard Regiment Felix Dzierzynski,” as he put
it, and taken to a hall in Berlin Adlershof, where around 600 to 800 angry sol-
diers of the regiment presented harsh criticism of the SED and GDR leaderships,
which had been unthinkable before. They said they were systematically cut off
from information and now wanted openness. They reported the burning of files.
The camera team of EIf99 filmed this outburst. The Elf99 team was received with
the enthusiasm that would have been reminiscent of the West in 1968 if it had
not been all men in uniform. An excerpt from the speech of the leading officer
is given below:

1 feel, even though I am a colonel, exactly as crappy and betrayed as you do. You
can believe this. (Enthusiastic applause.) In view of the dramatic worsening of
the situation in our country, the constant exposure of new crimes by the mem-
bers of the former party and state leadership, for whose security we carried the
responsibility.

And then followed a list of disappointments. Director Georg Langerbeck still
remembers that it was even said: “They have tormented us, now we will torment
them.” These scenes revealed a collapse in the security branches of the GDR of
hardly negligible proportions.

The Scout as the Instigator: Portugalov in Bonn or
the Productive Misunderstanding

The following sections deal with the history of a diplomatic misunderstanding that
was to have serious consequences: on November 21, 1989, Nikolai Portugallov54
came to Bonn. He was the German specialist in the international department of
the Central Committee of the CPSU under the direction of Valentin Falin. In
Bonn he was received by Horst Teltschik in the chancellor’s office. Portugalov
came not only with an official document previously approved by Falin but also
with a handwritten “Non-Paper,”>® which he himself had written in the hotel, as
he said in his conversation with me.>

According to the files of the chancellor’s office the official document con-
tained the usual material:*” the leadership of the Soviet Union knew from the
beginning of the reform politics “what results this would have for the GDR;” “the
sequence, quality, and speed of the reform in the GDR depended, however,—
contrary to the Soviet Union—decisively upon the politics of the government
of the FRG.” In “this decisive phase of the turning point” the German—German
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relations could go in an “undesired and dangerous direction” for the Soviet
Union. The development had “for the foreseeable future” to “remain in har-
mony with the German-Soviet declaration of 12 June 1989,”%8 especially as it
concerned the recognition of the existing borders including the implicit recog-
nition of the German—Soviet basic treaty.

The contents of the unofficial paper are completely different and caught
Teltschik’s attention:

A purely theoretical question: if the FRG government were intending to introduce
the question of reunification, or a new unification, into everyday politics, then it
would be sensible to think about the idea of the future alliance membership of
both German states, i.e. NATO and the Warsaw Pact, and also membership in the

European Union. 39

These were completely new signals that “clectrified”®® Teltschik. The reuni-
fication was being discussed concretely in Moscow and apparently expected.
Teleschik emphasized later the “Focus on the Reunification of Germany,” which
was the concern of the Non-Paper.®! The novelty of this Non-Paper was that it
not only paid attention to reunification but that it also already raised questions
about the membership of a united Germany in certain alliances. These were the
questions that were later dealt with only in secret in Moscow and which no one
wanted to ask.

In response to my question if he confirmed what was written in this report of
Teltschik to Kohl on December 6, 1989, Portugalov replied: “Yes, with the excep-
tion of membership in the European Union.”®* Teltschik, however, rejects this,
because he “did not quote anything that was not in “Portugalov’s paper.”®?

Immediately, of course, the question arises as to who actually sent
Portugalov. Because the answer could clarify how early in Moscow there were
such extensive discussions about the problems related to the unification of
Germany, such as NATO membership or membership in the European Union.
It would be possible thereby also to clarify when strategies about the condi-
tions of German unity were developed, those related to the relationship of the
NATO and the Warsaw Pact, the European security system as a whole, and
similar questions, in order to prepare and be equipped for the related negotia-
tions with the West.

According to Portugalov he was sent by his boss Valentin Falin,® the director
of the International Department of the Central Committee of the CPSU. Falin
himself denied this until 1999, to the irritation of Portugalov, presumably to play
down his role in the reunification politics and their acceleration later when he
was an opponent of Gorbachev. Not until 1999 did Falin admit in the interview
referred to here that Portugalov’s declaration was correct.
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In Bonn there were suspicions that higher authorities were behind
Portugalov’s move.

Teltschik: He was ordered and it was by God himself. He did not say by whom,
whether Falin or Gorbachev. He gave me the impression, well at least Gorbachev.
Okay, he tried to emphasize his significance. Its legitimate after all.

Anatoli Chernayev, Gorbachev’s advisor for the West, appears annoyed to this
day by Portugalov’s behavior in Bonn.

AVP: Were the [papers—AvP] agreed upon with you or Gorbachev?

Chernayev: You know, Portugalov makes himself too important.

AVP: Well, he was seen as important in Bonn with what he brought with him. There
were after all new contents, from the reunification or new unification of German
to questions of alliance membership.

Chernayev: [ know that Portugalov went to Bonn, but not Gorbachen,® but I did
not know any details, perhaps Falin knew more. But I am certain that Portugalov
had discussed neither the official nor the unofficial paper [with me—AvP].
If there had been any talk of confederation or reunification I would have told
Gorbachev.*

The question of who actually sent Portugalov remained unclear not only because
for years Falin refused to take responsibility for this visit, but also because of the
assumption in Bonn that Gorbachev had been responsible. As Teltschik himself
wrote in his report of December 6, 1989, about the meeting with Portugalov to
Kohl, the official as well as the unofficial document was “sent by way of the confi-
dential route agreed to by you (Kohl) and General Secretary Gorbachev.”®’ If this
was the case, Portugalov’s visit would have taken place at least with the knowledge
of Chernayev or Gorbachev.®® In 2002 a year after our meeting I asked Horst
Teltschik again about the interpretation of his report to Kohl: did Gorbachev use
Portugalov as a courier or not? His answer:

A clarification of the Portugalov connections can be made only by him. He gave
me to understand that everything that he had presented he had discussed with the
leadership of the Soviet Union. He did not give a single name, however, although he
led me to understand that Gorbachev himself was being referred to.%

Gorbachev answered my question if he had been informed about the sub-
stance of Portugalov’s trip with a clear “no”: “I knew nothing about Portugalov’s
activities.”””

Portugalov also maintained in later conversations his explanation that he
was sent by Falin, but added that after assuming office Kohl had organized a
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“confidential channel” through Egon Bahr for the chancellor’s office. “I was
the bearer of this confidential channel that Kohl had arranged but 7o# through
Gorbachev.” It was the third or fourth time that such a meeting was organized
through the KGB office in Germany, bypassing the embassies. But even they
would have known only the “Minimum minimorum” (Portugalov), approxi-
mately what had been discussed with Chernayev, or what Chernayev had told
him (Portugalov). The most important was determined o7a/ly beforehand between
Falin and Portugalov.”!

Interestingly Kryuchkov, who was then chief of the KGB, has a somewhat
different theory. In response to my question who, in his opinion, had entrusted
Portugalov, he replied that it was Alexander N. Yakovlev, one of Gorbachev’s men
in the Politburo, who had already since 1987 “schemed” in favor of reunification.
In answer to my question about Falin as the one who had given Portugalov his
orders, he answered:

1 think that Falin could not give such an instruction. I rule that out. So one can’t
give the responsibility to Falin. I only said that Portugalov was Yakovlevs man.
And then one can add to the situation that I have hinted at, follow it through to its

conclusion.”

Presumably Kryuchkov meant that Falin could not have carried out such a mis-
sion because of the hierarchy. He would think that Falin could not do this mainly
because in the eyes of Kryuchkov he was “like-minded” later in the opposition to
Gorbachev and would simply not have done such a thing. Again an interesting
insight into the power of memory in relation to membership in a fraction, except
that Falin simply corrected himself.

The main opponent in the Politburo, Yegor Ligachev,”® does not want to
comment on Portugalov’s trip because he knows too little about it, but, neverthe-
less, adds something that rather conforms to Teltschik’s original minutes:

It seems that Gorbachev did this in a completely confidential way and that is why it
is difficult for me to comment on this episode.”*

Falin corrected himself in 1999 and now insists that he and not Gorbachev had
sent Portagulov. But he explained then as before that Portugalov was supposed to
carry out only a limited mission in his assignment: to find out about the politics
of Bonn; otherwise it was only a question of the prevention of force and the
acceptance of the GDR by the FRG as well as the worry about “unforeseeable
events.” This applies more to the official than to the unofficial document.

I find it interesting not only because of Falin’s credibility but also because in
these statements it becomes clear how the hopes of that time and the later legiti-
mation contradict his own group, namely the one hostile to Gorbachev. Today one
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would not want to be the who one was then. This applies to Kryuchkov as well as
to Falin, but also to Ligachev, who was then openly Gorbachev’s main opponent,
but less to the flexible Portugalov or Chernayev, Gorbachev’s confidant.

He refined his point of view two years later with other points:

Chernayev: Perbaps Falin was carrying out his own politics. I believe anyway
that he was disappointed that Shevardnadze, and not he, was made the Foreign
Minister. (...)

AVP: Teltschik, however, writes in a note to Kohl that was made public with the files
of the Chancellors office that this Portugalov’s news came ro Bonn “through the con-
fidential route agreed to by Gorbachev and you [Kohl—AvP].” Was Portugalovs
trip then arranged by Gorbachev himself? And the surprise simulated?

Chernayev: No, certainly not, whatever Teltschik might have believed.

AVP: Or by Yakovley, as Ligachev says?

Chernayev: No, not him ecither. Yakovlev would not have done this without
Gorbachev and that is what he would have had to do in this case.

Everything suggests that Gorbachev knew nothing about Portugalov’s Non-Paper,
but this could not be assumed in Bonn. Portugalov’s visic showed the chancel-
lor’s office that “they” in Moscow were playing extensive sand table games and
that “they” could be located very high up. The diplomacy historian of German
unity, Werner Weidenfeld, who could not yet have been familiar with most of the
Moscow documents but is still very well informed asserts in his monumental book
AufSenpolitik fiir die deutsche Einbeir (Foreign Policy for German Unity) that with
Portugalov’s visit it became clear in Bonn “that Gorbachev and his colleagues—
contrary to official statements—knew perfectly well that the German question
was once more on the agenda.”””> That might not have been true at this time.
Certainly Gorbachev would have given some thought to the virulence of the
“German Question,” but he spoke not only publicly but also internally against
any kind of practical step in relation to German unity, even in “confederate struc-
tures.” His colleagues were not united in the same point of view and the hos-
dlity, criticisms, and bickering between the “Germanisten” of the International
Department of the Central Committee and the close circle around Gorbachey,
represented mainly by Chernayev, Shakhnasarov, and Yakovlev, are apparent to
the present time.

It appears to me that Gorbachev’s statement that he “knew nothing about
Portugalov’s activities” and had not been informed about his talk with Teltschik
is plausible; moreover, it corresponds with versions of Anatoli Chernayev and
Nikolai Portugalov. It also does not seem like Gorbachev wanted to inform the
chancellor’s office of such far-reaching considerations. Besides the long-lasting
annoyance of Portugalov about Falin’s lack of willingness to take responsibility for
this visit and his late admission that the International Department of the Central
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Committee of the CPSU was the instigator also supports this. But Portugalov
might not only have written the “Non-Paper” himself, but in a moment of
“creative self-designation” had drafted it himself. In doing so, at that moment, he
had carried out world politics.

My thesis is that there was a misunderstanding on both sides that spurred
on the reunification process: in Moscow “they” thought that the Germans were
already far advanced in their plans for the reunification and the alliances of a
united Germany (which, however, did not apply to the time then). And in the
chancellor’s office one suspected the same: in Moscow there was much advance-
ment in these questions (which was, however, wrong at that time as well) and
the same in East Berlin, because the newly appointed prime minister Modrow
already spoke of “contractual community” of the two parts of Germany.”®

Helmut Kohl and Horst Teltschik now decided in all haste to work on a
basic paper for the chancellor’s speech before the Bundestag less than a week later.
This haste is certainly the result of this misunderstanding, which was a catalyst
that sped up things like hardly any other diplomatic event.””

This extremely consequential mutual misinterpretation exposed however
also how unclear Bonn was about the leadership of the USSR and how contra-
dictory the positions in Moscow were.

The Ten Point Plan: Taking the Initiative with
an Obsolete Program?

The “Ten Points”

Horst Teleschik, “electrified” by Portugalov, concluded from his visit: now the
chancellor, if he did not want to be crowded into the background, had to take the
initiative and take over leadership. Kohl shared this view and gave Teltschik and
his collaborators the task of preparing an appropriate paper.

Teltschik: 7 received the assignment on Thursday at midnight: prepare the speech. On
Friday morning I summoned four or five intelligent people, and not just from my
department, but from the Germany workgroup and from another department.”®

The “10 Points” were formulated, edited by Kohl on the weekend with friends and
his wife,” and on Tuesday November 28, 1989, he presented it to the Bundestag
in his budget speech.

All this took place in secret, that is, without informing anyone else, not
even Hans-Dietrich Genscher, whom Kohl, and even more Teltschik, mistrusted
because they worried that the foreign minister would immediately express second
thoughts or even on Sunday evening give an interview and get the credit.®
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Helmut Kohl announced the Ten-Point Plan for German—German poli-
tics in his declaration of November 28, 1989. I will quote from this at length
because it created ill-feeling between the Western allies and especially in relation
to Gorbachev:

First, measures had to be taken immediately because of the movement of
people. Second, closer cooperation with the GDR was necessary in all areas.

Third: I have offered ro expand our help and our co-operation extensively, if a funda-
mental change in the political and economic system in the GDR has been bindingly
decided and irrevocably set into motion. “Irrevocably” means for us, and above all
for me, that the leaders of the GDR come to an understanding with the opposition
groups in regard to a change in the constitution and a new electoral law. We support
the claim for ﬁee‘, equﬂl, and secret elections in the GDR with the participation
of independent, which of course means also not socialist, parties. The monopoly of
power of the SED must be abolished. (...) Economic assistance can become effec-
tive only when there are basic reforms of the economic system. (...) We do not
want to stabilize conditions thar have become untenable. We know: there can be an
economic upturn only if the GDR opens itself to Western investment. (...) I do not

understand anyone who makes accusations of patronization in this context.

Fourth: Prime Minister Modrow has. . .spoken of a contract community. We are
ready to take up this idea. Because the closeness and the particular character of the
relations between the two states in Germany require an ever denser net of agreements

in all areas and at all levels. . .

Fifth: But we are also ready to go one decisive step further, namely to develop confed-
erative structures between the two states with the goal of a federation, i.e. a united
state organization, in Germzmy. For this, however, there must be a [egitimate demo-

cratic government in the GDR.

After free elections various joint institutions could be developed. “How a reuni-
fied Germany will finally look, no one knows that today. But that unity will come
if the people in Germany want it, of that I am certain.”

In Points 6 and 7 Kohl emphasized the European dimension. Development
inside Germany would remain embedded in the total European process, includ-
ing the West—East relations, in the EU, and had to become part of Gorbachev’s
common European house.

Eighth: The CSCE (Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe) process is
at the heart of this total European architecture. We want to move it along and make

use of the forums ahead.

Ninth: The overcoming of the division of Europe and the division of German require

far-reaching and speedy steps in disarmament and armament controls. ..
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Tenth: With this broad strategy we will act towards a state of peace in Europe, in which
the German people can once more attain its unity through free self-determination.
Reuntfication, which means achieving again the state unity of Germany, remains the
political goal of the government of the FRG.

In the following goodwill declarations about more community, peace, and free-
dom in Europe there is also a sentence that makes clear that Kohl had earlier
already accepted the new American European politics:

We are grateful that we found renewed support for this from our friends and partners
in the declaration of the Brussels NATO Summit.5!

The question of a united Germany under the roof of NATO and the German—
Polish border were not mentioned by Kohl.

The Effectiveness of an “Obsolete Concept”: The Ignored
Genscher and the Protesting SPD

The “Ten Point Plan,” as it became generally known, although it contained no
schedule, led to a sharp reaction both inside and outside the country, which can
hardly be understood from the perspective of today, after reunification. Horst
Teltschik, who was the most important author of the design of the Ten Point Plan
speech, explained why this was not done only in secret but why the allies were
informed beforehand in differing ways.

Teltschik: Why did we deal with the four powers differently in this speech? We were
careful that this complete speech was on the American president’s desk before it was
given. (...) The White House was always informed by us in every detail because

we wantm’ to p}’fl/fﬂt the developmem‘ Ofﬂﬂ}l mistrust. 82

The Western European allies and the Soviet general secretary were treated differ-
ently from Bush.

Teltschik: We did not inform Mitterrand, Thatcher, and Gorbachev.

Chancellor Helmut Kohl and his foreign policy advisor Teltschik also explained
why: the reaction would have been the same from all of them, from Genscher
as well. He pointed out that they exercised care, as it was the wrong moment,
especially because of Gorbachev’s endangered position.

Teleschik: We would have heard only misgivings. I'm absolutely certain about that.
Now just imagine that (...) had been the reaction of the four powers on Monday.
And Kohl had then said, “That may well be, but I am distancing myself from that
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and giving the speech anyway.” It would have been an even greater affront. Then
a second argument. No one would in a similar situation ever ask a foreign partmer

for permission to act in a central national matter.®

The expected reaction did indeed follow: from London to Paris and Rome to
Gorbachev there was criticism, in Germany as well: Genscher was not pleased.

AVP: On the one hand it is reported that you congratulated Kohl on his great speech
and, on the other hand, (somewhat later) you said, in principle, what was new in
this speech was already obsolete.

Genscher: Yes. It is after all known that this so-called Ten Point Plan had not been
agreed to in the government.

AVP: Yes, not with you cither.

Genscher: —and thus not with the Foreign Minister. I could not have agreed with
him in this form either and namely because he was historically out of date. Because
he was starting not from German unification as an immediate goal but rather
from a confederate structure between the GDR and the Federal Republic and a
coexistence of several years of the GDR and FRG, which the unification as seen
Sfrom below had already passed. At the demonstrations, the idea was that we were
one people and not we are two confederate states or something. This means the

historical development was much further.

It is very much a question if it was possible to speak of a completed unification
from the bottom by the end of November. But it would soon take place. Perhaps
it was just this fact that the “Ten Points” only “ran over” a bit ahead of real
developments that made them so effective. They were rather like a starting shot
“from the top” of the Federal Republic that would soon be left behind develop-
ing events, just as one would leave the starting blocks behind. And this is how
this speech was interpreted in the affected governments, as a starting shot for an
immediate and concrete politics of reunification by Bonn.

Genscher: 7z [the Ten Point Plan—AvP] did not answer two questions central to
German unity, namely: (a)what did we actually want to unite? This refers ro the
border question. And b): what is the location of the united Germany? Will it remain
a member of the Western organizations or will it be a neutral Germany? (... ) On the
other side Gorbachev felt, let us say, taken by surprise, but for a completely different
reason. Gorbachev had instinctively felt: this is now going towards unification. In_July
89 [he means June—AvP), i.e. five months before, we had promised each other that
we would consult each other on all important questions. And now he felt as though he
was being driven by a development that he could not direct, which was after all not
easy for him in his internal position either. This was the reason for his annoyance that

1 then was exposed to when I went there at the beginning of December®!
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However understandable Genscher’s interpretation is, for the chancellor’s office
it was crucial that with this plan a general debate was opened, through which
reunification appeared as a concrete possibility of the West German government’s
policy and led to expected reactions; further that everyone was now talking about
the plan and that Kohl appeared to be the only one who had not only taken the
initiative but had done so in competition with the active Modrow. Today no one
speaks about this either.

Teltschik:  There is this issue, the contract community. Modrow made the suggestion
of a contract community. We did not know what on earth a contract community
was. There is no such thing in the international law of nations—contract com-
munity. So  said: this doesn’t matter. We will take up this issue. Then Mr. Modrow
can say nothing against it. The Soviet Union cannot say anything against this issue

because it is a suggestion from Modrow.®

At the time, at the end of November 1989, the FDP leadership spoke in two
tongues: Genscher held back, Lambsdorff criticized the “Ten Points,” and par-
ticularly the one point that was considered essential, because they did not take
into consideration the German—Polish border question and the fears of the Polish
government. The other critical point referred to by Genscher was not mentioned
at that time: a unification already carried out from the bottom, leaving the con-
federation idea behind, was also not mentioned by Lambsdorff. But, the FDP
saw the “Ten Points” more as a continuation of their own politics in relation to
Germany.

Another domestic reaction was a majority of the Greens at first regarded
reunification skeptically. In their publication entitled Kooperation statt Anschluf§
(Cooperation Instead of Annexation) it says in regard to the Ten Point Plan, for
example: “Kohl’s policy, which wants to absorb the GDR and make it capitalist,
presents a danger for Europe.”¢

On December 1, the Bundestag voted on the Ten Points. The governing
coalition, CDU/CSU and the FDP voted “yes.” The FDD, however, wanted the
addition of a clear statement on the Oder—Neisse border. The speaker of the
Greens Jutta Oesterle-Schwerin accused the chancellor of having a Heim-ins-Reich
(a Nazi slogan: home to the Reich) policy.*” The SPD abstained following a vio-
lent debate. There were many critics of the Ten Point Plan in the party. There was
even an alternative version because the eleventh point was missing, namely the
“Recognition of the Oder-Neisse border” (from Herta Diubler-Gmelin, who was
in favor of the other points).%® There were also some supporters in the SPD, such
as for example the foreign policy speaker Karsten Voigt;* the leader of the SPD
Hans-Jochen Vogel was probably not far from the Ten Point Plan, although he
also criticized the lack of a statement on the Oder—Neisse border. On November
28, he had also presented five points at the same parliamentary sitting. In his
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presentation, confederate structures between the two Germanies played a central
role. Much to his annoyance no one today speaks of them anymore.”

Willi Brandt in an interview with Stern magazine said:

1 ask myself; what was actually surprising in this modest outline of points [Kohl's—
AVP? It would just mean that you were just opposed to every kind of closer move-

ment b_)/ t/?f two German A'Ifﬂtfi.()l

The reaction of the Modrow government in East Berlin was unequivocal: “Such
declarations have nothing to do with reality,” “sovereignty and equality must
be the basis,” “reunification is not on the agenda.”* Modrow said: “No one
wanted reunification then, neither East nor West. And neither did the popula-
tion of the GDR.”?? According to Der Spiegel, in a survey that was not represen-
tative, 71 percent of the population of the GDR opposed reunification and only
27 per cent was in favor.”® For Modrow, however, it was not insignificant that
that Kohl spoke of “confederate structures” and joint commissions. This fitted
completely with the contract community that he had suggested—only he hoped
for a confederation of two sovereign states and therefore wrote in his memoirs:
“The Ten Point Plan was conceived as a blow against my (!) idea of a contract

. »95
community.

Concern and Disappointment in Moscow

The strongest reaction to the Ten Points came from Moscow. After the procla-
mation Gorbachev very soon had an opportunity to complain, and moreover to
George Bush during the summit conference on the Maxim Gorki on December 2
and 3. According to the Soviet minutes, Gorbachev dealt with the “German
Question” very directly:

In this context I want to say something about the “German question.” We have the
impression that Mr. Kohl is pushing, rushing, is not acting seriously and responsibly.
(...) But for you and for me it is very important to inform others that certain
activities could harm the positive developments, as well very important and serious
matters could be endangered, among them trust in the government of the FRG.
What could come of this? Will a united Germany be neutral. .. or will it become a
member of NATO?

Gorbachev did not mention another possibility, which is surprising, because, as
we will see, other options were being discussed in Moscow. Marshal Akhromeyev
reproached Gorbachev that he gave answer to the German question, with the
result that the West concluded that there would be no resistance to reunifica-
tion from Gorbachev.?® But, according to the Soviet protocol, George Bush did
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not go at all further with the question of the status of a unified Germany either.
Gorbachev then said only

that it was too early to discuss these or other (alternatives). This process should develop;
it should not be pushed ahead artificially. Not we, you and I, are responsible for the
division of Germany (...) But contrary to your allies and you, I say clearly: there are
two German states, and this is what history has decided. And history should decide
how this process will continue and where it will lead in the context of the new Europe
and the new world. In any case it is the question that must be dealt with by us with the
greatest possible caution so that the changes that have now begun are not endangered

(...) I think that we are in this consideration in agreement.

Bush: 7 agree with you. We will not do anything too soon, make no attempts to speed
up the unification. If you speak with Mr. Kohl, you will observe, that he also agrees
with my point of view.”’

In the Soviet minutes I have seen Bush does not defend at any point the Bonn
policy favoring German unity, although he appeared to do so in the press confer-
ence four days later. Bush only asked for understanding for the “emotional side”
of this problem on Kohl’s part. Apparently Bush and Gorbachev—occupied by
other international themes such as Afghanistan and Cuba—did not want to add
anything more to their talks.

In Bonn the meeting between Gorbachev and Bush on the Maxim Gorki
on December 2, 1989, was seen much more positively in relation to Kohls
politics?® than is supported by the Soviet minutes. At the “Malta summit,” as
the chancellor’s office, or rather, Horst Teltschik in his note to the chancellor
of December 11 observed, Gorbachev had discussed the “German question”
and Bush’s “Four points” (!) “in a basically positive way.” As well “GS (=General
Secretary) Gorbachev” emphasized “support for the ‘contractual community,
though not too fast a development, and support for the continuation of the
WP (=Warsaw Pact) membership.” Finally, in this context, Gorbachev referred
to the “significance of both alliances for stability in Europe,” and pointed out the
“increasingly political role” of both alliances. Teltschik pointed out that “still in
July in Strasbourg” there was talk of the “elimination of both alliances.”” But
Gorbachev might also gone home with the misunderstanding that the Americans
did not support a fast German reunification policy.

Gorbachev returned from Malta to Moscow and already on December 5 met
Hans-Dietrich Genscher. Hardly another international appearance revealed the
positions, concerns, and fears—yes, also the fears—of the Soviet general secretary
as sharply as this meeting. In an unusually direct and in part aggressive way, the
general secretary expressed his annoyance with Kohl’s “Ten Points” and above all
the lack of prior consultation. Encouraged by a report by Falin after his visit to
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East Berlin shortly before, Gorbachev was troubled; because Falin had informed
him that the voices in the GDR favoring unification were increasing.

According to Genscher, Shevardnadze seemed particularly glum, which the
German foreign minister attributed to the fact that the “GDR leadership that had
just left were creating an atmosphere opposing the Declaration [the 10 points—
AvP].”'% Shevardnadze did understand that the situation would bring “problems
and shocks” for his country. There was also another reason: the Soviet ambassador
in Bonn, Kvitsinski, had in the meantime reported to Moscow about the meeting
of Portugalov with Teltschik'”" and urged a quick proposal in the German policy
of the Soviet Union. The confederation idea should be elaborated in order to get
ahead of Kohl, thereby supporting the GDR as a sovereign state with another social
system. Otherwise the “existence of the GDR (was) only a matter of time.”!*?

general moods ranging from concern to “panic” appeared to be spreading among
103

In

the Soviet diplomats because of the dynamism of the German question.

104 j¢ is also men-

Genscher describes this meeting in detail in his memoirs,
tioned in the academic literature,'”® and the minutes of this meeting have so far
been published in short excerpts or in summaries. In consideration of its signifi-
cance I would like therefore to quote in detail from the Soviet protocol.

First Gorbachev disguised his planned criticism of Kohl, though also of

Genscher, as praise:

You are for us a privileged partner in these talks because we have known and valued

you for a long time. New, little known people are normally spared, bur with old
acquaintances one can speak directly and openly. With you it is permitted to confront
you immediately with complicated matters.

Buct then it became stern, even if he let Genscher speak first: “How do you judge
the actual situation?” In reply Genscher made rather general statements about the
recent changes and then went on:

Genscher: We do not want to derive any one-sided advantage for ourselves from the
processes that are taking place in Eastern Europe and leading to problems that are
unavoidable while major reforms are being carried out. Our goal is the stabilization
of the situation through the development of relations with the Sovier Union, Poland,
Hungary, and the GDR. That is a longing that is close to our hearts. (...) We are
for stability in Europe, for the increasing closeness between its states and peoples.

Genscher closed his introduction with the declaration:

1 do not say this as a private person, but as foreign minister of the FRG. The policy
of our government is not the policy of a minority but a direction that the majority of
the population of the FRG supports and that has the greatest possible agreement of
the Bundestag.
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Gorbachev replied:

I have received your statements with consideration and trust. If what you say
reflects reality, one could only welcome it and we could carry out our discussion
with a feeling of trust and optimism. However some comments are called for.
There are two levels. One is the philosophical-conceptual, upon which your actions
are based. The other level relates to the real, practical steps that we observe with
great attention. In Europe and in the whole world huge upheavals are taking
place. This is change for the better. Confrontation and the arms race are being
ended, and mutual trust is growing. And it would be very dangerous if, in view
of these upheavals, provincial, regional, egoistic, and utilitarian approaches were

to dominate.
Then the Soviet general secretary criticized Kohl’s “Ten Points.”

Gorbachev: These are, ro be frank, ultimate claims that have been raised in relation
to an independent and sovereign German state. What the chancellor said affects all
of us, even though it concerns the GDR.

First, these ten points have appeared after we had a constructive and positive
exchange of opinions and (reached) agreements in a series of basic questions. One
should actually appear with such a document only after an appropriate consultation
with the partners. Or does the Chancellor not need this anymore? Apparently he
thinks that his music, a march, is being played and he is already himself beginning
to march along to it.'°° I do not think that these steps have the effect of firming trust
and mutual understanding and making a contribution towards giving life to the
agreements reached between us. How can one speak of a “European construction”
when one acts in this way? You know that we have spoken with Chancellor Kohl
on the telephone. I told him that the GDR is not only a factor in European but
also in worldwide politics and that both the East and the West will observe care-
fully everything that is going on. Kohl agreed, affirmed that the FRG did not want
to destabilize the situation in the GDR and would act thoughtfully. However, the
practical actions of the chancellor do not agree with his broad assurances. I told Kohl
that the GDR was an important partner and ally of the Soviet Union. We are also
interested in the development of our relations with the FRG. This is the triangle
that is playing a special role in European and world politics. (...) The leadership of
the FRG simply insists on issuing commands. And this is what everyone feels, I can

guarantee it.
Immediately after making these statements Gorbachev asked himself a question:

Is Bush possibly heating the situation up? But really one has to consider one steps 2,

3, 5 steps in advance and predict the consequences.*””
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And then he repeated—not looking forward very much himself—the sentences
that he had repeated, regularly, even at the Malta summit:

Reality consists of both German states being sovereign and independent. This is
what history has decided. (. ..) The relations between the two German states should
develop within this framework. It appears that they will become even closer. But
these processes should proceed normally. Any artificial acceleration would only com-
plz'mte or encumber the great, momentous mzn.gformatz'on that is m/ez'ng plﬂce in the

development of European states, i.e. in a central point in world politics.

After these still rather general and mild observations Gorbachev became more
caustic:

However, what is happening in reality suggests the opposite. Yesterday Chancellor
Kohl, rather awkwardly, declared that President Bush supports the idea of a confedera-
tion. What does this mean? What does confederation mean? Confederation presumes
a common defence, a common foreign policy. Where is the FRG then—in NATO, in
the Warsaw Treaty? Or will it be neutral? But what does NATO represent without the
FRG? And anyway how will this continue? Have you thought everything through'%
Where then are the existing agreements between us in all this? Is this really policy?

Then the Soviet foreign minister Shevardnadze added a sentence that suggested
or was to suggest historical associations:

Today one carries on in this way with the GDR, tomorrow possibly Poland,
Czechoslovakia, and then with Austria.

Gorbachev addressed Genscher directly with an acerbic remark that could be
considered unusual in diplomatic communications:

With all responsibility I tell you that you are not presenting the best political style,
since you are not distancing yourself from Mr. Kobl. In any case it is not possible to
call him responsible and farsighted.

According to the Soviet minutes Genscher appeared unimpressed and replied
with general remarks about the farsightedness and predictability of the politics of
the FRG that aimed at peace in Europe and then continued:

In explanation [of the statements—AvP] of the chancellor in the Bundestag it must
be said that it demonstrates the long-term basis of the politics of the FRG. It shows
that it is a basic part of the process of integration of all of Europe. In his turning to the
GDR the chancellor wanted to emphasize first that we are ready now in Europe to
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help and to work together but also demonstrate the possibility for closer relations in the

Sfuture. What he said is no command or ultimatum, but rather just a suggestion. The
GDR will decide freely and independently how it should react ro this proposal. (...)
His Ten Point Declaration is no calendar of fixed measures; rather it sets the perspec-
tives for a long period of time. The GDR decides itself, replies itself to these suggestions
with yes or no. We are interested in the internal stability of the GDR. With bis declara-
tion, so it appears to me, the chancellor has made a contribution to the strengthening
of this stability. There is no command and no claims with ultimatums. We know that
neither Poland nor Hungary have this impression. These ten points, our policy, is sup-
ported by all the parties represented in the Bundestag, including the SPD.

Gorbachev was, however, not reassured; on the contrary, he repeated his disap-
pointment that Genscher had made himself Kohl’s lawyer. He also repeated that
the alleged assistance measures and Kohl’s demand for reforms would signify
basic changes in the social and political system of the GDR and thus presented
“the strongest interferences in the affairs of a sovereign state.”

And then Shevardnadze threw in a sentence that appears to be almost
“revenge” for Kohl’s earlier comparison of Gorbachev with Goebbels.

Shevardnadze: Not even Hitler would have allowed himself this.!"

Gorbachev added: “And that’s not all. Kohl demands that the SED relinquish its
monopoly of power.” And he showed keenly his indignation that Kohl had turned
directly to the citizens of the GDR as if they were “his own” citizens. It was the worst
revanchism that contradicted all the promises that Kohl had made to Gorbachev
regarding the stabilization of the GDR and Eastern Europe and endangered every-
thing that had been achieved so far. As Genscher emphasized that the “Ten Points”
were only suggestions, about which the GDR had to decide itself (Gorbachev:
“Stop acting as [Kohl’s] lawyer!”) the general secretary said, understandably:

Gorbachev: Then this is even more of an ultimatum. Apparently you have prepared
the burial of the European process and in such a form roo.
Genscher: 1t is not like that.

Now Genscher tried to vehemently refute the allegation by declaring that they
were after all not responsible for the decline of the GDR. He emphasized clearly
that he was not anyone’s lawyer. “I am speaking in the name of all parties, of the
Chancellor, and the government.” Nonetheless Gorbachev also made a connec-
tion with National Socialism.

Gorbachev:  The Germans should remember where a policy without sense and under-
standing led in the past.
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Genscher: We know our historical mistakes and have no intention of repeating them.
What is happening in the FRG and GDR today does not deserve such a severe
judgement. The people in the GDR demand their rights without any aggression,
completely peaceably. You will know that the GDR is my homeland and I receive
the demands of its people with satisfaction and sympathy. And the people of the
FRG watch the events in the GDR with sympathy and involvement. All respon-
sible politicians on our side say that the people of the GDR should decide for
themselves what they need.

The meeting continued in this mood.

Toward the end of the meeting Gorbachev could not resist a small effrontery.
He said that he had had the impression that Genscher himself had found out
about the Ten Points only during Kohl’s speech before the Bundestag.

Genscher: Yes, thats right, but that is our internal affair. We will settle it ourselves.
Gorbachev: But as you yourself see, this internal affair affects everyone.

Gorbachev concluded in a conciliatory manner:

Don'’t take everything I said personally, Mr. Genscher. You know that we act dif-
ferently towards you than to others. I hope that you have understood everything

correctly. I thank you for the conversation.''°

Genscher had hardly returned home before he attempted to give this “most
unpleasant” talk of his career a less dramatic turn, apparently to prevent further
damage to German—Soviet relations. This is how he presented himself and this
was how the note by Horst Teltschik reported to Chancellor Kohl about the
explanations of “Genscher before the Foreign and Interior German Committee”
on December 11 in Moscow: Gorbachev said to Genscher on December 5 in
Moscow that the Soviet Union had not only “tolerated” the development in the
GDR, but had “initiated” it. He did not question the final goal of unity, but
criticized the speed and was concerned about uncontrollable developments “also
because” of the Soviet forces in the GDR.!!!

This is a downright absurd and euphemistic summary in view of the actual
conversation that took place in Moscow.

It is highly likely that Genscher, differently from and more sensitively than
many other politicians, wanted to achieve a politics of building bridges with the
Soviet Union, because of Gorbachev’s harsh criticism, that would tie the plans
of the foreign minister and the government to the basic interests of the Soviet
Union, as they were only hinted at by Gorbachev—despite, it has to be said,
Gorbachev’s sharp tone in his talk with Genscher.
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For me this talk of Gorbachev with Genscher, like the one with Bush before,
reveals the complete helplessness of Soviet politics in the face of the process of
collapse of the GDR and in Eastern Europe. When I asked Anatoli Chernayev in
2001 about it, he answered rather self-critically:

But Gorbachev and we had no strategy in relation to Germany, only general ideas.
At the time we had only the idea that at some time some day there would be reuni-
fication. We did not see [the Ten Points—AvP] positively then. Gorbachev thought
that Kohl was acting too quickly. Three days after Kohl's Ten Point plan Gorbachev
met Bush in Malta. Bush did agree with Gorbachev that Kohl should slow down.
Only the following events showed that it was necessary to react quickly. Kohls deci-
sions were correct. The problem was only that he did not phone Gorbachev. He
should have done that.

AVP: What would have happened if Kohl had called? How would Gorbachev have
reacted?

Chernayev: [ think, if he had phoned, Kohl could have persuaded him, as he was
able to persuade him in other situations. And there was at that time in East Berlin

no leadership figure who could be relied upon.

The Soviet leadership under Gorbachev did indeed have no ideas in this situa-
tion. Instead of making a sober analysis, that in the GDR the times were chang-
ing toward unification, that the GDR was also collapsing economically, instead
of worrying about the effects on the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union and to
work out as soon as possible the Soviet conditions for a reunification of Germany,
Gorbachev demanded from Kohl of all people that he not support a policy lead-
ing to the unification of Germany, contrary to his basic convictions. An apoliti-
cal stance of reproach against the chancellor was revealed, although he was not
responsible for the economic decay of the GDR and could hardly do anything
about the mass movements toward the West. A basic mistake of Soviet politics
was being continued: just as the Soviet leadership took little notice of these move-
ments from the bottom it, so also, in practical politics, had treated the GDR
as the special case of a “half nation.” It overlooked—in spite of many contrary
statements—the significance of the constant ties between East Germany and West
Germany, which would have to have an effect as soon as the Wall had fallen.
Instead of accepting reunification as a real possibility and developing
concrete conditions for that eventuality, the Soviet leadership criticized Kohl,
claiming that his politics promoted reunification. Instead of winning over the
Western Europeans for a discussion about reorganizing the military alliances in
Europe in case of German reunification including the Soviet Union, Canada and
the United States. Gorbachev spoke abstractly about the European house and
insisted on the two Germanies as guarantors of peace and security in Europe
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until the end of January 1990. And in addition, the Soviet side attempted to
mobilize the other Western Europeans against the unity of Germany. However,
the Western Europeans were also trapped in old ways of thinking and attempted
to use Gorbachev for their own politics against the unification of Germany.

Annoyance in West Europe: Support from the Americans
The Different Positions of Mitterrand and Thatcher

Among the Western allies the reaction to the “Ten Points” was diplomatically
restrained but still more than opposed. Helmut Kohl had held back during his
time in office, but afterward had reported his disappointment frankly, that the
West European partners with, the exception of the socialist Gonzalez in Spain,
had reacted to a (rapid) process of reunification with distrust. This was particu-
larly true of Margaret Thatcher, but also of Francois Mitterrand.!'? Italian prime
minister Andreotti criticized Kohl’s “pan-Germanism” sharply.?

Some highlights are presented below, first from Charles Powell, Thatcher’s

advisor, whom I interviewed on September 27 1999 in London:

Powell: Now, when the Wall came down in November, of course we were all happy,
Joyful, delighted—this was what we had all hoped to see. And in bis first reaction,
Chancellor Kohl implied that this would not lead to rapid progress to reunification.
He spoke about the need for stability for nor allowing the situation to get our of hand
and that he implied that reunification would be a gradual process. (...) And yet, only
a week after that, 24th November, [28—AvP) he put forward his famous ‘ten points.”
And that came as a bit of a shock to most of us because it envisaged a much more rapid
progress towards reunification than we had up until that point expected. '

Jacques Attali reports on the reaction of the French president.

Hans-Christoph Blumenberg: 7 think that President Mitterand really was furious,
was he not?

Attali: He was surprised because we had a lot of contact with Chancellor Kohl
as [ had every-day relations with Horst Teltschik since 1982, and we were not
informed but as we realised half an hour later, Mr. Genscher was not informed
because he called Roland Dumas to tell him that he was not informed. And then
we were less furious when we understood that even the Minister of Foreign Affairs
of Germany was not informed of his plan. And Mitterand thought that if he were
in the Chancellor’s shoes he would have done the same. (...) Yes, I mean, it is a
terrible situation for a Minister of Foreign Affairs whose life has been devoted to
the question of East—West relations not to be informed of a plan which is so care-
Sfully well-designed in order to structure the future of his nation. I think if I would

have been Genscher maybe I would have quit in such a situation."
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This is probably a rather muted description because Mitterrand demonstrated
completely ambivalent positions in relation to reunification. He had appar-
ently supported the politics leading toward reunification, most recently at the
German—French consultations on November 2 and 3, 1989 in Bonn, where he
declared, “The further construction of Europe will bring us closer to the day
when the division of Europe is overcome, when Germany can be reunified.”®

Horst Teltschik describes what happened next:

So, after they [Kohl and Mitterrand] had just spoken about these themes, Mitterrand
could not have been surprised by Kohls position. He could be surprised only thar
Kohl now went public with [with the Ten Points—AvP].!"”

That was one side of Mitterrand, but in talks with Gorbachev and Thatcher or
with Bush he showed another. I have already mentioned that in May 1989 at a
meeting with Bush he had said, according to Jacques Attali, his advisor then, that
reunification along with atomic weapons in German possession was one of the
two possible origins of a war in Europe.'®

This shows Mitterrand’s ambiguity concerning reunification. On December 6,
one day after Genscher’s visit to Moscow, when Mitterrand met with Gorbachev
in Kiev, Gorbachev informed him about the Malta summit with Bush, which
he described as “good” in mood and also progressive with regard to questions
of disarmament.'” But he thought that American thinking was out of date for
the challenges of the time. The United States wanted to impose its values on the

world, but there were universal values. Mitterrand agreed with the remark:

The Americans have a very limited world view. (...) There is an idolization of the
market and capital in the USA.

With regard to the German question, which Gorbachev called troubled, both
emphasized that it could be solved only within the framework of an all-European
context. Mitterrand emphasized explicitly:

The German question must not determine the European process, but rather the other
way around. And: In the first place—I repeat this—must be European integration,
the development of Eastern Europe, the complete European process and the creation
of a European peace order. If the USA wants to participate in it, then that gives us
additional guarantees.

That is one of the few hints of a concern for an all-European peace order, but
it was not developed. Mitterrand went on to say that Kohl’s “Ten Points” had
“turned everything upside down. He had mixed up all the factors and hurried
ahead.” Mitterrand had spoken with Genscher about this, but he had expressed
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no opposition. Even the harshest sentence of the Soviet foreign minister was
repeated: “Shevardnadze said in this context that even Hitler did not speak in
this tone.” But here it appears to concern only the tone, since in the original text
of these minutes Shevardnadze also hinted at threats to Austria, Czechoslovakia,
and Poland in the sense of Hitler’s politics.

When Gorbachev repeated that he had spoken to Genscher about a German
“diktat,” Mitterrand asked, “You said that so directly? ‘Diktat’ is after all a German
word.” Gorbachev replied, “I expressed myself even more harshly,” because in
Russian the word is also “Diktat.” Then Gorbachev turned directly to the subject
of Kohl: “The latest events show that there is still a lot of provincialism in our
friend Kohl.”'?* The report on the conversation with Genscher takes up a surpris-
ing amount of space in the Soviet minutes of the Mitterrand-Gorbachev meet-
ing. The report concludes with the observation: “We will observe very carefully
what happens [in Bonn—AvP] because the actions of the FRG remind us of the
visit of an elephant in a china shop.”

Then both considered Modrow’s difficult position. Mitterrand said: “Yes,
the situation is complicated. I intend to travel to the GDR on 20 December.”
What appears in literature as a suggestion by the French president, namely to
visit the GDR together with Gorbacheyv, is somewhat more modest in the Soviet
protocol. Gorbachev actually replied: “Everything has to be evaluated. Should
I go there too?”

Mitterrand: “What the heck. Lets go rogether.”

Gorbachev also explained why he was opposed to such a joint visit to Berlin,
although it would have had a significance for Modrow and possibly would also
be seen as a Soviet—French signal to Europe that could hardly be overestimated:
he referred to the congress of the people’s deputies, which would not permit such
a visit and again made clear where his priorities lay at this time: the inner politics
of the Soviet Union.

The remark about the bad political chess players, who could only plan one
move in advance, appears in the minutes without actually naming Kohl. Gorbachev
told Mitterrand: “Don't forget that even average politicians have to plan their
activities two to three moves ahead.” This remark later led Mitterrand’s advisor
Attali, who accompanied the French president to Kiev, to comment that it would
then have demonstrated that Kohl was a better chess player than Gorbachev.'?!

At this meeting in Kiev both had to see their powerlessness in the face of
the dynamic in Germany. Gorbachev demonstrated that he had no idea how
his “European house” could become a strategy in the interests of Soviet security
within Europe with a united Germany.

Mitterand was deeply disappointed by the meeting with the Soviet gen-
eral secretary. This is what his advisor Attali told Vadim Sagladin, Gorbachev’s
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advisor for European Affairs: Gorbachev had apparently accepted the reunifi-
cation, which he—according to Sagladin—had put into perspective. Further,
according to Sagladin, Mitterrand had concluded from the conversation that it
was necessary to speed up the construction of “common European structures”
starting with the East—West border. Only through this could a separate German
path and German striving for hegemony be hindered.

This is another of the few hints at that time about Mitterrand’s thoughts in
relation to East—West agreements involving all of Europe and including the Soviet
Union before or at the same time as German unification. However, they are not in
the Soviet minutes, not even in Attali’s diary, but only in Sagladin’s report.'#

At the working breakfast with Kohl on December 9, mentioned above,
Mitterrand reported that Gorbachev had been surprisingly relaxed despite the
alarming developments in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, that he asked
himself how Gorbachev would react if the progress toward German unity took
place quickly. He also wondered if Gorbachev had perhaps even planned these
results in his politics of reform from the beginning. Then Mitterrand told Kohl
about Gorbachev’s decision on December 6 (!) to allow a united Germany into
the two military alliances, NATO and the Warsaw Pact. Mitterrand could not
imagine how two alliances could coexist in one country. The surprising aspect of
it is this: according to the Soviet minutes, Gorbachev had not expressed this idea
to Mitterrand at all but only spoken of his indignant question put to Genscher as
to where the mutual defence policy in a German—German confederation could
go: to NATO, to the Warsaw Pact, or to neutrality? Unfortunately it is not pos-
sible to determine exactly if Gorbachev really expressed this thought, which was
not entered in the minutes, or was it just a trial balloon by Mitterrand in relation
to Kohl. “For Gorbachev the Warsaw Pact was, so to speak, the last bastion,” said
Mitterrand in a postscript to Kohl, but this was probably only still the case for
the Soviet Union.

At the sidelines of the meeting of the European Parliament in Strasbourg
on December 8, the mood of which Kohl later described as “icy,” even “hostile”
to him,'?® Margaret Thatcher and Frangois Mitterrand met, accompanied only
by Charles Powell and Jacques Attali. Mitterrand’s advisor recorded in his diary
the following episodes: Margaret Thatcher said there that in the GDR people
were speaking more and more about reunification. If this continued in this
way, Gorbachev would be in a plight from which he would never come out.
Mitterrand muttered something like “God knows.” Margaret Thatcher con-
tinued that Kohl had no idea about the sensibilities in Europe. She said that
Germany was divided because the Germans had forced upon us the most savage
of all wars. It was necessary to ensure that Germany would not dominate Europe
as Japan dominated Asia. Gorbachev must be pretty nervous at the moment. If
the German masses attacked the Soviet military bases the consequences would be
terrible. Mitterrand reported that he found Gorbachev tougher than he appeared
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in public. He referred on his meeting with Genscher and spoke of a German
diktat. But Gorbachev also had “no more resources than we do.”

The British prime minister pulled two maps of Europe out of her purse—
one from the time of the Second World War and another from the postwar
period. She tapped on the one before 1945, on Pomerania and East Prussia, and
shouted, “They will take back all of this, and the CSSR as well.” Then Mitterrand
added: an increase in the speed of this development would become very danger-
ous. Margaret Thatcher felt Kohl is heating everything up. Mitterrand added
that Gorbachev could not prevent this and the United States could not either. In
response Thatcher said contemptuously that the United States did not really want
this. Besides there was a strong pro-German lobby in Washington. Mitterrand
expressed surprise that the American ambassador in Bonn, Walters, was speaking
of a reunification already in five years. “And we have no forces (‘les moyens de
force’) against Germany. We are in the situation of the governments of France
and England before the Second World War. (...) We must not find ourselves in
the situation of Munich again.”1*

The stridency of this scene is disputed by Charles Powell, himself an eyewit-
ness, particularly that Thatcher had not said that Kohl wanted to conquer back
the eastern territories. However, he did confirm the basic concept, relating how-
ever, to Thatcher’s statements about Pomerania and East Prussia, and the fears
of the Poles.

In an interview Attali describes this situation somewhat less dramatically, but
adds something that is more significant:

Mys. Thatcher was obsessed at the idea that Germany would like to reorganise the
Third Reich territory. But this summit [in Strasbourg—AvP] was the follow-up
of another summit where Mrs. Thatcher was mad. It was a month before, there
was a summit convene of the last minute at the Elysée to prepare the Strasbourg
Summit. It was in November. And Mrs. Thatcher became mad'® when the chan-
cellor explained that the German Reunification was already agreed by a N.A.T.O.
decision of 71. Mrs. Thatcher burst by saying “well, bur when we said that we
knew it was impossible!” and the chancellor said “yeah, you just said it.” And then,
1 think, at that moment everything was broken between them. And she always was
very reluctant, very distressful. Francois Mitterand was in between. He never trusted
Mprs. Thatcher, he did not agree with her, but he wanted ro get something out of

German Reunification.

Nowhere is it so clear that Thatcher as well as Mitterrand were driven by a gen-
erational fear that Germany could dominate Europe as it had in the first half
of the twentieth century. Over and over the British prime minister compared
the situation of 1989 with Munich in 1938. Thus her minister, Alan Clark,
reported on the following scene with Thatcher at her country estate, Chequers, on
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January 28, 1990: Clark thought that there was too much talk of Munich. It was
necessary to support the reunification politics of Kohl. “Now the Germans will
give something for it. It's coming anyway.” Charles Powell would support him
with the same idea that later nothing more could be gotten. Now Kohl would,
for example, support the expansion of NATO. Clark said no one knows how it
would be later. He continued:

Thatcher: (with “flashing eyes™°): “That means retreating before Kohl’s grand
power ambitions. And I will never do that.”
Clark (laughing): “You are wrong, completely wrong.”

Thatcher: “I'im not an appeaser.™

She seemed to feel as if she were in Munich in 1938 and Adolf Hitler, not Helmut
Kohl, were her opponent. And, it is necessary to add today, as if the individual
states of Europe were to continue playing the crucial role and not the United
States of Europe. In her concept of the future there was no such united Europe,
which was the main difference with Mitterrand.

That was also the subject of the conversation with Horst Teltschik.

AVP: This situation showed me that the two considered their familiarity with the
time up to 1945 more important than their experience with the Federal Republic
in the fifty post-war years.

Teltschik: Yes, I agree that you are correct that the reaction of Margarer Thatcher
was determined exactly by her experiences, her wartime experiences, the bombing
of London by German planes. I once spoke about it with Charles Powell—be was
after all virtually my counterpart in this group. He said to me, “Horst, you have to

understand, this is another generation.”

Gorbachev was viewed and used ambivalently by the French government under
Mitterrand and even more by the British government under Thatcher: on the
one hand there was genuine worry that a precipitous process of unification would
lead to opposition in the Soviet Union, which Gorbachev and his allies could not
control. Beyond that this concern was used to prevent reunification and thus a
Germany that would become too powerful. Portugalov speaks of a “sordid” poli-
tics of Thatcher who pushed the Soviet leadership in the direction of everything
in opposition to reunification that she herself as an ally of the Federal Republic
of Germany did not dare to do.'?®

Jacques Attali, however, refuses to accept that the positions of Thatcher and
Mitterrand on the unification of Germany should be considered the same:

No. Frangois Mitterand and Mrs. Thatcher were not in the same position.
Mys. Thatcher was against German reunification. Frangois Mitterand has built his
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political life on the French-German friendship in order to build Europe. Everything
in his life is based on that. And then he was not against German reunification, but
he was against unconditional German reunification because he believed that uncon-
ditional German reunification will lead to a too powerful Germany, and a Germany
which would be, maybe, once again seized by its devils. Then the two positions were

slightly different.

Blumenberg: Buz, let us say, the style, the tone was very hard in this period. I recall
something you wrote when President Mitterand had met Genscher and told you
what he had told Genscher that “if you do German unification before European
unification you will find yourself against la triple alliance, France, Great Britain
the USSR, ‘et cela se terminera par une guerre” (and this will end in a war).

Attali: Yes, it is exactly what I just tell you. For Francois Mitterand the only danger
of a war in Europe will be to put an end to the construction of Europe. And the
construction of Europe could only be jeopardised by the German dream of unity
without an improvement of European unity. Do not forget that in November °89
the decision has not yet been taken to create the Euro, and the decision was sup-
posed to be taken in the four following months. And then our fear was that the
German reunification process will kill the Euro, and killing the Euro will kill
the process of German-French integration. And that is why Frangois Mitterrand
and myself we believed that without European integration Germany could again
become a threat to peace, as well as now roday without European integration
Russia is a threat ro peace. (... ) If Germany wants our blessing it will [receive] it
from Mitterand on three conditions: no nuclear weapons on German territory, the
recognition of the irreversibility of Oder-Neisse-Border and a push to European
unity (...) Mrs. Thatcher was trying to avoid German Reunification. Francois

Mitterand was trying to get something out of it.'>

Here the differences between Thatcher and Mitterrand are expressed clearly.
Therefore the French president pleaded for the primacy of European unity
ahead of German unification or at least a parallel development of German and
European unity. In his attempts to realize this position, however, he bumped
against the counterweight of the German—American coalition—in which Kohl
and Genscher were essentially “more European” than the Americans—and the
“traditional” postwar fears in Eastern and Western Europe about Germany,
especially in the case of Thatcher and of Gorbachev, though to a lesser extent
in his case. The Soviet general secretary wanted to preserve the GDR as a sov-
ereign state longer, although it was already in the process of disintegration, so
that there was no longer the possibility to embed the unification of Germany
in the total European framework. Most of the Western European (though also
the Eastern European) governments were united in the worry about a strength-
ening of Germany and thereby supported the Americans in their politics that
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favored their own European interests. This was Mitterrand’s dilemma and there-
fore Sagladin’s report on the disappointment after Kiev seems extremely credible
to me. Mitterrand’s conception of the parallelism of the East and West Germany
and East and West Europe would have had a chance only if Gorbachev had early
on developed a pan-European policy, defended it with determination, and had
clearly sought a coalition with Mitterrand. The longer Gorbachev waited on this,
the slimmer were the chances for it. However, it was impossible to get Thatcher
to work toward such pan-European goals with the Soviet Union. A “triple alli-
ance” of England, France, and the Soviet Union against Germany would, there-
fore, have been a union held together by a fear of Germany not by the goal of a
united Europe.

The American Position

Just as Bush had been unclear in expressing his position on the German question
to Gorbachev on December 2, 1989, on the Maxim Gorki, at least according to
the Russian minutes, he clearly expressed himself publicly, whether to the press
or to the NATO allies.

On November 29, 1989 Bush gave a speech in Washington, in which he
discussed his “Four Principles” regarding German unification, which can be seen
as support and an addition to, perhaps a critique of, Kohl’s “Ten Points.” He
repeated them, or rather made them more precise, a few days later on December
4 in Brussels at the meeting of the heads of state or government of the 16 NATO
members. The four core points are: self-determination, commitment to NATO,
peaceful and step-by-step unification, and confirmation of the borders in Europe,
as they were established by the Helsinki Accords.

Thus NATO membership of the united Germany was once more clearly
on the table. With this speech he strengthened Kohl’s position in the matter
of reunification in relation to the other West European governments and also
Gorbachev, as indeed was intended. However, the emphasis on the border issue
with Poland was a broad hint for Kohl, whose reticent position was curious and
for some frightening.

The Consensus Effort in Europe

A few days later, namely on December 8 and 9, the assembly of the European
Council mentioned above took place in Strasbourg. There, after a lively discus-
sion and a clear German agreement to a European monetary union with the Euro
as the common currency (for Mitterrand and Genscher particularly important),
a declaration was accepted:

We strive for the strengthening of the state of peace in Europe in which the German
people will regain its unity through free self-determination... peacefully and
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democratically, in full respect of the relevant agreements and treaties and of all the
principles defined in the Helsinki Final Act, in a context of dialogue and East-West

cooperation.'3”

This elaborate sentence demonstrates all compromise constraints that existed in
Europe at this time among the EU countries, particularly Germany and Great
Britain, between the United States and the Soviet Union. Zelikow and Rice
emphasize similarities of this resolution to George Bushs “Four Principles” in
Brussels.””! But for me, on the contrary, they reveal not only the attempts to
achieve consensus in the middle of the contradictions in Europe but also a water-
ing down of Bush’s clear position on NATO and a united Germany—whatever
one’s position on this. The membership of a united Germany in NATO appeared
no longer here as the decisive point that would lead to further debates especially
with the Soviet Union; now it appears only as one part of the general agreements
and contracts.

For the French government under Mitterrand European rapprochement
was more important than the NATO question; through the steps toward Europe
and a common European currency union the dangers of (rapid) German reuni-
fication would be avoided; hence the significance for the president of the pos-
itive German stance on the currency union. In his picture of Europe of the
future the division into East and West would have been abolished; as a result the
Soviet Union would have an integrated place as well. In the face Gorbachev’s
unenthusiastic response two days before, for him too the issue became at least
a step-by-step and slower policy of unification than he expected after Kohl’s
“Ten Points.”

Margaret Thatcher was also on the horns of a dilemma, though another
one: she wanted to at least postpone the unification of Germany'?* so as not to
diminish the international importance of Great Britain. But, at the same time,
she saw that her influence on the Americans was reduced by this aim because
they were playing the card of the membership of a united Germany in NATO to
strengthen their own position. The British prime minister could say little against
such an expansion of NATO but would have to swallow the bitter pill of German
unity. In order to prevent this, she tried to become closer to Mitterrand and
Gorbachev.

In the face of the hesitating Western states Genscher argued:

Genscher: [ always told our friends in the West: “Since you have obligated your-
selves to support us in reunification it can please you as much as it does us. A
problem could develop for you only if, contrary to your obligations, you oppose it
and the Russians support it. (1) This would lead to a change in the political climate
in Germany, but if the West supports German reunification without reservations,
then there is absolutely no problem; rather it means in fact that the influence of the
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Sovier Union in Europe diminishes. (...) In November 1989 I undertook a trip
to Washington, then to London, then to Paris, and at the beginning of December
to Moscow, and moreover always with the question: what is your view of German
unity? And Bush and Baker declared absolutely clearly that the United States was
completely on Germanys side [very emphatically—AvP], and they did everything
now to take advantage of the hour. There was not the slightest doubt. Furthermore

at this meeting the question 0f who would negotiate German um'ﬁmtion was
discussed for the first time.'%

However in November/December 1989 the chance that existed at this time to
develop an original European position that aimed at an pan-European security
system with a unified Germany and dominated by the European states, which
was allied with the United States but at the same time did not exclude the Soviet,
was gambled away.

“Johann Lackland,”'** His International Recognition,
and the Civil Movement

Modrow’s International Successes and Disappointments

In this web of international contradictions Hans Modrow, the prime minister of
the GDR, had to carry out his politics: on the one hand he wanted to protect the
sovereignty of the GDR in the vague possibilities of a “contractual community”
with the Federal Republic; on the other hand he wanted to get on with the stimu-
lation of the economy, burdened with a huge debt and with a barely functioning
relationship with the Soviet Union, and democratization of the society and poli-
tics. These tasks were hardly achievable under normal circumstances, let alone
on a sinking ship. But, surprisingly, Modrow was not alone: some Western and
Eastern politicians saw in him a guarantor of a slower process of reunification,
even if he was insecure. This is shown by the somewhat ineffective meeting of
Mitterrand and Gorbachev in Kiev, in the rather incidental suggestion of the
French president to undertake a joint French-Soviet visit to strengthen Modrow’s
position, a suggestion that was not carried out.'®’

On December 4 Modrow flew to Moscow with Harry Ott, acting foreign
minister,’® and also, at his request, Egon Krenz for a meeting of the political
advisory committee of the Warsaw Pact. Modrow suspected that Gorbachev had
called this meeting in order to at least inform the allies affer the Malta summit
with Bush, while Bush had done this before in a discussion with his Western

197 In preparation, however, Gorbachev had on November 24 already sent

allies.
out a six-point document'*® on the bases of his international politics to the par-

ticipants in this meeting. This document is therefore interesting because here are
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mentioned additional new, even if small, steps leading to the end of the Cold War
and the showdown between the blocs:

In Point 1 respect for every nation’s right to self-determination with regard
to its development is repeated as the decisive foundation of the Soviet policy.
Point 2 contains the key statement: an end to the “remnants of the Cold War.”
At the same time it was possible to build on both the Final Helsinki Act and on
the CSCE process as a whole. Point 3 stressed that stability in Europe had to be
preserved (recognition of the existing borders, no territorial claims). Point 4 dealt
with the “German question:” the developments in the GDR had led to talk of the
possibilities of a “Unification of Germany.” The existence of the GDR as a sover-
eign state and member of the Warsaw Pact was nevertheless a guarantee of stabil-
ity in Europe. The GDR was “our strategic ally.” Point 5 concerned the “removal
of ideology in the relations between countries.” Point 6 said: “the transition to a
period of peace in Europe required reliable mutual guarantees of security” and
new roles for NATO and the Warsaw Pact as “political defense organizations.”
With the strengthening of security and trust “the dissolution of both alliances
[can be] envisaged.”!%

The “Six Points” show once more that the danger of the exact situation in the
GDR, but also in the Warsaw Pact states, was only partially understood, let alone
that there were efforts to develop conclusive strategies in the face of this situation.
The question of what the Soviet side or the Warsaw Pact had to do if the GDR
and its own defense alliance eroded completely was not dealt with seriously or
at least only in the continuing thought of the further existence of Germany as
two states. The seriousness of the situation could, however, be seen clearly in the
mood of the meeting.

Modrow describes the mood at the meeting of the political advisory com-
mittee of the Warsaw Pact thus: “There was something like unrest in the air.”
Everyone felt unsure, just as he himself felt as the “new person” in this group.
“A sense of sad distraction surrounded the Polish politicians in particular.”
Because at this meeting, for the first time, a non-communist politician was pres-
ent: Mazowiecki from Poland. And all the others did not know if they would
keep their offices for much longer. After all, they did not derive from actual
events but rather lagged behind them. Gorbachev’s rather petty rejection of a
visit from Kohl to Moscow, as a kind of punishment for the “Ten Points,” fits
in here as well.

Modrow continues to give his impressions. After a rather strained speech in
the committee Gorbachev was downright high-spirited and looked after Modrow
with great kindness. Modrow had wanted a detailed conversation because it held
the promise of “a strengthening of my authority in Germany” and, therefore, also
in the Federal Republic. “Gorbachev thought that my (!) idea of a contract com-
munity was acceptable only if it did not [lead] to German unity.” Modrow would
soon remind him of this.
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Modrow’s most memorable foreign political success was the visit of the
American foreign minister, James Baker, on December 12 to the GDR, more
precisely to Potsdam. After conferring with his advisors, with Kohl and Genscher,
Baker decided on the evening of December 12 to travel from West Berlin to
Potsdam to speak with Modrow and various church representatives. According
to Zelikow and Rice,'*® Baker consulted with Kohl the evening before and on
the morning of December 12 at a working breakfast. According to the files of the
chancellor’s office Baker told Kohl only in passing “that he would this afternoon
see PM Modrow, as well as various representatives of the opposition, in particular
also church leaders.”!*! Helmut Kohl might have taken Baker’s visit to Modrow as
an affront because of its implicit but still clear upgrading of the second German
state when reunification should have been the obvious issue, as Kohl expressed it
at the working breakfast with Baker. But he did not say anything against Baker’s
visit. On December 13 Newues Deutschland reported appropriately: “USA inter-
ested in stable development of the GDR.”

Today it is still not clear why Baker even took this trip because after all
people such as the American ambassador, Vernon Walters, in Bonn and the
American head of mission in Berlin, Harry Gilmore, were vehemently opposed
to it. But the American ambassador to the GDR, Richard Barkley, was just as
passionately in favor of it.1% Zelikov and Rice, as well as others, write that a CIA
paper gave the reason: “the key” for the changes in the German—German rela-
tions “lies in the GDR.” Baker later added quite clearly and undiplomatically
another, perhaps the real, reason:

1 knew that President Mitterrand was planning to visit the GDR the next week,
and I wanted to demonstrate American leadership by going there first. More
important, I felt my visit could help support the process of peaceful change.

According to Baker this trip to Potsdam was one of “the most surreal trips that
I took as Secretary of State.” The trip over the Glienicke Bridge was reminiscent
of espionage tableaux: the American spy Powers was exchanged here. The cross-
ing from West to East was described by his assistant as “like going from color
to black and white,” although West Berlin had not appeared exactly colorful to
Baker. He does not remember the content of the talks: “My memories of the
meeting are as fleeting as Modrow’s regime itself.”
Modrow is more affable and remembers the meeting better:

The conversation itself was completely pleasant. Baker agreed to economic assis-
tance, but made fundamental political and economic reforms a condition. I could
calm him completely in this respect, and, as I heard, the church leaders with whom
he met after me, attested to my willingness to make reforms that were considered

necessary. 143
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This difference in memory appears not untypical to me: Modrow was at that time
internationally better known that anyone wants to acknowledge today and his rela-
tions with Western politicians were more successful than he wants to depict today.

That Baker did not remember the conversation might have another reason
as well: after his meeting with Modrow there was a press conference where Baker
said that for the United States “it was very important that this process [Baker
refers to reforms in the GDR—AvP] proceeds in a peaceful and stable way. We
want to demonstrate this and this is the political signal that we want to send
with our presence.” This is how it was publicized through the press agency of
the GDR, ADN, and in the special GDR edition of (West German) Spiegel of
December 13. Le Figaro explained that for the United States “an ‘uncontrolled’
reunification of the two German states” was not acceptable and that Baker had in
this way referred to the responsibility of the four powers. Egon Bahr spoke in the
Saarlandischer Rundfunk of a damper for Kohl.!%

The government of the Federal Republic had apparently expressed irritation
in private and Baker wrote a letter to the chancellor: “Dear Helmut, I regret
very much that my remark during a press conference caused problems for you.
I wanted to achieve exactly the opposite.”'*> The differing remembrances of
Baker and Modrow are another example of the relationship between memory
(“disappeared from memory”) and personal interest and justification.

Condoleezza Rice explained in an interview that Baker’s approach, contrary
to his diplomatic apology, was really the same as that of Le Figaro and ADN, was,
in fact, even more brusque toward Chancellor Kohl.

Now remember that Baker went to visit Kohl in December and Baker and his
entourage had gone into the Eastern sector [into the GDR—AVP]. And they had
seen these posters, these pictures of Kohl and they had seen the cries for one nation,
one people, one state. And Baker was truly disturbed. He thought that now Kohl
might be sprinting out ahead, he might be running out ahead of what could be
handled in the diplomacy. And he said to Kobl at dinner: “You know its important

not to inflame passions.”

Here apparently Kohl had to put up with irritation on the side of the United
States and to persuade them that without the prospect of unity the emotions in
the GDR could be much more volcanic. And he explained this too.

Rice: And Kohl said: “The hardest thing, the biggest mistake would be to try to con-
tain the passions of the German people.” And that for Baker was something of a
cold realisation thatr maybe Kohl might run out ahead of us then. 146

However, both Modrow and Baker remember an amusing anecdote: in the mid-
dle of a minor conversation Baker interrupted. Indignantly he turned to Modrow
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with the remark that it was not agreed upon. Modrow did not know what he
meant. Then it became clear: Baker thought that he had seen Egon Krenz enter—
but it was just the waiter.!¥’

Modrow and Baker both maintain that Baker’s visit was the only, the first,
and the last visit of an American foreign minister to the GDR, which is not
quite true; John Foster Dulles and Bill Rogers had previously visited at least East
Berlin.

Before Baker’s visit Falin’s representative Rafael Fyodorov had already arrived
in the capital of the GDR for the first round of the special party congress of the
SED on December 8 and 9. Fyodorov emphasized again that the existence of
the GDR was tightly bound to Soviet interests and warned against a change in
the name of the SED. Hardly was Gregor Gysi voted to the leadership of the
party, when a congratulatory telegram from Gorbachev arrived. They spoke to
each other on the phone on the evening of December 10, at which time they
emphasized that the sovereignty of the GDR and the party should be preserved.
The Soviet general secretary also informed Gysi about his Central Committee
speech of the day before in Moscow; this contained essential elements of the
German policy (see below). Then to the second round of the party congress
came Yakovlev, member of the Politburo and confidant of Gorbachev, and with
him something new: he wanted to speak with Birbel Bohley, the leader of the
opposition. This did not take place, but he did speak with church representa-
tives. Mostly he had long talks with Modrow, Gysi, and others from the SED-
PDS. At these meetings he gave advice, as usual, disguised in the report on
experiences with perestroika in the Soviet Union. Among other things Yakovlev
criticized the harsh treatment by the new SED leadership of the previously
important members of the SED. 48

Mitterrand’s visit on December 20/21 was the result of an invitation made
back in Honecker’s time; that was confirmed by Egon Krenz who had in the
meantime stepped down. Edith Cresson, the French Europe minister, brought
Mitterrand on December 1 a confidential request from the GDR minister for
foreign trade Gerhard Beil: that both the French president and the minister,
should during his impending visit emphasize the sovereignty of the GDR and
what it had in common with France. It could, after all, not be in France’s interest
for Germany to become a country of 80 million.'%’

The French diplomat, Caroline de Margerie, travelled to the GDR at the
beginning of December to prepare for Mitterrand’s visit, spoke in many places
with representatives of various groups, and became increasingly unsure of what
advice she should give to Mitterrand:

The president called—he had never done this before—and asked, “Do you think
that I should not go?” I took a deep breath and said, “Monsieur le Président, I think
that you should not go.” And he answered, “T will think about this.”">
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Genscher reported that shortly before Mitterrand’s trip his colleague Dumas
asked if Mitterand should go to the GDR or not. He (Genscher) answered: the
decision was France’s affair. But he added: it was necessary to be aware that Prime
Minister Modrow and the leader of parliament Gerlach (LDPD) represented a
transitional government. It was important that Mitterrand “said a clear yes to
German unity, important also that Leipzig be respected as the centre of the peace-
ful revolution. I recommended that there should also be a meeting with Kurt
Masur there.””" Mitterrand did not behave differently from “what I expected of
him.” Mitterrand, however, expressed himself rather carefully and pragmatically
during all talks that he had with Gerlach and Gysi, leader of the SED-PDS: he
referred to the free elections that had been planned for May 6, 1990, spoke in
favor of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) sum-
mit conference in Paris on European order, and emphasized the permanence of
the borders, in accordance with the CSCE agreements. Gysi attempted to per-
suade him that only a third of the GDR population wanted unity, a quarter were
opposed, and the rest wanted unity in a sensible time frame—which, contrary
to Gysfi’s interpretation, could be interpreted to mean that three quarters wanted
unification. Gysi emphasized that he still supported a democratic socialist GDR
as a member of a federation of European states.

Completely opposite to Genscher, Prime Minister Hans Modrow saw the
visit of Mitterrand as a sign of hope “for an equal place for the GDR in the com-
munity of nations.” Mitterrand’s wish to stay at the central Palast Hotel rather
than Schloss Niederschonhausen emphasized “our concept of Berlin as the capital of
the GDR.” Mitterrand made a very strong impression.'>
breakfast on December 21, where normally everyone simply watched everyone

Even the joint working

else drink coffee, “was characterized by an engaged interest in the development of
the GDR into what everyone hoped would be a stable state.” A later exchange of
letters “confirmed my impression of mutual sympathy and respect. A comforting
counterbalance to the arrogance of West German politicians that I had experi-
enced,” said Modrow.'>?

It really is surprising how differently this event, the state visit, can be viewed;
this depended naturally on the hopes of the various sides; it also depended on the
ambivalence of Mitterrand’s behavior.

Even if Genscher throughout his memoirs defends Mitterrand against all
criticism of his policy relating reunification, in Bonn there was still a certain apa-
thy toward Mitterrand after this visit. Horst Teltschik remarked, “The visit of
Mitterrand at this time appeared anachronistic. Whom should it benefit?” After
his return Mitterrand reported that everywhere he met perplexity. There was only
concern that Kohl was moving too quickly. “At the same time it is not even certain
if the majority of the population of the GDR wanted reunification.” Teltschik
remarked pointedly, “Yet again someone held his wet finger up to the wind.”!*
Today we know that Gysi informed Mitterrand about the alleged mood of the
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population of the GDR. Mitterrand continued that none of the people with
whom he spoke in the GDR had expressed a desire for immediate reunification.
The mood on the street was completely different. Two days earlier Helmut Kohl
had been met in Dresden with loud demands for “Germany one fatherland.”

Mitterrand emphasized free elections, the right to involvement of the neigh-
bors and the four victorious powers, and announced his readiness, with the
involvement of both German states, “to negotiate a redesign of the four powers’
agreement on Berlin.”!>

Even today Mitterrand’s motives remain unclear: to pay one’s respects to the
GDR at this time when its imminent decline as an independent state could no
longer be ignored appears perhaps friendly but also an apparently apolitical Don
Quixote-ism. A little earlier or in association with Gorbachev this visit might
still have been a signal for the status quo or perhaps for a common Europe.
But now—after Kohl and without Gorbachev—it was more probably the expres-
sion of lost hope and little more than a consolation for the now powerless GDR
elite. And it was evidence of how quickly the dynamics of the events passed old
strategies.

One of his biggest disappointments was experienced by Modrow then at
the RGW (Rat fiir Gegenseitige Wirtschaftshilfe—Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance) congress in Sofia on January 8/9, 1990: dependence on the world
market “and, moreover, on the basis of conversion into freely convertible cur-
rency.” The commission that had been established there was to achieve basic
reform of the RGW. it “never met, instead what happened was the dissolution
of the RGW.”15¢

Weizsacker, Genscher, and Kohl in the GDR

There was one exception to Modrow’s lack of sympathy for the arrogant West
German politicians: Richard von Weizsicker, because the Federal president also
visited the GDR but as a private person. Nevertheless on December 17, there
was a meeting of Weizsicker and Modrow as well as a press conference. Modrow
referred to this visit as one with “significant meaning.” After the traditional
Christmas singing in the Nikolaikirche in Potsdam they met in the Cecilienhof
to speak—a rather well-known location for a private meeting, because here after
1945 the conference of the victors over Germany had taken place. The result was
a call for peaceful way into the future and mutual respect between the citizens of
both states. “Certainly not a father for the people, but a brilliant president.” And
this from the mouth of a socialist prime minister.

By the way, like Willy Brandt von Weizsicker also uttered the famous sen-
tence: “My opinion is that we are one nation and what belongs together will join
together. There must be no attempt to make it grow together too exuberantly.”!*
And this was made already on December 15, 1989.
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Hans-Dietrich Genscher, born in Halle, also visited the GDR in the last
month of 1989, like many other West German politicians. For him the con-
cern was to make the first political contacts with bloc parties and opposition
groups for reunification and elections in the GDR. After a private concert in the
Gewandhaus in Leipzig organized for him and his entourage the FDP politician
spoke in the evening to the district authorities of the LDPD where Genscher real-
ized, as he later wrote about the members of the GDR bloc parties, that “it was
not our place in the West to judge them.”'>®

What a long way had been travelled in the short time since the fall of the
Wall at the beginning of November: now there was already talk of joint political
party work for elections in a united Germany—and Gorbachev still hoped for a
sovereign GDR and grumbled at Kohl.

The visit that, however, was noticed most, both internally and externally, was
the first official visit of Helmut Kohl to the GDR on December 19 and 20. He
was received at the airport in Dresden by Prime Minister Modrow.

Kohl: Yes, that was a scene with which I had not reckoned. (...) You know, we actu-
ally knew nothing. What the people thought we could sense and could recognize
through individual examples. The plane rolled up, I still stood on the steps of the
plane. Modrow and his group, the Oberbiirgermeister (Lord Mayor) and others
stood about 20 meters in front, and the carpet was rolled out as for state visits. Then
1 looked at the building: hundreds and hundreds on the roofs. Everywhere shouts.
And at that moment it became clear to me: it is now erupting out of the peaple.

Kohl describes in an interview that naturally he knew how difficult the situation
was for Modrow in general and now in Dresden in particular.

Kohl: From his point of view he was himself in a terrible situation in Dresden. He
had after all been the man in charge for years in this party district. (...) And now
he receives me, the capitalist leader, at the airport and the whole airport is packed
with people that shout out their acclamation and wave Federal German flags or
GDR flags with the compass—the symbol was partly cut out. And under these

circumstances he had to drive with me into the city.

On the way he tried to chat with Modrow. As was Kohl’s custom, he had com-
plete knowledge of the biography of the man with whom he would be speaking
in advance. He always considered it important “that in politics one behaves the
same as in private life, including in political meetings.”'>® And he continues in
this context:

My problem, however, in speaking with the GDR leadership was: these were after all

new people. What did we know? Our news service knowledge was almost null, and
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1 generally have great reservations about news service knowledge anyway. I do not
want ro accuse anyone in particular, but during my time in office I did not experi-
ence that the news services (had informed me) particularly (well—AvP). I am now
speaking not only about the German ones.

What he had learned about Modrow “actually make me feel optimistic, that this
was a sober man, who understood the signs of the time, that he tried in the actual
situation to do the best—naturally not, to achieve German unity but so to speak
achieve a reform of the SED regime. (...) I must tell you completely openly,
I also did not have in my talks with him generally any, now from a personal
perspective, negative relationship. If the situation had developed differently, we

would have been simply together...” (He stops in mid-sentence.)'*’

Modrow: He was so well prepared that he knew my biography. He knew exactly
which village I was born in, that it was called Hasenjetz.'®' (...) Only later did
1 realize that that was apparently Kohl’s way that he attempts through this com-
pletely personal encounter to find a way to get closer to people, which succeeded
supremely well with Yeltsin. (...) For me it was, however, not convincing. For

me it was his ploy."®

Modrow had the impression that this reception had been well prepared. Special
trains had been organized. In the whole of the GDR there were not as many
Federal German flags as had been waved by the hundreds in Dresden.

Then there was a private meeting that lasted about two hours.'®® In that
meeting, both realized that something had to be done. According to Modrow in
an interview, the chancellor had only a single subject: he wanted to speak about
the regulations and conditions for travel. However, in Bonn information regard-
ing what costs in total would fall on the FRG through payments for the GDR
and what additions in capital were necessary had been prepared. Credit guar-
antees, that is, security, were one of the main concerns in this regard.164 As well
there was a submission regarding talks in Dresden, in which, based on politics
for “unity in free self-determination,” readiness to help was signaled under the
condition of certain reforms, above all in constitutional and criminal law, and a
market-oriented economy.

As a safeguard Kohl had written a detailed document for General Secretary
Gorbachev, with which he wanted “to explain on the evening before my talk
with the prime minister of the GDR, Hans Modrow...again the German and
European political goals of the Federal government and summarize the concrete
set of goals that I would pursue with Prime Minister Modrow.”!®> In this let-
ter Kohl emphasizes again that all agreements made with the Soviet Union up
until this time remained in force, now as before he wanted to avoid any desta-
bilization in Europe, and would not want one-sided benefits from the current
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developments. It was naturally clear to Kohl that Gorbachev saw the changes
in the GDR and the politics leading toward unity as the most disturbing desta-
bilization. Therefore he wrote: “Origin and effect must, however, not be con-
fused.” The main source of destabilization was the GDR’s inadequate willingness
to reform when problems pile up “and particularly when reforms were suggested
by the example of its own partner.” Kohl added that one knows how to value
the positive role of the Soviet Union and Gorbachev. Because of this lack of
reform, in the half year since the summer ca. 500,000 people'®® had moved to
the FRG. This was not in the interest of the Federal government; the people
had carried out their free self-determination. “In short: the people themselves
have put the German question on the agenda!” And everything that happened
afterward showed the prudence and the responsibility of the people. Accordingly
Kohl explained his “Ten Points” and emphasized the “total European framework”
of his policy, which based itself on the available instruments of the CSCE and the
negotiations as well as the bilateral relationships with Poland and Hungary. He
again took up his thoughts on confederation, which on the one hand assumed
two “sovereign states” but on the other hand were based on a “clear rejection” of
“any form of forcible unification.” Kohl’s wish to calm the situation can be felt in
such statements. But did they really reflect his real politics?

Then followed the one sentence that could be understood as hinting at a
new approach toward rapid reunification when compared to the earlier plan at
the end of November:

1 consider it probable that starting points for greater cooperation [between the GDR
and the FRG—AVP] could derive from common history, language, and culture.*””

That is all and it is only a small hint of a policy with a larger import; besides
this the chancellor referred to his speech in front of the Hungarian National
Assembly on December 18. These statements directed at Gorbachev did not
reflect the level of discussion that Kohl had already reached with the Americans
and the Federal government. This was not really information but rather another
sop for Gorbachev. Gorbachev did appear to have recognized this because he
replied a few days later with a letter in which it says: “We would like to believe
these assurances.”!%

Now, we go back to the private meeting with Modrow on December 19 in

Dresden and to the issue of travel regulations.

Modrow: And that was a costly game. We had nothing in our pockets and the Federal
Republic should pay.

There is no detailed protocol of the private meeting in Federal Republic’s records
but records are available only for the talks that took place immediately afterward
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in a larger circle. In the meeting, Modrow summarized the main points of the
talk with Kohl: in the GDR “there was the threat of an escalation of the conflict
with extremists and forces favoring unification” and force was sometimes resorted
to. “The renewal process was being supported mainly by democratic forces and
aimed at free elections. The elections were the affair of the GDR; the election in
the FRG should not be carried into the GDR or vice versa.” The economic situa-
tion was tense. “In relation to the FRG it was necessary to consider a compensa-
tion of 15 billion DM for the years 1990/91.” There was agreement in regard to
the responsibility for the situation in Europe and for Helsinki II. The GDR had
a positive view of a contractual community between the two German states and
of the official relations between NATO and Warsaw Pact, which Modrow would
certainly not have referred to in this way. The existence of both German states
was one of the primary questions in international politics.

The chancellor made “a personal observation” about the “significance of this
hour,” because every change between the GDR and the FRG touched the equi-
librium of Europe. He declared his agreement with another Helsinki conference
and made a few suggestions about the disarmament negotiations. There were
many differences of opinion in many areas, but there was also much in com-
mon. Then he spoke about the free elections, the irreversibility of the reforms,
especially in criminal law, and a few issues that were already included in the
document being prepared for the meeting. “One should now abandon thoughts
of a federation and see what can be done today.” The chancellor opposed the
concept used by Modrow “Lastenausgleich” (cost compensation): “In the Federal
Republic of Germany there were in total 150 billion DM paid as cost com-
pensation to German refugees after 1945; the Federal Republic had also paid
100 billion DM in reparations compensation. The concept is thereby covered.”
Kohl repeated:

In no way should the GDR be destabilized. (...) We must on the one hand avoid
the impression that the GDR is being bought out by the FRG, but on the other hand
the impression that the GDR is a bottomless barrel.

With a few modifications he agreed with the explanation of the purpose of a
treaty community. In reply to a question by Minister Seiters, Modrow said that
25 condemned spies would be released between December 18 and 22. Modrow
emphasized as well that the elimination of the minimum exchange rate would
result in a loss of 150 million DM, for which compensation was necessary. The
Federal German side found this too high; furthermore it was not to become a
subject for discussion. If compensation was at all necessary it should be dealt
with elsewhere.

Modrow mentioned the opening of the Brandenburg Gate for pedestrians,
which was to occur with the presence of two mayors from East and West Berlin,
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“OB Krack and RBM Momper,” and possibly Kohl and Modrow.'®” This was
also announced at the press conference that followed.
Understandably, Hans Modrow does not have good memories of this meeting:

Kohl approached the negotiations with great aloofness. He expected agreement from
me on the prepared declarations and therefore he just blabbed over our heads. . . an
early victor. (...) Neither in Dresden nor later did Bonn do the minimum for the
economic stability of the GDR and the social security of the population. .. whether
in regard to the 15 billion DM thar we suggested for this purpose (and for which we
provided a detailed list to the Federal German government'”®) nor to any assistance

in relation to the premature opening of the Brandenburg Gate."”"

Modrow and his team were completely aware of the symbolic significance of
the Brandenburg Gate and therefore in several documents tried to find ways for
them to “steal the show and somewhat minimize the whole issue.” In one of the
Politburo’s documents it says: “It must be ensured that the opening should pos-
sibly be announced by the GDR independently and a high ranking government
representative (foreign minister) makes a statement at the opening.”'’* Finally
there was the suggestion that this should be done through the mayors of West
and East Berlin, which Kohl with his sense for symbolism wanted to announce
immediately.

In the evening the chancellor gave one of his most effective public speeches
before the Frauenkirche in Dresden.

Kohl: 7 was never in my whole life so uncertain of what I should say in a speech
because I saw at the side [of the square—AvP] batteries of dozens of television
cameras from the whole world. An enormous corps of journalists of a few hundred
persons. And a hundred thousand people.

Among them were also people with SED flags, whom Kohl took to be the
“organized supporters.”

Kohl: 7 did not know at all: will this now get out of control? (...) We wondered: what
would happen if the crowd suddenly started singing the German National Anthem
before all the world? (...) And then we had an idea. (...) So we got a cantor.
(...) And I told him: “If it gets beyond my control, then you come and start singing
the old chorale: “Nun danket alle Gott.” (Now Thank We All Our God) That was, of
course, completely ridiculous because the chorale was not known to the peaple there.

173 there were no riots, no nationalist outbursts, but

The chorale was unnecessary;
there were many loud shouts of “Germany” and “Helmut.” There were embraces
from a woman who came onto the stage. After the speech he was “stroked”

through the barriers made up of young people in uniform and whom he passed,



Coincidence as the Helper / 115

Kohl said in the interview. In his speech he spoke of unification but at the same
time warned against violence and radicalization.

Kohl: It was my most difficult speech ever. It was necessary to avoid in front of the ruin
of the Frauenkirche everything that could be interpreted outside of the country as

an eruption of nationalistic exuberance.
He summarized:

The effects on television, the pictures of the speech at the Frauenkirche, and every-
thing else were a global political event. This was an event that Deng Hsiao Ping in
Peking had seen just as all my colleagues in the EU, everyone, just as Gorbachev saw
it, as the Americans saw it, who watched the film over and over in the White House.
And it was after all completely obvious, this was no organized show of support, this
was the people that stood here. In this way this picture made up for, so to speak, those
awful pictures of the leftwing rabble in front of the Berlin city all [after the fall of
the Wall—AvP].174

By the way, Kohl met dissidents from Dresden as Vaatz and others who came from
the “Neue Forum” and went to the Eastern CDU. They made the suggestion
that the GDR should be rebuilt in the federal form of states (“Bundeslinder”),
in which should be free elections and free elections in the GDR as a whole. Even
the aim of a unified Germany in NATO was mentioned.!”

Condoleezza Rice was, and is, also convinced of the significance of this
speech but expressed again the concern of the American leaders at the time, after
the calls of “Germany—united fatherland,” “Germany, Germany,” “We are one
people,” particularly at the Monday Leipzig demonstrations:

Rice: [ think Dresden was extremely important for Kohl because Kohl was, I think,
not a politician who lived in his intellect, in his mind. He lived in his feel—his
sense of how the politics was going. And when he got this tremendous response in
Dresden to his talk of one German nation, and people came back at him with:
“Unification! Unification!” I think he felt in his heart, in his stomach that unifica-
tion was not just possible, but it was demanded by the East German people. And
this was a very important moment for him. I have to admit that for the United
States it was a moment of some nervousness because while the United States was
very committed to German unification and even rapid unification, and while the
United States wanted very much to support unification, the United States did
understand that there were problems to be worked out with the other Europeans,
with the Soviet Union, and didn’t want a kind of mass movement now to make it
more difficult to work out the details."’®

Teleschik:  “The situation remained tense internally too. The number of people mov-
ing out of the GDR into the Federal Republic increased in 1989 almost tenfold
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over 1988."77 How was this to continue? Because, even with our help, the GDR

could nor give the people new prospects so quickly.”

Three days later the Brandenburg Gate was opened; a month later—as discussed
in Dresden—complete economic freedom, including firms with foreign interests,
was permitted.

At the end of 1989 within the Federal government the view that the issue now
was reunification had been established. But outside of the country this was in no
way the case. Kohl’s caution in naming this concrete goal could be seen as consider-
ation for Gorbachev, but this naturally also indicates that he was with this making
him 70 offér to develop a common strategy that, though based on the acceptance of
a faster unification, at the same time aimed for a European solution with the Soviet
Union. On his part, Gorbachev let valuable time pass and could not find an answer
to the question of how a common European house could be built with the Soviet
Union in this volatile situation. And most other West Europeans still wanted to
hinder Germany’s unification or to slow it down. Then the Americans had to take
this into consideration. For them both—the lack of unity of the Western Europeans
and Gorbachev’s inadequate strategy in the event of the total collapse and the loss
of a sovereign GDR for the hegemonial Soviet sphere of influence—were not inop-
portune. With these the United States expanded its leadership role and the Soviet
position kept getting worse. Because the politics of Moscow continued to thrive on
the security of a still living, even if terminally ill, GDR as a sovereign state. What
could be done when this security disappeared?

The first six weeks of the new year were to be the decisive ones of this
dynamic and exciting time.

Modrow and the Round Table (Runde Tisch): the Civil Movement,
German Unity, and the Futile Hope of
“Being Treated as Equals”

During the fall and winter the popular movement became stronger and more
effective in public. Toward the end of the year after the Neues Forum a whole range
of other groups organized themselves, from the conservative camp to Trotskyite
organizations, and everywhere there were round tables where government repre-
sentatives and those in opposition advised on the ensuing reforms.'”® The decline
of the SED benefited the opposition as did the inadequate grassroots support
for Modrow’s regime: on December 1—as mentioned above—the People’s
Chamber had already removed the state party, the SED, from the constitution,
on December 3 the SED Politburo under Krenz and the Central committee had
to resign after having been in office for just a month, and on December 6 Krenz
was forced to resign his position as head of state. Modrow, as the new leader of
the government, thus came under such pressure that he needed a widening of his
authority. He attempted this on the one hand by the inclusion of representatives
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Table 4.1 Composition of the central Runde Tisch

On the government side On the other side

3 SED- PDS 2 Vereinigte Linke (United Left)

3 CDU 2 SDP/SPD

3 NDPD 2 Demokratie Jetzt (Democracy Now)
3 LDP(D) 3 Neues Forum

3 DBD (Farmer’s Party) 2 Griine Partei

3 VdgB 2 Initiative Frieden + Menschenrechte
2 FDGB* 2 Griine Liga

2 Unabhingiger Frauenbund
2 Demokratischer Aufbruch

*NDPD = National-Demokratische Partei Deutschlands, DBD = Demokratische
Baurenpartei Deutschlands, VdgB = Vereinigung der gegenseitigen Bauernhilfe,
FDGB = Freier Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund.

of the bloc parties, such as CDU leader de Maiziére, in a coalition government;
on the other hand he accepted a round table. This meant that Modrow had to
take advice from representatives of opposition groups. The central Runde Tisch
(round table) in Berlin met for the first time on December 7. Some have called
this type of a limited sharing of power as a “diarchy,” a form of “double power.”!”?
Very quickly it was decided to hold free elections on October 4, 1990.

The central Runde Tisch in Berlin met between December 8, 1989, and
March 12, 1990, in total 16 times. Under the direction of “moderators” were
gathered (from the churches as well as the council of ministers) members of the
council of ministers of the GDR (head of government Hans Modrow and his
three representatives from the bloc parties, L. de Maizi¢re for the CDU, P. Moreth
for the LDPD and Ch. Luft for the SED-PDS as well as 27 ministers of the new
GDR government) with changing representatives of the popular movement (19)
as well as of the bloc parties and mass organizations (19).

There were also three moderators and three press officers as well as one repre-
sentative of the Sorbian round table, all without voting rights. The two representa-
tives of the FDGB with the right to vote had a special status although they should
actually have been counted with the government side (Table 4.1).'®° Because of
such inconsistencies the desired equal composition of 19:19 were repeatedly a
problem for the opposition and the representatives of the “old system.”

Despite these round tables the relationship to power, in which they par-
ticipated only partly, remained ambiguous for most of the opposition—this is
shown among other places in interviews with members of the opposition.

Ulrike Poppe: We had a conception of democracy, which meant we did not want

to get into a position in which we were not /egitimated to exercise power. And
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therefore we always thought it was more sensible to create a forum that would bal-
ance the lack of the legitimacy of the peoples chamber and take over the coordina-
tion of the transitional period.'s!

It appears that the SED had made all power unattractive. A member of the Newues
Forum reported on his first encounter with West German politicians:

Gunther Begenau: 7 had the big idea that you just had to give me the chance and I
could make politics. For twenty years you sort of hauled it around with you. But
when I saw then how it went (laughs) I realized: I can’t do this. So I could not do
it. I could not have stood there and rold people anything, as others did.'%?

He decided to have no more to do with politics, more precisely party politics, and
did union work in a research capacity.

The actual essential question for this book is however who of the represen-
tatives active in the Runde Tisch espoused in December 1989 and January 1990
a position that aimed at unification with the Federal Republic? Almost all nine
groups—with few exceptions—at first did not have union with Germany in
their program, to say nothing of the heads of their members. Even those who
were thinking in this direction “defined it as a process of reforming towards
each other,” as it was formulated in a handout by Demokratie Jetzt. In words of
Ulrike Poppe:

German reunification yes, but in a process. That meant for us not simply an annex-
ation but that reforms were necessary on both sides in order to create a reunited
Germany. This does not mean that the East must emulate the West, but rather that
both must reform themselves in a forward direction, something like that, but very
vague.'s

Another detail is worth noting. Some of the opposition had signed the appeal Fiir
unser Land (For Our Country), which was a call for the rescue of an independent
GDR. In this appeal it said:

Either we can insist on the independence of the GDR and attempt with all our
strength and in cooperation with those states and interest groups that are prepared
to do so, develop a united society, in which peace and social justice, freedom of the

individual, generosity to all and the protection of the environment are ensured.

Or we must tolerate, due to powerful economic forces and impossible conditions, a
reliance on the influential circles in the economy and politics of the Federal Republic
for help for the GDR, and a clearance sale of our material and moral values will
begin and sooner or later the German Democratic Republic will be swallowed by
the Federal Republic.
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We still have the chance, as equal neighbours of all the states of Europe to develop
a socialist alternative to the Federal Republic. We can still remember the antifascist
and humanistic ideals to which we once appealed.

This clear alternative of either GDR or Federal Republic shows that for many
members of the opposition it was a matter of a reformed GDR and for others
a matter of a renewed socialist GDR—both at the end of November and in
months thereafter. It was not only the opposition and writers who had signed
this appeal but soon also functionaries of the SED, the most prominent of them
being Egon Krenz.!34 Later, the opposition, for example Ulrike Poppe, believed
that signing had been a mistake.

Birbel Bohley, the cofounder of Neues Forum, stated shortly after the big
demonstration on November 4 in Berlin:

Among the most memorable last Saturday was that reunification did not come up,
that no one demanded, “we want Kohl” or something like that. (...) Only someone
who wants to trample our delicate plant to death and is not interested in democra-

tization in the GDR can say the word reunification."®

But naturally the events and demonstrations, the economic crisis, and also the
politics of the Federal Republic began to make the German question more viru-
lent. Thus in the Neues Forum at the beginning of December Joachim Gauck
was able to prevail in opposition to Birbel Bohley with a proposal that aimed at
reunification—at least thanks to the majority present, which does not, however,
mean that this question had been settled in the Neues Forum.'¢

The position on the German question was soon, however, differentiated in
the opposition. One example of the thoughtfulness with which this question
was considered is the joint declaration of the Demokratischer Aufbruch, the Neues
Forum, and the Social Democratic Party of the GDR on December 2:

Who now dreams: today reunification, tomorrow Mercedes, the day after tomorrow
Mallorca—will wake up quickly. (...) What do we want: a democratic and bloc-free
Germany in the European house, where borders no longer separate, but united. A
Germany with an ecological economy and responsible consumption. A Germany
with social justice and a balanced standard of living in West and East and with
responsibility for the two-thirds of the world. (...) The reform of an economy takes

at least five to ten years. The timetable is important.

And then the steps from a treaty union to a confederation under specific condi-
tions were formulated. Among others is the statement: we must “also become

an economically accepted equal partner and discriminations” must to be
avoided.'®”
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But here exactly was the problem, despite all the amiable setting of goals:
would the GDR economy even be able to provide the foundation for equal
negotiations?

Ulrike Poppe believes that already in January 1990 the majority of the opposi-
tion wanted reunification, though with conditions, above all negotiations on equal
terms with the Federal Republic. What that meant for the individuals involved
in practical politics, whether a delay in reunification or even a cloaked refusal, is
difficult to discern. Equally difficult is it to answer the question which majorities
in which groups Ulrike Poppe was referring to. In the case of the representatives
of the central Runde Tisch in any case the rejection of the actual development of
reunification is clear and difficult to separate from a rejection in principle.'®

How difficult it is to determine this is shown also in a meeting of the lead-
ing representatives of the Runde Tisch with Rudolf Seiters, minister of the chan-
cellor’s office, in East Berlin on January 25, 1990. All the opposition groups
represented there took part with the exception of the Social Democrats (because
of the funeral of their former leader Herbert Wehner). Almost all spoke against
reunification. Seiters summarized that a deep concern was expressed about the
internal development of the GDR.

The talk showed that the groups in part were prepared under the burden of the prob-
lems to accept pragmatic solutions. They will not put their own positions on record
and fight for majorities, but would accepr limits to their wishes in order to achieve
the stabilization of the GDR. The representative of the united left let it be known
that he rejected the establishment of a market economy in the GDR. The Federal
government was asked several times to declare clearly thar an immediate and quick

reunification would not solve any of the pending problems.'

Here, as in the opposition political streams there was distrust of the Federal
Republic’s government.

The representatives of the Runde Tisch viewed their own government with
distrust as well, particularly Modrow and his politics in the matter of state secu-
rity. Already at the formation of the Runde Tisch was formed the working group,
Auflisung der Staatssicherheit (Liquidation of State Security).'”°

This question led to the sharpest discussions with the prime minister, which
finally resulted on January 15, 1990, in the “Sturm auf die Stasi-Zentrale” (The
Storming of the Stasi Central Headquarters) on Normannenstraf§e in Berlin.

De Maizi¢re: [ dont know if it was Modrows conviction that (secret) services were
still necessary or if he shied away from a conflict with the Ministry for Security—he
was in favor of renaming this Ministry for State Security*®' the Office for National
Security, moreover with a parliamentary subordination and a separation of the
three areas. In the Ministry for State Security there was after all the Military
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Foreign Service, MAD, . .. and foreign espionage HVA and the internal surveil-
lance apparatus under one authority. These were to be separated. But the majority
of the parties and groups at the Runde Tisch were of the opinion: absolutely no
service at all anymore and there were fierce discussions at the Runde Tisch and then
this situation on January 15 in Normannenstrafse. Still ro this day, it is unclear
how far this storm was actually also initiated by the Ministry for Security, the State
Security, itself. Because at the same time a whole lot of material disappeared there.
It is not clear to me today, why particularly volatile files showed up of all places
at the CIA in New York, which were, as we thought, until October 3 still in the
GDR. (...) There was no success in this Modrow time to isolate the pure espionage
surveillance apparatus and to dissolve it into other necessary services. For example
all [a large proportion—AvP] of the forensic sciences were with the Ministry for

State Security. No country can do without forensic sciences.

Most of the opposition, as well as and particularly the ministers without a port-
folio, were concerned, in their own opinion, about the independence of their
politics also in relation to the Federal Republic, about democratic changes in the
GDR for which they were themselves responsible, about a constitutional assem-
bly for a new complete Germany; they did not accept at that time the Basic Law,
the constitution of the Federal Republic. And very much in particular no one
wanted at the time the extension of NATO into the area of the GDR state. On
the contrary, there was fear that this would endanger the politics of Gorbachev
in the Soviet Union, as the foreign minister of the later de Maizi¢re government
and cofounder of the SDP, Meckel, would put it in the course of 1990. Not only
Meckel, but almost all representatives of the Runde Tisch were trapped in “large-
scale weather pattern” concepts with a still overvalued Soviet Union as the center
of East and Central Europe and in a prejudice against the Federal Republic. And
they were—understandably enough—full of worry about Gorbachev’s position.

Gorbachey, His Opponents, and German Unity

It is interesting that in the Soviet Union Gorbachev’s politics were and still are
seen differently’”? from the way they are seen in the West. During his time in
government there were perestroika and glasnost, a democratization of the CPSU,

and guidance out of totalitarian structures'??

with a strengthening of market ele-
ments in the economy. But during his time in the government there was also a
drastic drop in the standard of living, a sharp economic decline, the departure of
many republics from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, its final collapse,
and thus the loss of Soviet Union’s significant role as a superpower. Criticism of
Gorbachev’s and also Shevardnadze’s politics is sharp, as is to be expected and

extends from ineptitude to a betrayal of communist goals and corruption to
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treason. Only from the view of small group in the society, more precisely the later
small democratic parties, was he seen positively as a pioneer of the development
toward democracy and market economy.

The politics of the Soviet Union under Gorbachev were of special signifi-
cance for the whole German unification process, less because of concrete and
confident politics toward reunification in the frame of a new “European house,”
but of a hope for democracy, his character as a model for many, not only for the
opponents in Eastern Europe and the GDR and because of his politics of nonin-
tervention in the affairs of other states of the Soviet Union’s sphere of influence.

The Soviet leadership saw, however, that it nevertheless faced growing prob-
lems internally: the economy had been in great difficulty since the 1980s and the
inner unity of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics began to show deep fissures;
in addition there were reform movements in the countries of COMECON—to
name the most important three fundamental problem areas.

In order to ease the internal difficulties, particularly the economic ones, it
was necessary for the Soviet Union to reduce its spending on armaments. As
a result there was a close relationship between the politics toward Germany
and Europe, questions of disarmament, armament expenditures that had to be
reduced, and internal problems. Shevardnadze in particular had mentioned this
in various speeches and negotiations.

Horst Teltschik, advisor to the chancellor, also sees an essential concrete rea-
son for the difficult situation of the Soviet Union in its arms race with the United
States, which had become too much for the Soviet economy’s capabilities:

Teltschik: Gorbachev later said (...) it had become clear to him that it was no lon-
ger possible to continue an arms race with the West economically and financially.
Because at the same time after all came the Star Wars initiative from Reagan.
A program that had little reality as far as being carried out. Bur I already said
then: the decisive thing about Reagans suggestion was not that he wanted to do it
but rather that the Soviets believed: if he wants to, he can. (...) Gorbachev later
always said that was the point where we had to say we must change our politics."*

As then the reform movements in Easter Europe, beginning in Poland, became
significant and as the streams of refugees from the GDR in the late summer of
1989 overfilled the West German embassies, it was like a roll of thunder that sig-
naled a giant storm over the whole Soviet sphere of hegemony. At the latest then
there was a necessity in the Soviet leadership for an initiative-rich and concrete
policy toward Germany and the Western powers, in order early to formulate con-
ditions for which the GDR would be “freed” if it could not be held on to after
all. And these conditions, it became increasingly clear at the end of 1989, had
to be derived from the universal hope for a “new European house,” with which
Gorbachev had won the hearts of the opposition in Eastern Europe.
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The Fluctuations in the Policies of the Soviet Leadership about
Reunification until January 1990

Under pressure from the internal and external political events at the beginning
of 1990 the Soviet leadership thus had to develop a strategy for the protec-
tion of Soviet interests in response to an increasingly likely reunification of
Germany. And this was especially difficult 45 years after victory over Germany,
after the 40-year existence of the GDR as “child of the Soviet Union” and
outpost against the West. As well the leadership believed that the loss of the
GDR could hardly be coped with by the Russian, or rather the Soviet, people,
who still had clear memories of the “Great Patriotic War,” the terror and loss
as well as the victory over Germany. Possibly this worry was exaggerated by the
leadership, because only a month and a half later, in March 1990, 60 percent
of Soviet citizens still supported the reunification of Germany (compared to
only 45 percent in Great Britain) and 24 percent were opposed, 19 percent had
no opinion, but 67 percent expressed opposition to the inclusion of a unified
Germany in military blocs.'”

It was necessary for the leadership to make decisions quickly, not only because
the United States and the Federal Republic were exerting pressure and at the end
of January and beginning of February 1990 high-ranking international visitors
would be arriving, but because the GDR was collapsing. Soon there would be
nothing left that could be used as a “pawn for Soviet interests.” In November
1989 alone “around 130,000 people had left the GDR for the Federal Republic,
and in January around 2,000 left,” as noted by Hans Modrow who certainly felt
the pressure of those in charge most clearly.!® He also gave the Soviet Union part
of the blame because the “economic collaboration had sunk to a hardly imagin-
able low level. In Moscow they considered themselves unable to formulate their
own needs because they did not have the numbers from the country in order to
develop trade agreements with the GDR.” 7 As a result hardly any raw materials
were sent, particularly crude oil that was crucially necessary in the GDR.

In Moscow, after KrenZs visit of November 1, 1989, was asked the anxious
question if in this situation of the breaking away of Soviet influence was it still
possible to count on the preservation of the GDR. How could (then still) it
be transferred to a “treaty community” or later into a confederation with the
FRG? Which “vehicles” were suitable for the assertion of Soviet interests? The
perception of the four-power responsibility or the CSCE? Into the Warsaw Pact
or NATO? Or in both? Or in a new pan-European security system? How could
one prevent the membership of a united Germany, at least of the GDR sec-
tion, in NATO? Was it possible to achieve a possible withdrawal of Soviet troops
from what would then be the former GDR under the condition of the same
withdrawal of the American troops? These were only the most important of the
strategic questions that were lining up.
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For the Western powers the Soviet positions on these basic problems did not
seem clear. That was above all because in the public as well as negotiation papers
there was little consistency.

Gorbachev’s criticism of Kohl’s “Ten Points” that Genscher had to bear the
brunt of on December 5 in Moscow revealed that he had rejected the concept of
a treaty union and that had it been necessary in Bonn after Portugalov’s visit to
let it be considered a Soviet invention.

Gorbachev’s speech before the plenum of the Central Committee on
December 9 showed an essentially less compromise-ready general secretary as
had appeared only shortly before in his talks with Bush in Malta: in this speech—
as one heard keenly in the chancellor’s office—Gorbachev “for the first time and
explicitly alluded to the security aspect of the political dimension of the GDR
that was important for the foreign policy of the Soviet Union,” as was noted in
a file for Kohl."”® Gorbachev was keen on advocating the continued existence of
the GDR and the recognition of postwar realities. If this sharpness was due to
the fact that he had to calm opposition to his policies in the Central Committee
or that Falin had written the speech and therefore Gorbachev was representing
Falin’s line, as Zelikow and Rice mention," or both, it is not possible to ascertain
today and was then even less possible.

Chancellor Kohl, of his part, felt prompted, after Soviet criticism of his poli-
tics had become clear, to write a letter on December 14, 1989, to Gorbachev.
“You have in all these talks (Bush, Mitterrand, Andreotti, and ‘not the least’
Genscher) considered the policy of the Federal government critically. I consider
these Soviet evaluations, that apparently is the basis for this criticism, to be unjus-
tified.” And he repeated again: “The people themselves have placed the German
question on the agenda!”

A few days later—in the note by ministerial director (Ministerialdirigent)
Peter Hartmann dated December 18, 1989—Gorbachev had an undated letter
sent to the chancellor through the Soviet embassy’s councilor, Kumikov, in Bonn
that did not answer Kohls letter, but instead intended to place before his eyes
before the visit of Kohl in Dresden “in all clarity rigorously” the “concerns of the
Soviet leadership in relation to our German policy once again:” “the language is
in part hard and goes beyond the formulation of Gorbachev’s Central Committee
speech,” the ministerial director added. The criticism of the “Ten Points” takes up
the sharp “Shevardnadze charges (‘ultimate claims’) against Minister Genscher of
5 December 1989 and thus gives this line priority over the earlier softer reaction
of Shevardnadze in Rome.” On the other hand Gorbachev mentioned “no reser-
vations about a further development of the German-German relations.”** Since
the chancellor had, however, just written a letter to Gorbachev, that contained
answers and responses to this letter, Hartmann suggested that no further answer
should be sent, which is what happened.

Particular confusion was caused by Shevardnadze’s speech before the politi-
cal committee of the European parliament on December 19, 1989, in which he,
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on the one hand—differently from Gorbachev ten days before—had accepted
reunification as a possibility, but at the same time wanted to address the prob-
lems of European stability, the Warsaw Pact, and Soviet security interests. Already
in the plan of the speech there was disagreement. The director of the German
department in the Soviet foreign ministry (the Third European Department),
Alexander Pavlovich Bondarenko, was “outraged” because of the differences from
Gorbachev’s Central Committee speech and mentioned this to the writer of the
speech, Sergey Tereshchenko, who was himself the director of political planning
in the Soviet foreign ministry. He now wanted Bondarenko to present his criti-
cism directly to Shevardnadze. Shevardnadze in response to Bondarenko’s criti-
cism said that he was the foreign minister and not a parrot. He could not just
block the West in Brussels, but he had to present a positive concept.?!
cept remained essentially the same but was not agreed to by the Politburo.
Apparently the different positions in the text were clearly visible, so that
the speech given by Shevardnadze on December 19 in Brussels created lack

His con-

of clarity in the West. It exposed the dilemma, in which Soviet foreign policy
had found itself. Ministerial director Hartmann who on December 20, 1989,
again wrote the summary for the chancellor about “the statements of the Soviet
Foreign Minister,” reported that Shevardnadze had described this speech “in his
own words as ‘thinking out loud.””"* As a result there was a constant “on the
one hand—on the other hand.” Shevardnadze above all asked questions that he
himself could hardly answer or that could be answered only in the future. In this
way he declared himself and his listeners “the question of German unity, in what-
ever form” cannot be asked “without having clarity on many highly important
aspects: 1. Where are the political, legal, and material guarantees that German
unity would not endanger the security of other states and peace in Europe? There
is no answer to this question.” And so he asked even more questions with the
remark that this “list could go even further.” The other questions related to:
which borders a “hypothetical Germany—when in the course of time it becomes
reality’—would have; which place it would have in the existing military-political
structures, the potential of its armed forces, if it was ready for disarmament, neu-
trality, what about the “presence of allied troops on German soil,” what about the
Four Power Treaty of 1971, the Helsinki Process, etc?

Besides all these unclear items, Hartmann criticized above all one thing that
Shevardnadze did not mention: “the massive popular protest as the triggering fac-
tor,” but he also observed that Shevardnadze in his seven questions “surprisingly
assumed the possibility of a united Germany.”

Condoleezza Rice answered my question about the effect of this speech in
the United States:

10 me, this was one of the most interesting miscommunications during the entire
period. Shevardnadze gave this big speech about unification, and he made the speech
as a series of questions about unification. And I learned later from his aide, Sergey
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Tereshchenko, with whom we had a very good relationship, that Shevardnadze thought
he was signalling a breakthrough, that they were ready to somehow accept unification.
And we were just confused by the speech because it seemed to raise all kinds of questions
and have no answers. It seemed to reinforce the fact that this was a dilemma for Soviet
policy. We didn’t know what to make of the speech. (...) I now use in my classes with

my students to say: “Heres how diplomatic miscommunication happens!”®

Gorbachev’s Opponents in the Politburo

Later the Soviet foreign minister gave as the root of his wavering and Gorbachev’s
positions on reunification differently from Gorbachev himself the contradictions
and opponents in the Politburo. He and Gorbachev had actually considered
the reunification of Germany earlier as unavoidable, but were stopped in their
position by the Politburo.?’ Many of his own statements contradict this (one
remembers his Kohl-Hitler remarks with Genscher on December 5). As well he
had himself repeatedly depended on “conservative” leading colleagues in his min-
istry, as Zelikov and Rice stress.?”> Sometimes during these weeks Shevardnadze
appeared as more opposed to signals of reunification than his general secretary.

How strong Shevardnadze considered the effectiveness of the opponents
in the Politburo on Soviet foreign policy is revealed in the following interview
excerpt:

But within the Politburo there was a bitter struggle. (...) There were moments
when I thought that the policy could fail. (...) The logic of this conservative majority
was this: thirty million Soviet people died in the war against Germany. And that
Germany is divided, that Soviet troops were in the middle of Germany, that is—so
to speak—the result or, if you like, the booty of this death and dying. And its logic
was: the Soviet people will not forgive us, if we take such a route [in the direction

of reunification—AvP], if we make a decision for this. 206

The problem for Soviet policy was only that holding on too long to two sovereign

German states prevented the early working out of a strategy with a formulation of
the Soviet conditions for reunification until it was (almost) too late.

Shevardnadze: 1 must say, it is to the great merit of Gorbachev but also of me that the
Soviet leadership did finally work out a positive position towards German reunifi-
cation. (...) And even the conservative section in the Politburo understood that

something had to change.*”

Soon it was no longer possible to set conditions. Falin, however, traces the
wavering of the Politburo and especially of Gorbachev himself to the fact that
“Gorbachev in the fall of 1989 and in the first half of 1990 was closer to the
‘conservatives’ than to the ‘liberal’ Eduard Shevardnadze.”?%8
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In retrospect, it is clear, how the struggles are carried on again in relation to
the historical achievements and mistakes, and also their effects. As a result after the
last contradictory sentences a question becomes necessary: who actually were the
opponents in the Politburo and which positions toward the “German question”
did they represene?

In the tghter leadership of the Soviet Union at that time, that is, in the
Politburo, there were indeed opponents of Gorbachev’s policy: in particular Yegor
Ligachev is mentioned by the general secretary himself; after 1990 also KGB chief
Vladimir Kryuchkov and Marshall Serge Akhromeyev (“our chief opponent.”**).
Shevardnadze added Valentin Falin, who, as Germany specialist and director of
the International Department of the Central Committee of the CPSU, almost
naturally came into competition with the “newcomer” in the Foreign Ministry,
Eduard Shevardnadze, but who was himself not in the Politburo. Almost all those
involved emphasize as well that Falin had assumed that he himself would become
the foreign minister.”’® In 1989 little of this internal opposition was, however,
noticed outside of the country.

About these inner disputes in the inner leadership group there are at pres-
ent only the statements and memoirs of the participants themselves—and these
are more than contradictory, which is hardly surprising, given the enormous
demands made on the Soviet leadership both in its domestic and foreign politics
and the changes that the Soviet Union was experiencing in the in the party, the
state, and society. The Politburo notations permit a few observations, but are not
yet so completely and consistently finished that they permit a comprehensive
description of its members and their positions.

In addition Gorbachev used his opponents to emphasize in the West the dan-
gers that faced him and thus increase the West’s reciprocation. As a result there
are on his part later attempts to let his and Shevardnadze’s politics appear strin-
gent, but for external Western eyes to appear wavering only because the internal
opponents of this policy who were not well known outside had to be kept under
control. These opponents—with the exception of Marshall Akhromeyev, who
later in 1991 as a failed putschist committed suicide—have in their criticism
today and the positions they occupy now an interest in describing their position
as diametrically opposed to Gorbachev’s. But they must also make themselves
appear to have been tricked and betrayed and in this way enable them to explain
why they did not openly oppose Gorbachev sooner.

Who In the Immediate Soviet Leadership
Was against Reunification?

In the face of all these contradictions, in the description of the problems facing
the regime under Gorbachev, and in the presentation of Gorbachev’s opponents
neither in the academic studies nor in the memoirs of the participants is a simple
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question even asked,”'’ namely this one:—who among these repeatedly men-
tioned “enemies” or “political opponents” of Gorbachev in the Soviet leadership
was actually fundamentally opposed to reunification? Another question belongs
here too: how differently are the positions on reunification of opponents and
political friends remembered?

First Yegor Ligachev:

AVP: Mr Ligachev, you are considered by everyone to be the strongest opponent of
Gorbachev’s policies in relation to the reunification of Germany and the member-
ship of the united Germany in NATO. How do you yourself see your role?

Ligachev: First [ want to say that I am an opponent, moreover an implacable oppo-
nent, of Gorbachey, not only in the German question, though not primarily in the
German question, but rather in the matter of the dismemberment of the Sovier

Union and the destruction of the Soviet system.*?

After a historical retrospective that gives the responsibility for the division of
Germany to the Western allies, he continues:

We, as members of the political leadership of the Soviet Union in the 19805, thought,
and this is very important, that the division of a nation like the German nation could
not continue forever. Sooner or later there would be a reunification of the German
nation. Therefore we assumed the self-determination of the German nation, i.e. we
assumed that the German nation itself should have the right to choose.

These words would have had to spring a surprise not only for the professional
“Moscow-watchers,” but also all those who saw Ligachev as the main opponent
of Gorbachev in the question of reunification in the Politburo. At least Ligachev
presents himself today as someone who also favored reunification and further-
more not only under particular conditions, as was to be expected of Ligachev, but

rather through a direct vote by the GDR population.

AVP: When did you actually decide concretely in favour of the right to self-determination
of the Germans?

Ligachev: We were of the opinion that an incorporation of the GDR into the FRG
was not to be allowed, as in fact happened. Because there was no reunification
of Germany, but instead the incorporation of the German Democratic Republic
into West Germany. There was the creation of the unified Germany on the basis
of the bourgeois system and the loss of socialist values. We suggested, and that was
a basic suggestion, that this question be solved with the help of a referendum.
From our point of view this was the democratic method for solving this question.
Unfortunately, Kohl, Mr. Kohl, who was at the head of the government, was, like
other Western politicians, categorically opposed to the carrying out of a referendum.
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(...) Perhaps they rook into account the situation that in the GDR the majority of

the citizens favored the preservation of the socialist system.*?

AVP: Where is the difference between what you wanted (with the referendum) and
what happened at the election of 1990? There the (East) German population did
indeed agree.

Ligachev: The issue is above all a referendum at the end of 1989. I mean the time
when the so-called Berlin Wall fell, was destroyed. (...) I repeat, that would have
been a real solution, but it became known that this suggestion was rejected by Kohl.
And in order to carry out a referendum, it was of course necessary to have the agree-

ment of both Kohl and the leadership of the GDR*'

Was it decisive for Ligachev that at the end of 1989 a majority in the GDR were
in favor of the preservation of the GDR? Or was he, Ligachev, in favour of reuni-
fication on the basis of the right to self-determination—whatever the result of a
vote on this basis?

Since at that time I had not encountered a Soviet initiative for a referen-
dum in the files of the chancellor’s office and therefore also no rejection of such
a suggestion, in 1999 after the conversation with Ligachev the confidant and
Gorbachev’s advisor on the West at the time, Anatoli Chernayev, I asked what
was to be made of this Ligachevian referendum. He answered briefly, that this
was “nonsense.” Two years later I asked him again and he qualified this a bit
because in the minutes and notes for the meetings of the Politburo I had indeed
come across this suggestion for a referendum. “In those days nobody cared about
this so-called proposal,” declared Chernayev, who then with clear body language
described what could be done with such a suggestion:

You know, one can make proposals in two ways. The one is (stands up) the official
way, one requests a proposal that is to be discussed. The other (sits down): one asks in
the middle of an inappropriate situation, (with a quiet voice) could one not, should
one not, would it not be sensible that (... ) one carries out a referendum because one
knows already that no one would take this seriously. This is what Ligachev did. And

indeed no one paid any attention.*"

As a result this idea did not even reach the Federal government in the form
of a note. However, Eduard Shevardnadze, three months later, referred to this
suggestion, in fact during Baker’s visit to Moscow on February 8, in the talk
between the two foreign ministers.?'® Baker mentions this referendum idea in his
memoirs.”! It belonged, apparently, to the range of options that were discussed
in the highest levels of Soviet leadership for the construction of the process of
reunification but were mentioned only once in the international negotiations
though not suggested.
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Ligachev was also not against reunification in principle—but he wanted it
to be attached to conditions in the Soviet interest and to see it “stretched out”
in time. I asked Vladimir Kryuchkov, who was then KGB minister and another
(later) opponent of Gorbachev in the Politburo, about the discussions on the uni-
fication of Germany in the Politburo. Kryuchkov, who moreover was Andropov’s
man in putting down of the Hungarian uprising of 1956, replied somewhat dif-
ferently from Ligachev:

You have asked a very complicated question. The matter is that in 1989 it appeared
as if in the Soviet leadership there were no (1) differences in the points of view on this
problem [of reunification—AvP]. Everyone was of the opinion that sooner or later
the reunification of Germany would take place. But naturally everyone thought it
should take place in a way that had no negative effects, for all sides. (...) Everyone
assumed that Gorbachev should represent a rational point of view. But very soon, the
end of 1989, it became absolutely clear that the points of view in our Soviet leader-
ship were diametrically opposed.

These differences he also attributed above all to the conditions of reunification and
the timetable. Kryuchkov invoked Kohl, who at first assumed a reunification in
the year 2025. This would have given everyone time to prepare for the merger and
to take into account the interests of all neighboring states. Georgi Shakhnasarov,
close advisor of Gorbachev for socialist countries, reports as well on another time-
table of Kohl: “In 1990 a community with East Germany on a contractual basis
should develop, in 1991 or 1992 confederate structures should be created, and the
complete unification was planned only for 1993/94.”*'8 This means that at the
end of 1989 it was assumed in Moscow that at that time Kohl was also assuming
a much longer process, as he himself repeatedly emphasized. Only he had reacted
then to the speedy changes more quickly than the Soviet politicians.*"”

Kryuchkov said in conversation: the United States had taken a position dif-
ferent from Kohl!’s; moreover the months from October to December 1989 were
very turbulent months.

Kryuchkov: First Gorbachev had no position (on reunification), but then he devel-
oped a position that in no way met the interests of the Sovier Union. Alexander
Yakovlev went even further in this direction. Medvedev, another member of the
Politburo, also headed in the wrong direction. At the same time there was, how-
ever, a whole group of persons, and this group made up a majority, which repre-
sented the opinion that the method, with which one decided to umﬁ/ Germzm)/,
Sfinally in no way fitted with the interests of Moscow, the interests of an array of
countries, and finally even the interests of the Germans themselves, to say nothing
of the fact that neither Thatcher nor Mitterrand could come to grips with the tur-
bulent reunification process that was apparently building.**
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What is interesting here is that Kryuchkov was basically in favor of reunification,
but, like the majority in the Politburo critical of the “method” for carrying out
reunification.

We also asked Valentin Falin, who after 1990 presented himself ever more
strongly as an opponent of Gorbachev.”! And in the closer government circles
around Chancellor Kohl he was seen as a “troublemaker” in the politics of reuni-
fication.”?? Horst Teltschik even said that he was the head of a possible putsch
at the beginning of 1990, which is highly unlikely and for which there is no
evidence. On the one hand Falin is clearer than others in his positions on the
German question, already because of his time at the embassy in Bonn, but at the
same time his position is more complicated because during the 1970s and 1980s
he apparently feared this unity but saw the Honecker regime as a “negative” catalyst
in the direction of unification. He takes particular offense that Gorbachev did
not react to his early hints at the fundamental problems of the GDR that became
even more virulent through the German question.

Falin: My first prognosis of where it was going was in September 1986. Then I informed
Gorbachev that at the end of 1989/beginning 90 all the countries of COMECON
were heading for a fall into an economic hole, from which they would not emerge,
with far-reaching, unmanageable results, economic, social, and political, and other.
No reaction (from Gorbachev). In 1987 I reported directly to Gorgbachev alone: the
GDR in its development had stepped over the point where it was still possible ro help
this republic, where a cure was still possible. No reaction. In March 1988 Gorbachev
received something to read from me: in the three months immediately abead the situ-

ation in the GDR can become completely destabilized. No reaction.*”

Such early statements of Falin were confirmed by Western journalists, particu-
larly the West German journalist Dirk Sager. Anatoli Chernayev also reported on
Falin’s worries about an uncontrolled German unification:

In 1972 I was once in Bonn when Falin was the Soviet ambassador there. Already
then he said to me that reunification would come one day “and we could not prevent
it.” But he—Falin—did not want it then, above all he was afraid that reunifica-
tion would take place behind Moscow’s back, agreed on only between the German

gOUf?’?’lWlf}’ll’S.224

There are many indications that Falin was worried that Soviet interests would
lose out with reunification, particularly if it reacted too late.?”> He was certainly
not one of those in the leadership that simply did not want to believe in the
“threatening reunification;” he just wanted to shape it differently.?2°

Briefly speaking, neither Kryuchkov nor Ligachev nor Falin, that is, those

who are dubbed the main opponents of Gorbachev’s German policy in the
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Politburo, present themselves as opposed to reunification in principle. And in
retrospect they do not even present themselves as radical opponents of German
unity. Viewed from their present-day position they could certainly have an inter-
est to reveal themselves as early “decided opponents,” as they do completely in all
questions that are directly connected to the collapse of the Soviet Union.

They believed that, at the beginning they were even in agreement with
Gorbachev and then, when it came to the “abandonment of Soviet interests,” the
question of NATO expansion into the area of the GDR, were taken by surprise
by the authoritarian politics of Gorbachev and particularly of Shevardnadze.
Ligachev still became incensed ten years later that a commission at the highest
level was formed for each different international crisis,

... but in the German question Gorbachev with Shevardnadze and Yakovlev took
everything into their own hands, and no commission was formed. (...) Here every-
thing was taken over by these three persons, who had carried on all meetings and

negotiations in relation to this issue.

AVP: But they had to convince the Politburo.
Ligachev: Well, against this situation there was actually no resistance (1), but it still
appears rather odd. I just wanted to record this fact here.

Anatoli Chernayev, however, calls Ligachevs view “nonsense.” Everyone was
informed then and no one who later call themselves opponents of Gorbachev
(and Chernayev) had not leaned out of the window in #his question.

AVP: And the position of Ligachev, that reunification was not discussed at all?

Chernayev: Perhaps he was opposed. But no one protested against it at the Polithuro
meetings. Not at the begz'nning, that is aﬁer the fﬂl[ of the Wall, and not at the
beginning of 1990. Only in April did the wind become more bitter. But that was
due to Germanys joining NATO. There it was really very crass and Gorbachev
himself declared that he would under no circumstances agree to a solution in which
the united Germany would become a NATO member. And everyone agreed with
this. That was however not until a month later. In the course of these montbhs,
January, February, and March, I can not remember any such expressions of

Politburo members, that t/ﬂey prote:ted against it. 227

It is necessary to recall that Ligachev and the KGB chief Kryuchkov did not sit
as Gorbachev’s opponents in the Politburo from the beginning. Falin did not
become foreign minister during Gorbachev’s time but in 1988 became chief of
the influential international department of the Central Committee of the CPSU.
Also Marshall Akhromeyev was taken (back) into politics by Gorbachev. And
the general secretary alone was seen generally at that time as an untouchable
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“institution.” In the question of the expansion of NATO to the GDR the later
enemies might well have been very irritated, but did not yet express opposition
or organized themselves into a faction—not even in the Politburo, which even
the best-known opponent, namely Ligachev, himself admits and which not only
Chernayev states. But from the opponents of Gorbachev, with small exception
in the case of Falin, there were no concepts to counter the policy of the general
secretary. There was an opportunity for this on the decisive meeting of the inner
leadership on the German question on January 25, 1990.

A Decision on the Approval of German Unity? The Meeting of
Advisors on January 25, 1990

The meeting of Gorbachev with several ministers and advisors on January 25,
1990728 was to decide on the Soviet policy relating to the reunification of Germany
and arrive at a consensus. For the events were rushing along and visits of vari-
ous important partners were coming up: on January 30, Hans Modrow was to
come to Moscow, on February 7 James Baker for three days, and on February 10
Helmut Kohl.

To this day there are many legends surrounding this advisory meeting, among
which are available the protocol by Mikhail Gorbachev and Anatoli Chernayev
from 1993, a deviating report by Valentin Falin.”° In 1997 he followed with
a further assessment.?!
book Preis der Freibeit (German, 1996).23%2 There are also interview comments on
the subject, from among others Kryuchkov, chief of the KGB at the time.?** In
December 2001 I could now look at the protocol in the Gorbachev archives that
Anatoli Chernayev had written after this meeting. “The author guarantees the
authenticity of everything written in this manuscript,” it says in the footnote to
this record. Beside it is Chernayev’s signature and below he added a footnote that
appears to have been written later:

Georgy_Shakhnazarov also described this meeting in his

This record was written by M. Gorbachev’s advisor, A. Chernayev, immediately after
the meeting, at which no shorthand notes were taken [not even minutes—AvP].
In his book Six years with Gorbachev [the German title: Die letzen Jahre einer
Weltmacht (The Last Years of a World Power)—AvP] he [Chernayev—AvP]
briefly reports on the discussion and the decisions made there. They signify basically
that the Soviet Leadership for the first time saw the unavoidability of reunification
and that in the spirit of this new thinking were completely decided not to hinder

this process.

This record was from the beginning not complete. Therefore, the author did not men-
tion it in his speech [*—AvP]; also not what Falin, Akhromeyev, and Shakbnasarov
said at the time. Probably it appeared to him then to be not so important for the

essence of the decisions made at this meeting.**
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During the examination and checking of this document Anatoli Chernayev,
the historian Elke Sherstyanoi,?> and I could correct the date of this meeting,
which was reported variously. Gorbachev 2 himself as well as most historians®’
thought it was January 26. (Chernayev: “They get that from me.”) The heading of
the minutes indicates January 27. With the original diary by Chernayev, who
always assumed the 26th, and through establishing the week, we could ascertain
to his surprise that it was undoubtedly January 25, a Thursday.

The result summarized in the footnote by Chernayev—no hindering of
the reunification of Germany—is, however, not so clear in the minutes of this
meeting. And the difference in the date leads to almost the same distrust of this
record as of the differing reports from Falin or Gorbachev, as well as Chernayev
of 1993. However, the record appears in many aspects as authentic and suits the
time of the beginning of 1990: Gorbachev gives long monologues, the advisors
and opponents play a less important role as they later attributed to themselves in
their books. Besides the floating positions and desperate attempts of these weeks
are revealed, as no one knew yet how to deal with the developments, which were
from the Soviet Union’s view catastrophic, while still, however, seeing it as a
superpower and wanting to represent it as such.

Now to the contents of the record: on January 25, 1990 in Gorbachev’s
office in the Central Committee building, “sixth floor, second entrance,” the
following participants, which the record lists in the following order and without
first names: Gorbachev, Ryshkov,”*® Shevardnadze, Kryutchkov, Akhromeyev,
Chernayev, Shakhnasarov, Yakovlev, Falin, and his representative Fyodorov. Falin
added the Soviet defence minister Yasov, %% but forgets Fyodorov. Shakhnasarov
also mentions Ivashko.?®® There were sometimes heated arguments during
this meeting that lasted four hours, but these cannot be found in the written
documents.

According to the Chernayev document, Gorbachev opened the meeting with
241

the following thoughts:

The GDR situation is the same as our Azerbaidjan one. We can rely on no one.
We have no intimate relationships. And when we make agreements with someone,
there are no results. Even Modrow is distancing himself from the SED.*2 And it
has no significance that be is a true friend. There are no more influential forces in
the GDR. This means that we can influence developments only through the FRG.
And here we have the choice: Kohl or the SPD. The Social Democrats—even with
all the reassuring statements and promises of Brandt and bis colleagues—definitely
want to use the GDR in their election campaign. We can bring all this skilfully
into play*®

Then Gorbachev begins role-playing with a fictitious Helmut Kohl, whom,
completely in contrast to the later staged friendship, he wants to haul from the
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national to the European carpet and put him under pressure, and moreover
through the presence of the Soviet troops in the GDR.

We must invite Kohl and say to him: now look [the informal you is being used—
AVP], whatever happens, you play along. But you can also lose. The Social Democrats
have more chances in the GDR than you do. We don’t look at the German problem
through your election perspective; we look at it in the European and global context.
You allies in NATO see it in the same way. And you know the difference between
what they say openly and what they think in reality.*** That means we are mak-
ing you an offer, dear Helmut, to take the European point of view in the German
question—and in fact and not only with words. This means, concretely: in the
GDR there are our troops, in the FRG there are NATO troops. This is a concrete
fact, which accords with the legal results of the Second World War, as they were deter-
mined by the victors. And from there comes the right of the four powers to take part
in determining the German development [to participate in the German process—
AvP]. You, and particularly Brandt, do not like that France is also among the vic-
tors, the “honourable victors,” as you refer to them ironically. Fine, but now there
is a reality that is different from 1945. And let us gather not four, but five, with
your, Kohls, participation. And these (five) will define the rights of the Germans
and the others.

Chernayev: Mikhail Sergeyevich, I think, “6” not “5’ must be gathered—four victors
and two (representatives) of the German states.
Gorbachev: Lets discuss that later. First of all I will continue.

The thought that followed next showed that Gorbachev wanted to use the Soviet
troops as a pawn to prevent the membership of a united Germany in NATO:

The most important thing is that no one should assume that the united Germany
will join NATO. The presence of our troops will not allow this. And we can
withdraw our armed forces only when the Americans withdraw theirs. And they
will not do this in the long run (for a long time). And Kohl has to take this into
consideration and also that they [the West Germans—AvP] will need many years
to swallow the GDR economically. So these years are here for us and for you to
use. Let us use this time sensibly. And let us prepare ourselves for a European
meeting ar the highest level in 1990. An action with four or five [government
representatives—AvP|—according to our initiative will bring us again into the
role of an active participant, that cannot be pushed out of the German develop-

ment. This is a beneficial course.

Shevardnadze: Mikhail Sergeyvich, the main question for Kobl is now the ‘treaty
community,” which leads ro the confederation of the FRG and GDR. For us it is

better if we do not get involved in the discussions on unification. That is not our
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affair. Let us just let the GDR present its initiatives. But we should negotiate only
with the USA about the troops. I am opposed treaty commission (institution) in
which the four powers will participate. That just means that the NATO people will
dominate there.

If Shevardnadze really did say this, then this is a new position that diverges from
the later 2+4 procedure; that is interesting but was, however, to play hardly
a role. In the other version of this record, also from the Gorbachev archives,
Shevardnadze is quoted in a rather different way: “The question of the contract
community leads to the preservation of FRG-GDR” not as in the just quoted
version “to the confederation.” And the last sentence there: “I am opposed to an
institution of the four powers. NATO will not agree to this” instead of “that the
NATO people will dominate there.”

According to the record, Kryuchkov continued the debate with a general
description of the situation in the GDR:

Kryuchkov: The days of the SED are numbered. It is [no longer—AvP] a support
or a lever. Modrow is only a transitional ﬁgure, he maintains himse{f only with
concessions, but soon thar will no longer be enough. We must pay more attention
to the SPD in the GDR. Our people are afraid that Germany will again become
a threat. It [unified Germany—AvP] will never accept our current borders.*®
We must slowly get our people used to the idea of the reunification of Germany.
Our armed forces in the GDR are a factor in the general European process [by
which he might mean the CSCE process—AvP]. We must actively support our
friends—former KGB and Interior Ministry members. >4

Yakovlev, actually knowledgeable of the situation in Germany, because in
December 1989 he had after all visited Modrow and held many talks, with oppo-

nents among them, made suggestions that went even further:

Modrow must get into the SPD and put himself at the rop (1) of the Eastern
section. America needs our troops in the GDR more than we ourselves do. (...)
It would be good if Modrow appeared with a reunification program—uwithout
prejudices, based on reality,® and if we actively support him. In this way we will
get the sympathy of the German people. And at the same time we should mention
that we already since 1946 supported the reunification of the German people.
And the conditions [must be—AvP]: neutrality, demilitarization. There will
be opposition from England, France, and the smaller European states. This will
get the USA to think. And we can sit on the mountain and watch the skirmish
from above. And as far as our people go, even Stalin supported the preservation
of one Germany right after the war. Anyway, we cannot just wait as we have
up to now.
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Fyodorov: Bur thar will help the revanchists. According to my information in
Germany no one wants reunification now**® Modrow has suggested a referendum
but not until after May 6.2%

Ryshkov: One must see the development realistically. One can no longer stop this
process [of unification—AvP]. The most important thing now is the tactics,
because we cannot preserve the GDR. (...) It is wrong just to give Kohl every-
thing. If this happens then Germany will start a third world war in twenty to
thirty years.

But what kind of conditions could be demanded for unification when the GDR
was already “collapsing”? Actually all that remained were security conditions for
the withdrawal of the Soviet troops, if possible at the same time as the American
troops, as Gorbachev tried to develop this at the beginning of the meeting.

Valentin Falin said later in his report on this meeting, contrary to this posi-
tion mentioned here, that the “advisors of the general secretary” were in favor
of “leaving the GDR to its fate and being resigned to the fact that the united
Germany would join NATO: it was necessary to think more about saving one’s
own face.” Kryuchkov explained that a double authority had established itself
in the GDR and that the representatives of the FRG “behaved on the territory
of the GDR as if they were already at home there.” (...) Yakovlev held his—
Falin’s—position. Gorbachev also had expressed opposition to any expansion
of NATO.

Of particular interest, however, is Gorbachev’s view of the situation in the
Soviet Union, which was mentioned here “in passing”: he gives the judgement
that the Soviet people would not turn against perestroika. But the Soviet society
was “in comparison to similar ones” “the most rotten and nothing could save the
society.” Gorbachev’s politics had begun to reform it; it was necessary to continue
and keep the initiative. Their own society was too ideological (actually verideolo-
gisiert, over-ideological) and that was why developments were faster than we,
the people. “And the party was not in a position to renew itself.” (!)These were
at this time for Soviet ears then extremely critical judgments of the reformabil-
ity of the “ruling authority of the Soviet Union” and shed light on Gorbachev’s
real opinions in the discussions in the Politburo and the Central Committee of
the CPSU, where he did not state matters so sharply. In this depressed mode
Gorbachev continued speaking, hoped however, that the other Central and
Eastern European states such as Hungary, Czechoslovakia, or Bulgaria would
have an interest in the Soviet Union, “to experience a disease but not to run away
too far from us.” But it was most difficult in the GDR:

Because we could lose it: there is the FRG and there is the European Community, to
which it has been tied for a long time already. For us there is also a moral factor—the
reaction of the Russian people.



138 / The End of the Cold War?

Then follows again the sentence that reveals the strategic limits but also the arbi-
trariness of his speech:

T would place all my bets on winning time. The most important thing now—to slow

the process, however it looks at the end (reunification).*

The strategy of winning time might in the situation that he and his advisors as
well as Falin had described has not been one in which it was possible to offer
the Germans or Americans anything impressive—probably the only thing that
would have made an impression would have been to add the withdrawal of the
Soviet forces from Germany to conditions.

In his summary then the general secretary listed the following:

the relationship with the other great powers
“sliding in” the German question at the Vienna Process
a (limited) relationship with the SED (he or the minute-taker still referred to
it in this way)
® the relationship with the FRG.

Overall, as quoted: “not to give up the position of victor,” the “idea of the 4+”
was to be introduced. First, however, it was necessary to come to an agreement
with France.

Gorbachev: As far as the problem of the troops in Europe goes, it is necessary to
act in such a way that it is does not appear (1) as if we will simply withdraw on
the fiftieth anniversary of the victory. The presence of the troops in Germany is
closely connected with the Vienna (disarmament) Process. And to Kohl we will
say: don’t interfere. In this regard we will be able to agree with everyone. With
the GDR we will maintain the special relations: with it and the GDR. We
must insist on this. There are common interests; there is also a basis for mutual
understanding.

However, how Gorbachev wanted to maintain the relations with the GDR, which
he had just described as a disappearing state formation, is completely unclear.
He hoped to gain time through the “contract community with confederation
elements,” but all signs pointed to unity. With regard to the SED, so the general
secretary, one should “not make the sign of the cross over it yet’—that SED that
had been described as an irrelevant power. It had “after all two million members,
as far as [ am concerned now only 700,000. To write them off completely would
be foolish. A (new) left force will develop. Let us first of all listen to Gysi.” It was
the same in the other socialist countries.
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The resulting impression is that Gorbachev was trapped on the one hand
and on the other hand the situation was catastrophic, but something will surely
turn up.

Gorbachev said at the end of this meeting:

Our next steps:

1. Receive Modrov in Moscow on 2 February and then Gysi. Here we have moral
obligations.

2. Receive Kohl right after Baker and right after Modrow. And then inform Modrow
about the talks with Kohl.

3. The ideas for talks with Kobl to be carried out based on the talks with Baker and
Modrow.

4. Inform Thatcher right afier the talks with Modrow.

5. Write a letter to Mitterrand.

(...)

Gorbachev: Assignmens:

—Safeguarding of the developments in Eastern Europe through propaganda. (Yakovlev,
Falin, Fyodorov)

—Interview with Gorbachev about the reunification of Germany after the meetings
with Modrow and Kohl. Not to be ruled out: short visits for a day to London and
a day to Paris.

—Akhromeyev must prepare himself for the withdrawal of the troops from Germany.

—The “economic vulnerability’”' of the GDR must be made clear to Modrow and
Kohl. (1)

In 1993 Gorbachev wrote a similar though different summary of this meeting.
In his memoirs it says first: “The reunification of Germany is unavoidable. The
USSR should take the initiative for a conference of the ‘Six,” i.e. the victorious
powers and both German states.” Then follows: “preservation of the relationship
to the GDR. Closer coordination of our politics with London and Paris, and
Akhromeyev had to review the conditions of the withdrawal of our armed forces
from the GDR.”>?

In summarizing the result of this meeting Valentin Falin said that there was
much reflection, but there “was no profusion of ideas.” Even in the question of
how to prevent the bringing of “NATO (...) to our border” Gorbachev said
“it was necessary to think about this.” His own stance Falin summarized thus:
“I have not wavered. Unification—yes, annexation—no.”>>?

Anatoli Chernayev presents still another variation of this summarizing con-
clusion: a “Group of Six” 4+2 should be formed, everyone wanted to “orient
himself toward Kohl but not to ignore the SPD; invite Modrow and Gysi” And
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Akhromeyev’s assignment was explained as follows: “This is more an inner politi-
cal than an external political problem: 300,000 men, among them 100,000 offi-
cers with families must be accommodated!” Besides, Falin, Fyodorov, but also
Yakovlev and Shakhnasarov, wanted to orient themselves toward the SPD.?
Everything else, namely that it was necessary to get more for the reunification,
was first put down by Falin in a detailed note: “And there he threw out all these
questions. The note was very cautious and aimed at putting the brakes somewhat
on this process.”*

In this interview Chernayev confirms, as we could see in his diary from the
time, that he wrote his personal descriptions on January 28, also his minutes of
the meeting of January 25.

This protocol of January 25, 1990, makes clearer than all other descriptions
of this meeting that have been accessed that the decision to allow the reunifica-
tion to remain a German affair was not made clear and in a framework of politi-
cal strategy but rather that, being the driven by the development of the GDR, no
other possibility was seen. It becomes equally clear in this material that the Soviet
leadership had a pretty good idea of the catastrophic situation in the GDR, that
in the face of the miserable economy large sections of the population and the
West German politicians were pushing for reunification, and also a clear idea of
their own ever worsening situation in the Soviet Union. But they believed that
they had a few trumps in their hands, in order to get something that could meet
Soviet interests in exchange for reunification:

—No admission to NATO

—Continued disarmament

—Withdrawal of the American and Soviet troops at the same time, and Akhromeyev,
was to prepare the conditions of this withdrawal before it occurred

—Payment for the withdrawal of troops from the GDR by the Federal Republic.

They wanted to negotiate with other governments on these conditions. There
is no longer any talk of demilitarization, to say nothing of neutrality, in this
summary—only Yakovlev spoke of it. At the same time it must have become
increasingly clear during the course of the meeting that they actually had only
one trump card and that was their own troops in the GDR. And their return
home was already on January 25 taken into calculation, moreover—and this is
the essential aspect—Dbefore having negotiated with the Americans about a simi-
lar withdrawal of American units. How else can one understand Gorbachev’s sen-
tences: that it “does not appear as if on the 50th anniversary of victory we simply
leave”? Of all people Akhromeyev was to deal with this. The problem should be
moved to Vienna; there the presence of Soviet “troops in Germany,” because it
was “closely tied to the Vienna (disarmament) process,” would be included in the
disarmament negotiations.
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As a result a question is raised: was the issue really still the simultaneous
troop reduction of the Soviet and the American units, as Gorbachev insisted in
this meeting, even as the only pledge to be taken seriously? Almost even more
essential: the “European House,” with which Gorbachev in the past months had
opened a vision in the East and the West, played no part in this meeting, neither
in general nor in any strategic discussions, to say nothing of it as a European secu-
rity system as an alternative to NATO membership of the united Germany.

As well, this meeting makes clear that Gorbachev had no fear of putsching
generals, especially not of Marshal Akhromeyev who was present.

Putsch for or against Gorbachev?
The Military, the Marshal, and Gorbachev’s Armchair

One man is always referred to when there is talk of the military that was hostile
to or even threatening to Gorbachev: Marshall Sergei Fyodorovich Akhromeyev.
This threat was held up in Bonn and Washington when the speed of the unifi-
cation process had to be justified. That one of the Western demands, namely
NATO membership of the united Germany, made this danger more virulent
than many others, was thus rather relegated to the background. How serious was
the danger of a military putsch in the months of the reunification process really,
in particular through this Marshal?

Marshall Akhromeyev, born 1923, had fought at Leningrad in the Second
World War, and was apparently respected and popular. And he was the most sig-
nificant putschist later in August 1991 with Kryuchkov and Yasov. Gorbachev
himself brought Akhromeyev out of retirement into the political center of power
as an advisor. At the advisors’ meeting on January 25, 1990, in Moscow he
had taken responsibility for the preparations for the return of the Soviet sol-
diers. These soldiers could cause trouble after their return, since they had got-
ten used to the better living conditions in the GDR. Chernayev wrote: “He
(Akhromeyev) said that will become more our internal problem as a problem of
foreign policy.”>>

Akhromeyev’s opinion is important because he was probably the marshal
that Gorbachev referred to when at the end of 1989 he uttered the sentence that
would become famous about the “Soviet Marshal” who on the day of when the
agreements for reunification were signed sat on “his chair.”*’

On November 9, 1999, that is, ten years later, the historian Timothy Garton
Ash, as moderator of the big anniversary celebration with Bush, Gorbachev, and
Kohl, which was broadcast by ARD, asked Mikhail Gorbachev if this threat from
the military, from this marshal, really did exist. Gorbachev answered, contrary
to earlier statements, with a clear “Nyet.” Kohl quickly added, however, that this
threat very definitely did exist, for this danger was the main worry in the whole
of the highly dynamic year 1990/1991. This was a concern that was present in
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the West and which even Condoleezza Rice thousands of kilometers away in
Washington in her own statement did not let her sleep peacefully.

We were very worried the entire time thar we would wake up one day to a report
that Gorbachev had been overthrown, and that the hard-line Soviet leadership
had decided to contest the end of the Cold War. That was a constant worry—I
went to bed every night worrying about it and woke up every morning worrying

about it.>>8

However, she cannot remember the concrete dangers of these months, only on
the resignation of Shevardnadze later in December 1990 because of the threat of
the new democracy in the Soviet Union, that is, before reunification.

This threat was surely the decisive reason for the acceptance of a “window
open only for a short time” for reunification as the Federal chancellor said at
the time.?»?

Horst Teltschik adds still another variation to this threat scenario. The meet-
ing between Kohl and Gorbachev in Moscow on February 10, 1990, had been
planned for January and in Bonn people asked themselves if something had hap-
pened in Moscow to Gorbachev. Later Teltschik asked Shevardnadze, after he
was no longer in office, what the reasons were. And Shevardnadze reported that
in January 1990 they had had important talks in Moscow about whether they
should intervene (militarily) in the GDR.

Teltschik: And there were those who spoke in favour of a military intervention. He
[Shevardnadze—AvP] even gave me a name.

AvP: Whose?

Teltschik: Falin. And Falin denies this in various ways. He denies everything. I have
already told you personally, I have absolutely no respect for Falin because of various
experiences. But why should Shevardnadze lie to me in this situation? There was
no reason for it. And personally I have always had a very good relationship with
Shevardnadze.*

This assumption by Teltschik, as well as Shevardnadze, appears to me, taking
into account Falin’s real position and his influence inside the military accord-
ing to what we know now, hardly possible. It appears much more plausible that
Gorbachev treated the chancellor after the Ten Point Plan and after Kohl’s appear-
ance on December 19, 1989, with greater hostility than Bonn wanted to accept
or recognize. Over and over Gorbachev had said that he then believed that Kohl
would heat up nationalism behind his back and destabilize the GDR despite his
declarations.?®!

Teltschik also says: “We had no reports, who, where, what, how, was discussed,
argued, and attempted to carry out [in Moscow—AvP/]. No we did not. Neither
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from the CIA nor from anyone else. And we could not figure out if new uncer-
tainties, new crises were developing.”*®?

Now, back to Akhromeyev and the military: the crown witness, Shevardnadze,
reports that still in June 1990 the marshal was present at a meeting of Gorbachev
with Kohl and of Shevardnadze with Genscher in the Caucasus, where every-
thing essential had already been decided—the unity of Germany and NATO
membership.

Shevardnadze: They [the Germans—AvP] then took responsibility or accepted the
obligation ro spend a few billions. It was—I don’t know any more—15 or 20
billions,*® to create infrastructure, to construct, buildings, build houses for the
people who would leave Germany. Thus a method was worked out to let these
soldiers leave Germany as friends and not as enemies. Our main opponent was
General Akbromeyev. Later, by the way, he committed suicide. Even he on this

evening exprexsed 70 opposition.

Now what is astounding is that Falin of all people, who in this phase presented
himself as the main opponent of Gorbacheyv, ten years later describes himself as
his confidant in the matter of the threat to the general secretary by the Soviet
military in the Western group of the Soviet army.

Falin: I brought Gorbachev in 1990 very, very confidential information: thar
one wanted to invite him to the GDR on the initiative of our troops there.
And during this visit he could be arrested there. His reaction was the following:
“Kryuchkov told me nothing about this. Yes, it would be good if you flew to
Berlin to meet with your source [to find out—AvP] how far this rumour has
a basis in fact,” as the Russians say. I did this, in the GDR I met this so-called
source. (...)

Blumenberg: And these talks took place? And how seriously must these talks be taken?

Falin: 7 found out and later told Gorbachev: there was nothing more than vague talk,
Jeelers sent out between generals of the GDR and Soviet Union.**t

This appears more than doubtful to me: Falin gives no names, but still apparently
does not mean Akhromeyev, who did in fact later putsch against Gorbachev.
I therefore asked Anatoli Chernayev about this story of Falin:

Chernayev: When was this supposed to have happened?
AVP: Apparently in the first months of 1990, he says.
Chernayev: I hear about this for the first time. And I think this is all improbable*®

Truly alarmed were the later putschists only when the Soviet empire was threat-
ened, as it began to fall apart and some of the republics against the Moscow
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central authorities followed a course to independence, as had already happened
at the end of 1989 and beginning of 1990 in the Lithuanian Communist Party
and then the Lithuanian Soviet Republic. And then it took more than a year
before the putschists organized themselves and, according to general opinion,
began an amateurish putsch.

In answer to my question about the danger of a putsch at the end of 1989
and beginning 1990 Anatoli Chernayev replied rather brusquely on December 2,
2001:

Chernayev: That was a joke. There was no danger then from the military. Whoever
says so is talking nonsense.

AVP: Falin tells recently about a plot by the West group of the Soviet armed forces (in
the GDR) against Gorbachev.

Chernayev: No, there was no military danger then. No! [The only moment of
temper from Chernayev in this conversation—AvP] Gorbachev had become
more confident. From the spring [1990—AvP] he no longer sought advice from
the Politburo. Only from Shevardnadze.

AVP: When Gorbachev met Bush, end of May/beginning of June in Washington and
said Yes” to German ﬁ'eedam to join an organization, all the Soviet participants,
including Akhromeyev, were very shocked.

Chernayev: Absolutely. Gorbachev was not longer afraid then. [Chernayev added
quietly] Unfortunately, not later either, when he should have been.

There is much evidence that the threat to Gorbachev from the military in these
12 months between the end of 1989 and the end of 1990 was for all those
involved in Europe a frequently used argument: for Kohl, to force through his
reunification politics, for Mitterrand and Thatcher, but also for the SDP and
other opponents in the GDR, however, exactly the opposite, namely to slow the
progress toward reunification in the interest of the Moscow leadership.

To my question if there was a real threat to his position in these months from
the party and military Gorbachev himself said:

At the beginning of 1990 there were no real plans and possibilities to organize a
general overthrow or another type of overthrow. There were muttering, grumbling ar

various meetings and protests in various circles, but no conspiracies.*°

Yakovlev “Pleads” for a Coup d’Etat against the Party

Chernayev told us about a further variation that reversed previous speculation
about the risk of a putsch in the Soviet Union at the beginning of 1990—the
plans for a coup d’état in favor of Gorbachev. To lend substance to this, he read
aloud the entry he had made in his diary for January 28, 1990. Gorbachev,
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Yakovlev, and Chernayev had met in a state dacha outside of Moscow to discuss
drafts for a new party program.

Chernayev: And if you want me to, I'll read you an extract from my notes which
tell of the difficult and critical situation that both the country and Gorbachev
himself were in.

Of course we wanted him to. Chernayev asked us simply to listen, not to write
anything but he let the tape recorder run. He wanted to rectify our understanding
that reunification was dependent upon the crisis in domestic policy. Reunification
would have made up only a small part of the debate; even the meeting on January
25, 1990, was far more (about 70 percent) concerned with domestic policy.

Chernayev (quoting from the diary): Yakovlev said to Gorbachev: “Mikhail
Sergeyevich, you have to bargain. The politburo and the plenary session of the
Central Committee are the biggest obstacles ro Perestroika and your current policy.
It senseless to summon them so often. (...) If you carry on hesitating to take over
power then everything will collapse. Instead of the meeting of the highest Soviets
arranged for February, you have to summon, perhaps as soon as next week, a con-
gress of the peaple’s deputies and manage it like a president.” Gorbachev was not yet
then president, only General Secretary and chairman of the highest Soviets. “And

the congress should elect you as president.”

Chernayev continued that Yakovlev had suggested proclaiming a multiparty system
and threatened that if Gorbachev did not do this then “everything would collapse.”

“You have to summon up absolutely all your determination and negotiate immedi-
ately, don’t put it off until May or the autumn, to concentrate rotal state power into
your hands, and to drive out the politburo and also the idle gossip chamber (the
gossiping highest Soviet) from the corridors of power. Over the next few days, before
the Central Committee plenary meeting arranged for the 5/6 February, you have to
appear on television, appeal directly to the people and explain that you are taking over
responsibiliry, special responsibility, under the motto: the countryside for the farmers,
the factories for the workers, real independence for the Republic, a state federation
instead of a state union, a multi-party system, a rejection of the Communist Partys
monapoly of the Soviet Union, borrow a good deal from the West, reform of the army
and a purge of the generals and their replacement with intelligent lieutenant-colonels,
the withdrawal of troops from Eastern Europe, the dissolution of the ministries, a
firm reduction of all organisations including the Party apparatus, and—uwith great
determination—extraordinary economic measures. These have already been included
in Slyunkov’ draft paper. [Slyunkov was a member of the politburo and had eco-
nomic responsibilities—AvP] A paper has already been prepared.”
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Gorbachev should replace Ryshkow as head of government, reduce the party
apparatus, and dissolve the state planning commission.

Yakovlev (continuing from Chernayev’s diary—AvP): “Because no reform can be
implemented with a premier who thinks like a company director, with an institution
like GOSPLAN which is stamped by the military-industrial complex.” Gorbachev

interrupted him: “Who should we replace them with?”
you just have to be bold in your choice. Thats what a revolution is.” Gorbachev

“There are enough people,

reacted to this: “Travel back to Wolynsk, go about your duties. Don’t talk to anyone
abour this. Well think everything through here. I'll think about whether I'll go on
television.” In brief, what Yakovlev was suggesting here was, to coin a French phrase,
a Coup d’Etat. It would have been one if everything had been implemented >

I asked whether the term “presidential dictatorship” had been raised.

Chernayev (on the word “President”—AvP): The aim was to suppress the polit-
buro and the Central Committee and to concentrate all power in the hands of the
President, in the state structures.

AVP: What would that have meant for the Party?

Chernayev: Now, you know, the abolition of Article 6 of the Constitution [the lead-
ing role of the Party—AvP] was already being discussed. Things would have led
naturally to a splitting of the Party. A significant part would have persisted in an
orthodox anti-perestroika position. But a part, the progressive part, would have

Jfollowed Gorbachev.

Chernayev meant that Gorbachev had reacted wrongly, that he had perhaps made
the cardinal mistake of his life when he didn’t follow Yakovlev’s suggestion.

Gorbachevs greatest and deciding mistake was to stand by the Party, because he
thought it could be the avant-garde of Perestroika. However it was already clear
from the Partys conception of itself, that due to its nature, this couldn’t be so. And by
remaining General Secretary of the Party, he tied his own hands.

Gorbachev himself answered my question why he had turned down Yakovlev’s
suggestion of a coup d’état:

Whoever knows me even just a little as a politician and a person cannot seriously

ask the question whether Gorbachev had the will to carry out a state coup.268



CHAPTER 5

2+4, 4+2, or 33+2? The Centers of
Power Take Over the Negotiations on
the International Aspects of Unity

Who Negotiates Germany’s Unity?

Different Concepts

At the end of 1989 and the beginning of 1990, while the majority of the people
of Europe were only just starting to be aware that there was a real possibil-
ity of reunification, those in all the concerned centers of power were already
thinking feverishly about how it would be fashioned: who should negotiate
the procedures for the unification of Germany? The European states? The
victorious powers of the Second World War alone? Or the “Big Four” and the
two Germanies? Or the CSCE, that is, the European states including the two
Germanies, the United States, and Canada (as well as the Soviet Union)? How
could the international and national unification issues be tied together most
efficiently and—one can add safely add—what was the best way to realize indi-
vidual interests and goals?

Several possibilities were considered: one was an all-European conference
that would attempt to complete a postwar peace treaty using the CSCE as
an “instrument,”’ because, besides 33 European states, the United States, and
Canada, thus everyone who was affected, would have participated in the CSCE.
For the strategists in the Federal Chancellor’s Office and in the Foreign Office
of the Federal Republic or in the State Department of the United States this
“instrument” was out of the question because—as it was regularly put—there
would have been far too many decision makers for such a sensitive question and
the smaller states would also have had a right to veto, which was “far beyond their
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standing” (Baker).? Genscher’s view was similar: “the negotiations would have
gotten bogged down by the reparations question™ and:

A peace treaty for Germany would have meant that we would have to hold a confer-
ence with all countries with whom we were at war or their successors, i.e. for example,
we would have had to include in the peace negotiations all the successor states of the
English empire, the French empire, the Dutch and Portuguese ones, as a result we
would have had to negotiate with Kenya and Zambia about German umﬁmtion, and

with all the Latin American states, even Uruguay.

AVP: Well, now, 1 find that rather extreme, because, if think about it, Potsdam did
not take place with the participation of all these stares—

Genscher: —Wait a moment. No, no, no. A peace treaty would have [called in—
AVP] these countries—and it was also the goal of many to have such negotiations.

We had a crucial interest to speak only with the four powers.*

Another possibility, which was discussed mainly by the other former victorious
great powers of the Second World War, was a victors' conference a la Yalta or
Potsdam, that is, without the smaller states, but also without the two Germanies.’
The American politicians both in the White House and in the State Department
assumed that a four-power conference was favored by Moscow as well as probably
the governments in London and Paris, because it would have resulted in better
and simpler decision-making structures and, above all, would have made it pos-
sible for the victorious powers to achieve their interests more easily.

There are some hints that support this: Gorbachev’s “Six Points,” which
he had distributed before the meeting of the Political Advisors Committee of
the Warsaw Pact or Shevardnadze’s confusing speech to the Political Committee
of the European Parliament. This reasoning also accords—most significantly
symbolically—with the meeting in the headquarters of the Allied Control Council
in Berlin on December 11 of the ambassadors of the four victors, which was ini-
tiated by the Soviet Union,® at which the four-power status of Berlin was dis-
cussed. On January 10, 1990 the Soviet ambassador in Washington sent the State
Department the oral message that “among the big four the consensus (is loom-
ing) that an exchange of ideas on German affairs continues to be desired.” These
German affairs had great significance “for all of Europe, if not for the whole
world;” the settling of these was still “an understandable responsibility” for the
victorious powers. Or it might “become necessary (for the victorious powers) to
undertake certain parallel or coordinated steps in relation to German affairs.””

And again on January 25, 1990, at the Moscow advisory meeting, where
it was decided to permit the reunification of Germany, Gorbachev emphasized
strongly the victor status, which gave the Allies rights in regard to the soon to be
united Germany. First he spoke of five negotiating partners, that is, the victorious
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powers plus the Federal Republic, but was—at least according to the protocol—
reminded by Chernayev that the GDR still existed. Besides, the formula “four
plus two,” which was referred to as a “group of six,” would increase the influence
of the Allies over Germany.®

Against a New “Versailles”

The Federal Republic’s Foreign Ministry expressed its opposition most sharply
to a simple four-power, that is, a “victors” conference, and so did the State
Department.

As far as the foreign policy of the Federal German government was con-
cerned, peace negotiations were completely out of the question, no matter who
carried them out. The reason was mainly the degraded status that the Federal
Republic and the GDR would have been assigned by the Allies, including all
wartime opponents. Apart from this, any reminder of the “Treaty of Versailles”
was to be avoided, partly because the new role of the Federal Republic in the
EU, NATO, and the UN would have been reduced thereby and partly because
all would have had the reparations negotiations connected with Versailles before
their eyes: namely their significance for the rise of German nationalist parties
and ultimately of the NSDAP. How deeply this was felt by the generation of
Genscher and Kohl is made clear in one episode.

On December 13, 1989, there was, as mentioned, in Brussels a meeting of
the foreign ministers of the EU states with their American colleague Baker. In
the evening there was a dinner with the foreign ministers of the United States,
France, Great Britain, and the Federal Republic of Germany, a traditional meet-
ing of the four.” There was a rather relaxed conversation about this and that. Only
the German foreign minister was irritated. The meeting of the ambassadors of
the four victorious powers in the old headquarters of the Allied Control Council
in Berlin on December 11,'° 1989, had put him in a bad mood.!" There the
Soviet ambassador in East Berlin, Kochemassov, had represented the positions of
Gorbachev on December 9, 1989, at the plenum of the Central Committee of
the CPSU: opposition to unity, in favor of the further existence of two German
states resulting from the Second World War, and opposition to the disparage-
ment of the GDR. The Soviet Union would not accept, declared Kochemassov,
that these postwar realities were constantly being challenged. The French ambas-
sador emphasized, however, that the issue was only Berlin, thus emphasizing the
significance of the four-power status.

After this ambassadors’ meeting the British Labour representative Ted
Rowlands asked, “Is it not anachronistic that German questions are being dis-
cussed without having the Germans present?”!? Genscher was incensed by this
meeting, particularly its pointed form, and now distributed in Brussels among
the participants of the EU foreign ministers’ conference a paper, in which he
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warned of a new peace treaty a la Versailles. At the dinner there Genscher held up
a photo of the ambassadors’ meeting and said heatedly:

Such a meeting of the four victorious powers was, I hope, the last of its kind. It has
injured the honour of the German people. We are proud of the peacefisl revolution in
the GDR. A meeting this startling in the Allied Control Council headquarters does
not suit in any way our reciprocal relationship. Never again must the Germans be left
on the sidelines."® You have to decide between working with us in NATO and in the
European Community or with the Soviet Union in the Allied Control Council.*

It is rather amusing that it was Genscher of all people who threw this alternative
at the former victors, especially the United States, which sometimes accused him
of flirting with the Soviet Union, and thus at the same time appeared to be the
man who himself as the man who pointedly expressed the commonality of the
Germans with the other Western powers in NATO. The story had a fitting con-
clusion, fitting because of the emotion and because of this admonition to work
together with the Germans in NATO. Baker laid his hand calmly on Genscher’s

arm and said:
Hans-Dietrich, we understood you."

In his memoirs, following his calming gesture, Baker continues: “In the faces of
Roland Dumas and Douglas Hurd I also read that they not only understood me
but found my reaction completely understandable.”®

James Baker also mentioned this episode in his memoirs, but he minimizes
the significance of the offence, namely the ambassadors’ meeting in the Control
Council headquarters. Therefore I asked him in an interview what the reasons

for this meeting were.

Baker: Yeah, because we had to deal. .. in unification we had to deal with the ques-
tion of four-power rights. And thereby was important ro the Soviets that there be
a meeting of the Ambassadors of the occupying powers—rthe four powers. And this
is something we did to help the process, to help move the process along and. .. keep
working the Soviets toward the final result. (...) Yes, well we didnt want a peace
treaty. I don’t think the Germans wanted it. And, you know, thats probably a
true story about what Hans-Dietrich said. But we needed—uwe had to have that
meeting in order to (...) bring the Soviets along, because there were four-power
rights that needed to be dealt with. And there were internal aspects of German
unification where we had agreed in (...) And there were four-power rights and
obligations that excluded Germany—that applied to Germany, but that excluded
Germany. And we had to deal with that. And I'm sure its probably correct that
Hans-Dietrich Genscher didn't like that much. But, it had to happen.
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Hans-Dietrich Genscher later wrote that the “humiliating treatment of the first
German democracy at the negotiations for the Versailles peace treaty, yes even
only a discussion about a peace treaty,” must also be avoided. “United Germany
should be able to go into the future without open questions and without dis-
criminatory conditions. Democratic stability in Germany could not be endan-
gered a second time. A right-wing radical opposition should not be offered a

new chance.”!”

German Unity, NATO Membership, and a European Security System

More important than the ambassadors” meeting of the four victors in Berlin was,
in Baker’s opinion, as he describes it in his memoirs, his speech to the Betlin Press
Club on December 12, 1989. The whole situation in Europe appeared to him
as if the Europeans were expecting rescue from the Americans after the upheaval
of the destruction of the postwar order: “And most of Europe was looking to the
United States for direction.” Shortly before this speech he had looked through a
crack in the Wall to East Berlin and had seen the “high resolution drabness that
characterizes East Berlin,” which made him realize “that the ordinary men and
women of East Germany, peacefully and persistently, had taken matters into their
own hands. This was their revolution, and it was the job of men like me to help
them secure the freedom they were working so hard to win.”

This was the point of view from which Baker delivered his address on Europe
to the Press Club, a speech that had been written by Bob Zoellick: it was not nec-
essary to start over again after this political earthquake in Europe, but rather there
were the three essential institutions, namely NATO, the EU, and the CSCE,
each of which “needed to evolve to promote what I called a ‘new Atlanticism for
a new era.”’'® With the observation that NATO must become a “more ‘political’
alliance,” “I did not just want to prepare the Soviets for the continued existence of
this Alliance, if the Warsaw Pact were dissolved, but also to get them to accept a
unified Germany in NATO.”" This was the actual goal of US politics in Europe,
so that all statements regarding the necessity of cooperation with the Soviets in
the four-power agreement, which he emphasized at that time, must appear rather
as tactical trick for the achievement of this goal.

I have quoted Baker in such detail for two reasons. First, this text reveals—as
does his speech—an almost messianic self-confidence in his own personal and
political role as well as that of the US government; the same attitude is also
revealed in his assumption that the Europeans expected “American guidance,”
that is, leadership. Second, in this speech the American position in the NATO
question becomes clear, and this only two weeks after the Ten Point Plan of
Helmut Kohl from the end of November, where this issue was left out; because
for the Germans it was the unity question that was the decisive one, as Teltschik
still noted ten years later,”” while, for the American government, it was the
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NATO question. This is not a retrospective justification, since it was the line
already presented by Bush in his “Four Points” and intimated at the beginning of
May 1989 in Mainz, and it would be continued during Baker’s visit to Moscow
at the beginning of February.

Baker had had breakfast with Kohl on the morning of December 2 in West
Berlin. The Federal chancellor explained in great detail that it was necessary to
show the people in Germany a goal, namely the achievement of the contract com-
munity and unity under a European roof, but at the same time to emphasize that
this could happen only at the end of a long and onerous process, which would
take “a fairly long time.” This is what he had done with his “10 Points.” Baker
reported the worries of the other governments, particularly of Margaret Thatcher,
with whom he had just met. Kohl’s comment was: “We are not heating up the
process.” Kohl explained further, according to the protocol of this meeting, “that
it was a mistake of PM Thatcher to think that things should just be allowed to
develop. But if he [underlined in the original—AvP] did not clearly state the
goal, then others would.” Gorbachev would then, for example, demand the
withdrawal of Germany from NATO if Germany were unified. Baker expressed
understanding and answered that Gorbachev had already indicated this to the
Americans, which was, after all, why the United States was supporting Kohl’s
politics. “This support was embedded in the framework of the 4 Points that the
president had formulated the previous week. With this, one was moving very
close to the wording that the ER [Europa Rat = European Council—AvP] had
21 With this statement Baker probably wanted to suggest that only this
American assistance and the cooperation with Chancellor Kohl was responsible

used.

for the success of the meeting in Strasbourg. Kohl had done something “superb.”
Kohl also explained at the breakfast that he had supported the decision for the
(European) economic and monetary union, as Mitterrand wanted, although it
went “against German interests.” But Germany needed friends. “He was happy
to allow France the credit for the success of Strasbourg, but without him nothing
would have happened there.”

Baker then mentioned the sensitive German—Polish border question. Kohl
addressed it by referring to Point 8 in his “Ten Points,” which clarified this issue
and at the same time referred to the last act of the CSCE. As well there were
contractual obligations imposed by the Moscow and the Warsaw Pacts. The
Constitutional Court had, however, interpreted the Warsaw Pact to mean that
“the Federal Republic of Germany could not make a statement on behalf of all of
Germany.” Kohl alludes here to the Refugee Convention of 1950. He emphasizes
that the issue was only the Oder—Neisse line, but not the internal border or the
sector boundaries in Berlin. “When it comes time for German unity, the Polish
border question will not be a problem for one second.”*

Nevertheless, it was repeatedly seen as a problem, especially in Poland and
Western Europe.®® Genscher dealt with this border problem somewhat differently
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from Kohl in that he thought that after the elections in the GDR both German
parliaments should issue a joint declaration on the preservation of the Oder—
Neisse border.

Genscher also considered even more important the necessity of clearing up
another issue, namely the relationship of unification and alliance membership.
He wrote that “in 1989 over and over” he emphasized the loyalty of Germany to
its alliances during the process of unification, but yet at the beginning of 1990
wanted to make very clear for Bush and Baker what “I had explained internally
long ago: we will even as a united Germany remain a member of NATO and
the EU.” Then he did so again during the Three-Kings Day meeting of the
FDP on January 6 in Stuttgart and on January 31, 1990, in Tutzing. This
agrees with the general strategy, but his statements in Stuttgart and Tutzing
reveal how much Genscher tried in this not to damage the Soviet security inter-
ests. In Stuttgart he made a similar statement to Bush and Baker: “The alliances
NATO and the Warsaw Pact will receive a special political leadership function
in this process.” But he added something that would have sounded different
at least to Soviet ears and could have awakened worries among the Americans:
“The security provided to the peoples of Europe by the alliances must in the
first step be strengthened through co-operative security structures.” This state-
ment could only have been meant as the beginning of the new cooperative
security structures between the Warsaw Pact (or at least the Soviet Union) and
NATO. Genscher then continued: “In a second step the alliances which have
become structured co-operatively must be transferred into a common, collec-
tive security, i.e. structures between the alliances should develop that will over-
come the rivalry step by step.”

Here it becomes especially clear that this is not the same as what he and the
American leaders were saying in regard to NATO, as the former foreign min-
ister of the FRG later wants to convince his readers in his memoirs. That the
Americans noticed and dealt with Genscher with caution was mentioned by
Condoleezza Rice in reply to my question almost ten years later:

Genscher, I think, was someone of a different view. I always worried with Genscher that
he perhaps wanted to hold on to “Ostpolitik” somehow. And since, I think, I believe that
“Ostpolik” had been overcome, that it was long past its time and that now the key was to
zmg/ﬁ/ Germany on Western terms and to get the Soviet Union to accept that, [ worried

that he was a little too accommodating somehow for Soviet interest.

AVP: There was a murmur of “appeaser.”

Rice: Ob, I think “appeasement” is way too strong. I think that Genscher understood
Germanys role in the West. But he had a strong view that you had to somehow
draw the Soviet Union in, in ways that I thought were perhaps inappropriate.
(...) I think Kohl and Genscher ultimately complemented each other in this pro-
cess because Genscher could be the one who talked to the Soviet Union. 1 think
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Kohl was much more effective with the West, with us in particular, with the
United States in particular. (...) Kohl was perhaps just more forceful abour doing
it quickly and doing it on Western terms.

But Kohl was also sometimes suspected of sacrificing NATO membership for the
unity of Germany. On January 18, the Washington Post asked, on the occasion
of an interview with Helmut Kohl, if there were differences between the govern-
ments of Bush and Kohl, because it had to appear “as if he [Kohl—AvP] did not
agree with the persistent argument of the Bush government that German reunifi-
cation had to be brought about in the context of continuing German obligations
in NATO.” Kohl said in the interview: “I do not think that it would be wise to
give attention to such thoughts in the current state of the discussion.” The news
agency AP reported: “On the theme of reunification the Chancellor said that the
process in Eastern Europe has passed the American position, German unity could
be achieved only in connection with German NATO membership. Kohl said that
there were various opinions on this question in Washington. He thinks, however,
that the American view could change with a change in the relationship between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact.”*

Genscher quotes this criticism of Kohl in detail—perhaps it appeared and
still appears to him as not completely unfair that even the chancellor was viewed
with the suspicion that the foreign minister usually had to suffer. But Genscher,
in his own words, knew Helmut Kohl “much too well” to be worried by this, but
it was absolutely necessary in this question to clarify openly the alliance member-
ship of a united Germany.

Nikolai Portugalov, member of the International Section of the Central
Committee of the CPSU, stated in 1999 that one of the big mistakes of the
Soviet policy had been “not to have put the fat man [i.e., Kohl—AvP] on the
rack and force him to decide between unity and ties to the West.”?® George
Bush and his Secretary of State Baker as well as Condoleezza Rice, nevertheless
emphasize ten years later, probably correctly, that they never had any doubt that
Kohl had decided in favor of a tie to West in deciding between the two alterna-
tives, ties to the West or unification. They would have, therefore, supported
Kohl in his reunification policy “aggressively” (Baker), under the condition that
the NATO question had been clarified and the Oder—Neisse line was recognized
as the border, with a written guarantee to Poland. Nevertheless, I asked Baker
this question again:

AVP: OK. Another question—bhad you ever had. .. have you ever had doubts that
Chancellor Kohl would decide in the alternative—unification or commitment ro
the West, that he would prefer the unification?

Baker: No, we never doubted that because (. ..) we had some very clear understandings
with Helmut Kohl at the beginning of the process. And he knew how important
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it was from our standpoint that the unification take place as a part of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation. And so we were really not fearful—we trusted him.
It turned out to be the right thing to do. We were not fearful that he was going to
opt for a neutral Germany—a unified Germany, but one that was not in NATO.
We really didn’t worry much about that.

AVP: And I think it was a help for him (...) concerning Prime Minister Thatcher
and Mitterrand.

Baker: You mean our support?

AVP: Yes, when you said the unified Germany would be a member of the NATO,
then nobody (in NATO) could say something against it.

Baker: It helped us make the case for German unification with the British and the
French. It made it more difficult with the Soviets.”’

On January 31, 1990 in Tutzing, Genscher was clearer—according to his own
account in his memoirs: he made clear what was to be united, namely the GDR,
the Federal Republic, and Berlin, nothing else. That was directed to the Poles on
the one hand, and to all Germans, who wanted to challenge the Oder—Neisse
border. “A border guarantee to all our neighbours must be the first expression
of will of the two German parliaments and governments.” This was the previ-
ously mentioned different approach from that of the Federal chancellor who at
this time wanted to push such a (renewed?®) declaration onto a parliament of
all of Germany. Membership in the EU was irrevocable, a statement directed
at Mitterrand. And the same applied to membership in the Western alliance.
“We do not want a neutral Germany.” However, he added a statement that, at
its core, was difficult to see as being in agreement: “The idea that the part of
Germany that today makes up the GDR should be included in the military struc-
tures of NATO would block German-German rapprochement.”” It appears as if
Genscher later wanted it to appear to his readers that his position did not diverge
from the American one, that he, however, still wanted to lay out clearly his differ-
entiated position in relation to Soviet security interests and his differences in the
inclusion of the GDR in NATO structures. At the same time Genscher faced the
complicated situation that neither he nor the Soviet Union had or could have a
clearly formulated idea of what a European security system that included NATO,
the declining Warsaw Pact, the United States, and the Soviet Union should look
like. And this in the face of the clearly stated interests of the main Western part-
ner, the United States, which wanted to block every German indication of an
independent rapprochement with the Soviet Union.
On April 25, 2001, I asked Genscher about these contradictions.

AVP: If I understand you and your politics in these years correctly, then you were
not committed so clearly only to these components (Western alliance), but to an all-

European security system with the inclusion of the Soviet Union. Is that correct?
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In his reply, Genscher continued, not ineptly, in the contradiction he had been
expressing:

Yes. But that was the German-American position, because, after all, we had ro offer the

Sovier Union something. It practically gave up its sphere of influence, as a result of this

German unification it was to leave Germany. And for the Soviet Union it was clear, if
it left the GDR, it meant that it would leave Poland, it would leave Czechoslovakia,

it would leave basically all the states that had been forced into the Warsaw Pact. What
could we offer them? We said that the Federal Republic of Germany had 500,000
soldiers, the GDR 180,000, rogether that makes 680,000, the united Germany would
have 370,000 soldiers.

AVP: So a reduction in troops.
Genscher:  Then we said allied troops would not be stationed in the area that you give
up in Germany. After all no Allied forces are stationed in the new German states,

but rather they are in the western states and now also in a reduced form.

My first question, how far Genscher then saw a European security system that
included the Soviet Union, was not really answered by the sentence, “Yes, that
was the German-American position.” Because that was in fact not the American
position then—the concern here is January 1990. And it was then not at all clear,
particularly not on the American side, how far the former GDR would receive
a special military status. As well an extensive dispute developed on this question
inside the Federal German government, mainly between Genscher and Minister
of Defence Stoltenberg.
Genscher continued:

But more important, I think, was that we said that we, NATO, will meet you in
a different way in the Foreign Ministers Conference in Scotland and then at the
NATO Summit Conference in London, all in the early summer of 1990, let us say,
we are no longer enemies, but rather we see ourselves as a partmer. And we offer the
Sovier Union partmership for the security of Europe. Then we declared ourselves
ready to negotiate on an idea of Gorbachevs, namely to conclude a charter for all
of Eurape.

This is a not unimportant observation that accorded with the expectations of the
Soviet Union, as we will see soon, but it does not come until affer reunification,
thus becoming the condition for a European charter and that is again something
other than a military security alliance. However, the European security alliance
was considered a condition or part of Soviet politics in relation to reunification.

Genscher: 7This [the Europe charter—AvP] then took place in the fall of 1990

in Paris, where we discussed again all the really essential principles, on human
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rights, liberality. Even the market economy became part of the European Charter.
(...) For him [the Soviet General Secretary—AvP] the opening of the West
to co-operation, and to equal co-operation with the Soviet Union, was of great
significance.

AVP: In the end, though, the hard facts naturally are those which the Soviets brought
outside of this expanding Western Europe.

Because at the end of the reunification process the Warsaw Pact had fallen apart,
NATO had been expanded, and there was no European security system that
included the Soviet Union. For Nikolai Portugalov it was clear in 1999:

The Americans and the Germans were not at all ready to include us in any kind of
European security system. The clever Genscher, who here apparently wanted ro make
concessions, quickly got it in the neck. Just at this time the word “Genscherism” was
being spread around; it meant nothing other than ‘appeasement,” and precisely a

retreat from our, the Soviet, interests.°

In any case the Bush/Baker government backed Kohl in the course of continu-
ing developments against criticism from Western Europe in the fall of 1989 by
clearly stating the expansion of NATO as part of reunification. After all, how
could a Margaret Thatcher torpedo a policy of reunification if she received an
expansion of NATO in return?

Bush: 7 don't want to overplay it—that we had to steamroller right over England or
France. It wasn’t that hostile atmosphere. (...) As I told you, we made it very
clear that we wanted Germany. .. and Kohl made clear, they wanted Germany to
stay in NATO. (...) General Scowcroft and I and Jim Baker felt that. .. really
the sooner the better. Provided Germany be willing to, you know, recognize the
Oder—Neisse line and borders, provided Germany was not going to get out of
NATO. So we had assurances on those points and thus could be very enthusiastic

about Germzmy bemg reunited.31

This picture presented by the usually restrained Bush also contradicts that of
Genscher and Teleschik, that they had found out nothing about this strategy
of the United States in the spring and summer of 1989 after Bush’s visit to the
NATO jubilee summit in Brussels and Bonn.

One of the conditions for German reunification that Baker and Bush men-
tion here, namely the question of the recognition of the Oder—Neisse border,
however, led to a “middling PR catastrophe” for Kohl, since he had wanted this
to be confirmed by one total German parliament and not, like Genscher, by the
parliaments of the FRG and GDR after the elections of March 18, 1990. The

only serious difference with the Americans was over Kohl’s stance on a renewed
y
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recognition of the Oder—Neisse border before unification, which ranged from
reluctance to rejection. Naturally this led to deep concern, mostly in Poland but
also in Europe in general and in the United States.*> As mentioned Kohl had
used the constitutional court’s decision against Baker; perhaps there was also con-
cern that there could be greater conflicts with refugee organizations and German
nationalist groups.?

The American government under Bush did not have a specific problem:

AVP: There were some politicians who saw the German division as a consequence of
National Socialism in World War 2. Or even as a punishment for the crimes of
German politics. You not?*

Bush: Not me. I didnt. But I think youre right. I think some people felt that
Germany, having brutally invaded [Belgium and—AvP] the Netherlands and
gone to war with most of the free world, was properly punished. But I...my view
is: Germany earned, the Federal Republic of Germany earned its place by its adher-
ence to democratic principles, free elections, democracy, freedom. And I saw that
bringing that to the GDR would be a good positive thing for peace. This was an

unnatural division. And unnatural divisions are not catalysts for peace.

The Formula
2+4:The German and American Position

The formula 2+4 as a synonym for the negotiations between the two German
governments and those of the four victorious powers on the external aspects of
German unity was the formula of the Western governments. The West German
side especially, just as the American side, supported it in order to make clear that
the victors were not holding a peace conference with the Germans, as was sug-
gested by the Soviet version 4+2. The two foreign ministers Baker and Genscher
describe similarly but not identically how this formula came to be.
James Baker first answered this question in the interview of 1999:

In fact it was done in my office in the State Department.

In his memoirs he is somewhat more modest and says, like Genscher, that this
formula was the result of negotiations between representatives of the American
State Department and of the German Foreign Office, mainly between Frank
Elbe, Dieter Kastrup, and Bob Zeillick, in January 1990.

This formula corresponded to Genscher’s ideas and he defended it vehe-
mently. The “two” must remain ahead of “the four,” as he emphasized to Baker
on February 3 during his visit to Washington. This was not simply semantics,
because having the “two” first made clear that the Germans were taking the
lead in unification. “Four plus two” would, on the other hand, be an expression
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of a “four power diktat” “and therefore politically as well as psychologically
unacceptable.”®
In the interview in 1999 Baker added something else:

Some of the people who work for me in the department came up with the idea initially.
They, I think they talked to some of Hans-Dietrich Genschers staff people—Frank
Elbe and maybe Dieter Kastrup and some others. And they basically said: “Here,
this looks like a good way, will cover all the basis. We will ger the two Germanies.
They will deal with the internal, we will have the occupying powers France, Britain,
United States, the Sovier Union—theyll deal with the external.” And it was a suitable
vebicle and a suitable process. We got agreement to it. And I write extensively in there
about each meeting that I had to have to get agreement—I had to get agreement from
Douglas Hurd, agreement from Roland Dumas, agreement from Shevardnadze. We
got all that agreement and so we wanted to go forward and announce it as a pro-
cedure ar Ottawa at the “Open Skies” conference because we wanted to do it while
we had it, before anybody changed their mind. And we frankly had a little problem
at the time internally in the US Government, the National Security Council people
were a little apprehensive about this approach. So, I had to get on the phone to
President Bush. And I had to say: Wait a minute. We have to do this now. We have
a great opportunity. This is the way we ought to go. But it was developed internally
within the State Department in consultation with Genscher’s people.

It thus appears that Baker had to convince not only the French, the British,
and the Soviet governments of the process that had been agreed to with the
Federal German government but also the National Security Council, perhaps
even President Bush.?

The Soviet Invention of “4+2”

In the Soviet Union the government was putting forward similar ideas, but with
other emphases. Anatoli Chernayev claims to have invented the formula 4+2. As
a result he wrote about the advisors’ meeting on January 25, 1990, in his book,
with the German title Die letzten Jahre einer Weltmacht (The Last Years of a World
Power): “However my suggestion was accepted unanimously, the establishment of
a body of six persons for the discussion of all problems connected with German
reunification: the four victorious powers (USSR, USA, England, France) and the
two German states (FRG and GDR).” And he added in a footnote: “Later this
concept entered diplomatic usage under the formula ‘Four-plus-Two, among the
Germans (not without an undertone!) as “Two-plus-Four.”?’

At the advisors’ meeting of January 25, 1990, Gorbachev had not at first
included the GDR, so that Anatoli Chernayev had to remind him that there had

to be not five, but rather six potential negotiators.
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This means on the one hand that Gorbachev had the “Big Four” of Potsdam
in mind, when he wanted to make Kohl the fifth at an expanded peace confer-
ence. This indicates also that the Soviet secretary general had already written
off the GDR, a few days before the visit of the GDR’s prime minister Hans
Modrow, but Chernayev’s proposal of six was recorded in the protocol. It is thus
possible to establish the date of the Soviet move over to the idea of negotiation
by the victorious powers and the two German states and thereby at the same
time giving up the idea of using the CSCE as the vehicle for making decisions
about Germany, although Shevardnadze presented it again at the following visit
of the American secretary of state—a renewed fluctuation. The “four” who were
placed at the beginning revealed the hope of the Gorbachev regime for a domi-
nant role of the four former visitors and thus also the hope for the great weight
of the Soviet Union in the negotiations on German unity.*®

On the other hand the GDR is necessary for this concept because without
it, how could membership of the united Germany in NATO be prevented? “The
presence of our troops will not permit this,” Gorbachev said, but these troops
were in the GDR, which would soon have the strength to maintain itself and
whose population was visibly disappearing toward the FRG. Thus, Gorbachev’s
sentence, “And we can remove our armed forces only then when the Americans
remove theirs,” required a swift move if the Soviet Union was to continue to use
the GDR as collateral, because soon it would cease to be collateral.

It is thus even more surprising that the Soviets did not take the initiative
immediately.

The “Keys to Unity”: The Visits of Modrow, Baker, and
Kohl to Moscow at the End of January and
the Beginning of February

Modrow at Moscow on January 30, 1989

On January 29, Modrow came to Moscow, bearing not only a plan that would
later be referred to as the “Modrow plan” by Gorbachev and the Americans but
also “disastrous” news about the state of the GDR economy and the increasing
desire of the GDR population for reunification. As well he expressed material
criticism of Soviet economic policy, which he considered partly responsible for
the economic misery in the GDR. Later he wrote: “Hardly any of the crucially
necessary raw materials, particularly oil, were still being sent to the GDR, the
existing agreements were waste paper. Disastrous was also the Soviet Union’s
decision in January to base the payments in the RGW (= COMECON) on
foreign currencies and to put an end to the convertible Ruble. That was after
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all the actual purpose of the RGW’s activities: value mutual shipments with
goods not currency.” Modrow concludes his later criticism of the Soviet Union
with the sharp sentence that he appears to attach to Krenz’s meeting with
Gorbachev on November 1, 1989: “The child of the Soviet Union, the GDR,
lay deathly ill in the intensive care station—and Moscow began (!) to clamp
shut the lifelines.”’

In his two related books he mentions that he was not informed of the results
of the advisors’ meeting of January 25, which had taken place only a few days
previously. Therefore he also appeared surprised by Gorbachev’s answer to the
question about German unity from a reporter at the airport, which later became
a stock phrase:

Iz is the right ro self-determination of the Germans to decide this question, the Sovier

Union will in no way stand in the way.°

Modrow describes how his plan was developed during his flight there. This
plan provided that, after a first phase of economic cooperation of two sovereign
states, the areas of state competence would be given to the confederation, “at the
end of which, third, the construction of one state in the form of a federation or
a German alliance could take place. All in all I considered one to two years as
the time frame for this.” Such steps toward unity appeared no more than a few
days earlier in the “plan of the government of the GDR agreement on coopera-
tion and good neighbourliness between the German Democratic Republic and
the Federal Republic of Germany,” which Modrow had presented to Federal
Minister Seiters on January 25.4! There, in regard to the confederation, it still
stated that “the Germans in both states could decide together with their neigh-
bours about their future co-existence.”®? These changes in favor of the Modrow
plan in a few days later reveal again the rapid pace of developments that made
responses necessary.

Seiters and Kohl had disregarded this plan from the beginning because they
did not want to make a decision about such a suggestion before the elections in
the GDR. Now Modrow himself turned it into waste paper—probably because
of this West German reaction and the situation in the GDR, which changed
daily. On January 27, the oppositional Neues Forum had held its official founding
congress more or less like a political party and thus for the first time since its dec-
laration of December, which had no political significance, declared in favor of a
step-by-step rapprochement of the two German states. On January 28, there fol-
lowed a meeting of the government with some representatives of the Runde Tisch
where Ibrahim Béhme of the SPD proposed, surprisingly, to bring the election
closer. After a violent discussion March 18 was decided upon as election day—
Gregor Gysi (SED/PDS) was also in favor.*> On January 29, at the tenth sitting
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of the Runde Tisch the dismal economic situation in the GDR was discussed and
a new electoral law was suggested, which would concede the same opportunities
to the opposition.** After this meeting Modrow drove to the airport and during
the flight worked on the “Modrow plan” with his colleague.

In his memoirs Gorbachev is remarkably restrained in regard to his talk with
Modrow on January 30. All his meetings with the GDR government leader were
more like a “crisis team.” Modrow’s cabinet had achieved much under extremely
difficult conditions. Then he quoted a passage by Modrow from their conversa-
tion: Modrow had made observations he, Gorbachev, did not find unexpected,
that a growing majority of the population of the GDR no longer supported
the “idea of two German states.” And “this idea” could no longer be sustained.
Particularly in the border regions, such as Thuringia, the reunification tendencies
could not be ignored. Modrow, according to Gorbachev, said: “The overwhelm-
ing majority of the social forces—apart from the small left-wing sects—group
themselves in relation to the idea of unification. If we do not now take the initia-
tive, then the process that has begun will continue spontaneously and violently.”*
This could almost have come from Kohl’s mouth, who, with this argument, had
to win over his West European colleagues, even briefly Baker, in relation to the
tempo of developments.

Gorbachev reported on this meeting:

Futhermore Modrow said in this meeting: ‘the Germans are in favour of reunifi-
cation. They don’t even want to accept the union of two German states any more.
They are for fusion.” (...) But (nevertheless) the Modrow team was acting very
responsibly at this time in the East. I think that winter was survived only because

many issues were successfully resolved. One must do justice to Modrow.*®

In his detailed report Modrow presents another picture of this meeting. Although
both knew that Modrow had been treated as the GDR-Gorbachev, there was
not even a bit of the “euphoria of the casual, cardigan and sweater friendship
that the world would see later in the Caucasus between Mikhail and Helmut.”
He emphasizes often that he had not been informed of the latest Soviet decision
about reunification. That was not surprising because, as a guest, he was allowed
to speak first (which is not true); but also in the course of the meeting there were
only comments and questions, but he was not informed. And this in spite of the
fact that the reunification of Germany was in the forefront of their conversa-
tion. Gorbachev expressed hope in France, England, and the SPD. Then both
discussed the Modrow plan, as Gorbachev referred to it, that is, the unification
in stages and under specific conditions.

Modrow: An important aspect was military neutrality. (...) There was great agree-

ment. There was no critical situation that would have revealed serious differences.
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Modrow accuses Gorbachev several times not only of insufficient consultation
but also insufficient openness. He did not promise economic assistance, which
was crucially necessary; Gorbachev generally referred economic questions to
Ryshkov. Gorbachev certainly showed goodwill, “but his responsibility did not
bring about any practical results.”®” Here then can be seen the clear differences
between the statements of Gorbachev and Modrow.

Until now information about this meeting has come almost only from the
memoirs of those involved. Therefore, I would like to make public some excerpts
from the Soviet protocol of the Gorbachev Foundation.

The meeting between Modrow and Gorbachev took place—as indicated in
the title—in the presence of Ryshkov and Shevardnadze. But a remark by the
minute-taker at the end indicates that Falin and Fyodorov (of the International
Department of the Central Committee of the CPSU) and the acting foreign
minister of the GDR, Harry Ott, as well as the GDR ambassador in Moscow,
Gerd Kénig, also took part. After the welcome Gorbachev began with the obser-
vation that it was a special time, full of unrest and hopes, that for all those who
were now politically at the helm, especially in Europe, there were decisions to
be made, whose significance extended far beyond the boundaries of the time in
which they lived. He did not want to complain about anyone, he said, and then
continued with a sentence critical of himself that could be the flavor of his politics
of the last months.

Gorbachev: Everything should have been done earlier, in your country and in our

country. But even the volcanologists work only when the ashes fall on their heads.®®

Gorbachev still considered himself in agreement with state leaders even of the
West when he criticized the West German government:

Now many present the situation as if only the Soviet Union hesitates at the accel-
eration of the unification of Germany. But in fact it worries France, England,
and many other countries. With regard to the West German politicians, they rush
persistently to unification, even though officially they declare that they have no
intention of driving it abead.

At the same time the general secretary painted a completely realistic picture:

Lately it appears that Kohl prefers to wait for the formation of a new regime in your
country in order to clarify practical matters with it. But until then he is actually
supporting the destabilization of the GDR. Apparently he intends in this atmosphere
to carry out a deadly blow against the SED, the state structures, and the cadres who
are associated with the party.
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Gorbachev still had hopes from the people of the GDR, which would prove to be

an illusion by the elections six weeks later:

We have the impression that a large proportion of the population of the GDR
is interested in preserving their workers’ state. But this is not wanted by a very
active minority that acts very skilfully and, to be blunt, increasingly audaciously.
Apparently the strings lead to Bonn.

Modrow then presented—when asked about the situation in the country—his
unvarnished, almost dramatic report on the conditions in the GDR. He began
with information about the punishment of those guilty in this development:

Our situation is very difficult. For the GDR this is literally a fateful time. It is
always becoming more apparent that the former government is responsible for the
extent of the crisis. Yesterday the decision was made to charge Honecker, Mittag,
Mielke, and Herrmann with treason. Twenty-nine former functionaries of the central
level and 290 people from lower levels were charged. They are charged with viola-
tions of human rights and constitutional rights, the destruction of the economy, and
misuse of office.

The “anger of the masses,” now that they have found out about the abuses of
the former officials, is directed against “the Party as a whole” and against State
Security. Its coalition government was the “only organ” “that supported the
authority of the state.” Under Krenz there was an attempt to “protect the old
leadership.” “A great inconsistency was exposed when the party was renewed.”
Modrow reported on the Runde Tisch, on the growing number of opposition
groups. He was able to accomplish the fact that “the” party was not dissolved, but
it would change only its name. On January 22, he suggested to the opposition
that it participate in the government. A few parties, however, wanted to leave the
government again.

The economic and social tension was growing and was affecting everyday
life. Demands for increased pay, longer vacations, and pensions were becoming
louder.

Modrow: This would require additional expenditures of around 40 billion Marks,
which was far beyond the actual capabilities of the GDR.

Gorbachev: How does the state budget look?

Modrow: The whole budget—230 billion Marks. The domestic debt is 170 billion
Marks and the foreign debt 20 billion dollars.> We could solve our problems only
through the increase of the effectiveness of the economy. But the economic situation
is constantly getting worse. Strikes have begun. In many places there are temporary

work stoppages or work slowdowns. There is danger of a chain reaction. There are



2+4,4+2,0r 33+22/ 165

difficulties in supplying everyday necessities. The open borders have had negative
effects. People fear the instability of our currency. As a result there is a buying boom.

Modrow reported further that the organs of the authorities in the districts were
falling apart, that there was increased radicalism. The political leaders were also
becoming more fearful so that even a well-known Social Democrat (of the GDR)
constantly changed his residence. There were suicides in the State Security. The
People’s Police, however, was still relatively stable.

Modrow: There are growing negative attitudes toward the Soviet troops. Here too
there could be problems. This is particularly the case when troop manoeuvres take
place on the firing ranges. In a whole list of places the population was watching the

Soviet garrisons very closely. 30

In January approximately 50,000 people left the GDR, at the end of the year it
could be another 500,000. The GDR was being heavily influenced by the FRG,
and Kohl and the former chancellor Brandt (SPD) were guiding the election in
the GDR. Brandt spoke at events attended by “many thousands” and promoted
reunification. The attacks on the SED were increasing. He did not even know
any more how many members it still had: 500 or 600,000? Modrow reported on
the election day, which had been brought forward to March 18, 1990, though
the local elections were still supposed to take place on May 6. A government of
national responsibility with oppositional ministers without portfolio was now
being put together from the opposition groups of the Runde Tisch.
Then came Modrow’s passage that Gorbachev quoted in his memoirs:

From all this one must come to the conclusion that the idea of the existence of two
German states is already no longer supported by a growing proportion of the popu-
lation of the GDR. It appears to me that this idea can no longer be sustained.

One sentence in his descriptions reveals Modrow’s bitterness in complete clarity:
what was being undertaken today “is essentially the attempt to dismantle the
post-war structures in Germany.” Whoever carries the GDR flag is attacked—
“the street is unfortunately now in the hands of the opposition.”

Modrow: [ consider it extremely important to steer the whole problem relating to the
two states on German soil and the steps involved. The issue is that the ideas and
formulations that we have used until now no longer suffice. The larger part of the
social forces, with the exception of small lefi-wing sects, group themselves in one
way or another around the idea of unification. We have prepared our thoughts on
this. I want to ask you, as far as possible now and here to become familiar with
these (hands over the document, the “Modrow-Plan”).>!
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Modrow then was asked the big question: “How can we influence the course of
events?” And he gave an answer that had just been rejected by Genscher and Kohl
and Baker and 7oz brought up by Gorbachev at the advisors’ meeting:

It is important to put the brakes on the process and to move over toward a pan-
Europe route; otherwise the influence of the other side will grow and our influence

will decrease.

Surprisingly, this “all-Europe idea” of Modrow was not discussed more deeply,

neither in the form of a CSCE initiative nor in the form of a European security

system, which would be an alternative to NATO and the Warsaw Pact. On the

other hand, although it did not fit the logic of this all-Europe idea, Modrow sug-

gested a four-power initiative, which neither of them mentioned in their books.
According to the Soviet protocol Modrow said:

1 think the Sovier Union should, together with the other three powers, remember
their rights in Germany. It would be good if the four powers could quickly agree on
a partnership in the stabilization of the situation.

The two Germanies were not mentioned in relation to this possible four-power
idea. But then Modrow asked Gorbachev about the international level, which
should advise on Europe and particularly Central Europe.

It is necessary to consider that Baker and Genscher had just developed a
concept of 2+4 negotiation and that Gorbachev and Chernayev had already sug-
gested the 4+2 formula. According to this protocol, however, Gorbachev did not
express such a thought to Modrow. Modrow suggested explicitly in a misun-
derstanding of the state of German—American negotiations that the American
secretary of state should give a statement about to the four-power responsibility
during his upcoming visit to Moscow.

Modrow also asked for Gorbachev’s visit to the GDR:

A great help to us would be a visit by Mikhail Sergeyevich (Gorbachev) and Nikolai
Ivanovich (Ryshkov) to the GDR, particularly in view of the fact that lately high-

ranking politicians from the West are very active in their travels.

Modrow then moved on to economic problems because these had just been dis-
cussed with Silayev, head of the ministerial council, without any success:

The problem of oil shipments from the Sovier Union is very serious. In January
we received 508 thousand tonnes less than was agreed to. In the first quarter the
shipments were reduced by 1,127 million tonnes. This leads to serious harmful
consequences for our chemical industry, affects transport and fuel supplies for the
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population, the security of the spring orders. In January were able to balance the
situation somewhat, but it will not be possible to continue because with the high for-
eign debr we really have no leeway. I ask again if a solution to this problem, which is
very serious for us, could be dealt with at the highest level because it was not possible

to reach an agreement with Comrade Silayev.

The official exchange rates were catastrophic for the GDR. The official exchange
rate was 3 East Marks for one DM, but the trade exchange was 8:1: “The whole
social policy was effective only with a closed border. Now all the social achieve-
ments are turning against us” because they are being exploited by speculators.

One can see that Modrow presented to Gorbachev really all the problems
that were troubling the GDR government.

Gorbachev declared that this situation in the GDR had not arrived unex-
pectedly, but still this dramatic, factual description probably caused him deep
worry about whether there was any possibility any more of having concepts for
their own initiatives or if these would come too late.

Gorbachev replied first with thanks for Modrow’s openness, agreed with him
on the significance of this fateful time for the GDR, and also said that everything
would have transpired less painfully if something had been done when there was
a stable GDR. The Soviet general secretary encouraged the GDR prime minister:
“We have not a few opportunities and we use them in London, Paris, and the
USA.” Kohl would still see that his practice of destabilization would have nega-
tive consequences for everyone, including the FRG. “We intend to tell him this
at a personal meeting,” which would soon take place in Moscow. There existed
“a special responsibility of our three states for the processes now taking place in
the centre in Europe.”

With regard to the United States the Soviet general secretary said:

There are many signs that the USA wants to play the German card. It upsets the
outlook of its own position in Europe in the fhture. They do not like the integration
of Western Europe, to say nothing of that of Europe as a whole.

Gorbachev had not presented this summary of American fears and interests in any
other talk with a foreign guest, not even with Mitterrand, in whose case it would
have definitely made sense. It is, however, necessary to ask oneself why Gorbachev
had until then taken the interests of the United States so little into consideration.
The thought expressed here shows that at this time Gorbachev preferred to move
toward Western Europe, but he at the same time ties this thought to an illusion.

Gorbachev: Apparently [the USA—AVP] ponders the possibility of a unification
and neutralization of Germany even if this leads to the complete withdrawal of
American troops (1) from Western Europe.”?
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It is hardly possible to understand how Gorbachev could assume such a view at
a time when the Federal government was declaring its opposition to any neu-
tralization and fundamentally supported the NATO policy of the United States,
if for no other reason than the fact that the British government definitely, the
French government with at least clear hints, and the other Western European
states with few exceptions criticized reunification, or at least the speed of the
process.

Here lies the core of the strategic problem, if you like, the actual crux for
Gorbachev: the Western Europeans in their strategy of hindering or delaying
German unity welded the Federal government closely to American NATO policy.
And Gorbachev contributed to this, to strengthen the Western Europeans in their
position against (or at least against quick) reunification. Gorbachev still hoped
to influence the Americans toward a withdrawal of their troops from Western
Europe. Why should this, however, be in the American interest, if they knew that
the German government was on their side? We will see how far Gorbachev tried
in his next talk with James Baker on February 7 to achieve this withdrawal of
American troops from Europe.

After what was actually the high point of this meeting between Gorbachev
and Modrow there were discussions of the usual, but in my opinion, no less
illusionary hopes.

Gorbachev: The main question is the military neutrality of the GDR and FRG or:
the question is not that of neutrality in general but rather the military neutrality
as a step.

Thus Gorbachev predicted realistically a future that would be uncomfortable
for him, namely one in which “the military political structure in the East would
be destroyed” and, furthermore, this would happen before any political security
solution between East and West. Through this a “sudden change in the balance
of power would result.”

And then again, he said something unbelievable:

The most important thing is the preservation of the state sovereignty of the GDR and

non-interference in its affairs.

He made this statement, although both of them had just stated that the GDR
would fall and expected this to happen with the elections in around six weeks—or
at least that there would be a wide-ranging confederation. The idea of “interfer-
ence” in the GDR would soon no longer exist, since the majority of the popula-
tion would vote for German unity. What then would the word “interference”
mean? Or did the Soviet general secretary already hope that the Federal Republic
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would take over the GDR in order to take over the agreements with the Soviet
Union, particularly the economic ones?

It is impossible to escape the impression that here two state leaders who were
in distress saw the world and its critical development quite precisely but who still
encouraged the one toward another, and carried hopes of a future: neutrality and
the withdrawal of American troops from Central Europe as well as the continuing
existence of a sovereign GDR. Or, like the government of the FRG, Gorbachev
strung Modrow along or was even tantalizing him only until after the elections
when there would be a healthier economic partner: the Federal Republic.

Before the end of the meeting Modrow thanked him with the remark thacall
these “questions that have been brought up were thought through by you. And
what you said is a great support for us: we must keep going.”

It is surprising how the general secretary could with these ideas affect a man
like Modrow, who came to Moscow full of criticism. If the prime minister of
the GDR really did say this, it must have been Gorbachev’s charisma that led
Modrow, who actually thought realistically, to make this statement.

But Gorbachev’s strategic considerations, which at least he expressed to
Modrow, did not survive two weeks. Possibly he did not want to be completely
frank about his true thoughts with Modrow so that the latter would carry on a
while longer. Both interpretations might not reflect Gorbachev’s own views of
himself: that of the political chess player planning in advance and that of the
open and democratically instructive politician who wanted to treat Modrow as
a “true friend.”

Modrow remembers one point not quite correctly: if the protocol is correct,

Gorbachev also mentioned the advisors’ meeting of January 25 to the prime
minister of the GDR.

Gorbachev: Frankly the great agreement in our [his and Modrow'—AvP] ideas
and approaches is explained by the fact that literally the day before, on Friday, we
discussed, at this table, with our re:pomz'/ﬂle comrades ﬁam the [mdership and with
specialists, detailed questions that were related to the developments in the GDR.
This is why I am reacting in this way ro your suggestions.

This does not, however, constitute real information about this meeting; there
Modrow is correct.”

At the end of the actual meeting a dispute developed about how to inform
the press. Gorbachev was in favor of a publication of the Modrow plan and the
results of their meeting before Kohl’s visit to Moscow on February 10, but won-
dered who should do the informing: Modrow or the Runde Tisch.

Ryshkov spoke in favor of publication through the parliament, that is, the

People’s Chamber.
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Shevardnadze asked Modrow:

Are you sure that you have the support of the government? [Modrow had of course
mentioned that he was the only Politburo member of the SED who was still in

office, but the attacks on him were increasing.—AvP]

Modrow: ‘I think that we will preserve it in its essentials. (...)”
Shevardnadze: Probably a siruggle is developing on the question of neutrality.

Gorbachev was, however, in favor of passing over neither the parliament nor the
government.

Suddenly and unexpectedly—at least according to the protocol—Modrow
asked again:

L wanted to be more specific in the question about oil. Can we count on assistance?

Ryshkov: That is a complicated question for us. Oil production fell by 17 million
tonnes. We are in a difficult position with our friends. We will look again in case
the smallest possibility arises. But I repeat again, the situation is very difficult.

Gorbachev: In general we will do everything not to allow the destruction of the
mutual economic ties. I think its necessity will be understood in the FRG too.
It is important to draw the West Germans into a three-sided economic relation-
ship, into the creation of three-sided economic co-operation. After all we do have
the greatest ties with the GDR and FRG. Besides the West Germans also have
to understand that it hardly have the capability to take over alone the economic
problems of the GDR. Are they for example in a position to supply the GDR
with raw fuel? With one word, we are in principle in favour of the preservation
of the mutually beneficial two-sided ties. These questions must be deliberated
with the FRG.

Thus here, as already at the advisors’ meeting five days before, the FRG as the
source of financing is brought into play, although all the participants actually
knew that so close to the election the Federal government did not want to put any
more money into the GDR, but rather afterward when there was another govern-
ment. In his book Ieh wollte ein neues Deutschland (I Wanted a New Germany)
Modrow says that the conclusion he had drawn from the inadequate assistance
from the Soviet Union was “that the future economic stability of the GDR could
no longer be achieved without close co-operation with the Federal Republic.”
Gorbachev had “not made any statements anyway” regarding the economy, but
rather had referred to Ryshkov.54 Both of these observations are not quite correct,
according to the protocol: Gorbachev promised, more than Ryshkov, to support
the GDR—whatever this actually meant—and he selected the FRG to be the

loan issuer in the German—Soviet—German triangle.
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Modrow speaks completely concretely of “14 to 15 billion Westmarks” that
he counted on from the Federal government. “Also for 4-5 billions in goods.”
Modrow even said that in the Federal Republic there was talk “of a kind of
Marshall Plan.”

He expressed this expectation to the Soviet leadership although recently in
Dresden he had been given the cold shoulder by Seiters in financial matters. As
has been said before, all of this really does not sound like “encouragement.”

Gorbachev expressed much more indignation about the persecution and
abuse of SED functionaries than about the other issues that had been mentioned,
particularly after Modrow remarked that there were efforts to “declare the whole
party a criminal organization.”

Gorbachev: That must not be permitted, we must fight.” Here there could be
“only one standard—the law.

And finally, completely at the end, the stubborn Modrow repeated his invita-
tion to Gorbachev and Ryshkov. This would be “a great help” because the leaders
of the FRG were visiting “the GDR very actively” during the election campaign.

1 think we could accept your invitation. However, I visited you not long ago. Possibly
Nikolai Ivanovich (Ryshkov) could undertake this trip to Berlin in response to your

reques z. 35

Gorbachev’s understanding of the meaning of this invitation was either very good
or very bad: he was to come as an election campaigner to the almost lost GDR.
But he did not do the SED/PDS this favor. But what in his view spoke against
it? It could only be the fear of a confrontation with the Federal Republic, which
he wanted for himself and the Soviet Union as a future economic partner. Or he
had internal reasons.

At the press conference in Berlin on February 1 immediately after his return,
Modrow stated that the intention of his plan and the meetings with Gorbachev
was, besides the four-power responsibility, an economic, monetary, and trade
union as well as an alignment of rights and laws.

The Modrow plan also includes the “military neutrality” of a united
Germany—at least in the German version that was published on February 2,
1990, in Neues Deutschland, but also in the Russian version that Gorbachev had
received from Modrow at the beginning of the meeting, that is, before Gorbachev’s
mentioning of this “main point” in the meeting.’® It was assumed that it was
Gorbachev who introduced the point of the neutrality of united German as
“essential” in further negotiations.”” The Soviet protocol of the meeting con-
firmed this assumption immediately since this “main question” (Gorbachev) was
not addressed by Modrow but by Gorbachev. But Modrow said in an interview
that since December 1989 he had been in agreement with Gorbachev that reuni-
fication could only be carried out on the condition of neutrality.’® He does not
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express this in relation to the actual situation on January 30 so clearly in his
books. Neutrality was in his discussions “an important aspect,” he writes there.*’
Also almost at the same time at the beginning of February, he noticed that “neu-
trality was negotiable,” which Kohl found interesting.*’

At Modrow’s press conference in Berlin on February 1 at least the “military
neutrality” was an essential point for the two Germanies on their way “to federa-
tion.” Gorbachev informed Chancellor Kohl, even if rather briefly, in a letter of
February 2 about his meeting with Prime Minister Modrow mainly about the
“goal of the creation of a contract community as a step on the way to the confed-
eration of the two German states”—knowing that for this “step” there was not
much time considering that there was an election on March 18.°!

Baker in Moscow on February 9: Germany’s Membership in
NATO and the 2+4 Mechanism

On February 7, only eight days after Modrow’s meeting in Moscow and four
days after Genscher’s visit to Washington, the American secretary of state James
Baker arrived in Moscow,®* that is, during the dramatic plenum of the Central
Committee of the CPSU, where all of Gorbachev’s politics were sharply debated
and where, at first, Gorbachev could get his way. Baker stayed until February
10 and then left as Chancellor Kohl arrived. Baker’s visit was of particular sig-
nificance for the further development of the reunification of Germany and
especially for the negotiations on the external aspects of unity, that is, the ques-
tion of the unified Germany’s membership in NATO and question of the 2+4
negotiations.

First Baker met Shevardnadze and expressed there—according to his own
report—opposition to growing anti-Semitism in the Soviet Union and then dealt
with the 2+4 negotiations. Shevardnadze opposed the speed of reunification
especially among the Germans and favored the CSCE as the suitable negotiation
apparatus for the unification of Germany, but confessed, according to Baker, that
the four-power mechanism would be brought into play effectively there. He also
spoke in favor of a referendum in Germany, without, however, going into detail
on the specifics. Apparently the idea of a referendum, which had been brought
up by his “archenemy” Yegor Ligachev, had had some effect on his political oppo-
nent Shevardnadze. Baker explained Shevardnadze’s position on the fact that he
had been attacked in the Central Committee plenum and was accused of being
personally responsible for “losing” Eastern Europe and Germany.*

After the meeting with Shevardnadze, Gorbachev received the American sec-
retary of state. Because this meeting was so important®* and files and memoirs of
the participants differ so much,® I would like to quote longer passages from the
Soviet protocols.®® Also, Gorbachev’s meeting with Baker is sometimes underval-
ued and the following meeting with Kohl overestimated.®’
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After the general greetings and a short report of the Soviet general secretary
on the Central Committee plenum and the situation in the country, Baker gave
advice on the Soviet economy and the necessary construction of a new price
system in the Soviet Union. “Sometimes the finance minister in me wakes up,
a post that I used to hold. So these are my free pieces of advice and I hope that
they are worth something.” Then this first section—in the second the other
“big” impending political problems such as the German question or the 2+4
negotiations—is concerned with questions of disarmament and arms control,
particularly air- and ocean-based cruise missiles, which were of great significance
for the Soviet leadership. Shevardnadze had first negotiated with Baker about
this alone: now he was with Gorbachev. Baker believed that the United States
had gone very far in accommodating Soviet ideas on disarmament.

The Soviet protocol of the meeting of Baker with Gorbachey, in the presence
of Shevardnadze and Baker’s representative Bartholomew, reveals that Gorbachev
was speaking of the question of the strength of the American and Soviet troops
in Central Europe, as he had indicated on January 25 and then again in his talk
with Modrow on January 30. To start with he made it clear to the American
secretary of state that he saw in the American disarmament suggestions only the
beginnings of accommodation.

Gorbachev: As we looked at your first proposals it became clear that your implemen-
tation will give you a significant advantage, if [ am not mistaken, of 2,000 war-
heads. This is in no way equality. We can not divert from the principle of equality.
Neither the congress nor the Supreme Soviet would agree to that.

The range of the rocket and above all the regulation of armament limits, also
of chemical weapons, also played an essential role for Gorbachev. For the elab-
oration of the details Marshall Akhromeyev was brought in; he agreed with
Gorbachev. Baker’s under secretary of state Reginald Bartholomew took over
the role of the specialist on the American side. One further critical point of
Gorbachev concerned the American proposal of the reduction of troops in
Central Europe to 195,000.

Gorbachev: You propose a level of 195,000 persons. We agree, but not for Central
Europe, but rather for the whole European zone, i.e. the Soviet and American
troops that are in Europe outside their national territories. If this is not completely
acceptable to you because you have troops not only in Central Europe but also in
several other counties, we can try another approach. That is a level of 225,000
persons for the Soviet and the American armies in Europe. Thus our suggestion
is flexible. The second number of 225,000 persons takes into account the fact
that you have troops in Great Britain, Italy, Turkey, and several other countries
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totalling 65,000 persons. Because these troops have their duties and regulations,
we thought that for you a level of 225,000 might be more acceptable ro you.
Baker: We will look at these numbers and make an effort to answer in the second

part of today.

Only two days later, on February 11 in Ottawa, there was little left of this wished
for equality, as we will see in the next chapter.

Gorbachev became clearer in the question of the limitation of nuclear tests
and the way he brought this into the discussion, moreover, shines a light on his
personal style in such negotiations:

Now on to another question: not long ago, as I appeared at the council of the
Ecological Forum, I said thar we are ready on any determined day to end nuclear
tests, if the United States would join us. And really the whole room got up and
applauded. This information is for your consideration.

Even if one is speaking of a gradual reduction of nuclear tests, the goal of a com-
plete end to such tests should not be forgotten. According to the Soviet protocol
Baker answered:

Baker: We are also in favour of a step-by-step process.

Gorbachev: It is necessary that this process proceed without interruption.

Shevardnadze: Yesterday the Secretary of State agreed with this position.

Baker: Yes, we are not turning away ﬁ'om the idea of unintermpted negotiations
and the long-term goal of the end to nuclear tests. The [American—AvP] presi-
dent does not diverge from this position. Our task now is to complete the work on
the protocols on the control of the two treaties over the limitation of nuclear tests.
(...) I can assure you that, as I already said yesterday, we will not abandon the
step-by-step process and the long-term goal of the talks.%®

Then, according to the protocol, Baker immediately moved on to the problems
of the CSCE, since in his talks with Shevardnadze it had become clear to him
that the Soviet foreign minister saw the CSCE as the main forum for the solution

of the large European questions, including German reunification.®

Baker: We know that you are interested in an all-Europe meeting at the highest level.
We have studied your suggestions. At the beginning we were rather distant, because
it was not clear what goal this meeting was supposed to have. However, not long
ago, we declared our agreement to participate in this meeting and we have stressed
three principal items. First: this meeting should be a step for the preparation for
the all-European summit conference that is planned for 1992. Second: it necessary

at this meeting to sign an agreement on the reduction of conventional troops in
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Europe or at least use it to force movement in the direction of an agreement. And
finally, third: we would like that at this meeting the agreement on our suggestions
about free elections as a human right be established.

Gorbachev declared himself in agreement in principle, but wanted this confer-
ence to take place before the party congress of the CPSU so that there was time in
the Soviet Union to carry out “free elections of the party delegates.” As later his-
tory shows, Baker’s acceptance of the CSCE was not one that even in any degree
influenced the continuing progress of German reunification.

All of this and other points of discussion not mentioned here show in the
Soviet protocol an extremely cooperative, clear, and simple American secretary of
state. On the other hand, in the second part of the talks, he spoke very directly
about the unification of Germany:”°

Baker: Early today I had a thorough discussion with Minister Shevardnadze on the
German question. 1 would like to learn your opinion in this matter too.

Gorbachev: [ would like ro listen to you.

Baker: First, this process is moving much more quickly than anyone could have
expected last year and even in December of last year. In the course of the last week
1 have met with the foreign ministers of Great Britain, France, and the FRG.
All agree with this opinion. On 18 March the peaple of the GDR will vote. In
its greatest majority it is in favour of unification, elects leaders who support the
idea of the unification of Germany. Soon the two German states will begin the
discussion of the internal aspects of unification, such questions as the unification of
governments, parliaments, a common capital, common currency, economic unity.
De facto this is already taking place.

1 am familiar with the uneasiness of the Soviet Union, about which we spoke in great
detail with the minister [Shevardnadze—AvP]. At the same time we understand your
statement, made a short time ago, and the presence of E. A. Shevardnadze in Brussels
in December of last year as an expression of the fact that a unification is unavoidable.
The most important thing is that this process takes place under stable conditions and
secures stability in the future. We think that frameworks or mechanisms for decisions
in these questions that affect the external aspects of unification are necessary. At the
same time it is necessary to be extremely careful in approaching the creation of such
mechanisms, in order not to set oﬁr a ﬂdre—up of German nationalism. This task should
be undertaken only when the two Germanies have begun to deal with the domestic
aspects of unification. We have begun a preliminary discussion with the French and
the Germans, so far without a bias toward an agreement, on the possibility of the

creation of a mechanism ‘two + four.”

Thus, in quite direct language, are named here the first essential issues that con-
cerned Baker and also the West German leaders. Baker made clear that he had
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spoken with Genscher and with the foreign ministers of the two other Western
victorious powers who wanted to temporarily preserve the status (Thatcher) or
favored a four-power conference on Germany. This is not without significance
because it made clear to the Soviets with extreme urgency that the discussions of
January 25 were already out of date. The issue was not a conference of six, but
rather the two German governments, which did not want to let the victorious
powers negotiate about them and therefore wanted to be in first place and not
the other way around, as the advisors’ meeting of January 25 had suggested.
Gorbachev asked cautiously from the perspective of the advisors’ meeting:

1 wanted to ask you what you think about the “four + two” mechanism.

Baker: [ think it is better to have a ‘two + four” mechanism. I explained to
Mpr. Shevardnadze why in our opinion a four-sided approach would not work.
1 think that the idea of the use of the CSCE process would also be hard to achieve
because it would be very cumbersome. I would also like to emphasize that I have
no guarantee from the FRG that the Germans would agree to “two + four.”

In 2001 Anatoli Chernayev, Gorbachev’s Western advisor, considered this a weak
response list because “Baker had actually already spoken with Genscher” (which
Baker had not hidden, “only” his positive stance on the 2+4 mechanism). But,
according to Anatoli Chernayev, Gorbachev was also “tricky” in his pretence that
he was discussing this question “for the first time.””!

Baker continues:

Of course the fears of Germany’s neighbours must be taken into account in the work-
ing out of the external aspects of unification to some extent. Therefore it is very pos-
sible that the CSCE forum could be used in the ratification of an agreement that is

worked out in the framework of the “two +four” mechanism.

What appears here in the Soviet protocol as Baker’s opinion has a clearly differ-
ent direction from what Baker gives in his memoirs. In them there is no mention
that the CSCE could be used for “ratification” of what would result from the
negotiations in the framework of the 2+4. On the contrary, in his memoirs Baker
contradicts Shevardnadze who wanted to bring the CSCE into play because the
CSCE was in total too “unwieldy.” This seems to be only a small difference, but it
immediately becomes significant if one considers that here in the Soviet protocol
Baker appears to make concessions toward a total European solution. It can be
postulated that this difference is the result of different protocols or in the skilful
way in which Baker handled the negotiations, making such declarations without
any commitment, if they were suited to persuade the Soviet side, but then later
playing them down, or the result of both. It is also possible that Baker late played
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down this agreement regarding the CSCE because Bush had not yet taken up this
approach and which in his letter to Kohl of the same day, February 9, played no
role, as in later negotiations.

Baker: We have fought together with you, brought Europe to peace together.
Unfortunately we then used this peace poorly and that led to the “Cold War.” At
that time we could not act together. Now that basic and rapid upheavals are tak-
ing place in Europe, we have a very fﬂvoumb/e opportunity to work toget/aer in
the interest of the preservation of peace. I would very much like for you to know:
neither the president nor I intend to derive any one-sided benefit from the process
that is now taking place.

Immediately after this concession to the CSCE—this is what it must have been
in Baker’s eyes—and after this exceptionally polite statement, that they did not
want to derive any one-sided benefit from this process, Baker moved on the main
point, namely the question of neutrality, which now did indeed reveal most clearly
the American desire for a one-sided benefit:

Baker: Now a few more points. We are with determination opposed to Germany
becoming neutral. The West Germans also told us that such a decision would not
be satisfactory for them. I want to explain to you why. If Germany becomes neutral
it will not necessarily become anti-militaristic. On the contrary, instead of relying
on American nuclear deterrence, it might decide to create its own nuclear weapon
potential. All our Western European allies and many East European countries have
given us to understand that they want the United States to maintain its military
presence in Europe. But [ want to assure you that if our allies tell us that they are
opposed to our presence, we will take our army home.

Shevardnadze: With regard to your allies I dont know, bur the unification of
Germany could conceivably require [the American withdrawal—AvP].

Baker: If that is the case, our army will go home. We leave every country that does
not want our presence. The American people have always strongly supported this.
However, if the current West German leadership becomes head of the united
Germany, this leadership told us, that they are opposed to our withdrawal.

These are considerations that were an element of the German policies of both
states, since the 1950s, since the time of the American secretary of state John
Foster Dulles and his Soviet counterpart Vyacheslav Molotov, namely the tying
of Germany to the two military alliances of the Cold War, NATO, and the
Warsaw Pact, in order be able to fetter a potentially nationalistic or aggressive
German politics.”> There was only one small difference from the 1950s: now
only NATO actually existed because the Warsaw Pact was in the process of
dissolution.



178 / The End of the Cold War?

These passages from the Soviet protocol essentially confirm the Western
statements made to this point on the question of Baker’s arguments in favor of
NATO membership for the united Germany. Beyond this they allow no doubt
that the Soviets were informed by this time at the latest through Baker’s visit of
the West’s position opposing neutrality and favoring the continued presence of
American troops in Europe even after reunification—and more, that they had to
take this position into consideration.

Baker: And finally: the mechanism that leads ro presence of the USA in Europe is
NATO. If NATO is dissolved, there will no longer be a mechanism for the presence
of the USA in Europe.

This is a previously unfamiliar point. Here is enunciated the almost hegemonic
claim of the American government of the time on Europe, but here also lies the
week point in Baker’s logic from the point of the view of the Soviet Union and its
interests. Why should the presence of American troops be in the Soviet interest?
Only because of the potential threat of a united neutral Germany? Were there
not other mechanisms for tying Germany, for example through alterations in
the structure of NATO or even of both military alliances, as expressed again by
Genscher in Tutzing? Or through a new European security system? What could
Gorbachev had expected from an agreement with this American, possibly com-
mon Western rationale? Or was it too late for all these other possibilities; was it
realized too late in Moscow that, because of such long hesitation, the European
train had already left in the opposite direction and without the Soviet Union?”?

Baker anticipated some of these questions—Gorbachev had not yet
responded—and made an offer:

We understand that it is important not only for the Soviet Union but also for the
other European countries to give the guarantee that, if the United States maintains
its presence in Europe within the framework of NATO, an expansion of the juris-
diction or the military presence of NATO will not take place by even one inch in
Eastern direction.”* We intend that consultations and discussions within the frame-
work of the ‘two + four” will guarantee that the unification of Germany will not
lead to the expansion of the military organization of NATO to the east.

This “guarantee” is the decisive point: the American secretary of state offers in
the case of reunification a NATO, which will not expand to the East—not even
to the region of the then former GDR (but with American troops in Europe in
the framework of NATQO). This was how the Soviets had to understand it and
this is how it was understood However, at the end Gorbachev did not put this
“guarantec” in a juridical form according to international law. From a Soviet
point of view, that should turn out to be a big mistake. And Baker wrote by
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hand in his personal notes: “End result: Unified Ger. anchored in a *changed
(polit.) NATO—*whose juris. would not move *eastward!” as Sarotte quoted.”
However, facing Gorbachev’s unclear statements in this talk Baker might exagger-
ate the success of his meetings in Moscow.

After his “guarantee” Baker continued immediately:

These are our thoughts. It is possible that another approach can be found. We still
do not have the agreement of the Germans to this kind of solution. I have presented
it to Genscher, but he said only that he will consider it. (...) Now I have presented
this approach to you. I repeat, it is possible that something much better can be come

up with, but so far we have not succeeded in this.

Baker’s explanations were a clear, polite, and skillfully formulated direct serving
up of American interests. Now it was Gorbachev’s turn; he had listened to Baker
for a long time and interrupted him only once.

In the face of these suggestions that conflicted with Soviet interests, he
answered surprisingly hesitantly, thoughtfully, carefully, and partly unclearly, in a
style completely opposite to Baker’s.

Gorbachev: [ would like to say that, in general, we share these trains of thought ().
The process has begun, it develops. We must try to adapt to the new realities.
A mechanism is needed (. . .) so that stability in Europe—a very important centre
in world politics—is not destroyed. Naturally we have some differences from you in
our view of the situation. I think this is not terrible. The most important thing is
that the situation is not approached too simplistically.

Because the question, what kind of Germany the united Germany was to become,
was seen differently in Paris, in London, in Warsaw, in Prague, in Budapest.
Jaruzelski had just told him that the Germany question was a special question
particularly for Poland. And then Gorbachev quoted Jaruzelski, apparently to
make his position clearer in an indirect way:

(Jaruzelski) expressed the opinion that the presence of American and Soviet troops in
Europe was an element of stability in Europe.

No one would express openly their fears of the Germans and the Germans would
not today make claims on the Sudetenland or Austria. “But what would happen
tomorrow?” France and Britain were also worried whether they would remain
“big players in Europe””® after reunification. In Baker’s version of this section
Gorbachev’s answer is substantially more positive: “We have to adjust to this
new reality,” is what Baker heard Gorbachev say, “and not be passive in ensuring
that stability in Europe is not upset. Well, for us and for you, regardless of our
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differences, there is nothing terrifying in the prospect of a united Germany.” This
is an idea that appears to be almost the opposite in the Soviet protocol. The fear
of possible future German expansion becomes in the Soviet protocol an essential
line of Gorbachev’s reasoning. For Baker it is also surprising that here for the
first time Shevardnadze rejects a point with which Gorbachev agreed openly,
namely the lack of a threat from a united Germany (but only in the American
protocol).”””

According to the Soviet protocol, Gorbachev continued that the United
States and the Soviet Union had it easier with Germany because Kohl and his
team knew what significance these two (super-) powers had.

In this “superpower” comment Baker believes that he saw the reason why
Gorbachev thought differently from Shevardnadze; there was something that
Gorbachev, unlike his foreign minister, denied: “the decline of the Soviet Union

»78
as a great power.

Gorbachev: With regard to the mechanism: ‘four + two” or “two + four:” a mech-
anism that would base itself on international law, would give an opportunity
Jfor consultation and judgement of the situation. Perhaps it is necessary after our
exchange of opinion—you, as you consider necessary and we in the same way—to

proceed with consultations with our partners in East and West.

This does not yet mean that there is unanimity between us, but it is necessary to search
Jfor it. You said that the FRG expressed opposition to this approach (the 2+4) [which
Baker had not expressed in this way—AvP]. As far as Modrow is concerned, based

on our consultations with him, he supports such an approach. Tomorrow we can ask
Kohl what he thinks about it.

Here again it becomes clear that Gorbachev is playing for time, although it was
precisely this that he did not have in the face of the imminent elections in the
GDR. It also shows that he apparently had no clear approach, he did not agree
with the 2+4 mechanism, but did not reject it either, remains—differently from
what was indicated on and January 25 and 30—cautious in the question of neu-
trality and NATO, but wants to wait to see what Kohl says, although he suppos-
edly knew that he had agreed with the Americans.”

Baker: This would be good. Bur I would like to express a warning. If we have a
chance to persuade the Germans to support the ‘two + four” approach, then only
after 18 March, only after the GDRS decision, afier they begin to discuss the
internal aspects of unification. Otherwise they will say: the pressure of the four
powers is unacceptable, unification is a purely German affair. Our approach takes
into account that the internal aspects of unification really are the affair of the two

Germanies. However, the external aspects must be dealt with with consideration of
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the security interests of Germanys neighbours. Besides we have to discuss the status
of Berlin. If we approach the situation in this way, there is the chance that the
Germans will agree with the proposed mechanism.

1 have to admit again that I did not discuss this at all with the chancellor, Genscher
also gave me no answer. He said only that he would look closely at this approach.
1 think he supports it. But the chancellor, that is something else.%° He can be con-
sidered after all a candidate in the upcoming elections.

Gorbachev: That is a very important factor that shapes the situation.

Baker: That is the wonder of democracy. He must be very careful so that the impres-
sion is not created in Germany that he is putting the question of unification into
other hands.

Immediately at the end of this section of the conversation Gorbachev takes a turn
that underlines once more the differing speaking styles of him and Baker: “I want
to tell you about a symposium,” said Gorbachev according to the Soviet protocol
but not anywhere else so far, “which was recently organized by the Evangelical
Academy [in Germany—AvP] and in which representatives of all parties and
groups of the FRG and the GDR participated, except for Modrow’s party.” And
a long report followed:

In the result of the consultation a large proportion of the participants spoke in favour
of a confederation. The representatives of the GDR emphasized that the closer eco-
nomic ties between the two Germanies were not to mean the sale of or the coloniza-
tion of the GDR. They said that they did not want to be spoken to as one spoke with
small children.

Here Gorbachev expressed, as he often did by quoting the statements of others,
very early the idea of the danger of colonization that was later to play a large
role.

Second conclusion: unification should take place with respect for the existing borders
and with the preservation of the membership of both parts of Germany in NATO and
in the Warsaw Pact only in the territory of the FRG and GDR at the present time.

There were differing opinions at this conference of the Evangelical Academy on
the question of neutrality and the membership of a united Germany in the mili-
tary alliances. The majority had spoken in favor of membership in both alliances,
which would become political structures.

Gorbachev: The most surprising thing was Brandts appearance. He confirmed that
no one should interfere in the self-determination of Germany. He said that the
Germans could not wait for the CSCE process, that closer relations of all Europe
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could not precede the unification of Germany; on the contrary, a unification of
Germany must come before. He rejected the confederation and spoke in favour of
a federal German state. In this the West German part should remain in NATO,

and it was necessary to think about what was to happen with the GDR. Many

representatives of the FRG criticized Brandst for fuelling German nationalism, that
he is attempting to outdo even Kohl.

Only a few weeks later Willy Brandt’s position, which is quoted here and which
was very close to Genscher’s position, which had already been presented, was the
general position—even including the special status of the GDR. In Bush’s letter
to Kohl on February 9,8' which has already been quoted, there is also this posi-
tion of Brandt, in which Bush incorporated a remark of the then NATO general
secretary Worner regarding the special status of the GDR,*” but 7ot Baker’s agree-
ment against any expansion of NATO, which in this case referred to the expan-
sion to the GDR.

In opposition to Brandt, Gorbachev mentioned the brother of the president
Carl Friedrich von Weizsicker, who warned of the intensification of national-
ism in the Soviet Union as a danger not only for perestroika, or Giinter Grass,
who expressed his concern about an aggressive chauvinism in a united Germany.
Besides, the economic costs of unification were given as 50 billion Marks for
the next eight to ten years, for which reason people should think three times
“if unification is worth it.”

Gorbachev: What an interesting array of opinions. I have told you about them in such
derail because I think that one should not allow these emotional waves to influence
and be influenced by such pressure, and should not diverge from the decisions and
predictions about what it all means and how this process can be channelled. In both
German states there are forces that see danger. And this is important. I would like
to ask you to tell the president that we will stay in touch with you, that we want to
exchange information and if necessary ideas about this problem with you.

Baker: 7 will definitely do this. I would like you to understand: I do not say that we
should yield to the emotional wave. But I think that internal integration in Germany
will soon be a fact. Under these conditions it is our duty to the peoples, our duty for
peace in the whole world, to do everything possible to plan such mechanisms as will
guarantee stability in Europe. That is why I have suggested this mechanism.

After Gorbachev’s answer to Baker’s suggestions, which was rather balanced and
thoughtful but not very concrete, the American secretary of state led the Soviet
president back to what was for him the essential thing.

[ want to ask you a question that must absolutely be answered now. Assuming that

um'ﬁmtion takes p[ace, what is far you more reasonable: a united Ger;mm}/ outside
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of NATO, completely independent, withour American troops—or a united Germany
that has ties to NATO bur with a guarantee that the jurisdiction or the army of
NATO would not be expanded over the current border to the east.

To this direct question that almost demanded an answer Gorbachev responded
only:

We will ponder all of this. We intend to discuss all these questions at the level of the
leadership.

And then comes the only concrete sentence on the problem that had been
mentioned, but it did not require—as would be expected after the advisors’ meet-
ing and Modrow’s visit—the neutrality of a united Germany:

Gorbachev: It is of course clear that an extension of the NATO zone is not acceprable.

Baker: We agree. (1)

Gorbachev: It is entirely possible®® that in this situation, as it is now developing, the
presence 0f the American army can p/ay a constraining role (!). Possible that we
must, as you said, think about this, that a united Germany will possibly seek ways
of retrofitting its armaments [rearmament>—AvP], as happened after Versailles,
the creation of a new army. In fact, if this takes place ousside of European struc-
tures, history can repeat itself. The technical and industrial capabilities allow
Germany to do this. If it existed in the framework of European structures, this
process could be prevented. It is necessary to think about all of this.

The Soviet leadership had, however, been thinking “about all of this” for a long
time and the question arises why Gorbachev did not express more clearly the
interests that had already been made much clearer at the advisors’ meeting 15 days
previously. His final remarks are also more than vague.

Much of what you say appears realistic. So let us ponder. It is not possible to come to
any kind of conclusion now. You know that the GDR is tightly allied with us and
the FRG is our first trading partner in the West. Seen historically, Germany was
always a strong partner of Russia. We and you have the opportunity to influence the
situation. And we should use this opportunity if we work out a rational approach
that takes in to consideration the interests of our countries and of other countries,
if we work out an appropriate mechanism. These possibilities should not be under-
estimated. Naturally it is now becoming very difficult because of the election, the
embers of emotion that heat up the society. We will observe the situation and decide
how to proceed.

These are again only general statements and warnings but no political concept.
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The assurance, given twice by Baker, that NATO would not be expanded
eastward by even one inch with the unification of Germany was of enormous
significance for the Soviet politicians. Even if Gorbachev mentioned it only in
a brief remark in his later memoirs®* and did not bring it into his later negotia-
tions, it played later a greater role for him and especially for his opponents.

Thus, in 1999 in an interview with me, Yegor Ligachev, Gorbachev’s main
opponent in the Central Committee of the CPSU, repeated indignantly that
Baker had

given guarantees from the side of USA, and the side of Germany, that no NATO
expansion to the east would follow or would take place. Everyone can see what has
happened now. There is an unstoppable expansion of NATO to the east. And this is

a movement toward the CIS borders.®

He charges Gorbachev with agreeing to everything in order not to endanger
relations with the West but in doing so he had accepted a threat to the Soviet
Union.

This agreement is not repeated by Bush or Baker, not even in Baker’s mem-
oirs, which otherwise report in great detail on his meetings with Shevardnadze
and Gorbachev on February 8, 9, and 10 in Moscow. Buct his agreement is—as
we have seen—definitely confirmed by the Soviet protocol and Baker will be
criticized for it immediately after his return (see below).

Later Modrow summarizes the results of the Baker visit:

Baker first had a meeting with Shevardnadze, then on the 9th a meeting with
Gorbachev. And there exactly is the crucial point off the table. There is no more talk
0f a mi/itﬂril)/ neutral German_y; instead now the process of German reum_'fz‘mtz'an
will be carried out without any conditions from the side of the Sovier Union in this

question.®

This summary is correct in that Gorbachev did not insist on the neutrality of a
united Germany with Baker, yes, did not even mention what he had indicated
only ten days before, but rather Shevardnadze had. One can add that Gorbachev
also dropped the other condition that he wanted to express, namely the paral-
lel withdrawal of the American and Soviet troops, but rather permitted a larger
contingent of American than Soviet troops. Thus it was no wonder that Baker
reported euphorically on this meeting and saw it as a breakthrough in the ques-
tion of the NATO membership of a united Germany. It would be wrong, how-
ever, to observe that Gorbachev had not expressed any conditions: but it was a
different one, namely no expansion of NATO—and this was exactly what Baker
had agreed to bindingly.
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As for the main result of the meeting between Baker and Gorbachev it is pos-
sible to summarize: the Soviet general secretary did not oppose clearly Baker’s ideas
of a membership of the united Germany in NATO, the idea of the presence of
American troops in Central Europe, even agreed with Baker in general, was even
coy in accepting German unity, and hinted that he would not oppose Germany’s
membership in NATO. Baker could indeed interpret Gorbachev’s vagueness in
this direction. The main Soviet condition, as expressed in Gorbachev’s previous
formulation, namely the “simultaneous withdrawal of the American and Soviet
troops” or even “neutrality of the united Germany” as part of this unification
process, was not raised here. Instead Baker declared unconditionally that there
would be no expansion of NATO to the east.®’”

Kohl in Moscow on February 10: A Further Key to Unity

On February 10, Chancellor Kohl flew to Moscow for meetings with Gorbachev
that were finally not to take place. His arrival came at a time when conditions
were relatively favorable for his policy: in the GDR there were signs in favor
of unity, the election had been brought forward to March 18, an assortment
of opposition parties and groups were being formed, and his CDU joined the
bloc party Ost-CDU and garnered more allies. The SPD took another approach
through its own Eastern SDP, which was still weakly organized. Modrow and
the SED-PDS were encountering increasing difficulty, but it appeared that his
government would still survive until the elections.®®

In international relations working with the United States bore fruit: the
rigid opposition of the British prime minister, Margaret Thatcher, crumbled.
It was necessary for Mitterrand to grasp that German unification was going
to come quickly and his hope for a progression of first a European and then a
German unification was being buried; also the cautious feelers he had sent out
in the direction of a (however unclear) European peace order spreading from
the East—West borders met with no positive response—not even Gorbachev had
reacted. But still the Federal German government had agreed to the Euro and
the European monetary and social union—which was extremely important for
Mitterrand.

Even the Polish prime minister had only limited reservations: Mazowiecki
hinted in a recently written letter only in a very veiled form at the border ques-
tion, but spoke instead more clearly of the desire for credit.* Still the Oder—
Neisse border remained a source of criticism of Kohl.

From the United States, however, came a push that expressed a characteristic
fear of the Americans and could cause inconvenience for Kohl. The US assistant
secretary of state Eagleburger spoke on January 30 in Bonn “on behalf of Secretary
of State Baker” of “the” “worry” that the European Union might act without
considering NATO. In NATO there was an agreement that it “was necessary to
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continue to talk” about a “CSCE II summit conference.” “But then the EU had
decided in another forum that this summit would zake place. This would tie the
USA’s hands. (...) Because the USA was not represented in EU bodies, NATO
remains the first choice; it remained the basic tie to Europe for the USA.”

This was for Bonn an essentially complicated, perhaps potentially even
explosive, issue because behind it was the problem of whether NATO interests
and European unity (East and West) would always be compatible during this
process of German and European unification. What would happen if Gorbachev
took a clear position against the presence of American troops in Europe—as a
condition of unification? What if he insisted on the simultaneous withdrawal of
Soviet and American troops from Central Europe? Here was a genuine risk for
Kohl’s policy of unity.

In the meantime we know that Kohl was never placed in this position, because
Gorbachev “did not play this card” and had already on January 25 at least consid-
ered the withdrawal of Soviet troops, without demanding that the Americans do
the same, and he had also not demanded this of Baker at the meeting on February 9.
But apparently Kohl did not know this yet. It became clear to him only shortly
before his meeting with Gorbachev from Baker’s letter of February 10.

Portugalov’s statement, that they had not “put the fat man on the rack to
get him to decide between unity and a tie to the West,” would have to have been
modified from the Soviet perspective under these circumstances: the Soviet side
did not put Kohl on the rack to make him decide between unity and the simul-
taneous withdrawal of the American and Soviet troops from Central Europe or,
more precisely, to decide in favor of a European security system.

The chancellor tried to calm Eagleburger with comments about the “equally
significant” friendship with Paris and Washington: he would “therefore not par-
ticipate in any plans to force the USA out, but rather would remain strictly in
opposition to this.””°

A further cause for this American concern was given by the French “Sherpa”
Jacques Actali, Mitterrand’s advisor. At the meeting of the representatives of the
leaders of the G-7 countries (so-called Sherpas) Attali had said, according to the
Bonn protocol: “Europe must adjust to a time when the USA and the Soviet were
out of Europe.”" Here the French position pointing to an independent Europe
becomes visible.

Nevertheless, Chancellor Kohl now really needed only the Soviet agreement
for reunification and this under the most favorable conditions for the Federal
German government: no neutrality of the united Germany, no withdrawal of
American troops from Central Europe, also no simultaneous withdrawal of
American and Soviet troops, and continued German membership in NATO.
What still had to be clarified was the military status of the (former) GDR territory.
Another question was: what did the new relationship to what kind of Warsaw
Pact look like?
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On February 7 Horst Teltschik had written a submission for the chan-
cellor titled ““Gesamteuropiische Sicherheitsstrukeur’. Sicherheitspolitik der
Bundesregierung auf dem Wege zur deutschen Einheit” (All-European Security
Structure: Security Politics of the Federal Government on the Way to German
Unity).”” The goals were, among others, the stability of all of Europe and respect
for the security interests of all the involved states. He referred to the proven secu-
rity structures in Europe, on the essential US presence. The membership of the
GDR and the Federal Republic in different military alliances was “a problem.”
Teltschik concluded:

A united Germany will be neither partly nor completely demilitarized. (...)
A united Germany will remain a member of NATO and the WEU (West European
Union).

And then something there follows something new, though it had emerged since
Genscher's Tutzing speech, since the debates in the United States between the
White House, the security staff, and the secretary of state, and since the speech
of NATO general secretary Worner in Hamburg about the special status of the
GDR in NATO as a consensus between Bonn and Washington.

However, no units and facilities of the alliance INATO—AvP] will be moved across

the existing internal German border towards the east.”

This means, modifying Genscher’s Tutzing position, that all of Germany would
be in NATO, but the forces of the members would remain only in West Germany.
This position was different from the one Baker took in Moscow. It did however
agree with decisions of the White House at this time; these were defined and
elaborated in a letter to Chancellor Kohl of February 9—exactly at the time when
Baker was giving his pledge not to expand NATO to the east.

Although officially the discussion was still always about longer time periods
until reunification, all settings of the course for the future primarily in Bonn
and Washington amounted to decisions that would be made soon after the elec-
tions in the GDR, if there were no fundamental objections from the Soviet side.
When Scowcroft met Teltschik on February 3in Munich, he was—according to
Teltschik in his diary—“deeply impressed by the tempo of the development and
sensed that after the election on 18 March everything could move very quickly
towards unification.” Scowcroft then asked: “What collateral did the Soviet
Union have that could be used against the Federal government? (...) I referred
to the four-power responsibility. The United States will not go along with that,
Brent responded. This would also make it [the USA—AvP] hesitate to agree to
a CSCE summit because the Soviet Union could be tempted to turn it into an

ersatz peace conference on Germany.”
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Nothing of what Scowcroft and Teltschik feared from the Soviet Union had
remained in the strategic considerations of the Soviet leaders, other than using
their own troops as a pawn, but this pawn was also just being eliminated.

Two Letters to Kohl

Two American letters reached Chancellor Kohl for the preparation of his meeting
with Gorbachev on February 10: a letter from Bush (February 9) and one from
Baker (February 10), which reported on his meeting with Gorbachev and which
he had left with the American ambassador in Moscow. Kohl and Baker had just
missed each other there.

George Bush had to decide between two concepts that related to the military
status of the GDR territory after unification: one that was close to Genscher’s
Tutzing position, that is, no extension of the military structures of NATO onto
GDR territory with a general membership in the alliance; and another different
concept that added all of the GDR area to NATO, thereby “granting guarantees
of protection” to it, but also giving it a special status that affected the stationing
of the members’ forces.”” This accorded with the decisions of the chancellor’s
office on February 7, even if the differences appear minor.”®

In the letter from George Bush of February 9 that arrived at the same time
with a personally written German letter,”” there was first a reinforcement of the
mutual German—American basis:

We will in no case allow the Soviet Union to use the four—power mechanism as a
lever against you in order to force you to create a Germany as the Soviet Union

would like it to be and at the tempo it wants.

He then continues with the problems of the NATO membership of the united
Germany:

Naturally this is also something that the German people and the representatives they
elect have to decide. Therefore I have received your rejection of the idea of neutrality
[in the Modrow plan—AvP] and your decisive statement that a united Germany
would remain a member of NATO with great satisfaction. In this regard I welcome
the idea that one aspect of NATO membership of a united Germany could be the
conferring of a military special status for the area of the GDR. We believe that such
an approach can be compatible with both the security of Germany and that of its
neighbours—in the context of an essential, perhaps finally a complete withdrawal of
Soviet troops from Central and (!) Eastern Europe.

Here an essential approach of American politics in connection with German
unity becomes clear: the complete withdrawal of Soviet troops from Central and
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Eastern Europe. What about the American troops then, to take up Gorbachev’s
idea from the advisors’ meeting of January 25? Bush’s answer was:

10 strengthen your position I said that I expect that Germany will remain a mem-
ber of NATO and at the same time I mentioned that NATOS role will constantly
change, that its political role®® will gain more significance. We are certainly also in
agreement that the presence of American forces on your territory and the continu-
ation of nuclear deterrence are decisive for ensuring stability in this time of change
and uncertainty. Even if the Soviet Union, as we hope, removes all its troops from
Eastern Europe, it will still remain by far the most powerful single military power in
Europe. US troops in Germany or elsewhere in Europe, protected by a reliable deter-
rence, must, I think, will help to preserve the security of the West as long as our allies

want to have our military presence in Europe as part of a common defence.”

This is the complete American strategy, as had already been indicated in May
1989, now on the way to success: the Soviet troops withdraw, the American
troops remain in Europe, including Germany. The only compensation that is
offered is no allied troops in the GDR in accordance with its special status.
Could Gorbachev accept this? Would he still try again to play his actual crump
card, his own troops in Germany? Or had the Soviet leadership accepted the
American politics of hegemony in Central Europe; would it withdraw not only
from Central Europe but also from other Eastern European countries?

Baker immediately made this new line his own, according to his rivals in
the White House. This meant Baker’s assurance'”>—no expansion of NATO
jurisdiction by an inch to the east with reunification—had been valid for just a
single day.

The American secretary of state informed the Federal German chancellor in
his letter on the results of his meeting on the German question with Gorbachev
and Shevardnadze, particularly about the Soviet concerns:

Above all whether reunification might not endanger security and stability in
Europe

Whether the borders would be permanently accepted by the Germans
Whether the current assurances would be maintained by later governments

Whether the security of the other European countries—considering historical
experiences (with the Germans)—could be guaranteed

Baker had assured Gorbachev that the Federal German government would take
these concerns seriously, but no one except the Germans could decide the fate
of Germany. Baker emphasized that he had stressed the autonomous German
responsibility for the internal aspects of reunification. The external aspects
were not to be dealt with through the instrument of the four powers, which
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the Germans would not accept, but rather through a 2+4 mechanism. He also
expressed opposition to the CSCE as an instrument, though it could sanction
what was decided in the 2+4 arrangement. Everything could begin only after
the elections of March 14. He had also told Gorbachev that he had spoken with
Genscher about all this, but not with “you,” the chancellor. Gorbachev had
described these ideas as “acceptable in this situation.” Baker continued that he
had informed Gorbachev that Germany wanted to remain in NATO, that this
was also the view of the United States, that he therefore asked Gorbachev: would
you rather see Germany outside of NATO, independent and without American
troops, or do you want a united Germany with tight ties to NATO and with the
guarantee that NATO would not expand by one inch to the east?'’! Gorbachev
had answered that they would consider everything in a kind of seminar of the
Soviet leadership. In general Gorbachev was not definite. The 2+4 mechanisms
and the CSCE frame might be suitable for helping him to go further.!%*

Clearly the American secretary of state had written this letter in Moscow
before he had moved over to the slightly different line of the president.

The Conversation

Thus prepared, even with small shadings in the American positions, Kohl came
to Moscow, was received very cordially, and met with Gorbachev. One was a
“conversation under four eyes” with the participation of interpreters and some-
times Horst Teltschik and Anatoli Chernayev. Then there was a meeting “in an
expanded version.” The German protocol of the private meeting was written by
Horst Teltschik and printed in the files of the chancellor’s office.!® The Russian
version is preserved in the still restricted files of the presidential archives, but also
in the Gorbachev Foundation, written and confirmed by Anatoli Chernayev.!*
The same applies to the meeting “in an enlarged circle,” as it is referred to in
Russian, or the “delegation talks,” as put in German.'®

Just to remind, in his role-playing with Kohl at the advisors’ meeting on
January 25 Gorbachev had intended to confront the chancellor with the fact that
the Western powers were secretly opposed to reunification, that he would not
withdraw the Soviet troops from Germany without the Americans doing likewise
at the same time, that he would agree to reunification only if the united Germany
remained neutral; in any case he would not permit Germany’s membership in
NATO. He also wanted to play Kohl off against the SPD.

Now to the meeting itself, which I am presenting according to the Soviet
protocol, which was until then closed, and where I will comment on specific dif-
ferences from the German protocol.

After a greeting that was, considering Gorbachev’s usual introductions, brief,
the host made a comment about the “really not simple time:” “We keep ourselves
in the Soviet Union constantly under pressure in order, as we say, not to break
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any dishes. Restraint and balance are of course required not only for internal mat-
ters but also for foreign politics. You are the guest, you have the floor.”

The chancellor thanked his host and said, “Our meeting today has become
pressing, our talks will be very important.”'° Gorbachev agreed.

Kohl reminded of the meeting of the previous summer in Bonn and wanted
to build on this meeting in the same frankness and openness. Much had changed
but the “current development, I think, continues in the spirit of the joint declara-
tion” of Bonn. He also congratulated Gorbachev on the last Central Committee
plenum that, thanks to good preparation, had become “such an impressive, supe-
rior, and outstanding achievement.” In the German protocol this praise is not
quite so extravagant; instead Kohl’s is quoted as saying that he could imagine
“what was going on before and during the Central Committee plenum behind
the scenes.” Gorbachev added: “And in the plenum too.”

Then, in both protocols, the “supplies campaign” (in the German protocol)
and the “provision of financial assistance to the Soviet Union for the shipment of
supplies” (in the Soviet protocol) is mentioned.'?”

Gorbachev expressed many thanks—now again according to the Russian
protocol—“for this initiative that went far beyond the usual scope of a relation-
ship and wins a most generous name,” as it is literally translated. Kohl said that
he had passed a test by doing so, “and easily as well,” probably referring to his
requests of German business partners. This assistance, he had told Shevardnadze
in the car, conformed “completely to the assurances that I had given last summer
in Bonn.” He offered further assistance. “Mr. General Secretary, if the situation
should arise where you need help and support and you think that I can help you,
please approach me.”!%®

After Gorbachev thanked him the chancellor turned his attention to the cur-
rent German and international situation: the “German track” and the “European
track” were tightly tied to each other. His report on the GDR was as catastrophic
as that of Modrow, whom he considered generally an “honourable person.”
The authority of the state had been in a state of collapse since January 20. On
December 19 in Dresden, Kohl had believed that Modrow would speak with
him about the contract community and the confederation. “However, Modrow
changed his concept and concentrated on the economic side of the issue and also
on the franchise.”

The number of migrants arriving in the West stood at 380,000 in the pre-
vious year; 200,000 of these were younger than 30, highly qualified people.
They came not because of the money but rather because of their futures. If the
tempo continued at this pace, in February 65,000 to 70,000 “would come to
us.” Transactions between firms in the GDR were increasingly carried out in
“FRG Marks.” Some districts were seceding from Berlin, vengeance and calls for
retribution were being heard more and more. “He himself (Helmut Kohl) does
not encourage this development, but tries to stop it.” Yesterday morning the
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magistracy of East Berlin had asked the Senate of West Berlin to take over the
hospitals. Two-thirds of the physicians had left, and as were many electronic spe-
cialists and scientists from other disciplines. “Now the population of the GDR
is in a state of depression.” Until now everything had happened peacefully, and
there was no radicalization.

Kohl: n the GDR are stationed Soviet troops of around 400,00 individuals. The
wives and daughters of Soviet officers live there. It is the duty of the Soviet govern-
ment to protect them. That is an elementary rationale, a legitimate interest, and
1 support it.

Until now he had spoken about what was the current reality;'* now he wanted
to speak about what could happen.

Kohl: 7 will try to construct a prediction. On 18 March there will be elections in the
GDR. I and my government are doing everything to ensure that there is no collapse
before the election.'° After the elections a new parliament will be created, there
will be a new government. Independently of the results of the elections—the drive
toward the unification of Germany will grow. There is now in the GDR not one
party that is opposed to unification. Even the former SED now supports the unity
of Germany. We do not doubt that the parties of the GDR and the new government
will express their desire for the unity of Germany. A sensible reaction will be neces-
sary. Exactly for this reason I made the suggestion for the creation of a monetary
union and the expansion of economic co-operation. The goal of that is the restora-
tion of the economy of the GDR and the prevention of further emigration from it.
For the FRG these are problems, but problems that can be solved.

Kohl continued that it was necessary to act:

And I want to work closely with you, Mr. General Secretary. The changes that are
now taking place are not least the results of the politics of perestroika; for this reason

we want to stand besideyou.

The chancellor referred to another “negative instance.” There was in the Federal
Republic just now a stormy debate about the nuclear power plants in the GDR.
That concerns not only us but also the Soviet Union.

Minister Topfer, who is responsible for questions of environmental protection, there-
fore also for the security of the nuclear power plants (in the Russian: atomic stations),
received during his most recent visit to the GDR from its government the suggestion
to take over the problem of guaranteeing the security of the nuclear reactors. Topfer
said that this was not possible at this time. After seeing the nuclear power plant in
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Greifswal, however, he suggested that it be turned off immediately. The condition
there is dangerous. The equipment of this nuclear power plant is even older than that
in Chernobyl. The people are flecing the area. They know that after Chernobyl there

was complete hysteria in our country.
Military security is the next important point, to which Kohl now moved:

It is necessary to consider our security interests reasonably and with trust in each
other. These consist of concrete interests and psychological factors. There was Hitler;
the German army marched through the Soviet Union, France, Holland, and Poland.
For the Germans this is a bitter history and they have learned their lesson from it.
1 wish, together with you, Mr General Secretary, to participate in the shaping of the
beginning of the decade of the 1990s. During this time the lessons of history should
always be before our eyes. (...)"!

If a united Germany is created in the joining of FRD-GDR-Berlin, it will be neces-

sary to complete the relevant agreements. In them it will be necessary ro put an end
to the border question. I know that in the Sovier Union there are doubts because of
the decision of the Federal Constitutional Court. We will make this decision be not a

problem. If development continues to proceed, it seems to be now, then the new gov-

ernment of German}/, the united German pﬂrlz'ﬂmmt, will accept a ﬁmzl decision.

Here there should not be the shadow of a doubt or any reason for distrust.

The shadow had developed because there had been an earlier statement that had
appeared possible to all those affected Hans-Dietrich Genscher had made the
conciliatory suggestion that after the election in the GDR both German parlia-
ments would separate themselves from this declaration.

Kohl did not, however, pay attention to this, but went on to another, if not
to the most important point in the eyes of the Soviet leadership:

The question of NATO and the Warsaw Pact is different. I heard that you had a pro-
ductive talk with Secretary of State J. Baker. In order not to get lost in details, I want
to say only: we are in_favour of further progress in the question of disarmament and
will promote this on our own. We are in favour of progress in Vienna for the success
of the START talks\? and particularly in regard to chemical weapons. Naturally
we must not forget rockets with a shorter range, which you refer to as tactical. Talks
about these will also take place.

What we do not want is neutrality. That would be a historical stupidity. Such a mis-
take was already made after 1918. A special status was established for the Germans
at that time. The point of Rapallo'™® was to emerge from this special status. The

mistakes must not be repeated.

We intend that NATO should not expand its operating range.
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In the German protocol this sentence is clearer: “Naturally NATO cannot expand
into the current territory of the GDR.”! In its generality this sentence actually
reflects actually nothing more than the state of discussions with the Americans,
especially Bush’s letter about the special status of the GDR within the united
Germany’s membership in NATO; it does not even correspond with Genscher’s
Tutzing declaration but goes further. Why Chernayev expresses this part so much
more concretely cannot be determined. Perhaps he had not yet been able to com-
prehend the difference between Baker’s and Bush’s positions in all its volatility;
possibly Teltschik did, however, express it more clearly in his record than it was
said in the meeting. In the conversations with Anatoli Chernayev it was not pos-
sible to make it more precise.
Kohl continued:

It is necessary here to find sensible scheme. I understand correctly the security interests
0f the Soviet Union and hold myse!f accountable that you, Mr. General Secretary,
and the Soviet leadership will soon have to inform the people of the USSR of what
is happening. It is one thing when we speak, bur another thing when simple people
speak. They remember the fates of their fathers and brothers. This is completely normal.
However, if we do not act, the situation will become critical. We must prevent this.
And we are ready, together with our partners, neighbours, and friends, to act. With
us, your saying who comes too late will be punished by bistory is very popular. We
are ready to let it guide us.""

That was the first longer statement by Kohl. Gorbachev answered: “Thank you very
much for your thoughts. I have a few questions.” His first question related to one
of his main concerns—the economic stability of the GDR. Kohl added, “Another
economic system is needed there.” Gorbachev asked: “If there is talk of a monetary
union—are any time limits intended?” Kohl’s answer is not without interest:

1 cannot answer this question for the following reasons. If I had been asked this ques-
tion at the end of December I would have said that a few years were necessary for such
a change. Thatr would be sensible, the economists think. But now no one is asking me.
The people are deciding everything on their feet. Chaos is beginning. Probably in a
few weeks there could be a reaction, possibly even after months.

Gorbachev: That means right after the elections?

Kohl: That is possible. I dont want to go too far. However, I have already spoken
about the suggestion by the Magistracy of East Berlin to the senate of West Berlin.
The next week the mayor of West Berlin comes to me and says that we will have
to pay. And I cannor refuse. The situation is such that everyone is doing what
he thinks is right. But an economic scheme is necessary. This is the actual point
of my well-known Ten Points. You see point by point the creation of a contract

community.
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Gorbachev did not respond to this comment about the “Ten Points;” instead he
asked a second question:

Gorbachev: 1 have not understood your remarks about the conclusion of a new agree-
ment, in which the question of the borders finally dealt with. Are they not already
fixed? Or is the translation inaccurate here?

Kohl: Yes, the border is regulated in the Moscow and Warsaw treaties. Bur these
treaties were made with the FRG. Therefore the issue is the confirmation of what
is said in them. If the GDR and FRG unite, the new German parliament must
confirm the existence of these treaties. There can be no doubt about their content.
But the decision of the Federal Constitutional Court'\® affects the Moscow Treaty
that was made between the Soviet Union and FRG.

According to the Russian protocol, Gorbachev did not have questions about this:
according to the German one he had two: first was the issue the confirmation of
the Moscow Treaty; second, but the treaty “did not need to be confirmed, but
rather strengthened.”

Further according to the Russian protocol:

Gorbachev: Does this not frighten you? After all, you will bury the FRG*Y

Kohl: I have no fear of this. I imagine that this new state structure, the united
Germany, will not have to make new treaties.''® The new state can step into the
rights of the old treaties, obviously with the agreement of Moscow and Warsaw.
That is, however, a technical and not a political question. Its clarification does not
appear to me to be particularly complicated.

In the following passage there is a small difference between the German and
the Soviet protocol. According to the German one, Kohl addressed the essential
question: “The main question is the status of the future Germany, above all the
military one.” According to the Russian, it was Gorbachev who did this:

Gorbachev:  The central question relates to the status of Germany in regard to military
security.
Kohl: Here a solution can be found.

Then the chancellor became rather more general:

Kohl: The Soviet Union has a right to try to safequard its security interests. We
are interested in the sovereignty [of the united Germany—AvP]. It is necessary
to find ways from both sides to secure trust. That concerns not only us but also
the USA, Great Britain, and France. I am convinced that much can be done.
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I mean, for example, it will become very important if (in the German protocol:
that) the new German state takes the same stance, assumes the same obligations
that the FRG had in relation to nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons.
That will be important for the Soviet Union, and for the USA, Great Britain,
and France. The French and the English are deep inside very glad that they
have weapons that the Germans do not have. They are not glad because they can
threaten us with these weapons. For them this gladness has a specific psychologi-
cal basis.

Gorbachev: Could it not happen that the pluralistic system in the FRG and the
election campaign mechanism would make the problem of reunification become
part of a competition among various forces? That would lead to a splitting of the
society in the GDR. And will it not become worse if this debate is carried into the
society of the GDR?

Kohl: This will not happen.

Gorbachev: But would the GDR not become a hostage in the election campaign?

Kohl: No. In the GDR everything had already significantly earlier, when the decision
Jfor the elections was made. Anyway, it would have been somewhar quieter there, if
Honecker had begun with reforms at least in the spring of 1989.

Gorbachev: 1 zold him that.

Kohl: 7 know.

And then Kohl praised the historical significance of Gorbachev. “What would
the Soviet Union be without you?” His opponents had no idea about politics
and history. “Regarding the elections, we have no intention of carrying them out
from the Federal Republic.” As an example of this, and hardly understandably,
Kohl referred to his trip to Dresden, which was a success and that he, Gorbachey,
would certainly have seen. “There I said specially that we will travel a mutual
road with the Soviet Union.” In addition, if one follows the Russian protocol,
there is an astonishing historical retrospective.

Kohl: With regard to the elections in the GDR, such areas as Thuringia and Saxony
count as a Strangbold of the historical parties. 19 1y their time Mars, Engels, Bebel,
Lassalle were successful there. Great party congresses of historical significance were
held in Eisenach and Gera [he means Gotha—AvP]. In 1932, before the Nazis
came to power, the Communists could get the support of a majority of voters. And
only behind them came the Social Democrats. In general, the Social Democrats
had a better starting position than the others. In 1945 with the help of Marshal
Zhukov its union with the Communists took place. Now this party has been cre-
ated anew. Willy Brandt, whom you know well, is now travelling like a bishop
or metropolitan through the GDR and gives everyone his blessing. He was even
elected honorary leader of the GDR- SPD.
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Gorbachev commented, less politely than in the German protocol:

Gorbachev: You are not exactly sitting around either. In Davos as you were leading
the discussion you rouched on the theme of non-intervention. You mentioned it in
connection with the inner collapse of the GDR.

Kohl: Yes, that is so.

Gorbachev: Okay, if that were true. But various forces in the GDR are asking the
FRG not to treat them like small children.

Kohl: We are not doing that.

Gorbachev: [ am familiar with the words of the well-known scientist Carl Friedrich
von Weizsicker, who calls for a refrain from interventions. One more question. Is
it true that the government of the FRG no longer sees the unification of Germany
in the framework of a total European process, but rather outside of this?

Kohl: The one like the other. After all, this concerns everyone. I do not see a
difference.'*

Teltschik’s minutes make this more understandable, beginning with Gorbachev’s
question:

Does the Federal Chancellor want to say with his statements that the problems of the
unification of Germany should no longer be solved in the framework of the European
union but rather outside it? The Federal Chancellor denies this. For him there was
no (1) difference between the two developments.

Then it became really tense for the chancellor and Horst Teltschik, as Gorbachev
observed:

Well, it can be said that there are no discrfpancies between the Soviet Union, the
FRG, and the GDR on the question of the unity of the German nation, that the
Germans should decide this matter themselves. Simply put, in the main departure
point there is the statement: the Germans should make their choice themselves. And

they should recognize this, our position.

Kohl: The Germans know this. They want to say that the question of unity is the

choice of the Germans themselves.

In both protocols this observation comes almost incidentally. But Horst Teltschik
reports on the tension of this situation as the “note-taker” in the interview:

And then, almost abruptly, came this central sentence that I will probably never
Jorger until the end of my life. Now not completely bur almost word for word:
“Thus it is now the matter for the German Democratic Republic and the Federal
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Republic of Germany if they want to unite, when they want to unite, how quickly
they want to unite, and how they want to unite.”™*' If you are right there, you
know that you are experiencing a historic moment. That is the story. There was
certainly a shiver of excitement running up my spine. After all I had to record
everything. And the interpreter translated, I had to write along. In this case it
really is important that every word is correctly preserved. Because a misunder-
standing is fatal. And so I nudged the chancellor and told him that Gorbachev had
to repear himself. Therefore, Helmut Kohl spoke in such a way thatr Gorbachev

repeated this sentence three times.

In both protocols, and in both minutes in the delegations’ languages, however,
it is not the governments of the GDR and FRG that are referred to but rather the
Germans who should decide about German unity. After the essential statements
had been made, in many aspects, the talks started at the beginning again. Kohl
repeated that peace should emerge from the German people, which Gorbachev
considered an important statement.

But suddenly and unexpectedly a new surprising drama developed as the
general secretary again expressed misgivings in the border question and Kohl
replied—a drama that was new to me, since I was familiar only with the German
protocol:

Gorbachev: We must build the united Germany on a fundamental base. Therefore I
asked the question about the borders. This is a_fundamental issue.

And now in the German protocol it says only: “The chancellor expressed his
opinion on the Oder—Neisse border.” But in the Russian one there is more:

Kohl: For me this question causes internal political difficulties. Bur I maintain firmly
what I told you. I have countrymen who lost their homeland. At the end of the
Second World War the Reich lost a third of its territory. Thirteen million people were
expelled from their historical homeland. Two million died on this journey. Now of
those 13 million, 4—5 million are still alive. They have children and grandchildren.
Their feelings include an understanding that the former territories belong to yester-
day. If an opinion poll were taken, 88—89 per cent would say that that is the past.
If there were a referendum on the unification of the GDR and FRG with the final
recognition of the Oder—Neisse border, 92—-93 per cent would be in favour. Bur if
one is honest, for many people the pain deep in the soul does not 20 away. This pmb—
lem is part of the domestic politics of the FRG. I am pressured to appeal to a portion
of the voters, to win their voices. But I hold to the treaty agreements.

If the protocol is correct, Kohl’s thoughts can hardly and only partly be under-
stood: why was the Oder—Neisse border such a problem for him when in his
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opinion, such a huge majority would be in favor of the unification with its “final”
recognition of the Oder—Neisse border? Because he feared that “for many people
the pain deep in the soul does not go away” and this could become a problem
in the long run after all? Or did Kohl’s German nationalist heart offer resistance
to the fact that, during his time as chancellor, the “third part of Germany” would
finally be written off? Was it the shadow of Adenauer and his effective slogan
“Germany divided into three—never,” which could be directed at him? Hard to
believe with Kohl, the European. But it became even more problematic—still
according to the Soviet protocol, because Teltschik left something out here:

Kohl: 7 have a greas, personal request to make of you, Mr. General Secretary. It would
be very good if the subject of the borders not be mentioned in connection with the
fate of the expellees until the day when there is complete clarity. For me it is not
important when that day arrives, tomorrow, after four months, or after four years.
That is my internal political problem, and I do not want the pressure on me to

become stronger.

After this memorable request by Kohl to the leader of the Supreme Soviet and

the general secretary of the CPSU, of all people, Teltschik’s minutes begin again.

It is to be suspected that the omission was not made without Kohl's request.
But Gorbachev answered this remarkable request from Kohl with resistance:

Gorbachev: Bur you must recognize that I, Jaruzelski, Modrow, the leadership of
Czechoslovakia, that all of us also have an internal political problem. Have you
paid attention to the last plenum of the Central Committee [of the CPSU—AvVP]
[There he had been asked:—AvP] “Was this matter a theme,” “will that policy
be carried out?” “Have you not forgotten the sacrifice of the people [in the Great
Patriotic War—AvP|?” This came to the forefront and it is with us very current.
The chancellor must consider that. If a united Germany is constructed, it is nec-
essary to know where its place in the community of nations is. We must all take
this context into consideration. We are in favour of co-existence and for working
together for the good of all.

Kohl: 7 have already said that peace would come from German soil. If there is no inner
freedom, then there will be no freedom at all. And there are short-sighted people
and idiots everywhere. With regard to the borders, for the internal peace it is impor-
tant'?? to accept the Oder—Neisse line. We have no problem with Czechoslovakia.
Fourteen days ago the Sudeten German Organization declared that it had no
questions about the border with Czechoslovakia. The spirit of revenge has dis-
persed. In its place is the wish to live and work together. As far as the border on the
Oder—Neisse is concerned, I would need to receive the internal support'® of the
majority of the population of the country. I have good chances of this. That, which
1 recently said in Warsaw, was, it appears to me, received positively.
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Why then did Kohl have this remarkable outburst? And why in the German
protocol was it left out and instead there was a note that the chancellor expressed
his position on the Oder—Neisse border? The chancellor spoke soothingly:

Mr. General Secretary, the Germans in the GDR and the FRG are making a deci-
sion in the context of the development of all of Europe. It is not necessary to worry
about the fate of the borders. Everything is clear here, and on Day “X” this question
will be removed from the agenda as finally solved. But to bring forward this matter
today would be roo soon. I told you that for me inner political problems are tied ro
this. This issue should not worry you further. But I ask for your understanding that
1 cannot do this now. But I will keep my word.

Then there was an invitation from Gorbachev through Kohl regarding the recog-
nition of the significance of the new trade relations between the FRG and Soviet
Union if the GDR joined the Federal Republic. But then Gorbachev returns once
again to his main point:

The military component remains at the core. It plays a decisive role in the determi-
nation of the European and international balance. You mentioned this theme. Our
Jformula includes the following: there should be no danger of war from German
soil; the postwar borders must be untouchable. And the third point: the territory
of Germany should not be used by external forces. There is the question of what
status the unified Germany should have. I know that the chancellor will not accept
any neutralization.\** It is said that this would demean the German people. (...)
And yet 1 still see the united Germany—uwith a military potential sufficient for its
defence—outside of [international—AvP] military structures.

Gorbachev used the argument that other states were not demeaned by being
neutral, such as India, China, or others who were not members of a bloc. “And
that does not humiliate them. Why should such a status demean the Germans?
This is not neutrality. It is a strength, and not only a European one, but a
worldwide one.” It would also be no “serious” solution “if one part of the state
belonged to NATO and the other to the Warsaw Pact. Somewhere along the
river there is an army and on the other side another.” In the German protocol
there is another sentence that is absent from the Russian one—a sentence that
could be understood as implicitly directed against Bush’s, but also Genscher’s
and Baker’s, suggestion:

This applies also, said Gorbachev in the German protocol, to the other suggestion
that particular troops should be stationed as far as a particular river, but should not,
however, be stationed in the other part of Germany.'®



2+4,4+2, or 33+22 /201

It is strange that Gorbachev’s resistance to this suggestion of a special status of the
GDR territory does not appear in Chernayev’s protocol, but it does in Teltschik’s.
Chernayev might have known nothing about the discussion between the govern-
ment leaders and the secretary of state in Washington and the foreign ministry in
Bonn, but he did know Baker’s position, while Teltschik might have known the
differences very exactly.

According to the Russian protocol, Gorbachev continued:

One says: what is NATO without the FRG? But it may also be asked: what is the
Warsaw Treaty without the GDR? That is a serious question. In military questions
there should be no divergences. One says that NATO would fall apart without
the FRG. But the Warsaw Pact will die without the GDR. If we want to come to
advise each other on the main issue, then it is important that we agree.

Kohl: That is not the same thing. All you need to do is look at the map.

Gorbachev: If we unilaterally withdraw all troops from the GDR, you would not
pull NATO back.'*® Important decisions are necessary that will not poison the

atmosphere in our relations.

Now Gorbachev says something that, in my opinion, would not exactly have

<

strengthened his position: “...this part of the meeting, I think, should not
become public. Let us say that we had a fruitful talk on a wide variety of ques-
tions about European and international developments and that the exchange of
opinions is being continued.” Helmut Kohl confirms that it was necessary to
come to “some kind of agreement.” The United States was in this regard not to
be forgotten.

Gorbachev took this as an opportunity to move on to the 2+4 mode, more-
over in the German order and not the Soviet “4+2:” after the elections in the
GDR the representatives of the two German states and the four powers could
meet before others got involved in the talks. An idea that the Federal chancellor
“liked very much.”

Kohl: But to be clear I want to state that a separate conference of the four powers is
not acceptable to us.

Gorbachev: Without you nothing will be clarified.

Kohl: Az the table with the four powers the two German states, or if history speeds
up, one German state, should be present. It would be very good if this table stood
in Germany.

Gorbachev: That is not ruled out.

Kohl: For us that is important for psychological reasons.

Gorbachev: But where then? Two chairlegs on one side of the border and two on
the other?
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Gorbachev is apparently riled up. Kohl wants everything signed, sealed, and
delivered.

Kohl: Permit me now to summarize briefly. If I have understood you correctly, you
mentioned that the decision on the unification of the Germans is a matter for the
Germans themselves.

At the same time the lessons of history should be learned: peace was to come
from Germany.

Kohl: Further, parallel to the unification process it is necessary to seck a solution
with regard to the existence of NATO and the Warsaw Pact that will satisfy
everyone. The necessary talks with the partners must be started immediately. This,

1 think, can be said publicly.

But not intended for the public is our decision that we will carry out an inventory of
the economic relations between the GDR and the Soviet Union in order to make pos-
sible the fulfilment of the obligations that you have take on, so that a united Germany
will take over these obligations and guarantee their fulfilment.

It must be agreed with our partners—the USA, France, and Great Britain—that both

German states or one German state and the four powers meet for a final elaboration.

This summary is confirmed by Gorbachev in its essentials, but he wished for an
addition:

I would like to go back to the beginning of our conversation: the Soviet Union and
the FRG record in consideration of Modrow’s view that they have no differences of
opinion on the problem of Germanys unity and the right of the Germans to make their
choice. And there is understanding and agreement that the German problem concerns
not only the unity of and the satisfaction of the hopes of the Germans. It touches on

the interests of the neighbouring countries, the situation in Europe and in the whole

world.

Kohl: On this we are of the same opinion.

Then the meeting dealt with various questions: the Germans in Russia, the
nationality problems in the Soviet Union, though only in passing, the Japanese,
who did not have any more gray cells (in their heads) than the Europeans, but
who were better at buying “know how.”

The chancellor, apparently sensing Gorbachev’s concerns about the economy
of the GDR and hopes for the Federal Republic, suddenly noted:

Kohl: If the German question stopped being an encumbrance, possibilities for the
broad co-operation of our countries would open up. Now the FRG is in a stable
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economic situation. The last eight years were the very best in our history. We have
a broad field for co-operation with the Sovier Union in the economy, in science,

and in technology.

After the meeting between Kohl and Gorbachev alone, there was another meeting
“in an extended circle,” in which Shevardnadze signaled a general agreement with
the line taken by the “leaders” and Genscher reported that the foreign ministers
had spoken about the stabilization of the economic situation of the GDR and
the “necessity of intensive preparation for an all-European meeting at the highest
level.” Then—as far as I know for the first time—he referred to the upcoming
“Open-Sky conference” in Ottawa where there would be “the opportunity to
speak about this thoroughly.”'?” Genscher also congratulated Kohl “under the
table” on the results of the meeting with Gorbachev.

At dinner where all were present there was joking: Gorbachev and the chan-
cellor agreed that their foreign ministers “had a beautiful life” because their work
was taken away from them. Even Falin, who was present at this dinner with
Sagladin and who was, according to himself, disturbed that no actual conditions
for unity had been agreed on, joked: they could both go into retirement because
the German question was solved.'?®

In the evening at 22:00 there was a conference in a place that looked like—
I have seen the television broadcast—a sterile lecture hall. Uwe Kaestner and
Horst Teltschik prepared the statement with the chancellor in his suite, which
“was, as always completely overheated.” As the chancellor dictated, Teltschik
(whose hand had “flown” over the paper while he took the minutes of the meet-
ing with Gorbachev “on this historic occasion”) believed “not to have heard
correctly—it sounds like a businesslike report. How can one present such a huge
success in this way?” He protested and made suggestions. Teltschik made another
vicious remark about the German foreign minister: “As always, Genscher went
with his colleagues and three journalists to his guest house. He will inform the
journalists better.”'*

The chancellor accepted Teltschik’s suggestions for his statement. Still the
media representatives at the press conference remained remarkably unimpressed
when Kohl made his statement:

Tonight I have only one message to give to all Germans. General Secretary Gorbachev
and I have agreed that it is the right of the German people alone to make the deci-
sion if it wants ro live rogether in one state. General Secretary Gorbachev confirmed
unequivocally that the Sovier Union will respect the decision of the Germans ro live
in one state; and that it is for the Germans to decide for themselves the time and
route to unity. (...) I thank General Secretary Gorbachev that he made possible this
historic event. Ladies and gentlemen, it is a good day for Germany and a happy day
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for me personally.
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In the interview in 2001 Teltschik expressed his irritation at the listless German
journalists:

The result was, after all, nothing other than: we can unify ourselves again. The
chancellor presents this, Genscher then even describes the scene where he congratu-
lated him under the table on this result. And there sit two hundred German
Journalists—no reaction. I said to my colleague: I don’t understand this. Actually
everyone should have gotten up and applauded. I mean, this after all a sensation!
It was only in the plane that I showed them “Pravda™—I had learned Russian
once, and I showed them the sentence, then they got it. Then suddenly—then they
shouted: We must drink sparkling wine. And then came the famous scene that

we drank sparkling wine on the plane.!!
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But because the German journalists

understood so quickly.

In the Soviet news agency TASS the decisive sentence of the meeting between
Gorbachev and Kohl was stated more clearly and somewhat differently: there is
“at the time between the USSR, the FRG, and the GDR no difference of opinion
that the Germans should themselves answer the question of the unity of the
German nation and must themselves choose what form of state, at what times,
how quickly and under which conditions () they will achieve this unity.”'>* This
could have been Gorbachev’s statement to the press.

Modrow was also mentioned here because he also brought home the approval
of unity as the result of his meeting with the Soviet general secretary, but it was
not stated as clearly and not as widely publicized. Now, however, there was hype
in the Soviet media.

On his return Kohl spoke of the “key to unity,” which he now held in his
hand. Teltschik observed in his diary that the negotiations were a breakthrough,
the chancellor would go down in history as the chancellor of unity. Certainly this
meeting was of great significance, even if no fixed results on the conditions had
been determined and would later lead to disagreements. Still, this description of
the outstanding or even singular significance of the results that the chancellor
had achieved is not (completely) accurate.

After all Modrow also believed that he had cut the key to unity. Modrow

revised later:

Today I would say that I made a stupid remark then when I said: Helmut Kohl
picked up the key that I had already cut. ... But he had received a completely different
key from the one that I worked on. But I understood this only later.'>

For Modrow was operating on the basis of other conditions such as a neutral
Germany.
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Baker had definitely achieved the decisive breakthrough and his talk with
Gorbachev was presumably the most significant of these three talks, which
Gorbachev carried out from January 30 to February 10. Modrow even says:

First I did not grasp the extent to which Gorbachev’s thinking had changed after the
talks with Baker. He gave the GDR away, nothing less and nothing more. Bonn used
this opportunity ruthlessly.

Still, one cannot say that Kohl had to fight to achieve Gorbachev’s agreement
to unity.

Anatoli Chernayev gently laughed at the Germans: they had behaved as if
they had achieved everything, although they knew that everything had already
been negotiated with the Americans.'®
Nevertheless, to some extent they were all correct: Modrow, Baker, Kohl,

and—Chernayev. The gate to unity had four locks.

Questions for Gorbachev and His Replies

The meetings with Modrow, Baker, and finally with Kohl became a success for
the reunification policy of the Federal German chancellor and for everyone, par-
ticularly in Germany, who wanted unification, as well as for American NATO
policy. However, if one considers the Soviet perspective, the question remains,
particularly after this meeting, why Gorbachev, acting for Sovier interests, made
hardly any use as a subject of negotiation of what he had intended: the simultane-
ous withdrawal of American and Soviet troops from Central Europe, the neutral-
ity of Germany (negotiations over which he postponed here), a total European
security system as part of the negotiations on unity, or even only playing off
the SPD against Kohl, as he had acted out in the advisors’ meeting. Gorbachev
wanted to raise some of these issues in later negotiations at another time—but
he no longer had time in view of the already completely probable victory of the
parties in the GDR that were in favor of German unity.

Gorbachev himself mentioned this clearly in answer to my question about
the withdrawal of troops:

About the simultaneous withdrawal of the Soviet and American troops from the
two Germanies: as it |Germany—AvP] quickly changed into a unified state, the
presence of foreign troops on its territory already bore on the sovereignty of this

independent state.'3°

This was, however, somewhat later. The question was, after all: how would the
people have reacted, how would the politicians have reacted, if Gorbachev had
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still openly made these demands at the beginning of February 19902 The major-
ity of Germans, including those in the GDR, were at this time already in favor
of reunification, but there was no majority in favor of joining NATO and—one
suspects—with it the presence of foreign troops. As has been mentioned, the
Americans had also noticed this with concern. Gorbachev did not try at all to
make use of this contradiction. He played masterfully on the piano of winning
over the people in the West, but he was apparently not aware that he could have
therewith had an influence in the West and set something into motion. On the
contrary, he did not want to publicize these issues after the meeting with Kohl.

His answer to the question about the negotiation subject, “neutrality,” was
similar:

Gorbachev:  The question of neutrality was asked while all the interested sides assumed
a gradual nearing of the two German states. However, the events, whose tempo the
German people determined themselves—rthis idea no longer accorded with realizy,
which was quickly changing.">” This also relates to the question of the membership
of a united Germany in NATO. The German nation [whose will Chancellor

Kohl was just at this time expressing—AvP] was just making this decision.

I had asked why he did not present his earlier argument against NATO member-
ship, or at least only in passing, but certainly not as condition; why he did not carry
out his declaration that he would withdraw the Soviet troops only at the same time
as the American troops from Central Europe. Gorbachev answered with a thought
that, in my opinion, did not accord with his stance at that time, to put it mildly:

10 put the matter in this way, as if I could have prevented it (NATO membership)
would be to underrate my own choice, which was based on morality and democratic
principles and took into account the long-term interests of my own country, the good

and mutually beneficial relations with the German nation, with Germany.

Does Gorbachev thereby want to say that he himself decided in favor of NATO
membership of the united Germany because of the future relations of the Soviet
Union with Germany? Surely this would—the longer the hesitant position of
the Soviet leadership lasted—become a point, but not during the beginning
negotiations, that would allow him to play some of the few trumps he had in
his hand. This would mean that his opponents would be right, they who had
accused him of doing exactly this. This would also mean that in his meeting
with Kohl, his attempts at persuasion, all his earlier and later attempts to resist

and outbursts!3®

against NATO membership were only an act. This is not very
believable, above all when he was concerned to specify the security interests
of his own country in the course of reunification. The European house that

included the Soviet Union was in the process of failing, the Warsaw Pact was
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dissolving, there was no replacement, no European security system—where then
were the Soviet security interests?

Against this interpretation also speaks Gorbachev’s telephone call with
Modrow on February 12, with which he wanted to inform the prime minister of
the GDR about his talks with Kohl and Baker.'® In this telephone call the Soviet
general secretary paints a negative portrait of Kohl’s demeanor; he “apparently
wants to present himself in Moscow as the saviour of the Germans, as father
of German unification.” “All in all I came under the impression that Kohl was
arrogant (or haughty),” Gorbachev said, according to the protocol of his foun-
dation. He reported that Kohl had declared “that the membership in NATO is
unacceptable to us.” On the other hand—as reported by Modrow—he indicated
that he could no longer help him. Modrow himself, who does not mention the
phone call in his first book, observes in the second one' that, “with all the pas-
sion that I was able to feel in the situation,” I insisted and asked for “support for
my meeting with Kohl in two days.” But “he did not react. He told me that it was
important to maintain a consistent course, wished me great success, and hung
up. I was dismayed.”'*! This version cannot be supported through the Soviet
protocol. In it there is no sign of a request for help or anything about the passion,
with which Modrow asked Gorbachev for his support for his imminent meeting
with the Federal chancellor. However, Modrow did report very factually on the
situation in the GDR and expressed his regret that he had to find out about the
plans for a monetary union from the mass media. Bonn did not inform him and
the experts whom he had named to Bonn for negotiations on financial macters
were not invited. Also Kohl’s statement that there was a request from the (East)
Gerlin municipal authority to the West Berlin Senate for support in the care
of patients was denied by East Berlin Oberbiirgermeister Krack. Modrow told
Gorbachev: “This is a provocation pure and simple.”!4?

Both the international and national difficulties faced by the Soviet leader-
ship had assumed such proportions that no Hercules in the history of the world
could have succeeded in solving even partly all the problems at the same time.
The Soviet Union was breaking apart: Lithuania’s Communist Party had already
made itself independent followed by the whole country; in Baku hundreds of
people died when the independence movement was put down. The food crisis
was already fully under way; Kohl had organized aid shipments with remarkable
speed. In completely different parts of the country, at different levels, the situ-
ation was becoming critical. Our examination of the politburo minutes reveals
that there was a relationship of approximately 80 to 20 in the frequency of the
national to the international points on the agenda. Further, the German ques-
tion took up only one aspect of the foreign political questions, even if it was
an important one. In the internal questions the independence efforts played a
substantially weightier role, as did the economic problems and the institutional
reforms. Thus a short time after the advisors’ meeting of January 25, namely
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on January 29, a politburo sitting took place, which dealt with a plan for a new
law that would regulate in a new way the relationship between autonomy and
the ties of the individual republics to the Soviet Union.!** Here Gorbachev’s
position becomes clearly visible, as well as that of the majority of the politburo:
greater autonomy—ryes, separation from the Soviet Union—no. What kind of
help could Modrow have hoped for from this Soviet Union in February and
March 1990; what could Gorbachev have been able to offer him?

Modrow added another reason for Gorbachev’s position: the Soviet general
secretary had been won over by Kohl mainly because the Federal German chan-
cellor had offered to take over the trade agreements of the GDR with the Soviet
Union.'* In my opinion this would have definitely been in the interests of the
Soviet Union in the face of the expected fall of the GDR. Since the visit of Egon
Krenz on November 1, 1989, Gorbachev had tried to get the Federal Republic
more strongly involved in solving the economic problems of the Soviet Union
and GDR. This was, besides the security guarantees, the essential content of the
triangle, Soviet Union—Federal Republic—-GDR, as he had formulated it.

My question to Gorbachev therefore was different: if Gorbachev and his lead-
ership had expected the decline of the GDR since the Krenz visit on November 1,
1989, then—again seen from a Soviet perspective—a swift strategy for the formu-
lation of the Soviet conditions for German unity would have been required. To this
belonged first the problem of military security, of the relationships of the Warsaw
Pact and NATO, and the special military status of the united Germany, and of the
territory of the GDR. All these questions were however formulated earlier by the
governments of the United States and the FRG and—despite slight differences—
forced on Gorbachev. He had nothing comparable to offer in the sense of a strate-
gic concept, other than the simultaneous withdrawal of the American and Soviet
troops and a general notion of neutrality, but these demands were defended only
weakly and irregularly. The more time passed, the more did the “pawn GDR”
disappear and the less was there the chance of enforceability.

In view of this background and of its historical significance in the transfor-
mation of the Soviet Union, it was not necessary for Gorbachev to behave as if he
had wanted to solve the security questions exactly as they finally were solved.

The United States and the Federal Republic Have
Things under Control: The Beginning of
the 2+4 Negotiations

The Protagonists of the 2+4 Process

Immediately after Chancellor Kohl’s visit in Moscow the so-called Open-Sky
Conference began in Ottawa. There, from February 11 to 13, 1990, the foreign
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ministers of the NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries met to negotiate on the
inspection flights and aerial photography in one another’s air spaces. But on the
sidelines—probably at Genscher’s initiative—the foreign ministers of the two
Germanies and the victorious Allied powers agreed to the “2+4 conferences”
where the external aspects of German unity including the security questions of
the neighboring countries were to be negotiated. The first meetings at the official
level were to take place soon. Thus a more rapid pace was laid out than what
Shevardnadze and the Moscow leadership had wanted. The Soviet foreign min-
ister first received other orders from Moscow but in the end agreed to the 2+4
decision on his own responsibility, as he wrote,'*> like Dumas who, on behalf of
the French government, also had preferred the 4+2 solution with the stronger
empbhasis on the responsibility of the four powers.
Shevardnadze’s view of things are as follows:

This mechanism functioned very soundly. And if there was any kind of resistance,
and there was massive resistance, they were all absorbed by this mechanism. In this
way we always came to a consensus. Our opinions did not always coincide. For
example, I had appeared in Bonn and Berlin. And my statements then seemed
rather contrary to what my colleagues were saying. But this was the opinion of the
politburo. Because parallel to the Four-plus-Two model the other model, the other
mechanism _functioned, this was the politburo. And this politburo had one goal: to
provide directions for the Soviet foreign minister, according to which he had ro act,
according to which he had to make his statements.

The head of the international department of the Central Committee of the
CPSU, Valentin Falin, describes this somewhat differently:

At a particular time Shevardnadze no longer functioned as an instrument of
Gorbachev, but rather acquired a taste for a certain independence. In ralks with the
Americans—see how he went fishing alone with the American Secretary of State.
What they discussed there is not clear to this day. Gorbachev had told Shevardnadze
to insist: the formula should be called 4+2. In Ottawa Shevardnadze had, as he
later said, at the request of Genscher, changed the formula to 2+4. Gorbachev
was incensed, but “the train had left the station,” but (...) 2+4 signified a com-
pletely different arrangement. In this arrangement Mitterrand had no chance, and
Margaret Thatcher had hardly a chance either.'4

In his book, Politische Erinnerungen (Political Remembrances) Falin wrote that
« . . . . . < . bl b2l e . < bl

the Soviet foreign minister received the ‘strict’ order” to “insist on the ‘4+2’ ver-
sion” not only “because the responsibility for ‘Germany as a whole” was incum-
bent on the four powers...But the most important and most basic was: the
formula ‘4+2’ reflected the correct priorities. In the first place is the securing
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of European peace.”'¥” As Chernayev was writing a statement to press in the
name of Gorbachev after Ottawa on the significance of the “4+2” negotiations,
Shevardnadze asked him for a “clarification”—at least according to Falin. The
formula “2+4” had been preferred. Chernayev had spoken with him immediately
after this “embarrassing meeting:” “It is outrageous! Mikhail Sergeyevich had
made clear to him explicitly that for us only the formula 4+2’ is acceptable. (...)
Do you know what he (Shevardnadze) replied to my question: ““How is this?’
Genscher had asked for this so much and Genscher is a good person.”!% In the
interviews with Anatoli Chernayev, 11 years later, there is, however, no sign of
this indignation.

The consensus that then came into existence in Ottawa with Shevardnadze
and Dumas was the result of a speedy diplomatic tour de force between the
foreign ministers that occasionally leaving Bush and Kohl'*’ behind and sowed
mistrust between the chancellor’s office (Teltschik) and the Federal Republic’s
foreign ministry. Because when Baker wanted to inform Bush and Scowcroft
about the state of the negotiations, Scowcroft considered—according to Baker
in his memoirs—the 2+4 agreements “not a good idea” because Kohl did not
agree. Baker was surprised and asked Genscher, who was present, for an explana-
tion. Genscher called Kohl from Baker’s hotel room in Ottawa and came back
with the report: “Kohl’s completely on board and is calling Bush right now.”**°
Finally after Bush had spoken with Kohl twice and expressed the hardly under-
standable American fears that Kohl might possibly be behind the 2+4 sugges-
tion of the foreign ministers, Baker’s colleague, Robert Zoellick, had already on
February 12 (!) presented the first working proposal, in which the 2+4 solution
51 Tn the end the statement
that had been so controversial was brief and concise: the foreign ministers of the

“Six” agreed that they “would meet. . . to discuss external aspects of the establish-
152

was presumed to have already been decided upon.

ment of German unity,”* including the issues of security of the neighbouring
states. Preliminary discussions at the official level will begin shortly.”!>* What
could be so controversial in this, after all the briefings, remains rather unclear—
it appears more like peevishness and competition between the Security Council
and the State Department in Washington, perhaps also the feeling of being
inadequately informed on the part of Teltschik; for Kohl could not have been
opposed because this declaration did not go further than what had already been

discussed 14 days before.

Genscher: Finally we agreed on 2+4 and that we wanted to negotiate on, as it was
put, the external aspects of German unification in this framework. We took up
these negotiations after the holding of the first free elections in the GDR that took
place on 18 March 1990, so that we also had on the GDR side a democratically
elected government as a partner. This was for us completely essential for carrying

out these negotiations.">
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“Out of the Game”: The Other Europeans

There are many notable aspects in these agreements in Ottawa. First of all, after
an examination of the Soviet protocols of Gorbachev’s talks, and of the minutes
of the politburo,' it can be documented that there is no indication that the
leadership of the GDR was included in the preparation of the 2+4 negotiations
by Shevardnadze, Gorbachev, or the Soviet foreign ministry.">® The GDR really
no longer existed for the Soviet Union, although its foreign minister took part in
the decision in Ottawa.

The second big problem during the negotiations in Canada was: what role
was being considered for the smaller European states (and Canada'’) beside
the six leading negotiating governments? Memories are awakened if one com-
pares the meetings in Ottawa with those in Yalta and Potsdam in 1945: in the
conferences of the “Big Three” at the end of the war the other, smaller victori-
ous European powers did not participate, just as little as they did in Ottawa.
However, this time the exclusion of the other European states was not accepted
without objection; in Ottawa the protest was perhaps even more vociferous
than in Yalta, since the chosen location was a place where the foreign ministers
of the smaller states were present. That the security interests of the surround-
ing states in the agreement were also to be considered attracted the attention
of both Poland and Western European countries that worried that there would
be negotiations about them but without them. The Polish foreign minister
Skubiszewski let Genscher calm him; he emphasized again that only the Federal
Republic, the GDR, and Berlin were to be unified and no territorial claims
would be made.

But particularly the Italian foreign minister Gianni de Michelis together
with his Dutch colleagues were opposed because they assumed that Europe would
remain excluded if everything was dealt with by the 2+4 representatives and
especially if it was dealt with by the NATO council."*®

Baker reported in his interview candidly on these debates:

1 remember when we broke the news in Ottawa that we were going to go “Two-plus-
Four”—use a “Two-plus-Four” process. We broke that news to the NATO Council.
And all hell broke loose—the Dutch and the Italians and everybody just raised hell
because they wanted in on it. Well, if wed had sixteen countries or fifteen countries
in on the German unification it might never have happened. So we had a very divi-
sive debate in the NATO meeting there in Ottawa that day when we said: “Heres
how were going to handle the German unification.” And at one point, Gianni De
Michelis, who was the Foreign Minister of Italy, said: “It is important—ithis will
affect us, affect the future of Europe. We must be at the table.” And Hans-Dietrich
(Genscher) got up and said: “Let me tell you something.” He said: “You're not even a
player in this game.” Very tough. And he was very tough about it. I sort of admired
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him for doing it because we could never have accomplished it if everyone of the
European countries had insisted upon sitting at the table with the two Germanies.
If you had two Germanies and fifteen Western European countries and the Soviet
Union—Im sorry, fourteen Western European countries, United States, Canada
and the Soviet Union, well wed never get there!'>

And Shevardnadze reported on the bitter Moscow battles in the background for
his negotiations in the 2+4 meetings:

It was really a battle. It was a continuing battle in the politburo. If, for example,
you were to examine closely my appearances, my statements, during the meetings of
the Four plus Two, you would see that the first statements and the last statements are
very different from each other. And these statements were reflections of the processes
that were going on in the politburo. The first statements were acute, they were quite
strong. But with time, step by step, they became milder. This was the result of the
hard fighting in the politburo. This was, so to speak, what we had achieved in the
politburo. And naturally the Peoples Movement, the movement had started in East
Germany, had contributed to this. The same happened in Poland, in other Eastern
European countries. And even the conservative fraction in the politburo understood

that something had to be changed. 160

Here Shevardnadze is also behaving as if he always took the position that
accorded with the decisions in Ottawa. But this was in no way the case: at
the advisors’ meeting at the end of January as in his speeches and letters he
had preferred at first a four-power negotiation,'®! then later briefly the CSCE
mechanism.

In spite of all the resistance of the smaller European countries and all the
changeability in Moscow it did not change: the six would decide on the external
conditions.

Questions for Gorbachev II: An European Security
System as the Prerequisite for German
Unity or the Other Way Round?

In Ottawa there were also talks between Shevardnadze and Baker about the
Soviet and American troops in Europe, particularly in Central Europe. This
was an essential point in Gorbachev’s position both in the advisors meet-
ing of January 25 in Moscow and—extremely weakened—in the meeting on
February 9 with the American secretary of state. On February 11, it was deter-
mined with Soviet agreement that the limit would be 195,000 men in Central
Europe, but the Americans were allowed another 30,000 men in other parts
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of Europe, namely, among others, in Great Britain, Italy, and Turkey.'®* Baker
could not believe it when he was informed of this by Shevardnadze and asked
about it again because of an apparent error in translation and it was confirmed:
in the middle part of Europe there would be equality, elsewhere inequality in
favor of the United States. Baker reports how he returned to the plenary ses-
sion with the feeling “that the momentum was on our side.”'®* Here I see a
further collapse in the Soviet position, perhaps even the last opportunity for the
Soviet Union, to move somewhat in the direction of their demand for neutral-
ity or toward an all-European security system with the inclusion of the Soviet
Union. Because the equality of the troop reduction (or later even a withdrawal
of Soviet and American troops) in the numbers and at the time was at the advi-
sors’ meeting of January 25 in Gorbachev’s view the only effective way of exert-
ing pressure: the Soviet troops in Germany had come to be seen as a pawn and a
source of pressure. Insofar as this reduction was not accepted with equality this
source of pressure lost strength—only three weeks after the advisors’ meeting
and Gorbachev’s pithy words on the subject.

The “why?”, the questions about the reasons for the falling pressure on
the Western governments and negotiating partners in relation to these Soviet
demands determined my interviews in Moscow, particularly with Chernayev, but
also the opponents of Gorbachev and Gorbachev himself.

Anatoli Chernayev replied first that the stubborn position of the Germans
to insist on NATO membership had a decisive significance for the English, the
French, and the Americans. In response to the question of what this signified for
the Soviet Union, he said:

Chernayev: What does it mean—ifor us? We had to integrate ourselves into this pro-
cess. Mitterand had rold Gorbachev: you will remain alone [with the anti-NATO
position—AvP], alone in the 2+4 negotiations, I will not be able to support you,
1 will not vote against my partners in the alliance.

AVP: And what would have happened if you had blocked?

Chernayev: [ think that the process would have been held up for a few months but
in the end would have had the same result. Here you have to consider our internal
situation: a huge weakening of Gorbachevs position at home, the economic situ-
ation in Russia, the worsening of the general standard of living, in principle a
crisis of perestroika. Gorbachev always had fewer and fewer resources [reserves of
energy—AVP] 10 assert himself. (And then laughing:) Anyway, the question “what

would have happened if... " not a question for historians.**

My remark that the question was meant rather to ask what they feared if the
Soviet leadership had said, “No,” also led nowhere. In an earlier interview'®> i
answer to my question of whether they had been worried that they would be

crowded out of Europe he had said: “No, we never felt as though we had been

n
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pushed to the edge.” But in his memoirs, which were available only in Russian
and which include diary excerpts, he wrote that there were such fears.

Chernayev in the interview: Now at this point it is recorded that Eastern Europe
was detaching itself from us. And that Western Europe was reaching for it (Eastern
Europe), that NATO and the European Community were reaching for it. And
they (the Eastern European states) were themselves striving in that direction. And
really, there was danger that the Soviet Union would be ostracized by this movement
toward (European) integration. Integration in the sense of a European union includ-
ing Eastern Europe. And that is exactly what happened. I name such fears here. Or
are you now asking perhaps if I felt personally marginalized? (Laughs) I have never
personally felt marginalized.

Despite his laughter Chernayev continued in a rather melancholic way:

Look, if you have studied our history, you know what Dostoyevsky wrote about
the relations between Russia and West. (...) In the middle of the 19th Century
the famous book by Danilevsky The West and Russia appeared where both
Dostoyevsky and Danilewsky said: no matter how we try to be attractive to the
West, it will not love us. This tradition is still alive today. The whole politics of
Gorbachev shows that Gorbachev approached Europe and America with an open
heart. And we were still not believed. Furthermore that is one of the factors of the
collapse of perestroika. Gorbachev was not believed. They assumed that he was

only playing, stayed a Communist, believed in socialism, therefore could not join
the West.

Scherstjanoi: And who actually did not believe him?

Chernayev: Both Bush and Baker. As far as the Germans are concerned, Gorbachev’s
ideology did not interest them much. Communist or not Communist. For them it
was important to find a personal connection with Gorbachev, Genscher and Kohl,
Teltschik too. What mattered for them was the solution of their national question
with Gorbachevs help. They saw in him a person who understood, who was read,
and who would help them. The end.

Again and again, all the interviewed Russian politicians, even those who usually
disagreed, emphasized that they had set particular hopes on Germany, but—one
can add—mnevertheless the Americans were more important to them, at least for

global politics.

Chernayev: And as far as the Germans are concerned, I am convinced, for we have

in spite of everything developed special relationships over 300 years, the Germans
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were not opposed to an integration of Russia in Europe. But if you consider all of
Europe, Great Britain, France, the smaller countries, Europe as a whole was more
afraid of Russia and did not want it. The Germans were something special in this

case. They were ready to enter into a very close alliance with the Russians.

This is an essential sentence: the Soviet leadership trusted the politics of Kohl
and Genscher precisely in relation to the question of “taking in” Russia, or the
Soviet Union, into Europe. But this was not in the Americans’ concept. Thus
here was a sore point in the politics of the Federal chancellor and also the Federal
foreign minister that was not used by Gorbachev for an early alternative decision:
reunification—yes, but only with one Europe that “included” the Soviet Union.
Gorbachev also trusted the Germans personally.

Chernayev: If you read his memoirs. . . he said: they don’t believe us. I have laid out
all my cards already, bur still they don’t trust us, don’t trust us completely. I trust
them all, the Germans, the Americans, I even trust Thatcher, I trust Mitterand,

but no one trusts me completely.”'*°

I was amazed that he spoke of trust alone, when, however, trust must be expressed
in solid negotiation results or, if one’s own interests are at stake, in negotiations
with hardboiled diplomats.

AVP: But all this without concrete plans for a European security system. At this time,
in spite of everythz'ng, the Soviet [mdership had no concrete ideas how, with what
security structures, the ‘all European house” was to be built. It was not sufficiently
prepared.

Chernayev (besitates a little): Now, why ever should Moscow prepare this?

AVP: So that one discusses diplomatically how the future defence community or some-
thing similar would look. This is after all finally the point.

Chernayev: Gorbachev tried in every possible way to do this communally. And finally
he was able to get an all-European council that took place in Paris in November
(1990). And there the principles were agreed upon. But at the same time it was
said that the mechanisms had to be created, mechanisms of security, mechanisms

of co-operation.

But the essential decisions had already been made. Anatoli Chernayev added
a sentence that, despite all the even-handed statements, revealed his deep
disappointment:

And what fo/lowm’ were ten years 0fdi:integmtz'0n. When the Soviet Union co[lapsed,

no one Cd}"fd ﬂﬂ}/ more.
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It was not possible for me to understand why he or Gorbachev believed that, in
diplomacy, it was possible to hope that anyone would “give a toss” without defi-
nite treaties, if the position of the other side was getting weaker. I asked:

Were there diplomatic suggestions, are there actual protocols, real plans, for how a
European security confederation should look?

This was translated somewhat more tactfully by Elke Scherstjanoi:

Unfortunately we do not find in the documents even the smallest sign of ideas that
were worked out by your specialists, ideas on how the all-European house would
Sfunction and how it would be built, according to what concrete principles it was to

function.

Chernayev: Yes, there were really no such concepts. But, let us say, Mitterrand
had the idea of the European confederation. The French after all did not come
with a concrete system either. All the Europeans together would have had ro
work this out.

The reference to the lack of a concept in the French government meant that
working out of their ideas about the architecture of a united Europe is help-
ful only in a limited way, since France was not facing the danger of decline like
the Soviet Union. Chernayev, who himself played an authoritative role in the
German and European politics of Gorbachev, then emphasizes again his idea,
both then and today, of a clear success of German and European union:

Naturally it was necessary to clarify the basic questions. The Cold War had to be
ended and Germany had to be united. This division had to be settled. The second step
was to bring all Europeans to one table. It was necessary to unite on the principles
and main ideas of European union. And this was done at the meeting in Paris in
November 1990 when the Charter for a New Europe was accepted. And the third
step was to develop concrete political mechanisms for collective security, collective

cooperation. For this. ..

Scherstjanoi (interrupts): But your specialists had not yer made any preparations
for this?

Chernayev: We would have had to do this rogether [with the other Europeans—
AVP]. After all we did agree at the Paris meeting, established a commission that
should have gotten together. It was made up of the foreign ministers. (...) Further,
we even suggested the making of a treaty between NATO and the Warsaw Pact.
This was a completely concrete suggestion. And the Americans were in favour of it.
But the unfortunate aspect of it was that one year later the Soviet Union, as part

of that treaty, disappeared.
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Otherwise it would already be in NATO or NATO no longer existed. One might
have doubts that this progression of points 1 to 3 that was to be extremely posi-
tive for the German politics of reunification would have been so favorable for the
Soviet Union: my questions were always directed toward the question of whether
it might not have been better to have brought the European security system into
play as a requirement or in the negotiations on the unity of Germany.

But Chernayev reaffirmed the correctness of the progression he had pre-
sented: everything else would have led to chaos. After the fall of the Wall Bush
and Gorbachev had shaken hands and declared:

“We are no longer enemies, no longer opponents, the Cold War is over.” But as long as
the Berlin Wall stood, the Cold War continued and would always continue. This was
therefore the first question that was to be solved in Europe, the key question. As long
as the Berlin Wall stood, it was not possible to speak about European unity.

This theme of trust and morality in politics was also part of the conversation
with other politicians. Gorbachev also referred to it as I asked him about the
agreement to NATO membership and he replied that he himself wanted a deci-
sion “that was based on morality and democratic principles” (see above). I asked
Gorbachey, as I asked Chernayev, about the “progression” of German unity and
the European security system.

Gorbachev: The problem of synchronizing the unification of Germany and the whole
European process as a system of European security was always present at all negotiations
at the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s. In favour [or: “involved”,
in the original translation: “with it’—AvP] were H. Kohl with Genscher, and E
Mitterrand, and G. Bush, and J. Baker, and G. Andreotti. However, the German
peaple gave the first process [reunification—AvP] a frenzied tempo and the second
was by nature much too complicated to keep up or even to control it.

17 would have

Then to give the Germans “conditions” for what you consider possible
been at my level simply frivolous. This would have ended with a bloody explosion or
with a unification that would have made opponents or enemies of Germany and the

Soviet Union.

My question aimed, however, at his own conditions that he had himself play
acted at the advisors’ meeting on January 25 and from there, as with Anatoli
Chernayev, about the concrete Soviet concepts for a European security system
and the problem of why he had not already at the end of 1989 after the visit
of Egon Krenz made an offer, to get on quickly with reunification within the
framework of a European security conference and to formulate his own interests
clearly. The international debates on this would surely not have led to a weaken-
ing of the Soviet Union.
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In another interview I asked Chernayev if the Soviet Union could not have
“gotten more?”

Chernayev: You know, I personally have absolutely no liking for such diplomaric
games. Therefore I also regarded Falin and the other foreign ministers with suspi-
cion. These were people who played. But it concerned the fate of a great nation,
the relations between the two great, decisive nations in Europe! This was after
all the task. And such games. .. Naturally the [Western Europeans and the
Americans—AvP] played their own game. But we played an honest game. Baker
wrote in his memoirs to my surprise—I later never met him again, otherwise
I would have said ro him: “Yes, I said to Gorbachev thar NATO would not
expand by one centimetre. But I said it in order to move him towards an agree-
ment with German NATO membership.” This is what he wrote in his memoirs.
So he admits that he was playing with Gorbachev.'*

If one reads the protocols of Gorbachev’s meetings with Western colleagues, then
really the question arises about the significance of the “subjective factor.”

He had a negotiating style that was clearly different from that of his nego-
tiating counterpart. He rarely approached matters directly, as Baker did with
great clarity, but rather clothed his opinion in the experiences with perestroika in
the Soviet Union when he spoke with authorities from the COMECON coun-
tries. He reported on congresses or seminars and the views represented there
when he wanted to convince Western partners of an opinion. He was—with the
one exception of a conversation with Hans-Dietrich Genscher on December 5,
1989—never angry or threatening, always amicable, striving for trust, sometimes
even witty, lightening the atmosphere. Helmut Kohl, who also tried to have a
personal relationship with those with whom he was speaking, was in contrast,
with all his politeness, not vague or misleading. One of Gorbachev’s favorite
statements was: “We will think about it;” he rarely expressed brusque rejection,
only sometimes did he express his interests cleatly or followed a clear negotiation
tactic. This contrast naturally led not only to misunderstandings, but also to
embarrassing dishonesty if there were irreconcilable positions and interests that
could not be solved through harmonizing efforts for consensus, as, for example,
in his stalling tactics with Modrow. Sometimes he thought that he had made
something clear that was, however, vague and could be interpreted in different
ways. But even in the protocols it is possible to feel his effect on people, to say
nothing of charisma.

Gorbachev’s lack of readiness for conflict has been frequently described, but
the contradiction between bold large projects or strategic suggestions on the one
hand and the careful, almost thoughtful and restrained, hardly pushy negotiation
and conversations on the other is astonishing and comes through even in the dry
negotiation protocols. A basic feature of his way of carrying out negotiations is



2+4,4+2, 0or 33+22 /219

very striking—and here might be found an explanation for this contradiction:
he apparently believed that it was possible to convince where interests were con-
cerned. Again and again he tried to win over in a human way diplomats who had
to represent their strategic interests.

Differences between the Foreign Ministry and
the Ministry of Defence in Bonn

Baker’s guarantee that NATO would not expand to the east agreed with Genscher’s
thoughts, which he had presented in his speech at the Protestant Academy
Tutzing at the end of January 1990. But during Baker’s visit in Moscow there
was a move in Washington away from this in favor of a solution in which the
united Germany would join NATO as a whole, so that the “defence guarantees”
and the treaty obligation would become effective for the GDR as well—this was
the justification. However, the territory of the GDR would have a special status.
Gerhard Stoltenberg, the minister of defence of the FRG, added to this generality
the concept “special status” and expressed, according to the protocol of the chan-
cellor’s office of February 14, 1990,'® the following opinion: “BM Stoltenberg
declared himself in agreement with the concept that a unified Germany would be
a member of NATO, without the area of the GDR becoming an alliance area; he
says that this does not mean demilitarization (a unintegrated German territorial
army would be possible) and also asked if the security guarantee of NATO could
extend to the GDR territory.”

At the same meeting on February 14 Genscher “emphatically” opposed this
idea of “stationing army units in the GDR; this would meet with resistance from
all sides. However the alliance guarantee should apply to all of Germany.”!”°

In the FDP voices against the “arsonist” Stoltenberg became harsher and
found expression in a firm statement: no expansion of NATO! Stoltenberg made
a statement to the press that created more tension; finally there was a meeting
of the chancellor, Genscher, and Stoltenberg, where the foreign minister pre-
vailed: in the joint declaration it even stated that there would be no Bundeswehr
organizations in the area of the GDR after unification. This is notable because
it did not agree with the position of the chancellor’s office. Horst Teltschik had
recorded in a type of diary on February 14 that Genscher had declared in his
171 that would

loom more and more over such alliances, which “could also dissolve” in them.

speech before the Bundestag that “co-operative security structures

This—according to Teltschik—went far beyond the chancellor’s statement. On
German radio Genscher rejected an expansion of NATO jurisdiction beyond
the current areas. This statement (that agreed with Baker’s in Moscow) was not
accepted by the chancellor’s office “because it challenged the NATO membership

of a united Germany in general.”'”?
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Still there was agreement on this joint declaration that signified no real clari-
fication, since there was still the contradiction between the NATO membership
of a united Germany on the one hand and rejection of any “expansion of NATO
jurisdiction” on the other. Which “German troops” should be stationed on the
area of the GDR remained as vague as the future of the divisions of the National
People’s Army.

This dispute between Genscher and Stoltenberg also had an internal politi-
cal component. The minister of defence declared in an interview on February 28
that long-serving members of the National People’s Army would not be taken into
the Bundeswehr because he had serious security concerns because of their long
Communist bias. Only the younger soldiers had a chance to be incorporated.'”
This immediately led to the question: which divisions could then be stationed on
the GDR territory and with what NATO status?

Despite these ambiguities, by the middle of February the basic decisions had
been made and the Soviet Union could hardly relapse following the agreements
for the unity of Germany and the “2+4 mechanism”—if there had not been a
coup d’état for the removal of Gorbachev.



CHAPTER 6

Elections in the GDR and
Their Consequences

The Constitution, Economic Union, and
Opposition in the GDR

On February 3, Federal chancellor Helmut Kohl and Prime Minister Hans
Modrow met in Davos. That same day Chief Officer Mertes had written a sub-
mission to the chancellor, in which he urged his boss to again place himself
“at the front of movement,” as he had done with the “Ten Points.” The central
issue now was the “economic renewal of the GDR.” It was necessary that the situ-
ation in the GDR “change for the better in a manageable time” if the people were
to remain “in their homeland.”! Mertes included two papers: a “Statement” for
a declaration by the chancellor on the next tasks in the achievement of German
unity and a paper, Schritte zur deutschen Wirtschafiseinbeit (Steps toward German
Economic Unity).?

The main points of the “Statement” were:

First: an economic and monetary union should be established immediately
after the elections.

Second: also after the elections government committees for the purpose of
“harmonizing the law in Germany” should be formed.

Third: a “council of the whole of Germany” should be established with the
goal of “working out a liberal constitution for a common federal state.” (The
contents of this demand were already being dealt with.)

Fourth: “extensive security structures in Europe in the framework of the
CSCE process” should be developed. Here too the plan was that the first and
essential steps would be the “2+4” negotiations in the Foreign Ministry and
almost at the same time in the chancellor’s office. (It is necessary to remember
that Mertes presented this submission to Kohl on February 2, that is, before
Kohl’s visit to Moscow).
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Fifth: “The end of the process must be the recreation of a united German
federation, i.e. in a Federal state.”

The “steps toward economic unity” should be

1. the immediate introduction of the D-Mark as the common currency in
Germany,

a short-term program of assistance for the GDR,

an intermediate-term infrastructure program for the GDR,

an extension of already existing programs of assistance,

the addition of a separate “reconstruction program,”

A N

a speedy transition from a planned socialist economy to a social market econ-
omy in the GDR—freedom instead of socialism,

the safeguarding of pensions and incomes, and

8. the gradual adoption in the GDR of the Federal German environmental
standards (the intermediate-term goal: environmental union).

™

As Modrow had feared, his request for extensive financial support was not granted.
Instead of his hoped for 15 billion DM in immediate assistance, the Federal
German government offered detailed plans for a monetary union. In principle it
was clear to all sides that before the elections in the GDR on March 18 nothing
decisive could be settled in any binding way. Modrow saw the situation in this
way too. In his phone call with Gorbachev on February 12, 1990, he had said
that before these elections no “basic decisions between the GDR and the FRG”
would be accepted.’

Later, however—after unification—Modrow did not like to remember that,
at this meeting with Kohl in Davos on February 3, he had stated that the D-Mark
was a possibility as a “single currency” for the monetary union, or rather the con-
tract community (he did not refer to anything else). And, according to the Bonn
protocol, he added: “Then it will be necessary to pay a lower wage in the GDR
because of the low productivity.” It appears that he did not report on this part
of the conversation at home, because on February 9 the minister of the economy
of the GDR, Christa Luft, still opposed a monetary union based on the D-Mark
in the near future.®

In general Modrow went “further” with many questions of the economy
than the civil movement; at least he was more realistic in relation to the actual
developments, in the question of the contract community, or rather the confed-
eration, the Treuhand, economic policy in the face of the economic decline of
the GDR, credit from the FRG, the reduction of state subsidies, etc. He also had
described this to Kohl, for example, in the talks with him on this February 3,
1990, in Davos. There, according to the files of the chancellor’s office, Modrow
said: “He would we happy to deal with the subsidies more quickly and reduce
them. But how would this be managed? There was an attempt to do this with
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children’s clothing. For a revision of a package of 30 billion Marks 300,000 people
would be required on the weekend. If he had discussions with the Runde Tisch
beforehand and the matter took a week, then the GDR was ‘finished.” It was
necessary to continue with the support of the Federal Republic through March to
the beginning of May. If this does not happen, then anything could happen.”

Helmut Kohl avoided giving any answers to Hans Modrow’s demands,
requests, or hints, whether implicit or explicit, but rather emphasized the con-
tinuing migration problem and only observed that he “had understood the drama
completely.” But otherwise he discussed the international aspects of unity and
again opposed a four-power negotiation on Germany. The four powers “must not
be allowed to see us as a protectorate. PM Thatcher had, apparently, not under-
stood this completely.” With Mitterrand it was different.®

Modrow had already met Kohl again on February 13 and 14. A large min-
isterial delegation accompanied him to Bonn. Previously, namely on February 9,
State Secretary Kohler of the Federal Finance Ministry had sent to Ministry
Director Claus-Jiirgen Duisberg of the chancellor’s office a plan of a proposal
to the government of the GDR regarding the creation of a common economic
and currency territory that was now being voted on by all. It included two parts:
“On an appointed day the Mark of the GDR would be replaced as the currency
and legal mode of payment by the D-Mark.” And: “At the same time the GDR
had to create the necessary legal conditions for the introduction of a social mar-
ket economy (legal coordination in the central areas of the economic order).”
Immediate negotiations for this were to be proposed to the GDR.

On February 13, Kohl informed Modrow that he wanted to accomplish the
completion of the negotiations on the internal aspects of unity before the end of
the 2+4 negotiations. The prime minister of the GDR criticized the fact that he
had not received an answer to his suggestion for an agreement on cooperation
and good neighborliness with the FRG (of January 17),'° disclosed the economic
situation of the GDR, and “asked again the question about a solidarity payment'!
from the Federal German government. He was of the opinion it was necessary for
something to be done before March 18. The Runde Tisch had expressed the wish
for 15 billion D-Marks. The states would, on their part here and there, provide
millions in contributions. The citizens of the GDR would now expect from the
Federal German government that “something would be done in this matter.”!?

The Runde Tisch, or rather the participating groups and parties, had developed
a position paper,'? in which they considered this solidarity payment “appropriate
in the amount of 10 to 15 billion D-Marks and this immediately, independently
of all further negotiations.”

In his meeting with the “Ministers without Portfolio of the GDR,” that is,
the representatives of the Runde Tisch, who had been in office for a week, Seiters,
head of the chancellor’s office,* that, in the interest of stabilizing the GDR,
a “far-reaching offer for the creation of a monetary union and an economic
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community” had been made. “On the other hand, we consider assistance in the
form of transfers in the millions to be the wrong approach in the current situa-
tion.” Minister Walter Romberg (SPD) referred to the importance of the “security
of the elections;” in the GDR there was also the expectation of a large financial
contribution from the Federal Republic; preparations for the monetary union
had to be made. Minister Gerd Poppe (of the group Frieden und Menschenrechte
[Freedom and Human Rights]) declared, “the elections could not be burdened
by the impression that the result was determined from outside.” It was neces-
sary to think about the “social net;” it could not “tear.” In GDR, 72 percent
of the people did not want the monetary union so quickly. Tatjana Bshm of
the Unabhingiger Franenverband (Independent Union of Women) added that
the insecurity of the socially weaker had increased. Minister Matthias Platzeck
(Griine Liga"® [Green League]) confirmed that in the GDR the feeling that out-
siders were making the decision was growing; unconditional assistance had not
come. Minister Wolfgang Ullmann (Demokratie Jetzt [Democracy Now]) also
emphasized the “common responsibility for the process.” The observation by
Seiters that everyone had already moved beyond the idea of a contract commu-
nity (which the minister had explained by pointing to the stream of refugees that
continued to increase) did not contribute to stabilization. However, he was in
favor of the establishment of the commission on currency reform soon; this could
act as a signal that democracy was being stabilized.

The clearest in his criticism (at least as recorded in the protocol) was Minister
Sebastian Pflugbeil of Newues Forum (New Forum). His organization had given
him the task of speaking out against “the participation of politicians from West
Germany in the election campaign of the GDR.” Minister Schliiter of the Griiner
Forum (Green Forum) characterized the migrants from the GDR as “economic
refugees.” So far in the GDR, there had been modest economic security, “which
was, however, swiftly shrinking.” Minister Rainer Eppelmann of Demokratischer
Aufbruch (Democratic Start) also referred to the fears of the people of the GDR.
“A shot of penicillin was necessary; therefore he asked for credit of 5 billion
D-Marks without conditions.” Romberg warned again of underestimating the
social-psychological fears of the people of the GDR. “Therefore he too was con-
cerned about the question of the participation of West German politicians in the
elections.” Klaus Schliiter und Matthias Platzeck repeated their call “for assis-
tance in the billions. The Runde Tisch would guarantee that this contribution
would not fall into a bottomless barrel.” Gerd Poppe expressed clearly the worry
“that the opposition movement, which had led to and shaped the development
in the GDR, should not now be lost.”

In the delegation meeting immediately after, between Chancellor Kohl and
Modrow and his ministers,'® the discussions were similar. More clearly than to
Seiters it was emphasized here that whole process in the GDR required more
time. The flood of refugees, said Ullmann, could be stopped only “if no one
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any longer had to have the feeling of being excluded from the economic and
technical niveau of West Germany.” The goal, therefore, had to be made clear
in the plan of each step. At the same time he opposed “membership” according
to Article 23 of the Basic Law. An “annexation” (according to the protocol he
used both terms) would “allow a power cartel to be established in the middle
of Europe that could lead to international problems.” Helmut Kohl responded
to the deliberations of the minister without portfolio, as with Seiters, explicitly
opposing the idea “annexation” in this context. “The Federal Republic has in
its 40 years of existence contributed decisively to the stability and freedom in
Europe. The Basic Law is the most liberal constitution that there had ever been
in German history.” All other details were not up for discussion here. “Solidarity
was not just a word for him. (...) He personally wanted the GDR to become a
thriving commonwealth. The difficulties are also substantial for us; besides the
migrants we have to think about the number of those who are leaving. He asked,
therefore, that our offer should not be understood as a dilatory step. It is a great
risk for us as well.”!

It is worth noting in the statements of the ministers without portfolio the
contradiction between the clear demands for assistance from the Federal German
government and complete rejection of the exercise of any influence by the Federal
German government in the decision-making process in the GDR. This is note-
worthy mainly because it was apparently due to the belief that in politics it was
possible to get something without satisfying the interests of the “other” side. In
economic questions the representatives of the popular movement were rather
naive. In the declining GDR there was a huge gap between power politics and
democratic action. That developments were proceeding so quickly that they had
no more time was clear to some of them, such as for example Jens Reich of Newues
Forum, but still they did not abandon their increasingly illusionary hopes for a
new constitution, for assistance from the Federal German government, or an
economy in the GDR that would give them enough time to reform the GDR
(and the Federal Republic).

Gerde Poppe remembers this meeting with Kohl as unpleasant. The chan-
cellor had not taken the concerns of the opposition seriously and had made this
clear not only verbally but in his whole body language. He never looked at them,
but rather looked past them. Gerd Poppe also did not accept my suggestion that
from his position Kohl must have found them bothersome, perhaps also naive.
Thus, I asked him, as one of the few in the opposition who had developed stra-
tegic international political concepts (like Hans-Jiirgen Fischbeck and Reinhard
Weiflhuhn or Wolfgang Templin), why in the decisive phase there had been no
real discussion of the 2+4 negotiations and their goals. Gerd Poppe replied that
he was also wondering about this and that he had no explanation other than
that they were completely occupied by internal politics, particularly the consti-
tutional discussion and problems of state security. If they entered the discussion
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at all at this time, the subject of external politics arose in the form of questions
about human rights. Only after the elections of March 18, 1990 was this seen
differently.'®

How much the tempo of reunification had sped up is shown by the fact
that, already since January and with highlights in the first weeks of February,
the various routes toward and the forms of unification of the two German states
were being discussed. In the matter of German unification, it was no longer,
as it was put often in the files of the chancellor’s office, a question of “if” but
of “how.” Various possibilities offered themselves: from a consultative assembly
that would approve a new constitution for the unified Germany, as was possible
under Article 146 of the Basic Law, to “accession” or “annexation”’ to the area of
the Federal Republic, or rather the area to which the Basic Law, according to its
Article 23, applied. Chancellor Kohl had several times explained clearly his pref-
erence for unification according to Article 23 of the Basic Law. For Kohl the main
reasons for the continuing existence of the Basic Law were: the simple continua-
tion of the current treaties, the preservation of the Basic Law and its repulsion of
plebiscite elements in a new constitution. Also in favor of the resolution accord-
ing to Article 23 was the potential speed of the procedures in the face of the still
growing numbers of migrants and the necessary synchronization of the internal
and external aspects of unity. For the Runde Tisch almost the same reasons were
the most important for their rejection of this solution because they still wanted
to preserve the independence of the GDR at least for a short time.

The ministers without portfolio as representatives of the opposition of the
GDR apparently still hoped that there would be a unification of equals, unifica-
tion “on an equal footing,” as Ulrike Poppe expressed it. However, this hope had
a chance only if the Federal German government they had rejected would provide
the GDR with extensive financial assistance. But it did not do so for obvious
reasons of Realpolitik. After the talks in Bonn Kohl agreed only to immediate
humanitarian assistance of 5 billion D-Marks; Finance Minister Waigel reserved
another 30 billion D-Marks in the budget of 1990. Otherwise there was the offer
of a monetary union and an economic community affer the election. For Kohl
this was entirely an “act of solidarity.” “In this way we involved. .. our compatriots
in the east completely and directly in what we had built up over the last decades.”
During the meeting Modrow spoke, like Platzeck, of a “transfer of the GDR to the
FRG without conditions,” which had come up in Bonn on February 13.%°

As well the ministers without portfolio made themselves the representatives
of a mood in the GDR—fear of domination by the Federal Republic—that only
part of the population felt. Most of them would soon show with the ballot that it
was exactly this dominance and power of the Federal Republic that they preferred
instead of the uncertain independence of the GDR, which, completely con-
trary to its representation by the ministers without portfolio, appeared to offer
a less promising future than joining or being annexed by the Federal Republic.
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At this time there was strong contradiction between the results of surveys of
the GDR population on the subject of reunification and the views of the active
opposition.?!

Lothar de Maizi¢re agreed with my observation that the ministers without
portfolio at this time were still pursuing politics directed at slower progress toward
reunification or even a policy favoring the preservation of a reformed GDR; in
any case almost all these ministers without portfolio were opposed to the adop-
tion of the Basic Law for the GDR, contrary to the majority of the citizens of the
GDR who on March 18, 1990, voted for a speedy reunification.

De Maizi¢re: This is what they [the civil rights activists—AvP] stuck to in general.
In the vote on the date of the establishment [of unity—AvP] in the People’s
Chamber in August 1990 and the unification agreement of all the civil rights
activists, who were after all together in the fraction Biindnis 90/Griine, only
Konrad WeifS and Joachim Gauck voted for German unity; all the others voted
against it or abstained. And in the case of the unification agreement one abstained,

all the others voted against it. So this conversion did not occur until much later.”

For both the Federal German government and Modrow’s delegation, it was clear
that Modrow, neither as a person nor with his party, whose honorary chairman
he was, would form a government in the GDR after the elections. The unity ava-
lanche, in front of which they came running, to use Modrow’s image, had caught
up with them and would soon have buried them completely.

The accusation of naivety in politics was made repeatedly against the
opposition.

Blumenberg: Did you take these Eastern fears seriously? They did after all partly
extend over party lines.

Schiuble: [ did take them seriously. But, more and more, I did believe that it was
actually only a minority position. It became clear that those who were activists
at the beginning of the change and the revolution actually wanted first of all to
modernize the GDR and democratize it. Reunification was not really so important
for them. Then came the next step; then they wanted bring as much as possible of
what the GDR was into a common German order. Naturally they did not want to
simply join or even be annexed, which was after all right and understandable.”

This was indeed the question: what, in the eyes of the representatives of the
popular movement, did the GDR still have to offer, first of all to strengthen
their negotiation position in relation with the Federal government? But this ques-
tion was also relevant to the matter of material benefits and a common German
experience or completely generally: what did the GDR bring into this united
Germany? If no answer was found to this question, then it was also not possible
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to develop any basis for a position opposed to a takeover by the Federal German
government. An essential point of such a position was that representatives of the
popular movement believed—understandably enough—that they brought expe-
rience in political grassroots democracy from the time of revolution, which the
society of the Federal Republic did not have. This later led to conflicts over how
far this experience of the few, that is, the representatives of the popular move-
ment, was also contributed by the 68ers of the West who might possibly have
included more of the population than in the GDR.

What the GDR otherwise brought to the Federal Republic—the opposition
had ideas on this that were not so far distant from what Lothar de Maizié¢re would
lay out in his government statement on April 19, 1990.

It is possible, therefore, contrary to many, retrospective myths or omissions
in the media, to say that the popular movement did not represent an avant-garde
of the actual progress toward reunification—however significant it was for the
fall of the SED regime and however appealing and innovative some of their goals
still appear today. The goal and direction of reunification were determined by the
state chancelleries of the various involved states and their foreign ministers since
December 1989, particularly those of the FRG, with regard to the internal aspects.
The popular movement was a GDR opposition and experienced its decline with
the GDR; its various approaches then had to assimilate into the critical opposi-
tion of the Federal Republic. But, to state it as a paradox, this democratic popu-
lar movement that wanted something different from what the state chancelleries
wanted was still an essential condition for their politics.

Elections to the People’s Chamber

The CDU-Alliance Victory: a Hostile Takeover of
Willing Transferees?**

Since the beginning of February it was therefore clear to the political leader-
ship of Germany that the issue would no longer be of a “contract community”
or a “confederation,” but rather unification without any sizable intermediate
steps. Chancellor Kohl also spoke publicly at the beginning of March of unifi-
cation according to Article 23 of the Basic Law (the provisional West German
Constitution). Kohl counted on the parties in the GDR that were in favor of
unity, even if under different conditions. Not only this: the CDU East and West
had combined on February 5 with other groups and parties for form the Allianz
fiir Deutschland (Alliance for Germany). The SPD did not have the same oppor-
tunities: no bloc party, only an organizationally and numerically weak SDP that
soon joined the SPD. Yet the SPD hoped for a victory at the polls with Oskar
Lafontaine as their candidate for chancellor; unlike Willy Brandt and Hans-Jochen
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Vogel, he did not actually belong to the unity activists and considered the national
question, or rather its state formation in Central Europe, a question of the nine-
teenth century. Beside this was the PDS with a relatively strong inner structure—
in this respect it was completely the successor party to the SED. The Liberals had
also joined a bloc party, the LDPD. Opposition groups joined together in the
Biindnis *90 (Alliance 90) and later also with the West German Greens to form
Biindnis *90/Die Griinen. It considered itself the actual and genuine representa-
tive of the population of the GDR and for this reason the Western Greens were
the most restrained in the election campaign.”

Every party gambled in the election campaign with the support or the fears
of the other countries of Europe, particularly the PDS with the fears in the Soviet
Union. In the west and east of Europe in March 1990 surveys were conducted
on the unification of Germany with the following results that contradicted some
assumptions about the stances in other countries: In the Soviet Union, for exam-
ple, 60 percent (!) were in favor of German unity, 24 per cent opposed, and
19 percent had no opinion, but 67 percent expressed opposition to the inclusion
of a united Germany in military blocks.?°

In comparison, in mid-February 58 percent of the population of the FRG
had expressed support for the neutrality of a united Germany (Table 6.1),
which caused concern in NATO countries and particularly in the political
leadership of the United States. The government of the FRG took a posi-
tion vehemently opposed to any neutrality. The most misgivings about reuni-
fication were in Poland—probably the expression of old fears, perhaps also
because of Kohl’s politics of delay in the border question that were taken note
of in Poland.

Before March 18, most political observers assumed that the SPD would win
the election.” There was great surprise when the Allianz fiir Deutschland, which

Table 6.1 Popular support for German reunification

For unity Opposed Neutral No reply

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Great Britain 45 30 19 6
France 61 15 19 5
Poland 41 44 14 1
USA 61 13 9 17°
GDR (11/89) 70P
FRG (2/90) 69 11¢

* The Economist 10/1990 from ibid., p. 100.
bZDF-Politbarometer from Teltschik of 20.11.1989, p. 41.
¢ Institut fiir Demoskopie Allensbach of February 1990, quoted from Maier 1990, p. 65.
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was composed of the Christian Democratic Union, the German Social Union
(DSU), and the Demokratischer Aufbruch (DA), emerged as the clear winner.
The official final result of these elections for the People’s Chamber of the GDR
appear in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2  Results of the elections to the People’s Chamber of March 18, 1990

Part Abb. Party Name or Merger No. of Votes Percent  Mandate

CDU Christlich-Demokratische 4,710,598 40.59 163
Union

SPD Sozialdemokratische Partei 2,525,534 21.76 88
Deutschlands

PDS Partei des Demokratischen 1,892,381 16.32 66
Sozialismus

DSU Deutsche Soziale Union 727,730 6.27 25

BFED Bund Freier Demokraten: 608,935 5.28 21

Deutsche Forumpartei,
Liberaldemokratische Partei,

Freie Demokratische Partei

Biindnis 90 Neues Forum, 336,070 2.89 12
Demokratie Jetzt,

Initiative Freiheit und

Menschenrechte

DBD Demokratische Bauernpartei 226,932 2.17 9
Deutschlands

Griine-UFV  Griine Partei 226,932 1.96 8

(nicht: Die Griinen),

Unabhingiger Frauenverband

DA Demokratischer Aufbruch 101,146 0.93 4
— sozial und 6kologisch

NDPD National-Demokratische 44,292 0.38 2
Partei Deutschlands

DFD Demokratischer 38,192 0.33 1
Frauenbund Deutschlands

AVL Aktionsbiindnis 20,342 0.18 1
Vereinigte Linke, Die Nelken

Others 52,773 0.45 —

Source: The official result in: Maier (1990, p. 127).%
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The Allianz fiir Deutschland received together approximately 48 percent of
votes. This meant that the chairman of the CDU, which was the strongest party,
Lothar de Maizi¢re would be appointed to put together a government. For the
SPD this meant a disastrous defeat, with which they had not reckoned. The suc-
cessor party of the SED, the PDS, on the other hand, could emerge from these
elections as the third strongest party. It was also remarkable that in East Berlin
the SPD received 35.0 percent and the PDS received 30.0 percent, while the
Allianz received only 21.6 percent here, in contrast with Thuringia where it had
its best result of 60.2 percent. The popular movement, which had been divided
and spread among Biindnis 90, Griine-UFV, AVL, Demokratischer Aufbruch,
and others, was downright rejected: its bad showing, not only compared to the
Allianz or the SDD, but also, above all, to that of the PDS, caused deep disap-
pointment among many of its activists, even if they had not placed great hopes
in the mass of the people of the GDR who had been accustomed to compliance
for many years.

International Consequences
The Western Allies

Internationally the success of the Allianz was seen as a clear confirmation of the
desire for unity in the GDR, which had been feared or not expected to be dem-
onstrated so clearly. But it was also seen as a personal victory for Helmut Kohl
and his politics; he had, as Thatcher, Powell, Clark, and others later wrote, been
underestimated. This election result made it entirely plain to the governments
in East and West that, with a new, stronger Germany, it was necessary to settle
quickly the external aspects of unity—whether in restraining the new Germany
or in recognizing it. This also applied to the Soviet Union, which now would
have to say goodbye to any illusion of a sovereign second German state, if it had
not, as Gorbachev at least shortly before, already done so. In Washington this
election victory also appeared as approval of its close ally Kohl but also the poli-
tics of George Bush. It freed the US government first of all of any concern that
neutral or anti-American tendencies would prevail in Germany and might “cause
trouble” in the approaching 2+4 negotiations.

Helmut Kohl had first visited Mitterrand in the middle of February (on
February 15) and then George Bush (on February 24) in Camp David. French
newspapers and television stations had then spoken of a “falling-out” between the
president and the chancellor. For Mitterrand had once more made clear his wor-
ries about the developments that could be linked to unity—after all one could not
expect him to speak like “a German patriot” because he was a “French patriot.”
The fear was that European unity would suffer, that the border with Poland or
other borders in Europe might be questioned, and that Germany would oppose
the presence of other foreign troops when the Soviet troops had finally left. Kohl
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emphasized twice in this meeting that the German population did not think in
this way. A “mature Germany” was, Mitterrand continued, gratifying, but, as the
voice of the Poles as well, he had to express these fears. Mitterand had the basic
fear that the legacy of the dreadful policies of Stalin in 1945 toward Germany
would now lead to its reverse. The question was also if this united “mature”
Germany would fulfill its alliance obligations, if for example “united Germany
would assume the same obligations as the Federal Republic of Germany in regard
to nuclear armament.”” The answer was: “The chancellor guarantees that this
will be the case.” Kohl tried to ease tensions in the other questions as well: the
Oder—Neisse question had been “dramatized unnecessarily.” “The more rights
that Germany transferred to the EU the smaller the chance of the ghost of a fourth
Reich.”*® Despite all the soothing statements later in the press it was hinted that
the current relationship between Kohl and Mitterrand could not compare with
the relations between de Gaulle and Adenauer or between Giscard d’Estaing and
Helmut Schmidt. Kohl saw this differently: Mitterand had certainly expressed
his differences but at the same time emphasized that “he wanted to do everything
that had to be done with me: “With who else then?” Perhaps we have already
become something like an old married couple.””®' But there was a difference,
which again, despite all the politeness, made clear the different concepts: in order
to give priority to the significance of European unity, Mitterrand wanted to “bring
forward somewhat the conference on currency questions planned for December
1990”—and to refer to this in a joint declaration. The chancellor added that this
was not possible for him—probably because, in his view, the currency union and
the economic union with the GDR had to be settled first.

In the case of the British prime minister there was a certain release of tension
after she suggested, following a meeting with Kohl on March 30, to work on vari-
ous options in the matter of the NATO question before the meeting of Bush with
Gorbachev. The alliance had to be unanimous in this question. Kohl had empha-
sized that he would not pay every price for unity, “particularly not neutrality.” On
April 10 the prime minister spoke in an interview on American television in favor
of a solution on the NATO question “together with the Soviet Union.” There had
to be changes in NATO, its strategies had to be revised, the alliance had to make
do with fewer armed forces. Horst Teltschik remarked that Margaret Thatcher
now also began to adjust to the changed situation in Europe.’*

Compared to the meeting with Mitterrand, the one with George Bush®® was
uncomplicated. Both considered themselves the makers of a successful policy.
Only the Soviet Union still had to agree to the membership of a united Germany
in NATO. Here was the main problem of the coming negotiations, both bilater-
ally and in the 2+4 process. Because, after the loss of its ally, the GDR under the
SED government, now had to emphasize more strongly the European process
in questions of security, which they had mentioned earlier in the reunification
process, but unforgivably feebly from the perspective of Soviet interests.
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The Soviet Union, German Unity, and Lithuanian Independence

In preparation for the meeting between Kohl and Bush, Horst Teltschik had pre-
pared a brief,** in which it said: “GS Gorbachev and FM Shevardnadze have in
interviews supported the right of Germans to unity, but they are expressing. ..a
narrower line.” Gorbachev was demanding an “act that was bound by human
rights (‘a peace treaty’).” Shevardnadze felt that the unification process was
“too hasty.” And then followed the decisive sentence: “Both keep their options
open and try to use the German question as a lever for an all-European security
system.”

This was thus a later attempt by the Soviet leadership for treaties determined
by human rights and a binding European security system, but their “cards” had
become much worse because of the elections in the GDR. The German ques-
tion that they wanted to us as a “lever for an all-European security system” was,
because of the results of the elections to the People’s Chamber, actually no longer
open. This lever was weaker than it would have been a few months earlier.

The Soviet Union was under extreme pressure: on March 11 the Supreme
Council of the Republic of Lithuania—possibly strengthened by developments
in Poland, Hungary, and the GDR—issued a “Declaration on the Restoration
of the Independent Lithuanian State.” This was a very threatening shot over the
prow of the already leaky ship “perestroika.” This was probably zbe change in
the Gorbachev era: it threatened the internal collapse of the union of the Soviet
republics and no longer “only” the external sphere of power. This was surely also
the most alarming signal for Gorbachev’s opponents in the Politburo and the
Central Committee of the CPSU, fundamentally more frightening and more
significant for them and the military than the German question, the solving of
which was to be expected anyway in time. The Politburo had discussed the Baltic
question frequently—as revealed by our perusal of the topics of the agendas of the
Politburo, more frequently than the problem of German unity. On January 29,
1990, it had discussed a new law on autonomy, membership, and secession from
the union,* but it was much too late; the centrifugal forces in the Soviet Union
could no longer be controlled. Gorbachev must have been seized by a “gloomy
mood,” as the British prime minister observed after a conversation with him and
about which she informed Bonn, Paris, and Washington.”” Gorbachev stated that
he had the “constitutional duty to preserve the union.” He indicated that any use
of force would bring with it national and international problems. Still he did not
assure her that there would be a peaceful solution. Margaret Thatcher stated that
she had held back despite holding another long-standing opinion of the annexa-
tion of the Baltic states by the Soviet Union at the beginning of 1940 in order
“not to increase (Gorbachev’s) difficulties,” (!) but had at the same time placed
great weight on his “open assurance that he did not want to use force.” The Soviet
president stated in response that he had “to act forcefully and decisively,” that it
appeared that “it was necessary to endure this test.”
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It must have sounded almost like a cry for help when Gorbachev said to the
British prime minister:

In the West there is a tendency to see him (Gorbachev) as only a passing phenomenon
that was not worth supporting.

Margaret Thatcher emphasized in reply that there was broad support for his poli-
tics of reform in the West.

On March 28, Nikolai Portugalov came to Bonn with a statement and a
major question that were both discussed with Anatoli Chernayev. It was clear
to the Soviet leadership that the joining of the GDR to the Federal Republic
according to Article 23 of the Basic Law could not be prevented and in gen-
eral was an issue to be settled internally by the Germans. But in this Article 23
there was mention of “other parts of Germany,” where the Basic Law could allow
for accession. What would happen after unification with these “other German
areas’ and, most importantly, with German citizenship there? As well Portugalov
observed that the GDR would be relieved of all international obligations after its
dissolution “while those of the Federal Republic continued to apply. The Soviet
Union was therefore interested in solutions that accorded with the existing obli-
gations of the GDR to the Soviet Union.” Portugalov added questions about the
NATO membership of the united Germany: if there could not be a status like
the French one, if the obligations of the GDR to the Warsaw Pact could not be
preserved. And finally there was the broadest question: “Perhaps it was possible
to consider a type of NATO membership of the Soviet Union.”*® Portugalov
combined these thoughts with the observation: “The more flexible and the more
generous Germany is in the question of military status, the more flexibly will
the Soviet Union act in the question of the peace treaty.” Portugalov revealed
his concern about the political leadership in Lithuania. “In this connection the
position of the Federal Republic is also of great interest to the Soviet Union.” In
fact, according to the information available to me to this time, Kohl had hardly
supported Lithuania in the question of independence, but rather had called for
moderation, completely opposite to the position of American president Bush.
In the meeting of Prime Minister Prunskiene with Chancellor Kohl in Bonn on
May 11, 1990, the chancellor “suggested. .. testing to see whether, considering
the situation on Moscow, it might not be possible for Lithuania to delay for a
while the declaration of independence and the laws to be declared afterward.”’
After all, for the Federal German government the issue was reunification within
(Western) Europe, while for the American government pushing back the Soviet
Union in all of Europe was essential.

At the end Teltschik summarized his impression of the meeting with
Portugalov: the leadership of the Soviet Union had so far not come to a final
opinion on the central questions. Teltschik was especially surprised by the idea
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of a possible membership of the Soviet Union in NATO that had been only
hinted at.%

In preparation for the 2+4 negotiations the Arbeitsgruppe AufSen- und
Sicherbeitspolitik des Kabinettsausschusses Deutsche Einbeit (Working Group Foreign
and Security Politics of the Cabinet Committee Germany Unity) had been meet-
ing since February 14. On April 2 Genscher and Stoltenberg, Seiters, Kastrup,
General Major Naumann of the High Command of the Defence Ministry, and
Teltschik met with the chancellor.*! Here Kohl gave a different emphasis from
that in the settlement of the argument between Genscher and Stoltenberg:

There was unanimity that the security clauses in Articles 5 and 6 of the
NATO treaty had to apply to all of Germany.

It remains open if they will take effect from the day of unification or not until after
the withdrawal of the Soviet troops. Kohl spoke emphatically in favour of agreeing
on a definite date for the withdrawal of the Soviet troops. Equally decisively did he
advocate that the Bundeswehr would be stationed in all of Germany and that com-

pulsory military service was in effect everywhere.

Through this not only was the route to further conflicts with the Soviet Union
opened up, but the positions taken were Stoltenberg’s rather than Genscher’s.
Portugalov had just applauded Genscher’s speech before the WEU on March 23
in Luxembourg (Portugalov: the speech “was outstanding,” as Teltschik recorded
with pleasure). Now the stance on the military status of the GDR territory had

become harder again.*?

The Statement of the de Maiziére Government

The Allianz fiir Deutschland (Alliance for Germany) had won 192 seats, but
this was not an absolute majority. However, de Maizi¢re wanted a coalition gov-
ernment anyway. With the Liberals his government would have represented
63 percent of the votes, but this majority was not enough for the tasks that had
to be undertaken. Therefore he also wanted to include the SPD, in order to have
a two-thirds majority to cover all eventualities. This government that was “more
than a large coalition” was also formed on the basis of a coalition agreement that
naturally only expressed the common denominator of all those involved and led
to criticism in the chancellor’s office.** On April 12 de Maizi¢re was sworn in
as prime minister and on April 19 made his government statement before the
People’s Chamber. Behind the scenes there were constant discussions with the
Western politicians, but these did not become very clear. Thus Horst Teleschik
reports that he used the back door of ministerial council’s building when he went
to the meeting with the prime minister or with Sylvia Schulz, de Maizieres’s office
manager. Teltschik described the “new politicians” in the GDR as being almost
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countercultural “with sweaters and corduroy pants, as if they were pursuing some
leisure activity”—in this case in reference to Foreign Minister Markus Meckel.*
In con