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Editorial: What has changed, and what has not, in transatlantic relations?
by Sebastian Harnisch

Since the September 11th terror strikes against New York and Washington, the proposition that "the world
has changed" has become conventional wisdom. With some justification, perhaps: the 9/11 attacks and the
ensuing anthrax scares certainly have changed dramatically the way America views the threat of terrorism.
There is also considerable evidence that United States foreign and security policy will change, too. Once
neglected, Afghanistan is now at the center of military and diplomatic action. In some quarters, there is
hope for a new strategic partnership between Washington and Moscow. In the wake of the September
events the battered Sino-American relations have shown signs of normalization. And at the WTO
ministerial conference in Doha, the United States has accepted demands by developing countries
concerning the opening of medical patent rights, as the Bush administration itself had asked Bayer to lower
the price of its anthrax treatment antibiotic, Ciprobay.
As we tried to come to terms with the horrifying pictures of Ground Zero and to make sense of the
unfolding events, we decided to forego our original script for a newsletter on "current transatlantic
problems" such as ballistic missile defense, Foreign Sales Corporation tax and US and German policies
towards the Caucasus 1. Rather, we asked experts from Germany and the United States to reflect upon the
likely changes in transatlantic relations and German Foreign policy emanating from the Terror attacks.
Joachim Krause, former Deputy Director of the Research Institute of the German Council on Foreign
Affairs (DGAP) and Jackson Janes, Executive Director of the American Institute for Contemporary
German Studies explore the effects on transatlantic relations. Hanns Maull takes a look at the immediate
German response and tries to evaluate its impact on the future role of the Federal Republic in world affairs.
Wolfgang Brauner and Sebastian Harnisch analyse the current domestic ramifications of the 9/11 events,
namely the shift in the domestic political debate from reform of the social security system to internal and
external security issues and its implications for the dynamics of party politics in Germany.
The authors conclude that although central pillars of both transatlantic relations and German Foreign
Policy remain in place, the September 11th events and subsequent developments are already having a
significant impact on the Alliance:
- The US has (again) become more demanding in military terms, although the US request is viewed in
Germany as an instrument to secure alliance cohesion and broad support for the Anti-Terror Campaign.
- In this time of crisis, Chancellor Schroeder has seized the opportunity to reinvent himself as a strong
leader in foreign affairs, and Otto Schily has positioned himself as a strong leader in domestic security
affairs; the SPD-led coalition government will try to keep this "leadership advantage" for the next Federal
election campaign. This may well accentuate the leadership struggle within the CDU/CSU.
- German foreign and security policy has once more taken centre stage in the national political agenda.
Despite the recent vote of confidence linked to the deployment decision of the Bundestag, Germany’s
military participation in the global anti-terror alliance is somewhat guarded. And the present consensus in
support of the US could well unravel, as Wolfgang Brauner and Sebastian Harnisch suggest, if the Bush
administration decides to bring large scale military power to bear in other regions.
1

We would therefore like to thank the paper contributors to the original newsletter. We promise to publish their analysis as
soon as possible in another format.
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We close the newsletter with Hanns Maull´s comment on a new volume by Volker Rittberger and his
research team from the University of Tübingen on "German Foreign Policy After unification". In this
context, we would like to bring to your attention one fruit of our own work in Trier: a monograph on
German foreign and security policy from a Civilian Power perspective edited by Sebastian Harnisch and
Hanns W. Maull2.

2

Cf. Sebastian Harnisch/Hanns. W. Maull (ed.), Germany As A Civilian Power. The Foreign Policy of the Berlin Republic,
Manchester: Manchester University Press 2001.
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1. Transatlantic Transitions
by Jackson Janes
It was only a few months ago that the debates over the Atlantic were shaped by genetically modified
organisms, off shore tax havens, the death penalty and climate control. It was only a few weeks ago that
the German media was portraying President George W. Bush as a Texas back-woods, gun-slinging sheriff
who wanted little interference with the way he wanted to run the world.
And then we all experienced the horror of September 11.
How will this affect the German-American relationship during the coming months and years? In many
ways, the answer to that question will be as much found first in how we define our respective domestic
responses to the threats from global terrorism and then how we determine that Germans and Americans
will be of one mind in cooperating to defeat it. Both processes will not be easy, as each country will
struggle with this challenge within its own respective political and cultural frameworks. The question is
whether they will result in shared perspectives and policies?
As the victim of this worst terrorist attack in history – and the very real threats of more to come - the
United States has to rethink and reorganize vast segments of policies and life throughout the country.
President Bush is faced with mobilizing an entire society on the basis of what everyone is referring to as a
long-term war. Because of that priority, domestic and foreign policy discussion will be transformed. The
fact that the United States has been attacked so brutally is a force shaping our domestic debates like no
other before it in American history. We will see urgent debates about immigration controls, emergency
medical supplies, urban security, police surveillance and energy resources. Very few sectors of our lives
will remain untouched by this catastrophe which is so very new to the American mind. In an ironic twist of
fate, the very man who wanted to reduce government in our lives will oversee its expansion in the coming
years.
While Germany has had earlier experience with the threat of terrorism, there is intense debate over the
appropriate policies to deal with the current situation. Because the terrorists lived in Germany before
coming to the United States, there is a particular urgency to U.S.-German discussions and initiatives in
cracking down on the sources of these cells. We will be asking ourselves the same questions and seeking
similar answers, needing similar kinds of information. These efforts, their success or their failures will
shape German-American relations.
Within the American foreign policy framework, there will be arguments about tactics but the strategy will
be clear: the protection of the United States and the destruction of its enemies. The military response in
Afghanistan is only the beginning of an enormous repositioning of the military forces the U.S. have
available now and those which will be generated in the coming years. From advanced positions in actual
battle to the mobilization of the entire armed forces throughout the world, the United States will be
entering a phase similar to that at the beginning of the Cold War. While the enemy is not located in a
particular city or country and is rather faceless this time, the response in Washington – and from President
Bush - will be to demand the end of global terrorism. And Bush will define his presidency on this issue.
Yet the response will clearly not only involve assembling the military forces. There will be equal urgency
in dealing with the financial networks, intelligence, and coalition building in all corners of the globe. Just
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as in the Cold war, some of these coalitions will be fragile and sometimes troubling. There is a clear
realization in Washington that the United States needs help at all levels in this fight. But when the price
paid will be in rising fatalities on all sides of this battle, maintaining that common front will be more
difficult.
With regard to Europe, Washington has already been told clearly that there is a solid level of solidarity
with the United States, led now by Britain. The initiatives currently being offered by NATO to help in
Afghanistan but also in helping to defend American coastlines are more than a symbolic gesture of
support.
As President Bush said recently, each partner in this war can contribute whatever is possible. And it is
expected that the United States will ask for quite a lot from Europe, including Germany.
In early October, Chancellor Schroeder stated that Germany is willing to add its military power " to defend
freedom and human rights and to create stability and security". In fact, Germany has already been engaged
in that effort in the Balkans, and is now the lead NATO nation in Macedonia. That is a far cry from where
Germans were ten years ago during the Gulf war, just barely reunited and wondering who they were.
Schroeder also reemphasized unlimited solidarity with the United States, perhaps underscored by his visit
to Washington and the disaster site in New York. Germany’s role as a secondary player on the world stage,
according to the Chancellor, now belongs to the past.
If that is truly the case, Germany, its European partners and the United States are going to have to
recognize that and make some adjustments.
In the first instance, Germany can help develop a stronger, more capable European defense capability to
confront crises within its own region as well as on the global stage in the fight against terrorism. If it wants
to graduate to a primary player, it needs to have a primary defense capability. For Germany, that will
require a stronger and larger commitment to defense, and possibly the involvement of the KSK Special
Forces.
Germany will also need to take the lead in dealing with other dimensions of the fight against terrorism,
particularly in dealing with the extensive network of financial support and money laundering, a good deal
of which takes place in Germany.
For the EU, this means assembling a more coherent defense force with real staying power. The Balkans
have provided a good look at where the Europeans failed and succeeded in dealing with their own security.
They need to move forward with the consequences and start thinking in real terms about the long-term.
For the United States, it will require accepting more readily the emergence of a real European Defense
Policy without accusations of subverting NATO. In other words, we are faced with a new definition of real
burden sharing when and where it counts without theological debates about institutional identity. After
more than fifty years of NATO, Germany and Europe are now defending the United States in real terms
and that requires recognition.
In 1951, the United States was organizing itself and it alliances around the Cold War with the Soviet Union.
It sought to wage that war all over the world with vast resources and in defense of its European allies, in
particular, the fledgling state of the Federal Republic of Germany. While the United States felt threatened
by communism and nuclear war, it put itself on the line for the sake of its own security and that of its allies.
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Today, five decades later, the US remains the primary power in the world with vast resources and the
willingness to put them to use against another enemy. But it has never needed its allies more than today.
Germany, along with its European allies, is no longer the protected state but a protector itself. And it has
never been in a position where it could do more to support this effort. The challenge for German-American
relations, for Schroeder and Bush, will be to align these two sets of capabilities and needs with domestic
support at home and with coordinated policies around the world.
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2. The Consequences of September 11 2001 for transatlantic relations
by Joachim Krause
After the horrendous attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, there was a broad-based
understanding both in the US and in Germany that nothing will remain the same after that event. This
certainly applies to the transatlantic relationship as well. The question is, however, what is the nature of
that change? And which are the new opportunities and the new dangers for these ties? Will it imply closer
cooperation among allies over solving a common problem, or will it mean growing differences over
strategy and instruments of fighting international terrorism? I argue that the clearer the current danger is
being understood and the more determinedly Europeans and Americans act together in order to deal with
this danger, the better the state of the Alliance. This also means that the more the US and Germany diverge
over the interpretation of the current danger and the more they disagree over the means to cope with it, the
larger will be the damage for the cohesion of the transatlantic relationship .
Do we diverge over the interpretation of the events?
In principle, Germany and the US have reacted in a similar fashion to the events from September 11.
However, there are differences in the interpretation which need to be addressed. In Germany, the events of
September 11 are mainly understood as terrorist acts being directed against the US. While it is
acknowledged that these events were prepared by people operating in Germany using organizational and
financial structures that have been created many years ago and, while the German Government is ready to
support the US in fighting terrorism, the terrorist attacks basically are perceived as something between the
US and a transnational terrorist organization.
In the US, on the other hand the fight against terrorism has turned into a war against an informal network
of Islamic fundamentalist extremists, whose primary goal is to throw out the US and her allies from the
Middle East and to erect some kind of fundamentalist Islamic rule in the Islamic world. This fight might
have to be fought on various levels and in diverse theaters, and it could become an international conflict
very soon – e.g., if the Taleban or other militant forces took over Pakistan or a militant fundamentalist
coup succeeded in Saudi Arabia. The German debate is characterized by a lack of awareness of such
strategic implications and rather is shaped by disputes between those who are willing to accept
infringements on some civil rights in the struggle against terrorism, and those who insist on protecting civil
liberties and information rights as much as possible. Speculations going beyond this level of political
debate are rather politically incorrect in today’s Germany – the furthest any politician has dared to move in
this direction was the call for a "debate" between Islam and Christendom by Foreign Minister Joschka
Fischer. Germany has accepted that Article 5 of the Washington Treaty had to be invoked and that the allies
are expected to provide assistance and cooperation. But has the nature of the threat really been fully
understood in Germany? This is the question.
Can we increase our ties by cooperation?
German politicians have repeatedly made it clear that Germany stands by the US, and that this does
include the possibility of military action. If compared to the German attitude towards allied requests for
support during the Gulf-War 1990/1991, this is surely progress. The requests made initially in fact have
been for rather marginal German military activities – the dispatch of multinational AWACS planes for the
control of the continental North American air space was the most conspicuous one. Even the more detailed
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and longer set of requirements presented more recently, which was developed in close co-operation
between the two governments, ultimately still demands rather little of the Bundeswehr. This reflects the
fact that the German military has only little to offer in that conflict. Given the lack of funding for the
Bundeswehr and its ongoing military reforms, there must be serious doubts as to whether this will change
rapidly.
Germany’s main contribution anyway probably should rather consist in destroying the financial and
organizational network of Bin Laden’s Al Qaida organization and of organizations supportive of or
sympathetic to it. Germany quite likely was the staging ground for the New York and Washington attacks
from September 11 and going after these networks and their sympathizers might well be the most
important contribution Germany can render today. Such endeavors should not only focus on identifying socalled sleepers, i.e. fundamentalist terrorists living a seemingly normal live until they are being sent out on
suicidal attack missions. They must also focus on militant fundamentalist Islamic organizations operating
on the territory of Germany. According to informed estimates, the total membership in such organizations
– some of them having had contact to Al Qaida – is estimated at more than 31,000. This is an alarmingly
high figure, in particular if one anticipates that due to the US bombings and to the further polarization in
the Islamic world, more and more of them will be ready to take militant action against some Western
targets – be it targets in the US or targets in Germany.
Some efforts to combat this threat have been undertaken in Germany, and others are being discussed
currently. It seems, however, that the necessary sense of drama is fading away as the issues got caught up
in the current turmoil within the Red-Green Coalition. Thus, it has become almost a taboo to even think
about protecting nuclear power plants in Germany by the Bundeswehr, and the Red-Green Coalition is
adamantly against deploying air defense units at nuclear power stations. The other taboo are the civil rights
of foreigners. Although federal authorities are now entitled to start investigations against associations of
foreigners which are pursuing goals directed against international peace and mutual understanding among
the peoples, these legal possibilities are a far cry away from realistically tackling the issues connected to
the presence of more than 31,000 Muslim extremists living in Germany. So far, the possible expulsion of
foreigners living in Germany as followers of fundamentalist organizations that have a hostile attitude
against the Western democratic order is out of the question – something that eventually might raise some
serious concern among our US allies.

What needs to be done?
There is a great potential for US-German cooperation in responding to the latest terrorist attacks. This
potential has been seen by most German politicians, in particular by the Red-Green Coalition, which has
made huge strides in proving that it is able to govern the country even at times of serious crisis. The RedGreen Coalition went out of its way to support the use of military force – involving German troops – in
order to fight terrorism. Yet, in the process, the coalition started to come apart. On top of this, Germany
risked having its military weaknesses exposed, as there was little the German armed forces really could
offer. And there also is a risk of transatlantic strife as the Red-Green Coalition is too willing to
compromise in the fight against Islamic fundamentalism on German soil.
What is needed is a more stringent and more carefully crafted strategy of coping with the current war-like
situation many German politicians still loathe to accept. Yet the current absence of terrorist violence in the
US and Europe does not mean that the declaration of war against the Western civilization announced by
those who masterminded the attacks from September 11 has exhausted itself. There are more nasty attacks
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to be expected in the future and it will be better to prepare for harsh times to come in a more systematic
and less taboo-ridden way. The most urgent problem is how to deal with the 31,000 adherents of
fundamentalist and extremist Islamic groups in Germany. This thorny problem has not even been touched
by the German government. Many politicians of the Red-Green Coalition instead fret about the danger of
an excessively transparent citizen (gläserner Bürger) as a result of increased police surveillance and
intelligence gathering. One can only hope that this neglect will not come to haunt Germany in the future.
After all, a "gläserner Bürger" should be preferable to a dead Bürger!
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3. The Guns of November? Germany and the Use of Force in the Aftermath
of 9/11
by Hanns W. Maull
The German government has decided to support America’s struggle against international terrorism with up
to 3,900 soldiers, airmen and sailors, and the Bundestag has given this decision the required parliamentary
blessing. The coalition survived, if badly shaken, and the opposition, which would have backed the
deployment, found itself forced to oppose it, as the Chancellor, for his own tactical reasons, had tied the
vote on the Bundeswehr to one on confidence in his government and his leadership. The rather narrow
outcome of the vote in the Bundestag (336 : 326) is thus doubly deceptive: the actual support for
deployment in parliament is considerably stronger than the tally suggest, while the state of the coalition in
fact is rather less healthy than the clear majority might suggest.
What does this decision to deploy the Bundeswehr in support of America’s fight against terrorism tell us
about Germany’s security policy? Are we witnessing a fundamental departure? Has Germany finally
become a "normal" country, as many observers once more suggest? Will it no longer be a "civilian
power"?
What happened, and why
Germany has extended military support to the United States as part of the Chancellor’s effort to
demonstrate "unconditional solidarity". The deployment will not break new ground geographically (during
the 1990s, naval and air force units of the Bundeswehr already participated in missions in the Middle East
and in the Persian Gulf region, albeit not in combat missions, and the navy was scheduled to take part in an
international enforcement operation as early as 1967, in the context of the Israeli-Arab conflict, when
Egypt had closed the Gulf of Aqaba to Israeli shipping and the US considered an international naval
operation to break this blockade open), nor functionally (combat missions were first flown by the
Luftwaffe in 1995 in the context of the NATO strikes against Serbia, and then again in 1999 in the Kosovo
war, even without a mandate by the UN Security Council).
Still, the new deployment could, depending on the specific shape it would take, dilute both the strong
regional bias towards Europe and the traditional focus on integrated NATO operations which Germany’s
use of force has characterised during the last decade. In joining in an ad-hoc military alliance with the US
in an ill-defined by large theatre, this deployment of the Bundeswehr does differ from its previous
missions. Does this represent "normalisation"? This certainly was the view of NYT veteran journalist John
Vinocur who favourably contrasted the strong (verbal) leadership by Gerhard Schröder with the rather less
forceful and coherent response from Paris, and chose to interpret it as a sign of Germany’s move towards a
dominant political role in Europe3. A similar note was struck in an opinion piece in the London
Economist, which praised Schröder´s chief foreign policy advisor, Michael Steiner4. Yet even if one took
the decision taken by Berlin as an expression of a new, more forceful foreign policy stance, it still was
clear that Germany’s deployment of military did in no way represent a unilateral policy effort, nor one
designed to strengthen Germany’s freedom of manoeuvre. In other words, the standard of "normality"
implied in the observation that Germany was becoming a "normal" country was still quite different from a
traditional Great Power model of foreign policy behaviour.
Why did Schröder decide the way he did, and why did the coalition and the Bundestag go along with his
decision? First, it should be underlined that this indeed was a decision by the Chancellor, rather than by his
3

John Vinocur, Schroeder urges Europe To Stand Against Foes, in: International Herald Tribune, Sept. 20, 2001

4

Charlemagne, Michael Steiner, Germany’s foreign-policy guru, in: The Economist, Oct. 13, 2001
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foreign minister Joschka Fischer or by the cabinet. But this has been the rule since the days of Helmut
Kohl, indeed – with a few exceptions such as the foreign ministers Brandt and Genscher - since the early
days of the Bonn Republic. Second, the decision probably really was motivated by a sense of emotional
shock and solidarity: Gerhard Schröder saw "Ground Zero" in New York for himself, and he was visibly
impressed. Moreover, the leitmotif of "never alone", of a firm commitment to the Western alliance and
European solidarity, has characterised post-war German foreign policy since its inception. It was this
desire to firmly anchor Germany in the Western, democratic world which overrode objections against
military re-armament in the 1950s and turned West Germany into the largest conventional West European
military land power, and the most heavily armed country in the Western half of the continent. By firmly
joining the Western camp, Germany always also hoped to enhance its influence within the Alliance, and
just as Konrad Adenauer used the German military contribution to the joint NATO effort against the Soviet
Union to advance Germany’s own agenda (namely, regaining complete sovereignty but also getting a say
in NATO´s military and political strategies), so Gerhard Schröder and his government clearly have seen
military participation in the effort against international terrorism as a way to enhance German influence on
US policies. Third, there seems to have been a genuine desire by Schröder to rid Germany of its negative
image as a proponent of "cheque-book diplomacy", and to demonstrate foreign policy leadership.
What it Means
Yet rejoicing (or deploration, depending on one’s point of view) about a militarily "born-again" Germany
turned out to be premature. This was recognised quickly by none other than John Vinocur who on
November 16 contributed a thoughtful peace on the difficulties and limitations of Germany’s foreign and
security policy shift. In this, he noted the obstacles which Schröder had had to overcome and drew a
parallel between Germany’s half-finished economic reform agenda and the re-orientation of its foreign and
security policy5.
This view seems much more pertinent than the earlier assessment. There is rather less than meets the eye
in Germany’s posture of forceful support for the American fight against international terrorism, for several
reasons:
· While public opinion in Germany regarding the use of force has shifted considerably since the early
1990s and now poses to fundamental objections to German participation in out-of-area operations, it
continues to be sceptical about the utility of force in solving political problems. While the Green party
does build on a pacifist movement which was quite strong in the early 1980s, pacifism is not a dominant
theme of overall German public opinion (if it were, it would be hard to understand how Germany could
have sustained, from the late 1950s onward, very strong conventional armed forces and a remarkable
concentration of military power, including nuclear weapons, on its soil). Rather, Germany’s foreign policy
culture could be called "pacificist" – i.e., inclined towards negotiated political solutions to conflict, rather
than imposition through military force6. This attitude reflects the German experiences with war and
aggression during the Nazi era, which continues to persist. Scepticism towards the use of force does not
prohibit support for German military participation in peace keeping or peace enforcement missions, as
long as these are perceived by the public as legitimate and appropriate, but it will withdraw support once
the legitimacy of military action in terms of both international norms and the chances for success in terms
of officially defined objectives look doubtful. This was the case with US and UK military efforts in
Afghanistan, and it could well become an issue again in the future. In short, German foreign policy culture
of reticence vis-à-vis the use of force has not (yet?) changed fundamentally, and it continues to differ
substantially from that of America, France or Britain.
5
6

John Vinocur, German Role Weakened by Need to Vote on Troops, in: International Herald Tribune, Nov. 16, 2001
I am indebted for pointing out this distinction to me to Christopher Hill.
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· Second, government policies also seem ill attuned to German foreign policy culture in another sense. The
course of the government implied "unconditional" support of, and therefore close co-operation with, the
United States, while the European dimension was neglected. This goes against the considerable scepticism
towards American policies, if not outright anti-Americanism, in many quarters in Germany, and neglects
Germany’s by now very strong "European" orientation.
· Third, the reality is that German foreign policy cannot be very effective in this rather unilateralist mode
of ad-hoc coalition-building. It immediately stirs up concerns, criticism and resentment among its
European partners and effectively reduces, rather than enhanced, German leverage in Washington. While
German foreign policy can be very effective in leading the European Union, discreetly, towards projecting
Europe’s "soft power" resources, it simply will not be very effective by trying to pretend to be France or
the UK.
· Fourth, Germany simply does not have the military means to assume a major role in the international war
against terrorism. As two recent reports document persuasively7, the present German government so far
has done little to reverse the persistent neglect of the Bundeswehr since unification, and the small increase
in defence spending now pencilled into the budget outlines of this and the coming financial years will not
be sufficient to change this. Any significant change in security policy would therefore have to start with the
budgetary allocations for the Bundeswehr. Given the state of German finance, but also the cautious public
attitude towards things military, this will be a hard task to achieve.
· Fifth and last, the government would also have to start to take foreign and security affairs much more
seriously than it has done recently. In spite of strong rhetoric, the actual record of government "leadership"
in foreign policy management has, as the authoritative IISS noted recently, been rather less than
impressive8. In fact, foreign and security policies have, until Sept. 11 at least, been neglected, rather than
cultivated.
In short, Germany’s foreign and security policy will continue to evolve slowly, as any German policy tends
to do, and the Schröder/Fischer government still needs to put its deeds where its words are. The events of
September 11 have added considerable urgency to this task, and the vote in the Bundestag has given the
government the chance to come up with a strong and coherent foreign policy posture. No doubt it will be
watched closely as it tries to live up to self-inflicted expectations.

7

8

American Institute for Contemporary German Studies: Redefining Germany Security: Prospects for Bundeswehr Reform,
Washington, DC: AICGS 2001 (= German Issues 25); Sarotte, Mary Elise: German Military Reform and European Security,
Oxford et al.: OUP for IISS 2001 (= Adelphi Paper 340)
Germany’s ´new´ foreign policy, Principles and practicalities, in: Strategic Comment, Vol. 7 No.9 (Nov.2001)
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4. The German Response to the September 11th Terrorist Attacks: A Shift
in the Domestic Political Debate and Party Politics?
by Sebastian Harnisch and Wolfgang Brauner
Introduction
In the wake of the September 11th attacks in the United States, Germany’s foreign policy role and
domestic political agenda have been transformed. As many other countries, Germany lost citizens in the
attacks of the World Trade Center. As other countries, Germany encountered hundreds of hoax anthrax
attacks in the subsequent weeks. But in contrast to its allies, Germany’s coalition parties, the Social
Democratic Party and the Green Party, have benefited unequally from the public’s call for a strong
executive response to the attacks. In fact, as Tony Blair rose to new heights of international leadership and
the French President Chirac responded cautiously due to the deadlock of cohabitation before the
Presidential elections next year, the Red-Green coalition almost collapsed under the pressure of the events.
Even though the coalition survived the confidence vote on Friday, November 16th 2001, German foreign
and domestic policy will never be quite the same. As a consequence of the military response to terrorism a
small but significant part of the SPD and the Alliance 90/Greens as well as the whole PDS and a majority
of the East Germans have been alienated and will stick to their principled opposition in foreign and
security affairs. The shift in Germany’s foreign and domestic political agenda can be explained by a
confluence of both external and internal events centering around Chancellor Schroeder’s quest to redefine
the agenda of federal elections in 2002 from his earlier theme of "steady leadership in necessary domestic
reforms" to "forceful leadership in times of crisis". While Schroeder’s strategy is likely to work well for
the Social Democrats in the next elections, the Green party is likely to again loose votes and might even
disintegrate subsequently. Thus, there is the possibility if not the likelihood of a center-left coalition
between the SPD and the liberal Free Democrats.
The Federal government’s response to the September 11th attacks
The Schroeder government’s response to the September 11th attacks has developed in three stages. Two
crucial turning points can be identified in the course of events. The first was the election success of the
populist law-and-order candidate Ronald Schill in the Hamburg local elections, September 24, which
shifted the domestic agenda to anti-terrorism and law enforcement. The second turning point came with the
United States request for military support against terrorism in early November which shifted the foreign
policy agenda to the crucial and sensitive question of German military action beyond its borders.
In the first phase, in the immediate aftermath of the attacks, the cabinet focused on improving internal
security and expressing external solidarity with the United States. Domestically, the administration reacted
promptly, when it was learned that at least three of the suspected hijackers lived and studied for an
extended period of time in Hamburg9. After a short but intense debate the German Bundestag passed the
so called "Security Package I", which changed the Vereinsrecht, banning religious groups that are deemed
to be extremist and introduces a new Section 129 b in the anti-terror paragraph of the criminal code. This
revision allows the police to pursue suspected terrorists who reside in Germany but plot their attacks in
other countries. In addition, the federal authorities toughened air travel and banking security regulations,
bolstered security for public buildings (especially American and Israeli) and allowed for access by the
police to personal information gathered by government agencies, thereby breaking a long-held taboo. To
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underpin these measures, the finance ministry earmarked some 3 billion marks for improving both
domestic and external security10.
With regard to the government’s external response, Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder stressed in several early
speeches that the attacks, although taking place in the US, were directed against all "civilized nations" and
that the Federal Republic would extend "unlimited solidarity" to the United States, including the
deployment of German military forces11 . Both the chancellor and Foreign minister Joschka Fischer further
argued that the emerging global Anti-Terrorism coalition should apply a broad range of political,
economic, financial, prosecutorial and military means. In a September 19th address to the Bundestag,
Schroeder argued fervently that the fight against terrorism had nothing to do with a "clash of civilizations"
or a "war against Islam". He characterized the adoption of UN Security Resolution 1368 and NATO’s
activation of the Art. 5 provision as a necessary redefinition of international law and as a sufficient legal
basis for US (military) actions against the perpetrators and those countries harbouring them12.
Subsequently, the Schroeder government on September 19th received full support from the Bundestag with
a resolution calling for, among other things, "unlimited solidarity" with the United States. This was a clear
signal that the government was now considering German military action13.
The first phase ended when the Schill Party won a staggering 20% vote on a law-and-order ticket in the
northern city of Hamburg14. The city had been governed by Social Democrats for more than 40 years, but
was now to be led by a center-right coalition including the CDU, the FDP and the Schill Party. With the
calm but forceful Interior Minister Otto Schily rising in popularity, the Schroeder government promptly
initiated an additional sweeping domestic security package (Sicherheitspaket II), which put the coalition to
a severe test in mid-October.
Hence, the second phase saw a much more active German response both internally and externally. In
foreign policy, senior officials embarked on extensive shuttle diplomacy, trying to minimize the political
fallout of the emerging military conflict in Afghanistan and to maximize German influence on the future
policy course in Washington. First, both Foreign Minister Fischer (Sept. 20th) and Chancellor Schroeder
(October 1st) traveled to Washington. There they again expressed Germany’s unlimited solidarity, but as
Schroeder had already hinted earlier, this did not mean that Berlin would be willing to engage in
"adventures", a barely veiled reference to the possible extension of US military action in Iraq15. In midOctober, Foreign Minister Fischer departed for an extended tour of the Middle and Far Eastern region,
trying to mediate between the Israelian and Palestinian authorities as well as extending financial assistance
to Pakistan and other Central Asian members of the Anti-Terror alliance16.
In these diplomatic initiatives, the European Union and the United Nations remained the preferred
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framework of action. German policy makers have repeatedly stressed the need for a common European
response17. In some instances, such as diplomatic initiatives in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Germany
has coordinated its efforts with the EU presidency and the High Representative of the CFSP, Javier Solana.
Also, in late September Germany (for the first time) took command of a NATO mission in Macedonia,
displaying its willingness to bear more responsibilities in multilateral security arrangements18. In other
instances, however, such as the policy planning for a post-Taleban government in Afghanistan, Berlin
initially collaborated closely with other member states such as France and Great Britain, thereby bypassing
the EU policy process19.
Domestically, the Schroeder government responded immediately to the election success of the Schill party
and the tense security situation (which was exacerbated by hundreds of hoax anthrax letters). As
mentioned, Interior minister Schily introduced a second, broad-ranging security package with far-reaching
legal and administrative consequences. The package, which was agreed upon by the coalition on October
27, 2001 after intense debate20, foresees the revision of several laws related to government agencies in
order to coordinate the government’s anti-terrorism policy more effectively21. Specifically, the package
calls for the Federal Office for the Recognition of Asylum Claimants and Länder offices dealing with
asylum applications to report evidence of extremist activities involving asylum applicants to the Office for
the Protection of the Constitution, a provision which had been a bone of contention between the Interior
minister and Green party officials22.
This second phase came to an end when the US diplomatic and military campaign in Afghanistan hit a
snag in late October23. With Ramadan and the winter approaching, US efforts to build a political and
military coalition among Pashtun tribes in southern Afghanistan and its guarded support for Northern
Alliance did not show the expected results. Worse, images of civilians dead or injured, as well as the
looming humanitarian crisis, diminished public support for the US campaign in Europe and especially
among members of the Green party24.
The third phase of Germany’s involvement started when the United States asked the Germans in earnest
for their military support in late October. Planned as a means to broaden the political support for the US
campaign – German troops are unlikely to add much fighting capability to the US efforts – the request set
in motion a process which threatened to bring the Red-Green coalition down25. Domestically, the outcome
of the Berlin elections once again showed the SPD leadership that the Green party was unable to garner
enough support to build a coalition with the SPD alone. Hence, the SPD in Berlin opted for a three-party
coalition (SPD, FDP, Alliance90/Greens), which underlined the new range of coalition options available to
a strong Social Democratic candidate26.
In this third phase, the focus of the Schroeder government again shifted from leadership in the domestic
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realm to leadership in foreign affairs. In his widely noticed October 11th address to the Bundestag,
Schroeder took his earlier argument for recasting Germany’s traditional foreign policy role one step
further27. He stated that "ten years ago, no one would have expected anything more than secondary help –
providing infrastructure or funding." However, he added, this era had "irrevocably passed". The chancellor
claimed that "after the end of the Cold War, the restoration of German unity and the recovery of our full
sovereignty, Germany needs to show a new international responsibility."28
In early November, the chancellor traveled to the Far East (with his Foreign minister just returning from
there) to bolster the international Anti-Terror Coalition. While in China, Schroeder focused on exportpromotion activities for the ailing German economy. But in New Delhi, Islamabad and Moscow Schroeder
stressed the need for continued military action in Afghanistan, thereby countering calls from members of
the Green party for a bombing halt.29
When Schroeder returned home, he found his coalition government in the doldrums. As part of his efforts
to forge a majority within the coalition for the deployment order, Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer
threatened to resign when he failed to persuade enough members in his Alliance 90/Green parliamentary
group on November 6th.
With the crucial vote approaching, the government initially seemed content to secure a majority for
deployment with support from the opposition (which was readily offered). Thus, in a reversal of the stance
taken earlier, SPD chief whip Peter Struck stated that a majority of the coalition parties for deployment
was not necessary to keep the coalition going30. Gerhard Schroeder then again changed tack when he faced
strong resistance in his own party and at a meeting with the parliamentary group of the Alliance90/Greens
on November 13th31. Hence, Schroeder called for a confidence vote later that week, thereby putting
maximum pressure on the eight dissidents among the Greens. With the opposition party CDU/CSU still
weak and the Free Democrats eagerly offering themselves as an alternative coalition partner to the Greens,
the Chancellor obviously felt that an early federal election – after a dissolution of the Bundestag in the
wake of a no-confidence vote on the deployment decision – would benefit the SPD and his leadership
more than any other party32.
The Bundestag’s resolution of November 16th provides the legal means to deploy up to 3.900 German
soldiers to the US-led anti-terror coalition for up to twelve months 33. While the resolution indicates
approximate numbers of soldiers by services (Navy: 1.800; Army: 800; Special Forces: 100; Air Forces:
500; Medical Corps: 250) it does neither specify which units will be sent nor where and when exactly they
will be deployed34. The resolution characterizes the operational area rather broadly as NATO territory,
Arabian Peninsula, Central Asia, Northeast Africa and the adjacent seas. It allocates 15 Mio. Euro for the
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rest of 2001 and foresees financial requirements of up to 160 Mio. Euro for 2002 .
Position of parties in parliament
After the crucial vote on November 16th, there appears to be, with the exception of the PDS, broad support
among the members of Parliament for Schroeder’s recasting of Germany’s foreign policy role and a sense
that the government's policy represents the right mix of diplomatic, economic and military means.
However, a closer examination of the discussions within the parties reveals a significant minority within
the ranks of both the Green Party and the SPD. Hence, the SPD party Congress in Nuremberg (starting
November 19) and the Green party Congress in Rostock (starting November 26) will be important
indicators of how far the sense of "new confidence" in the coalition actually goes.
In an interview after the vote of confidence, Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder admitted that he had
"underestimated" the extent to which members of the parliamentary groups of the Greens, but also of the
SPD were opposed to military participation36. In fact, this admission confirms a tactical mistake that was
made by leading members of the governing coalition. As late as a few days before the decision of 14
November to link the vote on the military participation with the confidence vote, Peter Struck and Franz
Müntefering repeatedly suggested publicly that it would not be "a catastrophe" if the coalition would not
gain its own majority since the opposition of CDU/CSU and FDP were unequivocally supporting
Germany’s military contribution37.
In this, the government clearly underestimated the number of parliamentarians of their own parties
opposing this policy shift. On November 11th, eight members of the Green Party announced that they
would vote against deployment of the Bundeswehr38. In the end, they decided to split their vote, four
maintaining their opposition and the other four saying yes, thus ensuring passage of both the deployment
and the confidence vote, but actually meaning no. This attitude was most clearly expressed by Antje
Vollmer39 (who supported the government) and Christian Ströbele (who opposed it); the latter called his
behaviour "schizophrenic": having voted "no", he nevertheless felt happy that the coalition had been
saved40. Perhaps even more importantly, in an oral declaration after the vote, 15 members of the SPD
unequivocally declared in the Bundestag that they would have rejected the decision had it not been for the
rescue of the coalition41.
In this context, it is interesting to note that while only 48% of the population are in favour of the
continuation of the present coalition (with 46% opposed to it), 60% of the supporters of the SPD and even
92% of the supporters of the Green party are in favour42. This clearly shows that the Greens, which are
supposed to be doomed, are most interested in maintaining the coalition, which they – just like the SPD –
believe to have worked successfully so far, and to have the potential to do so in the future. This is also why
it is likely that a majority of the Green Party will support the military participation at their next meeting in
Rostock on November 25/26. To the degree that Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer will be able to
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demonstrate the Green profile in the decisions of the government in the coming months, the chances of the
re-election of the party will improve.
In contrast, for the conservative opposition, the current crisis is "the beginning of the end of the red-green
coalition" (Merkel, Glos). However, opinion surveys show that the FDP would currently do much better
against a possible coalition with the SPD, while the CDU/CSU would hardly gain in comparison with the
last election. This is why Guido Westerwelle has called for new elections.
The PDS will probably win over principled pacifists from the Alliance90/Greens and the SPD, thereby
broadening its meager electoral base in the old Bundesländer. In the long term, however, the party’s stance
against any UN peacekeeping with German participation will impede its chances to gain credibility in
foreign and security affairs, as the focus in Afghanistan (and elsewhere) shifts from large scale military
action to political solutions.
In sum, two conclusions can be drawn from the parties’ responses to the September 11th attacks and
subsequent events in Germany. First, foreign and security policy has become at last an important topic on
the domestic political agenda of unified Germany. Second, it could be argued that anti-terror policies have
been instrumentalised to change the inner dynamics of party politics in Germany. On the one hand,
Chancellor Schröder has (single-handedly) changed the campaign agenda of the 2002 elections for the
SPD and has put enormous pressure on the Alliance90/Green party. He has also opened up an alternative
option for a coalition partner after the federal election next September. On the other hand, the PDS has
been able to present itself as the only principled opposition party to the emerging, cautiously permissive
consensus on German military action abroad. Thus it will most likely be able to garner support from
members and voters of the Green party who are not willing to follow their party leadership.
Implications
What are the immediate policy implications of this analysis? First, our overview of party responses
suggests that there is strong support for the government’s policy mix of diplomacy plus guarded military
action. Yet, given the strong pressure exerted by the party leaderships on the coalition parties, it cannot be
excluded that opposition within the governing Red-Green coalition could again endanger the Schroeder
government. But even if Schroeder’s arm twisting tactics produced more "collateral political damage",
Germany will still stand by its most important ally.
Second, the loss of cohesion of the coalition under the pressure of international events underscores the
central position of the Green Foreign minister, Joschka Fischer, in building domestic support (especially
among Green party officials) through a "civilian response" to the terrorist attacks, stressing diplomatic and
humanitarian aspects of Germany’s anti-terror policy. With foreign and security policy high on the national
agenda and a significant part of the Green party and the SPD in opposition to current government policies,
Fischer’s persuasiveness has become vital for the Red-Green reform project. Thus, high-profile German
diplomatic initiatives, such as the plan for a UN-sponsored conference with Afghan political and tribal
leaders in Berlin next weekend, are likely to become more frequent.
Third, under the current circumstances, Chancellor Schroeder’s focus on "unlimited solidarity" with the
United States seems plausible. Most Germans, as the overwhelming majority in the Bundestag on
September 19th showed, would agree that this was a necessary step. But given the unclear long-term
implications of unlimited solidarity, the current consensus could come under pressure if the US
government should decide to expand the war on terrorism, e.g. to military action against Iraq. Military
action in Iraq (with its immediate implications for the stability of Saudi-Arabia and the security of Israel,
to name but a few likely consequences) is clearly beyond the current policy consensus in Germany. Thus,
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if US action occurred (especially without European explicit approval), this could seriously damage
transatlantic relations.
Finally, whatever one’s view on the German military contribution to the anti-terror coalition, it now will
materialise as a response to the September 11th events. After the dust has settled (and even if there is no
further successful attack), Germany’s foreign and security policy will have changed considerably. As
Chancellor Schroeder’s vision of a new German role in international politics suggests, policymakers only
have started to think about the long-term implications of the September 11th events.
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Background Information: The Politics of Germany’s Policy against
Terrorism before the September 11th Attacks
by Sebastian Harnisch
Before September 11th, Germany’s policy to combat terrorism had been an unlikely candidate to reshape
the country’s political landscape. After reaching a first hiatus in the 1970s campaign against left-wing
terrorism of the Baader-Meinhof Group and the German Red Army Fraction, Anti-Terrorism policy
declined in prominence. In the 1990s the terror threat in Germany receded markedly when the Red Army
first renounced its armed struggle and then dissolved43. The remaining threats from militant groups
opposing the Middle East peace process, such as Hamas and Hisbollah, or fighting the legitimate
government in their home countries, as the Algerian FIS or the Kurdish PKK were regarded as potentially
dangerous as they used Germany as safe havens for their political and armed struggle. However, as these
groups appeared not to be interested to endanger their „comfortable" situation in Germany, they were not
seen as immediate threats to public security.)44
A series of different laws and administrative arrangements provided the basis for the activities of several
federal and Länder ministries and agencies dealing with internal security issues before September 11,
200145. The anti-terror policy process centered around the Federal Ministry of the Interior, the Coordinator
for Intelligence in the Chancellery and State-level ministries of the Interior. These actors coordinated their
work in interagency committees such as working groups of the Council of Ministers of the Interior. In case
of terrorist attacks, the Länder police under the guidance of the State ministries of Interior respond first,
with the Federal Criminal police taking over upon request from the state and/or the Federal prosecutor.
Basically, the Federal Criminal police is responsible for the protection and investigation of acts of
terrorism whereas Länder police authorities are responsible for criminal investigations within their state.
The federal division of responsibilities – which Germany adopted as one of the lessons learned from the
abuse of police powers by the centralized intelligence and police system of Nazi Germany – also applies to
domestic intelligence services. The Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution collects and
analyzes intelligence relating to politically motivated extremism and terrorism. It coordinates its work with
the State Offices for the Protection of the Constitution, which have similar roles but are independent of the
federal government46. Within the Executive, the Chancellery (and especially the Coordinator for
Intelligence) and the Minister of Interior provide overall oversight for national issues concerning acts of
terrorism. In the legislative branch, a standing committee on Internal Affairs (Innenausschuss) monitors the
police and intelligence authorities’ compliance with the law47.
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II. Book Reviews
Volker Rittberger (ed), German Foreign Policy Since Unification. Theories
and Case Studies, Manchester: Manchester University Press 2001 (Issues in
German Politics)
Reviewed by Hanns W.Maull
German foreign policy since unification has defied the laws of gravity in international relations, at least in
the view of the dominant post-war theoretical paradigm, that of realism. Rather than exploiting its newly
secured unification by pushing for greater autonomy and a return towards its earlier role as continental
Europe’s predominant power, united Germany preferred to stick to its traditional foreign policy axioms of
multilateralism and institutionalisation, European integration, (junior) partnership in a transatlantic security
alliance with the United States and co-operative security policies towards the former Soviet Union. How
can this be explained? Has the old paradigm simply been wrong? Volker Rittberger and his team have tried
to shed some light on those questions in their rigorously theory-led analysis of German foreign policies
since unification. Their interest is primarily theoretical: which theoretical paradigm is best able to explain
German foreign policy in the 1990s? In an impressively scientific, if somewhat unwieldy, research design,
this volume tests four major theoretical paradigms in foreign policy analysis: neo-realism, modified
realism, utilitarian liberalism and constructivism. (The last paradigm is somewhat mislabelled:
constructivism really constitutes not so much an alternative paradigm than a meta-theory, an entirely
different research perspective which could be applied to realist as well as idealist constructions of
international relations. What Rittberger’s team really want to test with this paradigm is the explanatory
power of norms and ideas in German foreign policy). Somewhat surprisingly, neo-institutionalism has not
been taken on board of this otherwise comprehensive study, although institutionalist explanations of
German foreign policy behaviour since 1990 have considerable intuitive plausibility and also impeccable
academic credentials (one need to think only of Jeffrey Anderson’s and John Goodman’s famous essay in
the volume on "Europe after the Cold War, edited by Keohane, Nye and Hoffmann, or of the writings of
Peter Katzenstein). Eight specific foreign policies – ranging from the use of the Bundeswehr in out-of-area
operations to the telecom procurement issues in German foreign trade policy – are then dissected with this
theoretical framework, with a view to test the four paradigms, but also to assess the mixture of continuity
and change in German foreign policy during the 1990s. The results of this endeavour can briefly be
summarised as follows: German foreign policy can best be explained as driven by norms and ideas, though
the authors also find evidence that German foreign policy is increasingly interested in enhancing its
influence and its (absolute) gains. Thus, the "constructivist" or idealist paradigm comes out on top, but
modified realism and liberal utilitarianism are also thought to have explanatory power. Only the traditional
neo-realist paradigm is found completely wanting. Empirically, the authors find more continuity than
change, though with interesting tendencies towards greater assertiveness and a more hard-nose pursuit of
national economic interests.
Overall, this is a highly exacting, rigorously theoretical and thoroughly scientific study of German foreign
policies in the 1990s. It is likely to be of greater interests to those interested in theory-building, however,
than to readers interested in German foreign policy: the case studies are generally very tightly argued, they
suffer from an excess of jargon (not everybody will be thrilled by encountering a German Chancellor with
a "high level of situative mobilisation", meaning: he had a heavy hand in that particular decision) and,
above all, are often argued deductively (thus, policy constantly is "assumed" or expected to" show this and
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that pattern of behaviour: one begins to long for a historian’s or even a journalist’s prose in describing what
happened). Nevertheless, there are quite a few empirical nuggets in that theoretical sand, and the level of
empirical analysis is generally quite accomplished. Still, the principal value and merit of this study lies in
its research design and in the development of four different foreign policy theory paradigms. The most
innovative contribution in that context is the modified realism paradigm, which builds on the assumption
that, under conditions of low security threats, states will be more interested in enhancing their influence
than their autonomy, and therefore willing to work in and through institutions. The most problematic
theoretical paradigm is that of liberal utilitarianism, which here is conceived in such highly abstract and
stilted terms as to make it almost useless for empirical analysis. What is needed for a liberal utilitarian
approach is the kind of detailed inductive process tracing analysis which Andrew Moravcsik has been
doing, rather than the deductive approach favoured by Rittberger´s team.
In spite of its impressive research design and its many accomplishments both theoretically and empirically,
this volume ultimately leaves this reader less than persuaded, for several reasons:
· The empirical analysis generally is too tight, too deductive and too jargonised; too little emphasis is
given to the empirical decision-making process.
· The paradigms, as well as the case studies, are full of assumptions of dubious plausibility. The
study generally exudes what comes across almost as a disdain for politics: to the authors, policies are
simply deduced from certain assumptions, without regard for possible creative policy alternatives
and policy innovation. Those many assumptions and expectations sometimes seem to produce
circular reasoning (the authors find the behaviour they expect), and often simply comes across as
simplistic. For example, the "modified realism" paradigm postulates a choice between autonomy and
influence but fails to accommodate policy behaviour striving to optimise both autonomy and
influence (was US "predatory" external trade policy under Bill Clinton "realist", "modified realist" or
"utilitarian"?).
· Power is treated as a key variable throughout, but the authors fail to treat it properly as a relational
category. Yet their own research shows that Germany’s power – by their yardsticks – increased only
vis-à-vis the former Soviet Union/Russia; it remained broadly unchanged vis-à-vis the other
European states and actually decreased vis-à-vis the United States. Yet this crucial qualification is
never considered in its implications. Nor is the ubiquitous role of power in politics of any kind
properly acknowledged: it seems as if for Rittberger and his team only the realist paradigm really is
about "power", yet it is difficult to deny the need for power whenever political actors try to realise
their objectives, no matter how "utilitarian" or "idealist" they may be.
· Lastly, the study is built on the assumption of a strict division between domestic politics and
international relations. Yet this assumption is becoming increasingly dubious. Thus, the authors fail
to do justice to the degree to which German foreign policy throughout the 1990s already has been
"Europeanised": policy outcomes cannot be explained without recourse to complex trade-offs and
package deals in the multi-level games of European politics, which involve both domestic, European
and international actors in the same game.

Overall, this ambitious study is as impressive as it is, ultimately, unsatisfactory: it pushes a rigorously
scientific mode of inquiry to the limits of sophistication and abstraction, and in doing so impresses us with
its ingenious research design. Yet the insights into German foreign policy this research provides remain,
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albeit plausible, in the end also tentative. Thus, this remarkable quest for the holy grail of a scientific
theory on foreign policy behaviour ultimately fails - not for want of trying but, one suspects, because the
task is intrinsically impossible to achieve.
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1. Transatlantic Relations after September 11
1.1 Official Documents (in chronological order)
1.1.1 German Sources
1.1.1.1 Government / Chancellor Gerhard Schröder
Beileidsschreiben von Bundeskanzler Gerhard Schröder an US-Präsident George W. Bush,
Pressemitteilung Nr. 377/01 des Bundespresseamtes am 11.09.2001, Bundesregierung, 11.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Pressemitteilung/ix_55727_433.htm
Erklärungen des Bundeskanzlers zu den Terroranschlägen in den USA, 11.09.2001, Bundesregierung
12.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/top/dokumente/Artikel/ix_55734.htm?template=singleid=
55734_1499ixepf=_55734_1499

Regierungserklärung von Bundeskanzler Schröder vor dem Deutschen Bundestag zum Terrorakt in den
USA am 12.09.2001, Bundesregierung 13.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/top/dokumente/Rede/ix_55757.htm?template=singleid=55757_1499ixepf=
_55757_1499
BPA-Mitschrift des Interviews mit Bundeskanzler Schröder im ZDF am 16.09.2001, Bundesregierung,
16.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/top/dokumente/Artikel/ix_56164.htm?template=singleid=
56164_1499script=1ixepf=_56164_1499
"Wir sind nicht im Krieg" - Interview mit dem Bundeskanzler in der ARD zu Anschlägen in den USA vom
14.09.2001, Bundesregierung, 17.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/top/dokumente/Artikel/ix_56164.htm?template=singleid=
56164_1499script=1ixepf=_56164_1499
Maßnahmen und Reaktionen der Bundesregierung nach den Anschlägen, 12.09.2001, Bundesregierung,
18.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/top/dokumente/Artikel/ix_55728.htm?template=singleid=
55728_1499script=1ixepf=_55728_1499
Regierungserklärung von Bundeskanzler Schröder vor dem Deutschen Bundestag zu den Anschlägen in
den USA am 19.09.01, Bundesregierung, 20.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_56381_436.htm
Reaktion der Bundesregierung auf die Rede von US-Präsident Bush, Pressemitteilung Nr. 399/01 des
Bundespresseamtes am 21.09.2001, Bundesregierung, 21.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Pressemitteilung/ix_56730.htm
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Den finanziellen Sumpf des Terrors trocken legen, Interview in der Frankfurter Allgemeinen
Sonntagszeitung vom 30.09.2001, Bundesregierung, 30.09.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_58231_5327.htm
Kampf gegen Terrorismus - CNN-Interview mit Bundeskanzler Schröder (BPA-Mitschrift), 05.10.2001,
Bundesregierung, 05.10.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_58676_5327.htm
Reise von Bundeskanzler Schröder nach Washington und New York, 09.10.2001, Bundesregierung,
11.10.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_59210.htm
Regierungserklärung von Bundeskanzler Schröder zur aktuellen Lage nach Beginn der Operation gegen
den internationalen Terrorismus in Afghanistan vor dem Deutschen Bundestag, 11.10.2001,
Bundesregierung, 11.10.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_59425_1706.htm
Maßnahmen nach den Anschlägen in den USA (Fragen und Antworten zur Rolle Deutschlands nach den
Anschlägen, 11.10.2001, Bundesregierung, 19.11.01
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_57894_7446.htm
Brücke New York-Berlin: Bundeskanzler lädt tausend Jugendliche ein, 11.10.2001, Bundesregierung,
13.10.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_59522_1112.htm
Neues Selbstverständnis deutscher Außenpolitik, 11.10.2001, Bundesregierung, 12.10.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_59568.htm
Der Bundeskanzler im Tagespiegel-Interview über Politik in Zeiten des Krieges, Interview mit
Bundeskanzler Gerhard Schröder im Tagespiegel vom 14.10.2001,
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_59749_5327.htm
Sicherheitslage in Deutschland, 09.11.01, Bundesregierung, 12.11.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_58818_1112.htm
"Bundeswehr vor dem Einsatz" Interview mit dem Bundeskanzler in der ARD (BPA-Mitschrift), BuReg,
06.11.01
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_61999_1112.htm
Antrag der Bundesregierung auf Einsatz bewaffneter deutscher Streitkräfte vom 7. November 2001,
BuReg, 07.11.01
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_62015_1112.htm
Bundeskabinett beantragt die Zustimmung des Bundestages zum Einsatz der Bundeswehr im Kampf gegen
den internationalen Terrorismus, BuReg, 07.11.01
http://www.bundesregierung.de/top/dokumente/Artikel/ix_61919.htm?template=singleid=
61919_1499script=1ixepf=_61919_1499
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Bundeskabinett stellt Antrag an den Bundestag auf Einsatz bewaffneter deutscher Streitkräfte im Rahmen
der Militäroperation "Enduring Freedom", BuReg, 07.11.01,
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_61919_1499.htm
Fact Sheet Coalition against Terrorism: Germany´s Contribution, German Embassy, 07.11.01
http://www.germany-info.org/newcontent/np/FACT_AFG.htm
Regierungserklärung von Bundeskanzler Gerhard Schröder vor dem Deutschen Bundestag zur Beteiligung
bewaffneter deutscher Streitkräfte an der Bekämpfung des internationalen Terrorismus, BuReg, 08.11.01
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_62094_1499.htm

1.1.1.2 Foreign Ministry / Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer
Erklärung von Bundesaußenminister Fischer zu den Terroranschlägen in New York und Washington am
11.09.2001, AA, 11.09.2001
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2025type_id=
2bereich_id=31
Interview mit Bundesaußenminister Joschka Fischer zu einem möglichen Vergeltungsschlag für die
Terroranschläge gegen die USA am 15.09.2001 in den Tagesthemen der ARD (Auszug), AA, 15.09.2001
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2039bereich_id=
17type_id=4
Zitate aus dem Interview des Nachrichtensenders "n-tv" (Sandra Maischberger, Peter Kloeppel (RTL)) mit
BM Fischer zur Lage nach denTerrorangriffen auf die USA,
(16. September 2001, 20.15 Uhr) , Bundesregierung, 16.09.01
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_56366.htm
Bundesaußenminister Fischer versichert im Rahmen seiner zweitägigen Reise nach
Washington und New York die Vereinigten Staaten der uneingeschränkten Solidarität
Deutschlands, AA, 19.09.2001
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2074type_id=
2bereich_id=31
Stellungnahme von Bundesaußenminister Fischer im ZDF-"Heute-Journal" vom 20.09.2001 (Auszug) in
New York zur Solidarität mit den USA und zur Terrorismusbekämpfung, AA, 20.09.2001
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2073bereich_id=
17type_id=4
Rede von Bundesaußenminister Fischer vor dem Deutschen Bundestag am 26.09.2001 zu den
internationalen Konsequenzen der terroristischen Angriffe in den USA und ihren Auswirkungen auf die
Außenpolitik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, AA, 26.09.2001
http://213.61.121.161/www/de/infoservice/presse/index_html?bereich_id=11type_id=3archiv_id=
2120detail=1
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Rede des Bundesministers des Auswärtigen Joschka Fischer zur Eröffnung der Sondersitzung der
"Afghanistan Support Group" in Berlin 27.09.2001, AA, 27.09.2001
http://213.61.121.161/www/de/infoservice/presse/index_html?bereich_id=7type_id=3archiv_id=
2103detail=1
Interview von Bundesaußenminister Fischer in "Bericht aus Berlin"/ ARD, 28.09.01 (Auszug), AA,
28.09.2001
http://213.61.121.161/www/de/infoservice/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2122type_id=4bereich_id=0
Interview mit dem Koordinator für die deutsch-amerikanische Zusammenarbeit im Auswärtigen Amt,
Karsten D. Voigt, zur Unterstützung der USA beim Kampf gegen den internationalen Terrorismus im
ARD-Morgenmagazin am 5.10.2001, AA, 05.10.2001
http://213.61.121.161/www/de/infoservice/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2152type_id=4bereich_id=0
Interview mit Bundesaußenminister Joschka Fischer zur Militäraktion in Afghanistan und zur Bekämpfung
des Terrorismus, Heute-Journal des ZDF am 08.10.2001(Auszug), AA, 08.10.2001
http://213.61.121.161/www/de/infoservice/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2154type_id=4bereich_id=0
Rede von Bundesaußenminister Joschka Fischer vor dem Deutschen Bundestag am 11.10.2001, AA,
11.10.2001
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/www/de/infoservice/1012/r011011_html
Gemeinsam gegen Terrorismus: Neue Herausforderungen für die transatlantische Allianz", Vortrag von
Karsten D. Voigt, Koordinator für die deutsch-amerikanische Zusammenarbeit, vor dem MidAtlantic Club,
Berlin, 25. Oktober 2001, AA, 25.10.01
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2244type_id=
3bereich_id=31
Rede von Bundesaußenminister Joschka Fischer vor dem Deutschen Bundestag am 08.11.2001 (Auszug),
AA, 08.11.01
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2280type_id=
3bereich_id=12
Rede von Bundesaußenminister Fischer vor der 56. Generalversammlung der VN in New York am 12.
November 2001, AA, 12.11.01
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/www/de/aussenpolitik/ausgabe_archiv?archiv_id=2292type_id=
3bereich_id=12

1.1.1.3 Ministry of Defense / Minister of Defense Rudolf Scharping
Tagesbefehl des Bundesministers der Verteidigung anläßlich der Anschläge in den Vereinigten Staaten,
BmVg, 12.09.2001
http://www.bundeswehr.de/news/presse/mip01106.html
Maßnahmen der NATO erst nach Konsultationen, Bundesverteidigungsminister Scharping auf einer
Pressekonferenz im Verteidigungsministerium am Donnerstag den 13.09.2001, BmVg, 13.09.2001
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http://www.bundeswehr.de/news/aktuelles/preview.php?id=308
Interview von Verteidigungsminister Scharping zur aktuellen Lage nach den Terroranschlägen in den USA
und zum NATO-Bündnisfall, Berliner Morgenpost vom 14.9.2001, BmVg, 17.09.2001
http://www.bundeswehr.de/news/reden/reden_minister/011409_mopo_buendnisfall.html
Rede des Verteidigungsministers bei der Sondersitzung des Bundestages zu den Terrorangriffen in den
Vereinigten Staaten am 19. September 2001, BmVg, 20.09.2001
http://www.bundeswehr.de/news/reden/reden_minister/010919_sondersitzung_bt_terror.html

Interview von Verteidigungsminister Scharping mit der Thüringer Allgemeinen zu Einsätzen der
Bundeswehr vom 2. Oktober 2001, BmVg, 04.10.2001
http://www.bundeswehr.de/news/reden/reden_minister/010210_thueringer_allgem.html
Bereitstellung: Bundesregierung sagt den USA Truppen zu BMVg, 06.11.01
http://www.bundeswehr.de/news/aktuelles/preview.php?id=420

1.1.1.4 President Johannes Rau
Entsetzen und die Angst hat auch Europa erfasst, Interview mit Johannes Rau im Deutschlandfunk vom
12.9.2001, DLF, 12.09.01
http://www.dradio.de/cgi-bin/user/fm1004/es/neu-interview/1152.html
Ansprache von Bundespräsident Johannes Rau bei der Kundgebung "Keine Macht dem
Terror - Solidarität mit den Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika" am Freitag, 14. September 2001 vor dem
BrandenburgerTor in Berlin, Bundesregierung, 14.09.01
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Rede/ix_56153.htm
1.1.2 USA
1.1.2.1 White House/President Bush
Remarks by the President After Two Planes Crash Into World Trade Center, 11.09.2001, White House,
11.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010911.html
Remarks by the President Upon Arrival at Barksdale Air Force Base, Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana,
11.09.2001, White House, 11.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010911-1.html
Statement by the President in His Address to the Nation, 11.09.2001, The White House, 11.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010911-16.html
Remarks by the President While Touring Damage at the Pentagon, The Pentagon, 12.09.2001, The White
House, 12.09.2001
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http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010912-12.html
Presidential Memo to Executive Departments and Agencies, Memorandum for the Heads of Executive
Departments and Agencies, 12.09.2001, The White House, 12.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010912-13.html
Presidential Determination, Presidential Determination No. 2001-26, Memorandum for the Secretary of
State the Secretary of the Treasury, 12.09.2001, The White House, 12.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010912-14.html

Remarks by the President In Photo Opportunity with the National Security Team, 12.09.2001, The White
House, 12.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010912-4.html
Text of a Letter from the President to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 12.09.2001, The White
House, 13.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010913-6.html

To the Congress of the United States, 14.09.2001, The White House, 14.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010914-6.html
President Urges Readiness and Patience, Remarks by the President, Secretary of State Colin Powell and
Attorney General John Ashcroft, Camp David Thurmont, Maryland, 15.09.2001, The White House,
15.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010915-4.html
Radio Address of the President to the Nation, 15.09.2001, The White House, 15.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010915.html
Remarks by the President Upon Arrival, The South Lawn, 16.09.2001, The White House, 16.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010916-2.html
"Islam is Peace" Says President, Remarks by the President at Islamic Center of Washington, D.C.,
Washington, D.C., 17.09.2001, The White House, 17.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010917-11.html
Remarks by the President at Islamic Center of Washington, D.C., 17.09.2001, US Department of State,
17.09.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/usa/islam/s091701b.htm
President Signs Authorization for Use of Military Force bill, Statement by the President, 18.09.2001, The
White House, 18.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010918-10.html
Remarks by the President At Photo Opportunity with House and Senate Leadership, The Oval Office,

33
19.09.2001, The White House, 19.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010919-8.html
Address to a Joint Session of Congress and the American People, United States Capitol Washington, D.C.,
20.09.2001, The White House, 20.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010920-8.html
President Bush's Address to a Joint Session of Congress and the American People, 20.09.2001, US
Department of State, 20.09.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/usa/islam/s092001.htm
President Waives Sanctions on India, Pakistan, Presidential Determination No. 2001-28,
22.09.2001, The White House, 22.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010922-4.html
Despite Challenges, Economy Fundamentally Strong , Radio Address of the President to the Nation,
22.09.2001, The White House, 22.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010922.html
To the Congress of the United States, 23.09.2001, The White House, 24.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010924.html
Letter to Congress on Terrorist Financing Executive Order, 24.09.2001, The White House, 24.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010924-10.html
Letter to Congress on American Campaign Against Terrorism, Text of a Letter from the President to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the President Pro Tempore of the Senate, 24.09.2001, The
White House, 24.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010924-17.html
Fact Sheet on Terrorist Financing Executive Order, 24.09.2001, The White House, 24.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010924-2.html
Executive Order on Terrorist Financing, 24.09.2001, The White House, 24.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010924-1.html
President Freezes Terrorists' Assets, Remarks by the President, Secretary of the Treasury O'Neill and
Secretary of State Powell on Executive Order, The Rose Garden, 24.09.2001, The White House,
24.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010924-4.html
FBI Needs Tools to Track Down Terrorists, Remarks by the President to Employees at the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, FBI Headquarters, 25.09.2001, The White House, 25.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010925-5.html
International Campaign Against Terror Grows, Remarks by President Bush and Prime Minister Koizumi of
Japan in Photo Opportunity, The Colonnade, 25.09.2001, The White House, 25.09.2001
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http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010925-1.html
Radio Address of the President to the Nation, 29.09.2001, The White House, 29.09.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010929.html
U.S. Assistance to the Afghan People, 04.10.2001, The White House, 04.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011004-5.html
President Directs Humanitarian Aid to Afghanistan, 04.10.2001, The White House, 04.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011004.html
President Proclaims German-American Day, 05.10.2001, The White House, 05.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011005-15.html
Radio Address of the President to the Nation, 06.10.2001, The White House, 06.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011006.html
Presidential Address to the Nation, 07.10.2001, The White House, 07.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011007-8.html
President's Letter to Congress on American Response to Terrorism, 09.10.2001, The White House,
09.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011009-6.html
President to Meet with German Chancellor Schroeder, 09.10.2001, The White House, 09.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011009-9.html
New Counter-Terrorism and CyberSpace Security Positions Announced, 09.10.2001, The White House,
09.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011009-4.html
German Leader Reiterates Solidarity with U.S., Remarks by the President and Chancellor Schroeder of
Germany in Press Availability, 09.10.2001, The White House, 09.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011009-13.html
NATO Chief Stresses International Resolve Remarks by the President and NATO Secretary General Lord
Robertson in Photo Opportunity, 10.10.2001, The White House, 10.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011010-6.html
President Reports Progress, Calls for Action in Cabinet Meeting, Remarks by the President After Cabinet
Meeting, 11.10.2001, The White House, 11.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011011-3.html
President Holds Prime Time News Conference, 11.10.2001, The White House, 11.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011011-7.html
President Establishes "America's Fund for Afghan Children", 11.10.2001, The White House, 11.10.2001
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http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011011-8.html
Text of a Letter from the President to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the President Pro
Tempore of the Senate, 11.10.2001, The White House, 12.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011012-11.html
Bush Reports Progress in the War Against Terrorism , 11.10.2001, US Department of State, 11.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/topic/intrelf=01101117.tpot=/
products/washfile/newsitem.shtml
Botschaft des amerikanischen Präsidenten an die Bundesregierung und das deutsche Volk, 12.10.2001,
Bundesregierung, 12.10.2001
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_59741.htm
America's Fund for Afghan Children Fact Sheet, The Program, 12.10.2001, The White House, 12.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011012-2.html
President Commends House for Passing Anti-Terrorism Bill, Statement by the President, 12.10.2001, The
White House, 12.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011012-13.html
President Asks American Children to Help Afghan Children, Remarks by the President During March of
Dimes Volunteer Leadership Conference, 12.10.2001, The White House, 12.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011012-4.html
Radio Address of the President to the Nation , 13.10.2001, The White House, 13.10.2001
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/10/20011013.html
Bush Updates Nation on War Against Terrorism, 13.10.2001, US Department of State, 13.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101310.tltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
Bush Says Substantial Progress Made in the War on Terrorism, 11.10.2001 US Department of State,
11.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101111.tltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
Bush, in Press Conference, Decries Terrorist "Evildoers" , 11.10.2001 US Department of State, 11.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101120.tltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml

1.1.2.2 Department of State / Secretary Of State Colin L. Powell
Germans "Stand Firmly" by U.S. Following Terrorist Attacks, US Department of State, 13.09.2001
http://lists.state.gov/SCRIPTS/WA-USIAINFO.EXE?A2=ind0109bL=wf-europeH=1O=DP=8294
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Powell September 12 Interview on National Public Radio, US Department of State, 13.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/trans/0913pwl.htm
Powell Points to bin Laden as a Suspect in Terrorist Attacks, Interview, Secretary Of State Colin L. Powell
On The News Hour with Jim Lehrer, 13.09.2001, US Department of State, 14.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/trans/0914pwl.htm
Powell Says U.S. Will Demand Cooperation from Taliban Against bin Laden, Interview on CNN's Late
Edition, Secretary Colin L. Powell Washington, DC, 16.09.2001, US Department of State, 16.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/trans/0916pwl.htm
Secretary Powell Calls for Action from Taliban, Powell at US-EU press Conference, 20.09.2001, US
Department of State, 20.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/text/0920powl.htm
Powell says anti-terrorist campaign not against Afghan people, Interview of Secretary Powell by BBC,
21.09.2001, US Department of State, 21.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/trans/0921pwl.htm
Bush Executive Order on Freezing Terrorist Assets, 24.09.2001, US Department of State, 24.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/text/0924bush.htm
Bush, O'Neill, Powell on Freezing Terrorist Assets, 24.09.2001, US Department of State, 24.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/trans/0924bonp.htm
Powell Says U.S. Focusing on Usama bin Laden and al-Qaida, Interview on ABC's This Week Secretary
Colin L. Powell, 23.09.2001, US Department of State, 24.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/trans/0924pwl.htm
Powell Says Campaign Against Terrorism Has Begun, Interview of Secretary of State Colin L. Powell on
NBC'S Meet the Press, 23.09.2001, US Department of State, 24.09.2001
http://www.usinfo.state.gov/regional/nea/sasia/afghan/trans/0924pwl2.htm
Interview by Noah Adams of National Public Radio on "All Things Considered", Secretary Colin L.
Powell Washington, DC, 27.09.2001, US Department of State, 27.09.2001
http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2001/index.cfm?docid=5091
Remarks at the Visit of President George W. Bush To The Department Of State Secretary Colin L. Powell,
Washington, DC, 04.10.2001, US Department of State, 04.10.2001
http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2001/index.cfm?docid=5217
Statement on Redesignation of Foreign Terrorist Organizations Secretary Colin L. Powell Washington, DC,
05.10.2001, US Department of State, 05.10.2001
http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2001/index.cfm?docid=5255
Remarks with NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson after their Meeting Secretary Colin L. Powell
Washington, DC, 10.10.2001, US Department of State, 10.10.2001

37
http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2001/index.cfm?docid=5306
State Dept. Official on Western Hemisphere Response to Terrorism, 11.10.2001, US Department of State,
11.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101101.lltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
U.S. Statement to OSCE Permanent Council on Afghanistan, 11.10.2001, US Department of State,
11.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101106.wltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
OSCE Unanimously Supports U.S.-led Actions Against Terrorism, 11.10.2001, US Department of State,
11.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101108.wltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
Senate and House Approve Similar Anti-Terrorism Bills, 12.10.2001, US Department of State, 12.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101202.pltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
U.S. Policy Statements on Post-Taliban Afghanistan, 12.10.2001, US Department of State, 12.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101203.nltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
Secretary of State Powell on Battle Against Terrorism, 12.10.2001, US Department of State, 12.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101206.tltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml

1.1.2.3 US Department of Defense / Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld
DoD News Briefing on Pentagon Attack, 11.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 11.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09112001_t0911sd.html
DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld, 12.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 12.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09122001_t0912sd.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Message to U.S. Forces, DoD Civilians, 12.09.2001, US Department of Defense,
12.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09122001_t912sdmg.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Media Availability in Washington, 16.09.2001, US Department of Defense,
16.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09162001_t0916ma.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Interview for ABC News This Week, 16.09.2001, US Department of Defense,

38
16.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09162001_t0916sd.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Interview with Fox News Sunday, 16.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 16.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09162001_t0916ts.html
DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld, 18.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 18.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09182001_t0918sda.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Interview with CNN Live at Daybreak, 19.09.2001, US Department of Defense,
19.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09192001_t0919cnn.html
Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz with the German Foreign Minister, US Department of Defense, 19.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09202001_t919wolf.html
DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld, 20.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 20.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09202001_t920ruma.html
DoD News Briefing - Secretaries Rumsfeld and Martinez, 24.09.2001, US Department of Defense,
24.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09242001_t0924sda.html
DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld, 25.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 25.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09252001_t0925sd.html
DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld, 27.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 27.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09272001_t0927sda.html
A New Kind Of War, By Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld, as published in The New York Times,
27.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 27.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/speeches/2001/s20010927-secdef.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Interview with NBC "Meet the Press" with host Tim Russert, 30.09.2001, US
Department of Defense, 30.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Sep2001/t09302001_t0930sd.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Stakeout at NBC, 30.09.2001, US Department of Defense, 30.09.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Oct2001/t10012001_t0930sd2.html
Rumsfeld Skeptical of Taliban Statements, 01.10.2001, US Department of State, 01.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01100105.tltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
Secretary Rumsfeld Media Availability at Riyadh Hotel, 03.10.2001, US Department of State, 03.10.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Oct2001/t10042001_t1003sd.html

39
Secretary Rumsfeld Media Availability in Cairo, 04.10.2001, US Department of State, 04.10.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Oct2001/t10042001_t1004sd.html
STATEMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 04.10.2001, US Department of State, 04.10.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Oct2001/b10072001_bt491-01.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Interview with NBC Today, 08.10.2001, US Department of State, 08.10.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Oct2001/t10082001_t008sdnb.html
DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld and Gen. Myers, 08.10.2001, US Department of State,
08.10.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Oct2001/t10082001_t1008sdm.html
Secretary Rumsfeld Media Availability with Secretary White, 11.10.2001, US Department of State,
11.10.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Oct2001/t10112001_t1011sda.html
Rumsfeld, Myers Say Air Strikes Weakening Taliban, al Qaida, 12.10.2001, US Department of Defense,
12.10.2001
http://usinfo.state.gov/cgi-bin/washfile/display.pl?p=/products/washfile/latestf=01101201.pltt=/products/
washfile/newsitem.shtml
DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld and Gen. Myers, 12.10.2001 US Department of Defense,
12.10.2001
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Oct2001/t10122001_t1012sd.html
Erklärung von US-Verteidigungsminister Rumsfeld zur Bitte um militärischen
Beistand durch Deutschland, 07.11.01
http://www.bundesregierung.de/dokumente/Artikel/ix_61995_1112.htm

1.2 Think Tanks and Scientific Community
The aftermath of 11 September, IISS, Strategic Comments, vol. 7, issue 8, Oct 01
http://www.iiss.org/pub/sc0708te.pdf
Baumann, Rainer, In Search of a New Atlantic Bargain. Some Thoughts on Security Cooperation in the
Transatlantic Partnership, in: Jörg Calließ (Hrsg.), Die Erneuerung der Transatlantischen Gemeinschaft.
Die EU und die USA in der Verantwortung für Stabilität, Sicherheit und Frieden in der Welt, RehbergLoccum, i.E.
http://www.uni-frankfurt.de/fb03/prof/mita/baumann/rb-transatl-loccum.rtf
A Compass for Priorities: German and American debates over September 11 by Jackson Janes, AICGS At
Issue Report
http://www.aicgs.org/at-issue/ai-compass.shtml
European allies: How they can help, what they fear, Center For Defense Information, 09.24.01
http://www.cdi.org/terrorism/europe.html

40
A focused campaign not a crusade by Steven Everts, Center for European Reform, CER Bulletin, Issue 20,
oct 01
http://www.cer.org.uk/articles/n_20_everts.html
Hellmann, Gunther, Zwischen Globalisierung und Repolarisierung. Die Transatlantische Partnerschaft in
einer Zerreißprobe, in: Jörg Calließ (Hrsg.), Die Erneuerung der Transatlantischen Gemeinschaft. Die EU
und die USA in der Verantwortung für Stabilität, Sicherheit und Frieden in der Welt, Rehberg-Loccum, i.E.
[rtf]
http://www.uni-frankfurt.de/fb03/prof/hellmann/texte/GH-Transatlantische-Partnerschaft.rtf
"Ich bin ein New Yorker", Euro-Focus, Volume 7, Number 5, The Center for Strategic International
Studies, 09.18.01
http://www.csis.org/europe/eurofocus/v7n5.htm
On the Language of War by Jackson Janes, AICGS At Issue Report
http://www.aicgs.org/at-issue/ai-onwar.shtml
Militär contra Terror, Otfried Nassauer, Tagesspiegel, Tagesspiegel, 10.09.01
http://www.bits.de/public/articles/tagesspieg081001.htm
Müller, Harald: Den Schock verarbeiten. Nach dem 11. September - Von der Sprache des Terrors zu
politischen Handlungsoptionen
HSFK-Standpunkte 4/2001
http://www.hsfk.de/deu/pub/stpkt/sp0401.pdf
NATO’s role under review after attacks, Center for Defense Information, 09.28.01
http://www.cdi.org/terrorism/NATOrole.html
Nur das Recht des Stärkeren? Interview mit Otfried Nassauer, Otfried Nassauer, Streitkräfte Strategien
NDR 4, 09.22.01
http://www.bits.de/public/ndr4/sunds220901.htm
Perl, Raphael F.: Terrorism, the Future and U.S. Foreign Policy, CRS Issue Brief, Congressial Research
Service, 09.19.01.
http://www.fpc.gov/CRS_REPS/terror0919.pdf
Permanent Alliance? NATO's Prague Summit and Beyond, The Atlantic Council of the United States,
Policy Paper, Apr 01
http://www.acus.org/Publications/policypapers/internationalsecurity/permanent%20Alliance.pdf
"Ein Präzendenzfall mit völlig unklaren Grenzen" Otfried Nassauer, Friedensforscher und Leiter des
'Berliner Informationszentrums für Transatlantische Sicherheit', über die Konsequenzen aus den
Terroranschlägen in den USA, Junge Welt 09.15.01
http://www.bits.de/public/articles/jw150901.htm
Die Relevanz amerikanischer Macht: anglo-amerikanische Vergangenheit und euroatlantische Zukunft,

41
Aktuelle Analysen der Hans-Seidel-Stiftung, 4/99
http://www.hss.de/upload/master/26/analy21.PDF
Rudolf, Peter: Amerikanische Außenpolitik unter George W. Bush Eine erste Einschätzung, SWP, SWPAktuell 5/01, Apr 01
http://www.swp-berlin.org/pdf/swp_aktu/swpaktu_05_01.pdf
Transatlantische Beziehungen auf dem Prüfstand, von Ralph Thiele, Europäische Sicherheit Online,
15.08.2001
http://www.europaeische-sicherheit.de/ES01-08-01.htm
The U.S.-European Relationship: Opportunities and Challenges. Testimony of Dr. Simon Serfaty Director,
Europe Program, Before The International Relations Committee Subcommittee on Europe 25 April 2001,
CSIS, 25 April 2001
http://www.csis.org/hill/ts010425serfaty.htm
US, EU and RUSSIA: A new order? by Charles Grant, Center for European Reform, CER Bulletin, Issue
20, oct 01
http://www.cer.org.uk/articles/n_20_grant.html
Vertrauen jetzt nur noch in die eigene militärische Stärke? USA stellen immer mehr RüstungskontrollVerträge auf den Prüfstand, Streitkräfte und Strategien, NDR 4, 09.22.01
http://www.bits.de/public/ndr4/sunds220901.htm
Wir sind nicht im Krieg!, Presseerklärung der Herausgeber des Friedensgutachtens vom 18.09.01, Institut
für Entwicklung und Frieden
http://www.uni-duisburg.de/Institute/INEF/Intra/debate_nicht_im_krieg.htm
Wolf, Reinhard: Hegemon without Challengers? U.S. Leadership in the 21st Century, Hallenser IB-Papier
04/2001, Martin-Luther-Universität Halle-Wittenberg
http://www.politik.uni-halle.de/rode/texte/Hegemo32.PDF
Wolf, Reinhard: Die Zukunft der transatlantischen Beziehungen – eine optimistische Prognose, Hallenser
IB-Papier 05/2001, Martin-Luther-Universität Halle-Wittenberg
http://www.politik.uni-halle.de/rode/texte/Hseidel2.PDF

1.3 Link Collections
Aktuelle Informationen zum internationalen Terrorismus, IFSH
http://www.ifsh.de/terrorism.htm
America's Response to Terrorism, The Brookings Institution
http://www.brook.edu/terrorism/
Après les événements du 11 septembre 2001, IFRI
http://www.ifri.org/F/A%20la%20une/2001_09_11/attentats.htm

42
Beiträge zum HSFK-Forum "Terror gegen die USA - Was ist geschehen? Was ist zu tun?" am 9. Oktober
2001, HSFK
http://www.hsfk.de/deu/neu/index.htm
Core Documents on the Terrorist Attacks in the United States, Berlin Information-Center for Transatlantic
Security
http://www.bits.de/frames/new.htm
INEF - Debattenbeiträge, INEF
http://www.uni-duisburg.de/Institute/INEF/Aktuell/AKTUELL-FRAME_debatten.HTM
September 11 and its Aftermath, CER
http://www.cer.org.uk/
Terrorism in the United States, RAND
http://www.rand.org/
Terrorism Project, CDI
http://www.cdi.org/terrorism/
Terrorismus, Weltpolitik.net
http://www.weltpolitik.net/sachgebiete/zukunft/article/590.html
US and German Reflections on 9/11, AICGS
http://www.aicgs.org/topics/911/index.shtml
Die Welt nach dem 11. September, SWP
http://www.swp-berlin.org/produkte/brennpunkte/wnd11sep1.htm
Die Welt nach dem 11. September, Weiterführende Links, SWP
http://www.swp-berlin.org/produkte/brennpunkte/wnd11sep8.htm

2. German Foreign Policy
Baumann, Rainer, Habit, Einflußsicherung, Vertrauensbildung? Ideenwandel und der Multilateralismus im
außenpolitischen Diskurs der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Beitrag für die Zweite Arbeitstagung der Adhoc-Gruppe "Ideelle Grundlagen außenpolitischen Handelns" (IGAPHA) der Deutschen Vereinigung für
Politische Wissenschaft (DVPW) in Hofgeismar, 8. bis 10. Oktober 2001
http://www.uni-frankfurt.de/fb03/prof/mita/baumann/rb-igapha-RichText.rtf
Froehly, Jean-Pierre 2001: Berlin, Paris und die Entwicklung der ESVP, DGAP, 09.05.01
http://www.dgap.org/texte/esvp_froehly.html
Germany's 'new' foreign policy, IISS, Strategic Comments, vol. 7, issue 9, Nov 01
http://www.iiss.org/pub/sc0709ge.pdf

43
Hellmann, Gunther, Precarious Power: Germany at the Dawn of the Twenty-First Century, in : Wolf-Dieter
Eberwein und Karl Kaiser (Hrsg.), Germany's New Foreign Policy. Decision-Makin in an Interdependent
World, New York: Palgrave 2001, 463-495
http://www.uni-frankfurt.de/fb03/prof/hellmann/texte/dgap-engl-final.pdf
Wolf, Reinhard: Between Revisionism and Normalcy: Change and Continuity of Germany‘s Foreign
Policy Identity during the 20th Century; prepared for the Joint Project by JAIR and the Section
International Relations of DVPW: Japanese and German Foreign Policies in Comparative Perspective
Tokyo, September 18-20, 2000
http://www.politik.uni-halle.de/rode/texte/wolftokyo4x.PDF

IV. Recent Offline Publications
Boekle, Henning, Rittberger, Volker, Wagner, Wolfgang 2001: Soziale Normen und normgerechte
Außenpolitik. Konstruktivistische Außenpolitiktheorie und deutsche Außenpolitik nach der Vereinigung,
in: Zeitschrift für Politikwissenschaft 11 (2001) 1, S. 71-103
Eberlei, Walter; Weller, Christoph 2001: Deutsche Ministerien als Akteure von Global Governance: eine
Bestandaufnahme der auswärtigen Beziehungen der Bundesministerien, Duisburg
Eberwein, Wolf-Dieter; Kaiser, Karl (Hrsg.) 2001: Germany's New Foreign Policy: Decision-Making in an
Interdependent World (New Perspectives in German Studies), New York
Eberwein, Wolf-Dieter, Kerski, Basil (Hrsg.) 2001: Die deutsch-polnischen Beziehungen 1949-2000: Eine
Werte- und Interessengemeinschaft?, Opladen
Engel, Ulf 2001: Die Afrikapolitik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland 1949-1999 : Rollen und Identitäten,
Münster
Fröhlich, Stefan 2001: Auf den Kanzler kommt es an - Helmut Kohl und die deutsche Außenpolitik,
Paderborn
Haftendorn, Helga 2001: Deutsche Außenpolitik zwischen Selbstbeschränkung und Selbstbehauptung:
1945-2000, Stuttgart
Hartmann, Jürgen 2001: Internationale Beziehungen, Stuttgart
Hartmann, Ralph 2001: Die glorreichen Sieger, Berlin
Harnisch, Sebastian; Maull, Hanns W. Maull (eds.) 2001: Germany As A Civilian Power. The Foreign
Policy of the Berlin Republic, Manchester
Hellmann, Gunther, Einbindungspolitik: Die Strategie für eine deutsche Großmacht in der Bewährung, in:
Friedensgutachten 2001, hrsg. von Reinhard Mutz, Bruno Schoch und Ulrich Ratsch, Münster: Lit-Verlag
2001, S. 248-257

44
Heumann, Hans-Dieter 2001: Deutsche Außenpolitik jenseits von Idealismus und Realismus, München
Kaiser, Karl 2001: Deutschlands außenpolitische Verantwortung in einer interdependenten Welt, Stuttgart
Moltmann, Bernhard 2001: Vor dem Sprung in eine neue Ära: Die deutsche Rüstungsexportpolitik HSFKStandpunkt 2001/1, Frankfurt am Main
Rittberger, Volker (ed.) 2001: German Foreign Policy Since Unification : Theories and Case Studies
(Issues in German Politics), Manchester

Schmidt, Wolfgang 2001: Kalter Krieg, Koexistenz und kleine Schritte. Willy Brandt und die
Deutschlandpolitik 1948 – 1963, Wiesbaden
Webber, Douglas (Hrsg.) 2001: New Europe New Germany: German Foreign Policy Since Unification,
London

About the Authors
Wolfgang Brauner, D.E.A.: Research Fellow and Project Manager at the Chair for International Relations,
Trier University
Dr. Sebastian Harnisch: Associate Professor at the Chair for International Relations, Trier University
Dr. Jackson Janes: Executive Director of the American Institute for Contemporary German Studies
(AICGS), Washington, DC
Prof. Dr. Joachim Krause: Professor of Political Science, Institute of Political Science, University of Kiel
and former Deputy Director of the Research Institute of the German Council on Foreign Affairs (DGAP)
Prof. Dr. Hanns W. Maull: Chair for International Relations at Trier University

