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Abstract
With the beginning of the 21st century, Germany’s Mediterranean policy has been experiencing
a certain dynamization. The creation of the Union for the Mediterranean (2008), the Arab Spring
(2011) and the international military intervention in Libya (2011) put the Southern
Mediterranean on the political agenda of the Federal Republic. However, even if Germany’s
foreign policy responses to these transformation processes differ, the core interests of Germany
in the Mediterranean remain the same (descending prioritisation): (1) Freedom of trade routes
and the protection of undersea cables, (1) Prevention of further streams of refugees to Europe,
(2) Strengthening EU’s actorness and maintaining NATO’s cohesion, (2) Upholding its
responsibility towards the international community while limiting the expansionist influences
of state-actors (Russia and Turkey) and (3) Contributing to the fight against terrorism and the
illicit trade of arms and humans (Berlin process). Israel's security continues to be a “raison
d’Etat” for Germany but is not anymore the decisive interest of the Federal Republic in the
MENA region (Prioritisation varies according to political party).

Unlike other European Union member states (EUMS), Germany is not traditionally considered a
Mediterranean power. This can be explained by its geographical location, as the north European
country has no direct access to the Mediterranean. The concept of a unified Mediterranean (La
Méditerranée) was coined by imperial France at the end of the 18th century and associated with a
geostrategic vision1. The term 'Mediterranean policy' has hardly become common usage in Germany
and the term is only gradually gaining acceptance in political science as well as in politics. Therefore,
it is not surprising that there is no official document entitled ‘Mediterranean strategy’ of the Federal
Government, but such a strategy has to be embedded into its Middle East and North Africa (MENA)
policy and more precisely includes the states of the southern Mediterranean, such as Morocco, Algeria,
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Tunisia and Libya, as well as Israel and its Arab neighbours Egypt, Jordan, Syria and Lebanon. Despite
a few exceptions, such as Edmund Ratka’s “Deutschlands Mittelmeerpolitik”2, the absence of a
‘Mediterranean strategy’ of the Federal Government is also reflected in the international and national
literature on German foreign policy since there is no contribution to such a topic. The ‘non-existence’
of such a policy is also evident from the fact that Germany does not have a ‘Ministry of the seas’ and
the Federal Foreign Office (Auswärtiges Amt) does not have a department that deals explicitly with
the Mediterranean region, simply one for the Black Sea3.
This non-existence of a clear-cut ‘Mediterranean strategy’ of the Federal Government is based on a
historical process. During both the First and Second World Wars, the MENA region was never the
main theatre of operations for Berlin and only featured marginally in German imperial schemes4. With
the Berlin-Baghdad Railway (1910) the German Empire did not pursue a geostrategic ambition either
but first and foremost strived for the creation of an economic transport route between Europe and India.
Even with the end of the Second World War, the Mediterranean did not increase in geostrategic
importance for West Germany. Chancellor Konrad Adenauer (CDU, 1949 - 1963), for example,
focused his attention in the Mediterranean on the reconciliation with Israel (Aussöhnung). With the
establishment of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and hence the integration of West
Germany into the European integration process from 1951 onwards, West Germany subordinated itself
to a Europeanisation of regional policy. This process was also facilitated by the fact that West Germany
hardly had a strategic-military culture. At that time, Israel's security was one of the few priorities of
German foreign policy in the MENA region. According to Jelinek, the reconciliation with Israel is the
consequence of both humanitarian reasons as well as policy calculations5. However, the Aussöhnung
revealed the dilemma that had emerged: improving relations with Israel always carried the risk of
deteriorating relations with the Arab states, and vice versa6. Ratka argues that (1) the balancing act
between the obligation to the Jewish state on the one hand and (2) the economic and political interests
in the Arab world on the other became characteristic of German foreign policy in the MENA region
from then on7. With the expansion of Israel's strategic position after the Six-Day War in 1967, however,
the policy of reconciliation was superseded by a ‘policy of balance’ under Willy Brandt (SPD, 1969 1974), which – in addition to Israel's security – also provided for greater solidarity with the Palestinians
and thus a rapprochement with the Arab states.
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In 1969 chancellor Brandt introduced the Near Eastern Policy (Ostpolitik). From then on it became
evident that the priority of the Mediterranean within Germany’s foreign policy priorities was
subordinated to East Germany and Eastern Europe. Focused on the normalization of relations between
the West Germany and Eastern Europe, scholars often argued that West Germany neglected the
Mediterranean region in its foreign policy and the so-called ‘Southern Threat’ – the accumulation of
destabilising factors such as environmental pollution, drug trafficking, organised crime, Islamist
radicalisation and the increase in uncontrolled migration – disappeared in the shadow of the prioritized
Ostpolitik8. It should not be forgotten, however, that the traditional intra-European division provided
for West Germany to continue to devote itself to the European East while France laid its focus on the
European South9. This tendency of regional policy became particularly visible after German
reunification in 1990. To end this division of competences within the EU, the European Council
declared Central-Eastern and Southern Europe to be geographical areas for joint action under Art. J 3
of the Union Treaty at its Lisbon Summit in 1992, thus obliging all EUMS to also deal with those
regions to which they had previously attached little interest due to their geographical distance.
With the reunification of Germany and thus the emergence of the most populous and economically
powerful state in Europe, the Federal Republic had to prove that it would not relapse into a nationalisthegemonic foreign policy. Unified Germany therefore consistently sought to operate strictly within a
multilateral framework10. Consequently, German interests – economic, strategic, and political – were
subordinated to the political objective of integrating into a European multilateral framework. In the
last decade, however, the geopolitical environment in the southern Mediterranean has changed
significantly. The discovery of natural gas in the eastern Mediterranean (2009); the Arab Spring (2011)
and its regional consequences, such as the emergence of failing (Syria) and failed states (Libya) ; the
influx of refugees migrating to the EU (2015); as well as the annexation of the Crimea (2014) are both
cause and consequence of the multiplication and diversification of state and non-state actors in the
southern Mediterranean. Furthermore, initiated by the ‘Pivot to East Asia’ policy under President
Barack Obama (2012), the USA withdrew politically from the MENA region. Their military assets in
the region, however, remained unaffected. Despite the unilateral efforts of some EUMS, such as Italy
and France, the increase in international non-state actors as well as non-European foreign policy actors,
such as Russia and Turkey, led to a partial ‘De-Westernisation’ of the region, meaning the
marginalisation of European powers and a reduction of their margin of influence in the region. These
recent developments call into question EUMS’ overall ability to act (EU’s actorness). In reference to
the Astana format on the regional conflict in Syria, High Representative of the Union for Foreign
8
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Affairs and Security Policy (HR/VP), Josep Borrell, states that the EU is ‘witnessing a form of
‘Astanisation’ (…) which leads to the exclusion of Europe from the settlement of regional conflicts in
favour of Russia and Turkey”11. Due to the increase in international actors and conflicts as well as the
EU's endeavours to strengthen its actorness, German perceptions of the Mediterranean and its
geostrategic importance have changed as well. Accordingly, the Mediterranean – the ‘Mare Nostrum’
– has gained in significance within Germany’s external affairs.
The contribution to knowledge of the article is twofold: (1) to analyse Germany’s ‘Mediterranean
policy’ based on the establishment of the Union for the Mediterranean (2007 - 2008), the Arab Spring
(2010 - 2011) and the international military intervention in Libya (2011). The second chapter (2)
discusses Germany’s ambivalent relation with Turkey and the last chapter (3) focuses on current
debates in the German parliament (Bundestag) regarding three ongoing operations of the German
Armed Forces (Bundeswehr): UNIFIL, EUNAVFOR MED IRINI and Sea Guardian.

UNION FOR THE MEDITERRANEAN: IMPETUS FOR A GERMAN
MEDITERRANEAN POLICY
Europe's Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), founded in 2004, became the main pillar of European
Mediterranean policy, since the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP) had been largely blocked by
the failed Middle East peace process. With its unilateral demand for a Union of the Mediterranean
(UfM) in 2007, France triggered an inner-European debate on the future of Euro-Mediterranean
relations12. Sarkozy originally planned the UfM as an alternative to the ENP and EMP with new
intergovernmental institutions and further envisioned that only Southern European states were to be
included.
The German government, however, wanted to prevent the establishment of an organisation outside the
European framework, both for European policy and regional considerations13. In accordance with its
traditional objective of integrating into a European multilateral framework, Germany argued for a
further development of the previous EU Mediterranean policy and thus contradicted French
endeavours to establish an intergovernmental organisation. Germany, as well as the European
Commission, perceived the French initiative as an attack on essential integration policy achievements
in the EU's external relations. Chancellor Angela Merkel (CDU, 2005 - present) identified the question
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of the UfM as a European question from the beginning and France had to be convinced to subordinate
the planned intergovernmental organisation to a European framework. Although German interests did
not change, Sarkozy's proposal brought a new dynamic into the German debate on its Mediterranean
policy. The UfM was ultimately conceived as a continuation of the Barcelona Process. With its
Mediterranean Solar Plan and the ‘Desertec” project (2009) – which foresees the generation of green
electricity at energy-rich locations – a German core issue advanced to become a lighthouse project of
the UfM. Following France's efforts to ‘show the flag’ geopolitically in the southern Mediterranean,
Berlin pursued the strategy ‘trade instead of flag!’. Eventually Germany’s commitment was restricted
to the working level of the UfM – especially in solar energy – but no new initiatives were taken to
further develop the UfM.14
Perhaps also because Germany does not have a long tradition of foreign policy in the Mediterranean,
issues concerning the southern Mediterranean were perceived as European issues from the outset. It is
important to note, however, that although pan-European integration was always a top priority of
German policy, a bilateral agreement with France concerning the UfM was sought first and then raised
to the European level15. In the end, Germany has successfully resisted the renationalisation of
Mediterranean policy, but not the de facto abandonment of its normative dimension, which Germany
had previously stood for16.

ARAB SPRING: CONSOLIDATION OF A GERMAN MEDITERRANEAN POLICY
Like other European countries, Germany was equally surprised by the regime change in North Africa.
At the beginning of the transformation process in January 2011, the German government was still
hesitant to drop its long-standing partners in Tunis and Cairo. This quickly changed, however, and
Germany advocated for a democratic transition in North Africa and thus the end of the ‘authoritarian
bargain’ whereby state support compensates for a lack of political freedom17. At the Munich Security
Conference on the 5th of February 2011, for example, Chancellor Merkel gave ‘revolutionary advice’
to the Egyptians18 and Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle (FDP, 2009 - 2013) travelled to Tunisia
to assure Germany's support in the transformation process19. Westerwelle also travelled to Cairo and
visited Tahrir Square in late February 201120. Following the departure of Ben Ali and Mubarak, the
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Federal Republic took proactive steps to reshape its relations with Egypt and Tunisia. In comparison
to other ‘traditional’ actors in the southern Mediterranean, Germany held a favourable position to
reshape those relations based on four criteria:
1. Germany has no colonial past in the MENA region and thus incorporates the reputation of
being ‘politically neutral’;
2. German industrial products and the German economy enjoy a positive reputation in the Arab
world;
3. In view of its own history, as well as its involvement in the transformation processes of the
post-Soviet states of Central and Eastern Europe, Germany has special expertise in the field
of transformation;
4. With Guido Westerwelle as Foreign Minister and Dirk Niebel as head of the Federal
Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), Germany has protransformation officials in leading positions who regard the Arab Spring as a ‘historic
moment’.21
In its involvement in the Arab Spring, Germany relied primarily on soft-power elements of
development cooperation and foreign cultural policy and focused on the transformation processes in
Tunisia and Egypt22. In the wake of the upheavals in Tunisia on January 14, Dirk Niebel gave
permission to develop a ‘democracy promotion fund’ (3.25 million euros), an ‘education fund’ (8
million euros) and a third fund intended to finance loans for micro and small enterprises in North
Africa (20 million euros). In addition to those funds for North African countries, a ‘Transformation
Partnership’ with Egypt and Tunisia (100 million euros) was set up specifically to strengthen (1)
democratic structures and political inclusion, (2) the respect for human rights, (3) the promotion of
civil society and economic and social development in those two countries. In addition to the decision
to place a focus on Egypt and Tunisia, Germany pursued three guidelines vis-à-vis the Arab
transformation states:
1. Economic safeguarding of the transformation;
2. Greater promotion of democratization and civil society;
3. Application of political conditionality.23
According to Ratka, this social and economic approach, which called for greater consideration of
democracy and human rights, resonates with the ideal of Germany's value-based foreign policy. As in
the case of the UfM, Germany defined the EU as an appropriate actor in the Arab Spring, but at the
same time, judged its capacity to act deficient. For this reason, Germany advanced as a central actor
that could implement Germany's and the EU's value-based foreign policy in the North African
transformation processes from 2011.24
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In February 2021, the Federal Foreign Office announced its continued support for the democratization
and reform processes in North Africa and the Middle East with the newly aligned ‘Ta’ziz Partnership
for Democracy’25. Ta’ziz comprises the previous funding programs established in 2012 – such as the
‘Transformation Partnership with the Arab World’ and the ‘Science Partnerships in Transition
Countries of North Africa/Middle East’ – and focuses on projects in Iraq, Lebanon, Tunisia and Sudan.
Through the awarding of grants, the Federal Foreign Office aims amongst others to support reforms
that contribute to the consolidation of democracy. The focus is on civil society, media and the
respective governments. Support, however, will be tied to three conditions: democratically legitimized
institutions, the holding of free and fair elections in the foreseeable future and the possibility of
cooperation with state and civil society actors.26
These long-term goals of creating stability in the region within the framework of an external
democratization policy, however, collide with short-term security policy strategies27. Therefore, those
interests compete with the progressing securitization of the region. According to Jünemann, Germany
faces the same dilemma as other EUMS and the
entire EU: the deep gap between normative

EUMS dilemma = Germany’s dilemma

democratization rhetoric and a realpolitik approach

Normative democratisation vs. realpolitik
approach supporting authoritarianism

supporting authoritarianism, which has so far
created neither democracy nor security, but instead
a glaring credibility gap28.

GERMANY’S NON-PARTICIPATION IN THE MILITARY INTERVENTION IN
LIBYA
Unlike in Tunisia and Egypt, the situation in Libya quickly escalated into an armed uprising in early
2011. In addition to Germany's efforts to prevent a military intervention and its refusal to participate
in the NATO-led intervention Operation Unified Protector after the adoption of United Nations (UN)
Resolution 1973 on 16 March 2011, German policy during the Libyan revolt was characterized by five
elements:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Evacuation measures for German and European citizens;
Resignation demand to Gaddafi in connection with an appeal to the ICC;
Decisive sanctions policy;
Humanitarian aid;
Support for the opposition and subsequent support for ‘post-Gaddafi Libya’.29
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The Libyan crisis, however, posed various challenges for ‘civil power’ Germany. Ratka argues that
Berlin’s Libya policy was characterised by (1) a rhetorical support of the protest movements in
combination with a hard political-diplomatic offensive against the Gaddafi regime and (2) a refusal to
participate in any military operation against the regime30. In the end, Berlin helped to ensure that the
EU did not leverage a Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) operation. Nonetheless,
Germany could not prevent France from continuing to campaign bilaterally and internationally for a
military intervention and a corresponding UN mandate.31
With the adoption of UN Resolution 1973, European and international dynamics changed: from then
on it was the German government that had to justify its abstention from UN Resolution 1973 and its
non-participation in the military intervention. In an effort to remain anchored in the Western antiGaddafi coalition, Berlin intensified its cooperation with the opposing Libyan Transitional Council
and once again increased its non-military engagement in Libya. Germany furthermore offered to
increase its presence in Afghanistan in order to relieve the intervening powers. Moreover, – a fact
which is often overlooked – Berlin did not block the EU's pro-intervention statements in the wake of
UN Resolution 1973, nor NATO's assumption of command of the mission.
On the core issue of military involvement in the Libyan conflict, the German government did not
change its position. From the beginning, Berlin agreed with Paris, London, and Brussels on the twin
objectives of supporting the protest movement and promoting Gadaffi's departure. However, the actors
disagreed on the method and Germany came under international criticism for its refusal to join the
Coalition of the Willing to militarily implement UN Resolution 1973. Consequently, the military
intervention in Libya underlined different preferences of EUMS towards the use of force32. The
different approaches to the common ‘carrot and stick policy’ also revealed the limits of the EU’s
actorness33: a debate that has been going ever since the Treaty establishing the European Defence
Community in 1952, and that has been gaining momentum again since the introduction of the European
Defence Fund in 2017. In the end, the discrepancy between the EUMS did not lead to an alignment of
their positions in the sense of a European consensus, but instead to the marginalisation of the EU in
foreign policy34. According to Ratka, France left the EU ‘on the side-lines’ and sought other partners
to advance its Libya policy, while Germany maintained its traditional culture of military restraint35.
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Germany's non-participation in Operation Unified Protector in 2011 is nowadays seen as crucial to
Germany's ability to invite various stakeholders, such as Prime Minister Sarraj and General Haftar, to
the Berlin Conference on Libya in January 2020. Accordingly, it can be argued that Germany's military
restraint in 2011 evolved into a ‘power of diplomacy’ in 2020. Nevertheless, German armed forces
(Bundeswehr) are currently deployed in 12 missions in Europe, Asia and Africa as well as in the
Mediterranean with 2.708 soldiers. With three of them, Germany is contributing to the stabilization of
the Mediterranean: (1) UNIFIL, (2) EUNAVFOR MED IRINI and (3) Sea Guardian. Before analysing
Germany’s contribution to these missions, Germany’s ambivalent relationship with a prominent actor
in the Mediterranean will be discussed.

GERMANY’S AMBIVALENT RELATIONSHIP WITH TURKEY
A new and concerning trend in the South is the confluence of conventional challenges by state actors36.
The ‘return of geopolitics in the South”37 is also based on Turkey’s aspirations to reappropriate the
Mediterranean and to re-establish the Pax Ottoman of the 15th century. The geostrategically wellpositioned country became a ‘big player’ in Mediterranean affairs due to its hard power approach:
Turkish drones, arms deliveries, and the strengthening of its military presence in both Syria and
Libya38. Turkey’s neo-Ottoman aspirations and the successive shift in priorities in Turkish foreign
relations is accompanied by a declining interest in EU membership or an intensification of its
involvement in NATO39. To secure advantages from both the West/NATO and Russia, Turkey is
currently pursuing a ‘seesaw policy’ which reflects a less consistent commitment to values40.
Moreover, Turkey’s power politics mean not only the deterioration of EU-Turkish relations but also
of German-Turkish relations.
Germany and Turkey are linked by particularly diverse and close relations. About 3 million people of
Turkish origin, of whom 1.5 million have German citizenship, live in Germany41. This provides
opportunities for Turkish interests to influence the German-Turkish community through Turkish
media, transnational organisations, high-ranking visits by Turkish politicians – especially during pre-
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election campaigns in Turkey – as well as through imams trained in Turkish mosques42. In 2020, the
bilateral trade volume amounted to 36.6 billion euros, making Turkey Germany's 16th most important
trading partner43. By comparison, the bilateral trade volume with France amounted to 147 billion euros
during the same period44. Furthermore, the Bilateral Economic and Trade Commission and the
German-Turkish Energy Forum serve as a platform for dialogue between representatives from politics
and business in both countries. Subject to the travel restrictions imposed by the Covid 19 pandemic,
Turkey is a popular destination for German tourists45.
Despite these close economic ties, German-Turkish political relations have been increasingly
deteriorating since the refugee agreement between the EU and Turkey was conceived in 2015. The
settlement of the agreement led to harsh criticism by the German media and initiated the further
deterioration of Turkey's image in Germany. In June 2016, the adoption of the ‘Armenian resolution’
resulted in Erdogan denouncing those members of the Bundestag of Turkish origin who voted for the
resolution as an ‘extended arm of the Kurdistan Workers' Party’. In June 2017, Germany withdrew
around 260 Bundeswehr soldiers from Incirlik and transferred them to Jordan. Later that year, Erdogan
accused German authorities and Chancellor Merkel of Nazi methods because German municipalities
cancelled election campaign events of Turkish ministers. This affront is still regarded as a serious
breach of taboo in German-Turkish relations. With the arrest of German-Turkish journalists such as
Deniz Yücel and Meşale Tolu, the German-Turkish conflict plumbed new depths. As a result of these
events, Foreign Minister Sigmar Gabriel announced on 20 July 2017 that he would take a tougher
stance towards Turkey and reorient Germany’s policy. In the meantime, EU pre-accession aid for
Turkey was cut by 105 million euros in the 2018 EU budget and talks on the expansion of the EU
Customs Union (EUCU) to include Turkey were blocked, especially by Germany.46The ‘historic low”
in German-Turkish relations at the end of 2017 had a lasting effect on the German perspective on
Turkey. Consequently, any Turkish geostrategic ambitions are viewed with great suspicion in
Germany and Germany aims to limit Turkish expansionism in the Mediterranean, especially since
Turkey is not committed anymore to European values but is striving to implement a Sunni-autocrat
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vision in the Mediterranean. However, it is important to underline that neither the Turkish community
in Germany, German-Turkish tourism nor the good economic relations between the two countries
mean that Germany is any the less vehement in articulating its interest in the Mediterranean vis-à-vis
Turkey. On the contrary, the past scandalous moments in German-Turkish relations led to great
suspicion of Turkey’s geostrategic ambitions. Nowadays, Germany implements a double strategy of
both political pressure and diplomacy to efficiently limit Turkey's expansionist ambitions. The exercise
of diplomacy is also reflected in the continuity of economic relations despite political differences.
Since 2009, the Federal Government has approved arms exports worth 780 million euros to Turkey
(see table 1). Last year, however, the German government came under criticism for the planned export
of six type 214 submarines, which are going to be assembled in Turkey with the help of ThyssenKrupp
Marine Systems. The submarines are particularly quiet, more mobile, and harder to locate than other
submarines47. For these reasons, not only Turkey but also Greece ordered four such boats in 2000 and
in 2010 the boats ordered by Greece were put into service48. According to experts, as soon as the
construction of the submarines is finished, ‘it will take about two years to put them into service. But
only if during this time they receive the usual and necessary training support from ThyssenKrupp
Marine Systems’49. The German government had already approved the delivery of components to
Turkey in 2009 and secured the export with a guarantee of 2.49 billion euros. Due to the revival of the
smouldering Greek-Turkish conflict in the eastern Mediterranean and Turkey's involvement in the
Syrian war, the political situation has changed since 2009 and the planned delivery of the components
has come under criticism.
After Turkey's invasion of northern Syria in autumn 2019, the German government imposed a partial
ban on arms exports. Military equipment in the ‘maritime sector’, however, were excluded. Foreign
Minister, Heiko Maas (SPD, 2018 - present), negated a complete arms embargo in December 2020,
underlining that ‘an arms embargo against Turkey is not strategically correct. In the past we have
already seen that Turkey will buy weapons from Russia when the US refuses to deliver’50. Surprisingly,
this time it is Germany bringing forward the argument ‘If we don't do it, others will’. The Greens, on
the other hand, submitted a motion for an export ban on Turkey at the end of October 2020, arguing
that ‘it is irresponsible in terms of security policy and human rights to continue to supply submarines
to Turkey while President Erdogan is militarily threatening other NATO partners and the EU with

47
Julien,
Reitstein.
“Frieden
schaffen
ohne
Unterwasser-Waffen?“,
Cicero,
29.01.2021,
URL:
https://www.cicero.de/aussenpolitik/deutsche-uboote-export-tuerkei-frieden-marine-gruene [Accessed on 10.05.2021].
48
Ibid.
49
Thomas, Pany. “Deutsche U-Boote: Waffenhilfe für Erdogan“, 01.02.2021, Telepolis, URL:
https://www.heise.de/tp/features/Deutsche-U-Boote-Waffenhilfe-fuer-Erdogan-5042079.html [Accessed on 10.05.2021].
50
Merkur. “Maas gegen Stopp der Rüstungsexporte in die Türkei“, 22.12.2020, URL: https://www.merkur.de/politik/maasgegen-stopp-der-ruestungsexporte-in-die-tuerkei-zr-90148708.html [Accessed on 10.05.2021].
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NATO weapons’51. Eventually, the motion was rejected in the Bundestag. In the case of Kashoggi
(2018), we have seen that Germany can decide at short notice to implement an export ban on military
equipment that has already been approved. However, unlike Saudi Arabia, Turkey is a NATO ally and
for this reason, too, the delivery of the last components was not cancelled. When it comes down to
arms exports, it is important to distinguish between (1) the date of the export licence’s granting and
(2) the actual export, as military equipment is often exported years after it was ordered. The following
table shows that the number of approved export licences for all kinds of military equipment has
decreased in both amount and value since 2009:
Table 1: Approved export licences per year: GER-TUR
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Amount

267

393

397

395

336

270

213

138

58

187

Total
value in
mio. €

198.9

139.5

89.0

84.0

72.4

38.9

83.9

34.1

12.8

31.6

Source: Author’s own illustration.
Data from: BMWi. ‘Rüstungsexportberichte’, 2009 - 2019, Anlage 8.

However, the decrease of granted export licences cannot be explained by a lower order situation, but
rather by the fact that Germany is issuing fewer export licences to Turkey. In 2019, the Federal
Government rejected export licences to Turkey amounting to 14.57 million euros52. Consequently, the
Federal Republic has indeed reduced arms exports to Turkey, but not – as in the case of Saudi Arabia
– stopped them altogether given that Turkey remains a NATO ally, even if an ambivalent one.

MISSIONS OF THE BUNDESWEHR
The Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany, the Grundgesetz (GG), does not specifically
refer to either military or civil foreign missions. Article 24 (2) GG, however, stipulates that ‘the
Federation may enter into a system of mutual collective security”53. The Federal Constitutional Court
described in its judgment in 1994, the provision of Article 24 (2) GG as an explicit authorisation for
51
Deutscher Bundestag. „Antrag der Abgeordneten Katja Keul, Margarete Bause, Agnieszka Brugger, Kai Gehring, Uwe
Kekeritz, Dr. Tobias Lindner, Cem Özdemir, Claudia Roth (Augsburg), Manuel Sarrazin, Dr. Frithjof Schmidt, Jürgen
Trittin, Ottmar von Holtz, Sven-Christian Kindler, Markus Kurth, Corinna Rüffer, Stefan Schmidt und der Fraktion
BÜNDNIS 90/DIE GRÜNEN – Die Genehmigung für U-Boote an die Türkei widerrufen”, 28.10.2020, 19/23732, URL:
https://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/19/237/1923732.pdf [Accessed on 10.05.2021].
52
Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Energie. “Bericht der Bundesregierung über ihre Exportpolitik für koventionelle
Rüstungsgüter
im
Jahre
2019“,
20.06.2020,
p.
24,
URL:
https://www.bmwi.de/Redaktion/DE/Publikationen/Aussenwirtschaft/ruestungsexportbericht2019.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=12 [Accessed on 10.05.2021].
53
Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany in the revised version published in the Federal Law Gazette Part III,
classification number 100-1, as last amended by Article 1 of the Act of 28 March 2019 (Federal Law Gazette I p. 404), in:
Bundesministerium
der
Justiz
und
für
Verbraucherschutz,
URL:
https://www.gesetze-iminternet.de/englisch_gg/englisch_gg.html#p0136 [Accessed on 10.01.2021].
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the deployment of armed forces abroad embedded in a system of mutual collective security to preserve
peace. Therefore, a foreign deployment of the Bundeswehr is only permissible within the framework
of the UN, NATO and the EU54. Furthermore, the deployment of armed forces requires the approval
of the Bundestag. According to the Parliamentary Participation Act from 2005 (ParlBG)55, the Federal
Government shall send the request for approval of the deployment of the armed forces to the Bundestag
in good time before the deployment begins. The demand of the Federal Government shall contain
information on the (1) mission, (2) the legal basis for the deployment, (3) the maximum number of
troops and the (4) planned duration of the deployment. The Bundestag may approve or reject the
motion; amendments cannot be made. However, according to ParlBG § 4 (1) consent may be granted
in a simplified procedure which does not require the prior consent of the Bundestag for operations of
low intensity and – according to ParlBG § 5 (1) – operations that cannot be postponed due to imminent
danger.
Graphic 2: Bundeswehr worldwide

Source: Bundeswehr. ‘Aktuelle Einsätze der Bundeswehr’, 04.2021.

The maritime component of the United Nations Interim Forces in Lebanon (UNIFIL) aims to prevent
arms smuggling into Lebanon and to secure Israel's northern maritime border. Germany has been
continuously involved in the mission since its beginning in 2006 and currently provides the
commander of the UNIFIL maritime component, Flotilla Admiral Axel Schulz. The current mandate
of the Bundestag provides for a contingent of 300 Bundeswehr soldiers. However, this contingent is
not up to strength with 130 soldiers participating in the mission (09/2020).

54
Dieter, Weingärtner. “Rechtliche Grundlagen deutscher Verteidigungspolitik“, 01.05.2015, URL:
https://www.bpb.de/politik/grundfragen/deutsche-verteidigungspolitik/199281/wehrrechthttps://www.gesetze-iminternet.de/gg/art_24.html [Accessed on 10.01.2021].
55
Bundesministerium der Justiz und Verbraucherschutz. “Gesetz über die parlamentarische Beteiligung bei der
Entscheidung über den Einsatz bewaffneter Streitkräfte im Ausland (Parlamentsbeteiligungsgesetz)”, 18.03.2005, URL:
http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/parlbg/BJNR077500005.html [Accessed on 10.01.2021].
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Table 3: UNIFIL – Current mandate of the Bundeswehr
Location /
Duration

UNIFIL

Lebanon
Since:
17.05.2020

Soldiers /
among
these
women
130/10

Military
capabilities

Budget

Mandate

1x corvette

~ 33.8
million
euros/year

- Secure the sea routes to prevent
arms smuggling into Lebanon from
the sea.
- Contribute to creating a situation
picture.
- Train the soldiers of the Lebanese
navy so that they can protect their
maritime borders independently in
the future.

(max. 300)

Until:
30.06.2021

Source: Author’s own illustration.
Data from: Bundeswehr. ‘Libanon – UNIFIL’, 15.01.2021.

In June 2020, the Bundestag voted on the extension of the Bundeswehr’s participation in the UNIFIL
mission. The election results show that 513 MPs voted in favour of continuing the mission, 152 against
and 5 abstained. Unlike with EUNAVFOR MED IRINI and Sea Guardian, only the parties at the
extreme fringes of the political party landscape, DIE LINKE and the AfD, voted against extending
Germany's involvement in the UNIFIL mission. Before the vote on the extension of the Bundeswehr's
UNIFIL mission, several MPs from each political party gave a speech to state their main pro and
contra arguments. These arguments are summarised in table 4:
Table 4: UNIFIL – Main arguments of representatives of the political parties
CDU/CSU

SPD
FDP
Bündnis
90/Die
Grünen
DIE LINKE

Yes
Israel’s security, no further streams of refugees to Europe,
Mediterranean’s geopolitical importance, Germany’s
responsibility towards the international community.
Contribution to the cessation of hostilities between
Hezbollah and Israel.
Humanitarian aid is indispensable.
Israel and Lebanon expect German engagement.

No

42-year duration, no
reduction in arms smuggling.
Benefits do not outweigh the
efforts.

AfD

Source: Author’s own illustration.

On 7 May 2020, the Bundestag approved the Bundeswehr’s participation in the EU-led military crisis
management operation in the Mediterranean Sea: EUNAVFOR MED IRINI. The operation’s aim is
to monitor the implementation of the arms embargo imposed on Libya by the UN. Violations of the
embargo will be investigated and, if necessary, corresponding control measures will be carried out.
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Operation IRINI replaces the previous EU mission Sophia, which was discontinued due to disputes
among EUMS on the issue of the rescue of refugees from distress at sea.
Table 5: EUNAVFOR MED IRINI – Current mandate of the Bundeswehr
Location /
Duration
EUNAVFOR
MED IRINI

Mediterranea
n

Soldiers /
among these
women
198/n.c.
(max. 300)

Since:
21.04.2021
Until:
30.04.2022

Military
capabilities

Budget

Mandate

1x maritime
reconnaissance aircraft

~ 31.7
million
euros/year

- Contribution to the
implementation of the UN
arms embargo.
- Monitoring possible
illegal export of
petroleum.
- Gathering information
on human trafficking.
- Capacity building and
training of the Libyan
Coast Guard and the
Libyan Navy in law
enforcement tasks.

1x task force
supply ship
‘Berlin’

Source: Author’s own illustration.
Data from: Bundeswehr. ‘EUNAVFOR MED IRINI’, 15.01.2021.

On the 21st of April 2021, the Bundestag extended the current mandate of IRINI: 419 MPs from the
CDU/CSU, SPD and FDP voted for the introduction of the mission, 142 rejected it (DIE LINKE and
AfD), 48 abstained (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) and 72 did not vote56. This voting behaviour is also
reflected in the vote on the first-time participation of the Bundeswehr in Operation IRINI in 2020.

56

Deutscher Bundestag. “Bundeswehr wird Libyen-Embargo im Mittelmeer länger überwachen“, in: Auswärtiger Ausschuss,
21.04.2021,
URL:
https://www.bundestag.de/auswaertiges#url=L2Rva3VtZW50ZS90ZXh0YXJjaGl2LzIwMjEva3cxNi1kZS1idW5kZXN3Z
WhyLW1lZC1pcmluaS04MzQ4MTg=&mod=mod538400 [Accessed on 10.01.2021].
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Diagram 6: Vote on the participation of the Bundeswehr in EUNAVFOR MED IRINI
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20%
10%
0%

46
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CDU/ CSU - 246 MPs

SPD - 152 MPs

Bündnis 90/Die Grünen - 67 MPs

FDP - 80 MPs

AfD - 89 MPs

DIE LINKE - 69 MPs

Independent - 6 MPs
Source: Author’s own illustration.
Data from: Bundestag. ‘Bundeswehreinsatz EUNAVFOR MED IRINI‘, 21.04.2021.

The pro and contra arguments for an extension of Operation IRINI’s mandate:
Table 7: EUNAVFOR MED IRINI – Main arguments of representatives of the political parties
CDU/CSU
SPD

FDP

Yes
EU’s actorness, important component for the
Libyan peace process.
Prevents arms deliveries, crucial for Berlin
Process, operational support to CSDP
missions, visibility of arms embargo
violators.
IRINI is not perfect but ending it should not
be an option.

Bündnis
90/Die
Grünen
DIE LINKE

No

Bundeswehr’s mandate provides for training
and cooperation with the Libyan coast
guard, area of operation.
No effective prevention of arms embargo
violations.
Any state can object to search measures.
Pull-factor for illegal migration.

AfD

Source: Author’s own illustration.
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As a successor to the NATO-Operation Active Endeavour, the Maritime Security Operation Sea
Guardian was created as a comprehensive NATO surveillance operation for the Mediterranean in 2016,
with far-reaching powers including the seizure and diversion of ships. The Bundeswehr tasks units on
their way through the Mediterranean; currently it is the supply vessel Werra that is deployed in the
Aegean57.
Table 8: Sea Guardian – Current mandate of the Bundeswehr
Location /
Duration

Sea
Guardian

Mediterranean

Soldiers /
among
these
women
85/12

Military
capabilities

Budget

Mandate

1x supply
vessel

~ 3.2
million
euros /
year

- Provide a comprehensive picture
of the situation and monitor the sea
area.
- Information exchange with states
in the Mediterranean as well as
EUNAVFOR MED IRINI.
- Inspecting ships if they are
suspected of having a connection
to terrorist organisations or/and
arms smuggling.
- Involved in managing the influx
of refugees.

(max. 650)
Since:
1.04.2021
Until:
31.03.2022

Source: Author’s own illustration. Data from: Bundeswehr. ‘Sea Guardian’, 15.01.2021.

On 3 March 2021, the Bundestag voted to continue NATO's Sea Guardian mission in the
Mediterranean: 437 MPs voted for the continuation of the mission, 198 rejected it, 72 did not vote and
2 abstained58. The governing parties SPD and CDU/CSU as well as the opposition party FDP voted in
favour while as the opposition parties, DIE LINKE and the AfD, as well as Bündnis 90/Die Grünen
voted against the extension.

57
Bundeswehr. “Ägäis: Das Führungsschiff Tender „Werra““, 19.04.2021, URL: https://www.bundeswehr.de/de/einsaetzebundeswehr/anerkannte-missionen/die-bundeswehr-im-aegaeisches-meer/einsatz-fuehrungsschiff-tender-werra-aegaeis5056390 [Accessed on 21.04.2021].
58
Deutscher Bundestag. “Bundeswehreinsatz im Mittelmeer um ein Jahr verlängert“, in: Auswärtiger Ausschuss, 03.04.2021,
URL: https://www.bundestag.de/dokumente/textarchiv/2021/kw09-de--824812 [Accessed on 21.04.2021].
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Diagram 9: Vote on the extension of Germany's engagement in the Sea Guardian mission

100%

74
2

90%
80%

4

2

53

16
11

135

70%
60%

6
4

77

50%

1

13

40%
226

30%

1
61

20%
10%

20

3

0%
Yes

No

Not voted

Abstained

CDU/ CSU - 246 MPs

SPD - 152 MPs

Bündnis 90/Die Grünen - 67 MPs

FDP - 80 MPs

AfD - 89 MPs

DIE LINKE - 69 MPs

Independent - 6 MPs
Source: Author’s own illustration.
Data from: Bundestag. ‘Bundeswehreinsatz Sea Guardian‘, 03.03.2021.

The pro and contra arguments for an extension of Operation Sea Guardian’s mandate:
Table 10: Sea Guardian – Main arguments of representatives of the political parties
CDU/CSU
SPD

FDP

Yes
Multilateralism, undersea cables,
Mediterranean’s geostrategic importance.
Fight against terrorism and the illicit trade
of arms and humans, source of
information, freedom of trade routes.
Security of Europe's southern flank and of
international sea lanes.

Bündnis 90/Die
Grünen
DIE LINKE
AfD

No

Activities of Sea Guardian already carried
out by the Standing Maritime Group 2.
Biggest problem: state arms smuggling.
No arms smuggler has been arrested.
Source: Author’s own illustration.
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QUO VADIS? GERMANY’S MEDITERRANEAN POLICY IN THE NEAR FUTURE
Unlike other EUMS, Germany is not traditionally considered a Mediterranean power. This basic
observation outlined in the article’s introduction has not fundamentally changed. With the beginning
of the 21st century, however, Germany’s Mediterranean policy has been experiencing a certain
dynamization. Ironically, Sarkozy’s unilateral aspiration for the creation of an intergovernmental
institution led to the dynamization of Germany's Mediterranean policy. Merkel resolutely opposed a
re-nationalisation of the Southern Mediterranean and prioritised embedding the French aspiration into
a European framework. Consequently, the creation of the UfM in 2008 put the Southern Mediterranean
on the political agenda of the Federal Republic. For this reason, too, it is not surprising that the political
upheavals of the Arab Spring in 2011 were closely followed and moreover perceived as a momentum
of democratic transformation in North Africa. After a brief hesitation, the long-standing partnerships
with autocratic rulers in Tunis and Cairo were abandoned and the historic transformation processes
were supported with various soft power instruments. The non-participation in Operation Unified
Protector in 2011, however, dramatically revealed the non-negotiable core of the ‘German character’
since 1945: a culture of military restraint. This non-participation in Operation Unified Protector
inevitably led to the questioning of EU’s actorness within its CSDP. Though with the successful
organisation of the Berlin Conference on Libya in 2020, it can be argued that Germany's military
restraint in 2011 evolved into a ‘power of diplomacy’ in 2020. With regard to the questioning of the
EU’s actorness in 2011, it should not be forgotten that the ‘soft power of diplomacy’ simultaneously
mirrors EU’s value-based foreign policy.
The dynamization of Germany’s Mediterranean policy can also be seen in the altered relevance of the
argument of Israel's security. With the end of the Second World War, Israel's security has long been
considered as the decisive interest of the Federal Republic in the MENA region. The present in-depth
analysis of current debates in the Bundestag on ongoing Bundeswehr missions in the Mediterranean,
however, shows that the argument of Israel's security is increasingly taking a back seat – even if Israel’s
security continues to be a ‘raison d’Etat” for Germany. The argument is nowadays overshadowed by
other interests, such as (1) Germany’s responsibility towards the international community and thus the
strengthening of multilateralism, (2) the fight against terrorism and the illicit trade of arms and humans,
(3) the freedom of trade routes, (4) the prevention of further streams of refugees to Europe, (5) the
overall geopolitical importance of the Mediterranean as well as (6) the operational support to CSDP
missions and hence the consolidation of the EU’s actorness.
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Today, as in the past, Germany’s Mediterranean policy – like almost all fields of German foreign
policy59 – continues to be embedded in a multilateral European framework. This also seems likely to
be continued with any future change of government after the Bundestag elections in September 2021.
As of now, the next German Chancellor may be Armin Laschet (CDU, Minister-President of North
Rhine-Westphalia) or Annalena Baerbock (Chairwoman of Bündnis 90/Die Grünen)60. Both
candidates focus on the EU’s integration. Laschet, for example, particularly calls for greater integration
between EUMS in foreign and security policy. According to him, ‘Europe must act together, the
Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) and other European projects must be strengthened”61.
Laschet furthermore argues that achieving NATO's 2% target is ‘not an American imposition, but in
our interest’62. Nonetheless, political scientists do not expect anything completely different from
Merkel’s foreign policy. This continuity, however, may be jeopardised due to a new coalition partner:
Bündnis 90/Die Grünen; commonly referred to as ‘the Greens’.
Looking ahead to the federal elections in September 2021 and according to the latest polls
(16.05.2021), the Greens could record the strongest growth of all political parties in Germany: they
could gain 11.9 percentage points since the last federal election in 2017 and thus reach 20.3 % in
total63. Accordingly, the Greens could become the second strongest party after the CDU/CSU with
currently 28.2 %, followed by the social democratic governing SPD with 15.9 %, the liberal FDP with
12.6 %, the right-wing populist party AfD with 9.7 % and the left-wing party DIE LINKE with 7.2 %.
Diagram 11: Current polls for the
Bundestag elections in September
2021 (as of 22.06.2021)

Source: Bundestagswahl 2021. ‘Bundestagswahl 2021: Umfragen, Prognosen und Projektionen‘, 22.06.2021.
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Jünemann, op. cit., p. 421.
Due to the SPD's current low poll ratings, it is assumed that Olaf Scholz (SPD, Federal Minister of Finance) cannot become
Chancellor.
61
Armin, Laschet cited in: Andres, Rinke. “Ich bin Realpolitiker”, in: Internationale Politik – Das Magazin für globales
Denken, 08.02.2021, URL: https://internationalepolitik.de/de/ich-bin-realpolitiker [Accessed on 12.02.2021].
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Ibid.
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Bundestagswahl 2021. “Bundestagswahl 2021: Umfragen, Prognosen und Projektionen”, 25.04.2021, URL:
https://www.bundestagswahl-2021.de/umfragen/ [Accessed on 12.02.2021].
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As of now, five coalition options are conceivable: (1) CDU/CSU-SPD-Greens, (2) CDU/CSU-FDPGreens, (3) CDU/CSU-SPD-FDP, (4) SPD-FDP-Greens, (5) CDU/CSU-Greens (descending
probability). In four of these coalition possibilities, the Greens would be a ruling party64. In view of
the probability that the Greens will no longer be an opposition party but a governing party from
September 2021 onwards, we must ask ourselves what a ‘green’ foreign and security policy could look
like? Erlanger argues that
‘these are not the Greens of the Cold War, a radical party appalled by the nuclear standoff
between the Soviet Union and the United States over a divided Europe. The Greens are now
centrist, eager for power, with a surprisingly gimlet-eyed view of international affairs (…). If
the Greens surge in Europe's largest and richest country, it would be a watershed not only for
the party but for all of Europe (…). It would (…) potentially herald a shift toward a more
assertive foreign policy in Germany, especially toward China and Russia, as global politics is
becoming a competition between authoritarian and democratic ideals’65.
In line with Erlanger’s presumption that a green foreign policy may be more assertive, the Greens
stated in their election programme (19.03.2021) that they are aiming for a ‘thrust for global
transformation”66. Amongst others, the Greens demand (1) an ambitious, sustainable and human rightscompliant foreign climate policy, (2) binding mechanisms for the protection of human rights, (3) a
reform of the UN Security Council, (4) a foreign policy guided by UN’s Responsibility to Prepare,
Protect and Rebuild, (5) a representation of 50 % of women in international negotiations, (6) an active
European neighbourhood policy, (7) a prohibition of arms exports to war zones and regimes that
despise human rights, (8) to securely equip the Bundeswehr with personnel and materiel in accordance
with its mission and tasks and (9) to establish an ‘EU Security Union’ which foresees an ‘increased
cooperation of the armed forces and a pooling of military capabilities”67. It is interesting to note that
out of a total of seven geographical regions mentioned by the Greens in their election programme, the
European neighbourhood and thus explicitly the southern Mediterranean are also addressed68.
As we have seen from the votes in the Bundestag on the missions UNIFIL (2020), EUNAVFOR MED
IRINI (2021) and Sea Guardian (2021), the Greens were unanimous on the extension of UNIFIL and
Sea Guardian, but disagreed on Operation IRINI, with 46 of 67 MPs abstaining from the vote in April
2021. With regard to the Mediterranean, the Greens, however, strive for a ‘new Mediterranean policy”
which ‘jointly realises development potentials for the region and (…) faces the enormous challenges:
64
Bundestagswahl 2021. “Mögliche Koalitionen nach der Bundestagswahl 2021”, 25.04.2021, URL:
https://www.bundestagswahl-2021.de/koalitionen/ [Accessed on 12.02.2021].
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Steven, Erlanger. “Post-Merkel Germany May Be Shaded Green“, in: New York Times, 17.04.2021, URL:
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/04/17/world/europe/germany-green-party-merkel.html [Accessed on 19.04.2021].
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Bündnis 90/Die Grünen. “Deutschland. Alles ist drin. Programmentwurf zur Bundestagswahl 2021“, 19.03.2021, p. 117,
URL: https://cms.gruene.de/uploads/documents/2021_Wahlprogrammentwurf.pdf [Accessed on 21.04.2021].
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Terrorism, authoritarian regimes, state collapse”69. They furthermore state that they ‘want to make the
Mediterranean a plus energy region within the framework of ambitious energy partnerships”70.
Nonetheless, with presumably the CDU/CSU and the Greens as governing political parties and Laschet
or Baerbock as chancellor, a continuation of the Franco-German foreign policy approach in the
Mediterranean seems likely. Regarding the Franco-German cooperation in the East Mediterranean and
thus the handling of the conflict between Turkey and Greece, France’s first and foremost military
approach and Germany’s diplomatic approach complemented each other. During the joint press
conference of Chancellor Angela Merkel and President Emmanuel Macron on 20 August 2020, Merkel
stated that
‘[t]here are different ways of acting. One is to make clear that we support our European
partners. (…), we can do what France did by sending a ship there and promising support. On
the other hand, we [the Germans] have worked to get the dialogue between Turkey and Greece
back on track. (…) [D]espite all the [Franco-German] cooperation, we also have very
different characters [and] our reactions are (…) shaped by our respective characteristics’71.
With ‘German character”, Merkel refers primarily to the 75-year tradition of military restraint. Both
CDU/CSU and the Greens as well as the other political parties – some more and some less – have
internalised this character and moreover place a focus on development cooperation. Therefore, the
above-mentioned German foreign policy in the Mediterranean seems likely to continue after the
longstanding ‘Merkel era’. However, if Baerbock becomes chancellor, a more assertive foreign policy
which focuses (1) on the implementation of human rights, (2) the development of ambitious energy
partnerships and (3) the establishment of a ‘new Mediterranean policy’ can be expected.
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