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German professional classes. The presentations and discussions thus elucidated cultural 

as well as sociological aspects of late nineteenth-century German cultural nationalism. 

The German attempt to borrow artists for political purposes certainly had parallels in 

other countries. Yet, the findings of the workshop underlined the particular disposition of 

cultural nationalism as a raison d'être for parts of the German middle class. 

  

 Elisabeth Glaser-Schmidt 

 

 

Nationales Interesse und Europäische Ordnung: Die Rolle Deutschlands in Europa 

seit der Zwischenkriegszeit (National Interest and European Order: Germany's 

Role in Europe since the Interwar Period). 

 

University of Mannheim, March 22-25, 1995. Co-sponsored by the Historical Institute of 

the University of Mannheim and the German Historical Institute, Washington D.C. 

Conveners: Gottfried Niedhart, Michael W. Richter, and Detlef Junker. 

 

With the end of the East-West conflict and the restoration of Germany as a national state, 

the question of the compatibility of German national interests and a European peace order 

has received renewed attention. The conference assembled historians and political 

scientists from France, Britain, Poland, the Netherlands, Russia, the United States, and 

Germany to address the issue from a multinational and long-term historical perspective. 

The papers and the subsequent discussions focused on a comparison of three particular 

international constellations: the Locarno period, 1925-1930; the Ostpolitik of the early 

1970s; and the unification of Germany since 1989/90. How did Germany and its partners 

define and perceive their respective national interests during these crucial periods? What 

are the continuities and the discontinuities? What "lessons" does history bear for the 

present-day situation? 

The first sessions dealt with the Western European great powers and Germany. 

Gottfried Niedhart (University of Mannheim) opened the conference with a paper on 

"Locarno, the New Ostpolitik and Germany's Return to International Politics," which 

amounted to a comparison between Gustav Stresemann and Willy Brandt as protagonists 

of a foreign policy concept that tried to integrate German national interest into a broader 

framework of a European peace order. Whereas international 
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cooperation and entanglement were merely envisioned during the Locarno period, 

Germany was sufficiently integrated during the Ostpolitik phase to pursue its national 

interest without posing a direct challenge to the post-war order. In his paper on "France 

and Germany's Role during the Briand/Stresemann Era," Clemens Wurm (Humboldt 

University, Berlin) stressed the importance of French insecurity vis-à-vis Germany and 

the domestic political conflicts over how to deal with the perceived threat from its eastern 

neighbor. Stephanie Salzmann (Bonn) spoke about "Britain and Germany during the 

Locarno Era: Mutual Misperceptions." While she emphasized the impact of personal 

relations among foreign policy makers, in this case between Stresemann and Austen 

Chamberlain, her paper also made clear that personal diplomacy could not reconcile 

divergent national interests. 

In his presentation on "France's European Concepts and United Germany," Axel 

Sauder (German Society for Foreign Policy, Bonn) traced the goals of French policy 

toward Germany from the post-war period to the present. The traditional French concept 

of European integration, which aimed at securing French leadership and controlling 

German power, has been challenged by both German unification and the prospect of an 

eastward expansion of the European Union. Despite fears of German hegemony, Sauder 

argued, a relapse into a nineteenth-century style balance of power politics is rather 

unlikely. Georges Soutou (University of Paris, Sorbonne) provided the audience with 

new archival material and fresh insights on "President Georges Pompidou and the 

Ostpolitik." Although the French president had no personal liking for Brandt, he 

welcomed and supported the first phase of Ostpolitik, because it meant the recognition of 

realities in Europe, i.e., the German division. However, he remained distrustful toward 

ulterior motives both in Moscow and in Bonn that might eventually lead to the 

"Finlandization" of Germany and the expansion of Soviet power in Europe. The British 

perspective on the re-emergence of Germany as a central European power was illustrated 

by Christoph Bluth's (University of Reading) paper, "Perceptions of Power and Decline: 

Britain and Germany in the International System after the Second World War." Bluth 

placed British-German relations into the overarching framework of the East-West 

conflict. Initial British misgivings about German unification were rooted in fears of 

Britain's marginalization in the international system, in lingering images of militant 

German nationalism, and in unresolved domestic conflicts over Britain's role in Europe. 
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A second set of papers addressed Germany's role in Europe from the point of view of 

two of its neighbors: the Netherlands and Poland. Professor Wielenga (University of 

Utrecht) talked about "Germany as a Factor of Dutch Foreign Policy" since the end of the 

Second World War. According to his account, the Netherlands had always considered 

Germany's integration into the Western alliance as the best way to ensure its own 

security. Dutch policy intended to avoid discrimination so as to forestall German 

resentments and viewed West Germany as a reliable partner and a democratic state. The 

Netherlands supported Ostpolitik and had no objections to unification under the auspices 

of the Western alliance. As to German-Polish relations, which are fraught with 

tremendous historical burdens, Adam Rothfeld (Stockholm International Peace Research 

Institute) pointed to the surprisingly swift adaptation of Poland to German unification and 

the dissolution of the image of Germany as an enemy in his talk, "Poland between 

Germany and Russia." Whereas Germany's social market economy and democratic 

institutions are viewed as a model, the insecurity about further developments in Russia 

makes the eastward expansion of NATO an urgent concern for Poland. 

A third panel tried to delineate the future role of the new German national state in 

Europe. In his talk, "After the East-West Conflict: Germany in Search of its Place," 

Heinrich Vogel (Federal Institute for Eastern European and International Studies) 

cautioned against both exaggerated expectations and excessive fears as to the power and 

influence of the new Germany. Christian Hacke (University of the Bundeswehr, 

Hamburg) concluded from his analysis of "Fundamental Changes in German Foreign 

Policy during the 20th Century" that a unified Germany can no longer define its national 

interest and European role solely in terms of commerce and trade but has to accept the 

responsibilities of its new international status. The prudent use of power, according to 

Hacke, has to become part of German political culture if the crises of the future are to be 

mastered. Michael Richter (University of Mannheim) introduced the concept of the 

"Arbiter with a Supranational Interest" to describe a possible future German role that 

would be appropriate to both Germany's potential of power and the peculiarities of post-

Cold War Europe. How such a role would bear out in practice and how it could be 

distinguished from hegemony were matters of lively debate. 

The next session, chaired by Detlef Junker (German Historical Institute, Washington, 

D.C.), was concerned with the role of the United 
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States in Europe. In his paper, "Germany's Locarno Policy and American Interest in a 

European Peace Order, 1924-1929," Manfred Berg (German Historical Institute, 

Washington, D.C.) discussed the limits of U.S. international involvement during the 

1920s and compared the Locarno period to Ostpolitik and the present-day situation. 

Ernest May's (Harvard University) talk on "U.S. National Interest and the German 

Question, 1966-72" challenged the conventional wisdom that the redefinition of 

American interest in German unification between 1966 and 1972 followed the lead of 

Ostpolitik; instead, he argued that it represented a calculated shift in the understanding of 

U.S. national interest. Unlike other objectives such as Vietnam, Korea, and Berlin, 

American interest in German unification had never been operationalized and thus put to a 

test. American diplomacy and interest during the period of unification was addressed by 

Philip Zelikov (Harvard University), whose paper on "America between Germany and 

the Soviet Union, 1947 and 1989" also introduced another comparative reference. The 

presentation gave the audience the benefit of numerous fascinating details and insights 

from the author's tenure as a senior official of the National Security Council from 1989 to 

1991. 

In the session on the Soviet and Russian perspective on Germany, Sergei Chugrov 

(Institute of World Economy and International Relations, Moscow) spoke on "Change 

and Continuity of Russia's Perceptions of its National Interests and Germany's Role." In 

addressing the three historical constellations of the conference, he stressed the crucial 

importance of ideology as a source of political myths and misperceptions. Hannes 

Adomeit's (Tufts University) paper, "Russia and Germany: Perceptions, Paradigms and 

Policies, 1945-1995," also emphasized the formative impact of ideological paradigms 

that shaped Soviet and Russian foreign policy on Germany. 

In the final discussion, which was chaired by Klaus Hildebrand (University of Bonn), 

there was a broad consensus that the united Germany's national interest was not 

incompatible with a European peace order. Still, how Germany will define and pursue its 

national interest in the future and how it will be perceived by its partners are open 

questions. 

 Manfred Berg 


