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La situation ces jous-ci excite la,curiosite. L'sbandon de 
Torrej6n est identifie, selon les roots de Fernendez Ord6nez, a la re
duction substantielle de la presence militaire des Etats-Unis en Espag
ne consideree le minimum compatible avec la condition approuvee lors 
du referendum pour la permanence. Pourtant, le maniement du calendrier 
et l'admission temporelle des F-16 pour proceder aux revisions techni
ques periodiques et en situations de crise, peuvent faire place a la 
transaction et a l'arrangement. 

Le probleme quant aux Americains, c'est ne pas de savoir 
11 comment ils s'en .vont; mais comment ils restent" a aff'irme a Bonn le 
president Felipe Gonzalez, cherchant la tranquillite au des Pyre
nees. f·lais plus est: un jour oil on lui demandait ce qc'il considerait 
etre une reduction sensible -adjectif qu'il avait utiise- de la pre
sence militaire des USA en Espagne, il repondit avec desinvolture: 
"C ·est tres difficile de donner cette sorte de definition avant que 
la negotiation ne soit conclue". Ce qui signifie la disponibilite pour 
presenter et defendre comme sensible ou substantielle n'importe quelle 
reduction cvnvenue. 

VI 

La derniere condition de permanence 8 !'Alliance, la prohi
bition d'installation, stockage et introduction d'armes nucleaires en 
territoire espagnol, semble aussi poser des difficultes vu du cote de 
la securite europ8enne. La non nuclearisation armee de l'Espagne est, 
de fait, limitee, dans la mesure oil elle se reduit au deploiement et 
au stockage stable d'armes nucleaires de pays allies sur son territoi
re terrestre; alors qu'au contraire le regime de son trafic et transport 
se trouve relativement souple et il est indeniable le service que les 
installations d'appui et les autorisations d'usage du territoire espag
nol offrent a !'infrastructure nucleaire des Etats-Unis en Europe et, 
particulierement, en l1€diterran€e. Le gouvernement se refuse,d'"autre 
part, a elaborer une legislation qui developpe et precise le principe 
etab}j_ cons€quemment au referendum de mars 1986. 

Dans ces circonstances la confirmation pW- la plataforme sur 
la securite europeenne, approuvee par les ministres des Affaires Etran
geres et de Defense des pays membres de l.'UEO, reunis a La Haye les 26 
et 27 octobre 1987, de l.eur compromis quanta la defense nucleaire et 
de !'exigence que ].'association d'autres Etats s'inspire des memes prin
cipes et soit mue par la meme determination, semble avoir, a court ter
me, ferme brutalement la porte de cette Organisation a l'Espagne. Une 
fois l'acceptation de la plataforme devenue condition sine qua non d' 
adhesion, le Secretaire General de l'UEO declare, ace qu'en a rapporte 
la presse espagnole, que l'eventuelle entree de l'Espagne pourrait etre 
"prejudiciable pour tous ... parce qu'elle ne partage pas les memes points 
de vue". Le parte-parole du gouvernement espagnol a declare que l'Es
pagne ne sera pas presente a l'"UEO "si cela suppose qu · ell.e abandonne 
quelqu"une des conditions etablies dans le referendum sur l'Alliance 
At] antique". 
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Le gouvernement espagnol s'est senti degu et preoccupe. De9u 
car, apres avoir pousse la revitalisation de l'UEO et renforce son ima
ge beaucoup plus que ne le meritaient ses realisations, ayant manifeste 
sa disponibilite pour s'y incorporer, l'UEO repond que cette incorpora
tion dans les circonstances actuelles pourrait l'affaiblir. Preoccupe 
parce que l'Organisation s'est manifestee plus atlantique( et subordonnee) 
qu'europeenne (et autonome), en pressant fortement l'Espagne de resoudre 
ses problemes avec !'Alliance, c'est a dire au premier chef, avec les 
Etats-Unis. On doit rappeler que les F-16 stationnes a Torrej6n ont des 
missions nucleaires, bien que leur armement atomique se trouve dans d'au
tres pays (l'Italie, 1~ Turquie). 

VII 

Voila comment un gouvernement qui se prononce sans equivoque 
pour une politique de securite europeenne, peut se voir contraint a en 
rester ecarte a cause des minima dans lesquels i] veut situer sa parti
cipation a la politique de securite atlantique et la dislocation a la
quelle il pretend pour sa relation avec les Etats-Unis. Il a ete dur au 
gouvernement de Felipe Gonzalez de changer de principes. Il le lui sera 
encore plus d'en tirer les consequences. 

Brugge, le 6 novembre 1987. 
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l. German policy within the European Community (EC) continually 

puzzles and often confounds the governments and publics of othe~ 

member states. After all the o~igins of the EC had much to do 

with their concern to tie the Federal Republic firmly and 

peacefully into the West European family, so that a politically 

reconstituted and economically stable country could become 

anchored to them. These objectives have largely been achieved, 

so much so that thirty five years later the West German economy 

has become the fulcrum of not only the economy of the EC, but of 

the wider Western Europe. 

2. Yet the consequences for the EC as a whole have not been 

entirely congenial for two reasons. First, German interests have 

become so firmly sewn into the fabric of Community policies, so 

entrenched in the acguis communautaire, that they impede policy 

adjustments to take account of changing circumstances. Secondly, 

Gc=man policy-making raraly generates sustained initiatives on 

the basis of which purposive new policies can be established for 

the EC as a whole. Somehow or other the most prosperous EC 
1 

member ought to have and use the scope to develop a forward 

strategy beyond the cautious conservatism of the status quo. But 

if such a strategy emerged, Germany's partners might not be 

enthusiastic. It is easy to criticize the absence of a strategy, 

rather less so to deal with a new approach which by definition 
•' 
I 

would raise new issues. This paper examines the repercussions of 

current German policy on the rest of the EC. 

Cautious conservatism 
i 

3. It ~s common for both German commentators and observers 

elsewhere in the EC to dep1ore the centrifugal characterist~cs of 

1 
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German policy management on EC issues. Unlike the policies of 

the French and the British, and indeed several other member 

governments, German policy typically emanates from several 

competing sources of political and administrative influence. No 

central authority pulls together diverse and divergent . 

perspectives and welds them into a single unified approach. 

Germany's partners are often kept guessing about the positions to 

be adopted in Community negotiations. Other governments looking 

for allies are frequently disappointed that sought-after German 

support melts away on the day. 

4. But Germany's partners often delude themselves, when they 

proceed thence to argue that German policy is misguided or 

counterproductive. Part of the reality behind the criticised 

caricature is the scope which individual German negotiating teams 

enjoy to pursue rigorously and vigorously their specific sectoral 

objElctives. The results of this are fairly plain to see. In 
I 

agriculture the interests of German farmers are rather well 

protected by long-established CAP arrangements. Indeed, despite 
I 

frequent protestations to the contrary from the members of the 

Bundesfinanzministerium, it is in some respects quite useful for 

farm incomes to be partly supported through a Community mechanism 

rather than wholly reliant on intra-German fiscal adjustments. 

',German manufacturing industry has done well out of the 
'• I 
I I 

'combination of a European customs union, limited Community 

harmonization and surviving national controls over other matters. 

German service industries have been amongst the most resistant to 

liberalization within the EC, to the point where the government 

on t~eir behalf has often exercised effective veto power. The 
I 

Germ~n Post Office, Lufthansa and the insurance sector are all 
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apt examples. There are many other cases - fiscal harmonization 

is one which happens to be well documented - where Community 

progress has been dependent on a changing debate within the 

Federal Republic. 

5, The balance sheet in terms of policies adopted and 

policies prevented is really rather positive for Germany, costs 

have, of course, been incurred, most visibly and calculably 

through the Community budget and a less than efficient 

agricultural sector. But these costs can be borne by a buoyant 

economy in spite of the vocal grumbling, Moreover had the EC 

adopted more active policies in other economic sectors the 

budgetary coats to Germany would have been higher and German 

access to receipts lower.-Tnese costs apart the consequence is to 

give German economic groups and their sponsors in government 

strong interests in maintaining the status quo. Changes in. 

:policy, with thoir inharent uncertainties, threaten to disturb 

vested interests. In a decentralized policy system, as Fritz 

Scharpf has argued, it is more common for the champions of the 
I status quo to succeed in resisting change than for the proponents 

of adjustment to marshal! a winning coalition. There is little 

doubt but that the two decentralized policy systems - the German 

and the European - serve to reinforce each other's shared 

characteristics. 
I 6. Cautious conservatism is thus a rational negotiating 

strategy for the German government. This has important 

implications for Germany's partners. For the German posture to 

~lter requires either a reevaluation of interests by German 

bpinion ~ a sufficiently credible threat to those interests to 
I 
provoke a different negotiating strategy. 

3 
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" . 
Coalition habits 

7. The German political system has domestically consolidated 

around two or three party coalitions. German politicians, their 

advisers and the lobbies which seek to influence them have 

patterns of behaviour geared to methods of concertation which 

suit the coalition system. The Community arena exhibits to them 

many familiar features. Negotiations in Brussels also operate 

through a coalition system, in which influence in the preparation 

and margins of the meetings are generally crucial to the outcomes 

achieved. To be 'successful' does not necessarily require overt 

sponsorship of particular outcomes. What matters is to recognize 

the structure and value of potential pay-offs and to be well

placed to extract the highest possible return, as the packages 

are constructed. Negotiators whose interests lie close to the 

status quo start with an advantage, a frequent feature of German 

positions. 

8. Several consequences flow from the coalition style of the 

German government. First, the German government is often willing 

to work through proxies, unlike the British or French. It is 

convenient for the German Finance Ministry to leave the running 

to the British on the overall size and distribution of EC 

expenditure. They can after all be sure that the British will 

not flinch from the task and leave some room for manoeuvre to the 

Germans to optimize their outturns. Similarly on institutional 

issues the Germans have easily she~tered behind the willingly 

max~malist postures of the Benelux and Italian governments. On~y 

exceptionally, as with the Genscher-Colombo plan, have the 

Germans chosen to share an initiative with another government. 
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In many areas the sponsorship of a particular cause is left to 

the French government, a product of the intimate bilateral 

relationship, to which we will return later. This behaviour is 

not peculiar to the Community arena, since the Eureka initiative 

formally propelled by the French owed much of its inspiration to 

Hans-Dieter Genscher. An approach through proxies has merit from 

the German point of view, in that it leaves others to test the 

wind and permits a degree of flexibility for German interests to 

be clarified. From the perspective of Germany's partners it 

means that anticipating the final German position is often 

difficult. 

9. Secondly, operating through proxies or with partners is a 

convenient means of avoiding the issue of leadership. The French 

and British governments do not suffer from the inhibitions which 

continue to constrain German behaviour. But it is not simply an 

idiosyncratic legacy of histo~-. Careful appraisal of the 

negotiating system of the EC reveals just how resistant it is to 

leadership claims. Both French and British governments have in 

the past been disappointed in efforts to capture the leadership 

on key Community dossiers. The German approach has generally had 

a lower profile and carried fewer risks, while achieving no less. 

10. Thirdly, the Franco-German relationship has been a 

convenient substitute for German leadership. Commentators have 

often drawn the conclusion that the Bonn-Paris relationship has 

served to reinforce French influence on both German thinking and 

the EC as a whole. Of course to an extent the conclusion ~s 

merited, but it is easy to overstate. The obverse also has some 

grounding in fact. The requirements to consult frequently and 

intensively means that the French government is both well 
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informed about German interests and required to take them into 

account in formulating its own position. The French well 

recognize that they have to invest heavily in persuasion, if they 

are to carry German opinion with them. And all 'pre-negotiation' 

- after all this is what Franco-German consultations often are -

require those involved to make some movement towards each other. 

Bilateralism is a two-way street more often than other 

governments are inclined to suppose. 

11. So far the German government has made no comparable 

investment in bilateral relations with other Community partners 
. 

on EC issues. Though in the political and security fields the 

Germans are quite close to the British, this has continually 

failed to spill over into the Community arena, much to the 

repeated disappointment o£ British negotiators. Cooperation 

tends to be issue by issue rather than across the board and.lacks 

the general strueture and texture of intimacy which has so far 

characterized the Franco-German relation~;~hip. A good example of 

an Anglo-German dog which never barked was the Genscher-Colombo 

plan which could have plausibly been a Genscher-Carrington 

initiative. Perhaps equally striking is the relative absence of 

structured coalitions between the German government and those 

other partners with an intense level o£ mutual economic 

interdependence. 

12. In negotiating terms Germany's traditional approach to 

coalitions within the EC may well not suffice for the futu~e. 

The coalition pattern is changing as a result of enlargement and 

a changing Community agenda. One manifestation of this is the 

northern/southern distinction evident on budgetary and regional 

issues. A new coalition pattern has yet to emerge, otherwise the 
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already visible groups of blocking minorities may produce a form 

of political paralysis within the EC. All member governments 

will have to think this through, not least the German. 

Economic preponderance 

13. The full implications of the preponcterant weight of the 

German economy within the EC have never been fully spelled out. 

At a minimum it conditions the expectations of economic actors 

throughout the EC. No sensible economic policy, at macro- or 

micro-levels, can be developed without reference to Germany's 

position. It is difficult to envisage new economic policies 

being embraced without German assent. Even to build on existing 

policies is hard unless German negotiators concur. The quest to 

complete the internal market well illustrates the size of the 

task, since contrary to superficial expectation German enth~siasm 

has been noticeably unfor~hcoming. German interests, it appears, 

are sufficiently met by the current repertoire of Community 

policies. If other member states and the Commission want to move 

beyond this, they need somehow to marshal! German support. But 

there is some evidence that German interests require adjustments 

of EC economic policies. German exporters need buoyant markets, 

interdependence with the EFTA countries is significant and the 

politico-economic relationship with CMEA countries matters. 

There may here be a cluster of intra-European trade issues on 

which Germany is a demandeur. 

Exte~nal impulses 

14. The external environment provides yet another ingredient of 

change. Superpower relations are undergoing what may prove to be 
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a radical transformation. East/West relations in Europe are 

becoming more relaxed, with a concomitant evolution in prospect 

of EC/CMEA links·, The EFTA countries are in the process of 

redefining their relationships with the EC, a development of 

special concern to Germany for economic, political and security 

reasons. The debate about the future of European security and 

defence collaboration is now well under way. Developments in the 

Middle East and the Gulf pose huge problems for the West · 

Europeans. · ·. 

15. In this mass of important challenges for Germany and the EC 

two factors stand out. First, the EC as. such cannot be a vehicle 

for producing an overall West European response. European 

Political Cooperation has something to contribute to the debate, 

but is not sufficiently developed to be the engine of common 

action. The EC itself may be a means of consolidating changes in 

relationships ~d.th EFTA or the CMEA countries, but only as ana··. 

when the parameters have been set elsewhere. Community 

activities have to be looked at in relation to other European 

frameworks. This requires a careful appraisal of options and 

opportunities by the German government, for which segmented 

sectoral approaches are not enough. Secondly, though the French 

and German governments actively discuss this range of questions 

bilaterally they have only limited means and partial commitments 

to translate their concerns into substantive common action. The 

joint military exercises and proposed Franco-German brigade may 

be a welcome development. But these too may illustrate the 

limits of effective bilateralism, as other governments watch 

cautiously to see whether this is a real European initiative or 

rather part of the symbolism not substance of collaboration. 

8 
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16. Meanwhile there are other actors and factors on the 

European scene. France and Germany do not monopolise influence. 

The Italians have been flexing their foreign policy and economic 

muscles. Italian entrepreneurs have become substantial investors 

in Buropean industry, backed by a resilient economic base at 

home. They have interests and influence to wield in Europe's 

external policies. Spain now has to be included in the reckoning 

as a state which is rapidly coming of age as a weighty member of 

the West European family. 

17. And then there is Britain ••• one of the hardest 

elements to identify with precision in the Community's current 

constellation of interests and influence is Britain's position. 

Britain has become a 'normal' member of the Community family. 

Across a range of issues British interests now lie close to the 

core of Community interests in the trade, industrial and 

financial sectors. Srit:!.sh policy is much more proactiv~- ~nd 

considered. Though there remains an important transatlantic 

dimension to British policy (as is actually true of all other EC 

members in different degrees) this is increasingly complementary 

rather than antithetical to the European dimension. This is well 

illustrated by the degree of European engagement already evident 

in Britain's involvement in the European security debate. Though 

it has been argued above that the Franco-German relationship has 

served German as well as French interests, it has also mesmerized 

the Germans, so leading them to neglect relations with Srita~n 

within the EC context. 
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The elusive triangle 

18. The triangle - London-Sono-Paris - remains a shadow. Three 

separate bilateral relationships coexist and are among the more 

important within the European family. But there has been no 

movement to consolidate the triangle over the last two or three 

years. This reflects partly the fact that no one has tried and 

partly the inherent risks of so doing. Of course a structured 

triangle would disturb and distort the current looser patterns of 

power and influence in Western Europe. Other Europeans would 

rightly take very ill and probably seek to undermine any such 

structure. West Europe is condemned to a multi-polar system of 

influence and some persisting divergences of interests. But 

nonetheless the Franco-German relationship has to be bolstered 

and supplemented by close ties among other west European 

countries. 

19 . 'l'hP. mul tila·teral frameworks in Eu:cope for 6ei'ence, 

foreign policy, economic integration and technical collaboration 

. risk pulling Western Europe in different directions unless they 

are woven together. The variable-geometry Europe unavoidably in 

evidence will not be able to function effectively without a 

common core. The British are unlikely to provide the impetus to 

pull these different European arenas together. The French, still 

on the edges of the collective security system, are ill placed to 

do so. German rhetoric has been explicit in the past about the 

seamless web of European cooperation. But the practice is less 

easy to identify. Variable geometry may unravel some of the 

status quo and damage some German interests. German policy

makers need to examine carefully how best they should and could 

act to provide the common core. 

10 
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20. The cautious conservatism and coalition habits of successive 

German governments have been valuable instruments for promoting 

German interests. The acquis communautaire has fitted the German 

economy, in industry, in agriculture, in services, even in high 

technology, both through its achievements and its failures. But 

the EC is going through a process of political and economic 

adaptation, for which old and well-tried negotiating strategies 

are probably inappropriate. The vacuum of leadership and the 

fissiparous character of the EC do not make it easy to identify, 

new strategies. But that is a poor excuse for not trying. 

11 
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The Federal Republic: MUsterknabe or Sorqenkind? 

The conventional wisdom for most of the postwar period has been to 
regard the FRG as the Community's MUsterknabe: the mainstay of cooperation 
and integration in Western Europe. As the member state with, for historical 
reasons, the greatest problems in seeking to pursue its policy objectives 
unilaterally, the FRG stood to derive the greatest political benefits from 
European integration. By contrast, both France and Great Britain could fall 
back on a more nation state-oriented policy if necessary. At the same time, 
Bonn governments have not been as preoccupied with their own continued 
existence as their counterparts in Italy, the other larger member state of 
the European Community (EC}. During the chancellorship of Adenauer West 
German support for integration was at its greatest. During the 1960s 
enthusiasm began to wane not least due to the inability of the Six to agree 
on the future direction of European unification. Some commentators began to 
regard the FRG as Western Europe's Borgenkind. This concern has been 
greatest in France, especially at the time of Brandt's OstpoLitik, when there 
were fears of neutralism in central Europe or of a 'new Rapallo'. In this 
paper it is our intention to question whether the FRG has become a Sorgenkind, 

rather than the earlier MUsterknabe, but on different grounds, namely because 
of its machinery for European policy-making. 

The Federal Republic's formal machinery for European policy-making 
has never been highly centralised, although Adenauer gave firm political 
leadership during the early years of integration. During the 1970s the FRG's 
European policy became increasingly sectorised as individual ministries 
pursued 'house' policies. The one striking exception to.this rule was the 
creation of the European Monetary System (EMS). If this case demonstrated 
that chancellorial authority could still be asserted in European policy, the 
limits of that authority were demonstrated by Schmidt's inability to persuade 
his own Agriculture Ministry to pursue a policy consistent with reducing EC 
farm expenditure. 

Under the chancellorship of Helmut Kohl the problem of incoherence 
in the FRG's European policy has become even more pronounced, especially as 
a result of the composition of the EC's agenda. The period from 1985 to the 
ratification by the West German parliament of the Single European Act (SEA) 
was characterised initially by incoherence on as fundamental an issue of 
integration policy as voting practices in the Council of Ministers. 
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Subsequently the ratification of the SEA brought major complaints from the 
Uindero about the erosion of their pp.wers. Neither of these developments 
augured well for a positive West German role in prompting, or directing, the 
future of European Union. Nevertheless, as the EC's leading economic power, 
a major (but not a dominating) role is expected from the FRG within the 
Co11111unity. 

In 1987 the problem of the EC's finances was once more on the agenda 
following the brief relief in the aftermath of the 1984 Fontainebleau 
agreement. The present financial crisis in the EC raises the question of the 
FRG's role in the EC in a new and more urgent form. Past budgetary crises 
(and the crisis is almost endemic) in the 1970s often led to a debate about 
West Germany's paymaster role. The present debate has focused less on that 
question and more on the incoherence of the European posture of the FRG in 
simultaneously pressing, through the finance minister, for substantial cuts 
in agricultural expenditure and for restraint in EC spending generally, while 
the agriculture minister has been prominent in maintaining farm incomes. The 
EC, it seems, cannot be reformed without West Germany but it is now being 
said that it is difficult to reform it IJith the Federal Republic. (1) 

This particular contradiction in the FRG's position is not new. It 
reflects the unusual combination of Western Europe's strongest economy with 
a decentralised political system which gives the agricultural interest a very 
privileged role. This structural condition is reinforced by a notably loose 
set of policy instruments for the management of European policy. This 
situation prompts a number of questions about the FRG's ability to play an 
appropriate role in the resolution of key matters of European integration. 
Does its policy machinery impose constraints upon the Federal Republic's role 
in the EC of the late 1980s? Can the Federal Republic offer some kind of 
leadership to the European Community? Can the leadership of the Federal 
Republic formulate and implement a coherent European policy? It is in this 
sense that we will question whether the FRG has become a Borgenkind rather 
than the MUaterknabe of the 1950s. The paper will thus attempt to extend 
discussion about European policy-making beyond procedural concerns to the 
broader issue of the FRG 1 s role in the EC. 

In order to tackle these questions, the paper will be divided into 
three parts. In the first of these we will relate how the original European 
policy machinery was closely linked with the EC's role, in the eyes of 



- 3 -

Adenauer and others, as an arena of coope~tion. The later emergence of a second, 
increasingly important, functionality of the (evolving) EC, namely as an 
arena of competition, had implications for the development Of the European 
policy machineryi these will be assessed. In the second part we will 
examine how, in the much more extensive framework of cooperation and 
integration today, the management of European policy follows a procedural 
code established in the 1950s. Is this loose procedural code still valid in 
circumstances of extensive policy inter-connectedness and following the 
changes set down in the Single European Act? Following this assessment of the 
internal limits to West German leadership, we examine some of the constraints 
imposed by external factors, such as the Franco-German relationship and 
inner-German relations. 

PART ONE 

THE EVOLUTION OF THE EC'S IMPORTANCE TO THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC 

!. From arena of cooperation ••• 

The decision to participate in European integration came at the 
time of the Schuman Plan and was a decision taken, in governmental terms, by 
the chancellor, Konrad Adenauer. Integration was seen as a route to 
establishing the international credibility and reliability of the new West 
German state. In the specific context of membership of the European Coal 
and Steel Community, the FRG was able to gain sovereignty over two key 
industries and act as an equal of more established democratic states9 such as 
France. European integration also associated the FRG wfth a 'corrrnunity of 
values', including human rights and democracy, which served as a pillar of 
support for the new democracy.( 2) Chancellor Adena~er thus ~aw European 
integration collectively and, the three communities individually, as 
affording the FRG an arena of cooperation. 

Adenauer's authority in pursuing this policy derived from his 
political skill within both the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) and his 
coalition governments. Organisationally, it was further facilitated by the 
absence, until 1955, of a foreign minister. This is not to say that the 
chancellor was responsible for routine policy concerning the European Coal 
and Steel Community (ECSC). In fact, the Federal Economics Ministry was 
entrusted with this task through the establishment in 1951 of a subdivision 
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the Montanunterabtei.'Lrmg. This was the main policy-making instrument s'et up, 
although there was an interministerial committee for ECSC affairs (Inter

ministerietter Auaahuss tar Angelegenheiten der Montanunion), chaired by the 
Economics Ministry and attended by officials from the Foreign Office and 
Finance Ministry and others as necessary. It was an unwritten principle that 
political matters concerning European integration remained firmly in the hands 
of Adenauer. This principle required no special institutional provision 
because, according to Article 65 of the Basic law, the chancellor sets the 
guidelines of all governmental policy (Richtlinienkompetenz). 

The broadening of European integration with the establishment of the 
European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community 
(Euratom) was once again adVocated by Adenauer as part of his broad foreign 
policy. Integration continued to be perceived by him as an arena of 
aoope~tion. However, circumstances at both the domestic and European levels 
were changing in a manner that was to influence the value of integration to 
the FRG. Symbolic of this, perhaps, was the difference of opinion between 
Chancellor Adenauer and Economics Minister Erhard in the late 1950s. Erhard, 
reflecting his own thinking, departmental concerns (Ressortpolitik) and the 
(by now more apparent) export interests of the economy,( 3) supported the 
wider free trade area being discussed in the Organisation for European 
Economic Cooperation (OEEC). A speech which he made in Rome in March 1959 
drew a rebuke from Adenauer, who pointed out that this was not in accordance 
with governmental policy, for which he, as chancellor, held responsibility.( 4) 

Erhard's rebuke indicated that Adenauer was very much in control of 
the foreign policy implications of European policy; it also indicated that 
political objectives - European integration as an arena of ~ooperation -
still prevailed. This objective also prevailed in German governmental policy 
during the debate concerning the Political Union proposals of de Gaulle. 
However, the objective was beginning to look somewhat frayed as de Gaulle's 
attacks upon supranationalism came to jeopardise the process of both political 
and economic integration. Thus it was in the aftermath of the creation of 
the EEC and Euratom, and in the context of de Gaulle's emergence to challenge 
the 'logic' of integration, that the FRG came to see the European 
Communities as an arena of ~ompetition. Chancellorial control over 
integration policy began to wane for a range of factors and the need for 
European policy coordination began to develop a powerful momentum. Before 
examining the impact this momentum had, what were the stimuli for the gradual 
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change in the EC's functionality to the FRG? Identifying these stimuli can 
perhaps throw light on the suitability of the institutional response within 
the FRG. 

2. • •• to arena of corrreetition 

From the outset it must be noted that the change in. the EC's role 
for the FRG was a very gradual one. The relationship's essentially inter
dependent nature meant that stimuli came from the EC, from within the FRG 
and from changes in the wider international environment too.(S) 

(a) Stimuli from the EC 
An important change in the environment at the European level, and 

one which was perhaps inevitable with the passage of time, was the reduction 
in perceived need for a new international system superseding one based on 
nation states. Nation states had acquired renewed vigour; the pace of 
integration slackened and the nature of new initiatives became less ambitious. 
Although the Federal Republic's pre-history attenuated these developments in 
Germany, Adenauer's close relationship with de Gaulle formed an indirect link. 

De Gaulle's European policy was, of course, a major factor 
affecting the FRG's perception of integration. The centrality of the nation 
states to the Political Union initiative of lg60, and the challenge to the 
more supranatfonal methods of the three communities, represented clear 
evidence of the reassertion of the nation state. The failure of the Political 
Union project, due to divergent national attitudes, was to preclude political 
cooperation for the rest of the decade.( 6) Enhancing integration's scope as 
an arena of aooperation was, in consequence, severely constrained. A 
further constraint in this direction resulted from the 'empty chair crisis'. 
The failure to proceed to majority voting from 1966, as provi.ded for in the 
Treaty of Rome in many policy matters, constrained the 'pre-programmed' 
political development of the EC. 

With the EC's development as an arena ofaooperation stymied by 
these problems, so its utility to the FRG began to change. Admittedly, the 
launching of the idea of foreign policy cooperation at the 1969 summit at 
The Hague brought a new political activity onto the agenda, and a valuable 
one since the FRG was not yet a member of the United Nations. Nevertheless, 
it was measures like the commitment to an Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) 
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by 1980 that confirmed the EC's status as an economic actor. This trend was 
continued at the 1972 summit in Paris, where tentative efforts were made in 
the direction of an EC regiOnal policy, as well as propo.sals for energy and 
environmental policies. All these developments, with the exception of EPC, 
enhanced the EC's role as an arena of aompetition. This role was confirmed 
in two respects. First, the West German economy (and thus its governmental 
advocates) saw increasing opportunities for extending its competitiveness in 
EC markets. Second, the emphasis fn the Community upon economic policies 
brought with it a greater facility to measure, in some policy areas, the costs 
and benefits to the FRG. Increased emphasis upon distributive policies 
inevitably led to a more competitive bargaining framework in the EC. This 
tendency was further emphasised by the EC's 1973 enlargement" which brought in 
two states concerned not to lose their national sovereignty, namely the 
United Kingdom and Denmark. 

To summarise, the course of European integration did not develop in 
the manner envisaged by Adenauer. Or, to put it another way, given the 
conditions in the EC, Adenauer's objectives had reached their full potential 
for the time being. This was a situation also confirmed by developments 
within the FRG itself. 

(b) Stfmul i from the FRG 
With Adenauer being most closely associated with European integration 

serving as an arena of aooperation, his replacement in 1963 as federal 
chancellor by Erhard was bound to lead to a shift in policy, especially in 
light of the latter's different views. During Erhard's chancellorship there 
was some conflict within the Christian democratic parties concerning the role 
of integration. The two party chairmen, Adenauer and .strauss, sought some 
kind of political union based around a Franco-German alliance. This 'Gaullist' 
position was out of step with the thinking of key governmental office-holders. 
Chancellor Erhard and foreign minister Schr6der ('Atlanticists') placed 
greater emphasis on relations with the United States. On the basis of both 
policy ideas and personalities, Erhard failed to reach the necessary under
standing with de Gaulle in order to facilitate a continuation of Adenauer's 
policies. By the time that Kiesinger became chancellor Adenauer's policies 
were unworkable because of entrenched positions within the EC. 

A second factor associated with the new chancellor was his different 
style of political leadership. Erhard's att~mpts to be consensus-oriented, 
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by contrast with his more authoritarian predecessor, resulted in an increase 
in ministerial autonomy and a less explicit and less coherent European 
policy: a feature perhaps even more characteristic of Kiesinger•s chancellor
ship, due to the powerful positions of Brandt and Schiller in the cabinet. 
All chancellors since Adenauer have either played a much less assertive role 
regarding European policy or, as in the case of Schmidt, have played this 
role in limited areas (e.g. monetary cooperation). Under both these 
circumstances economic objectives have taken precedence. 

Two explanations may be offered in order to account, in terms of 
domestic politics, for reduced chancellorial interest in the strategy of 
political integration. One is that Adenauer's objective of obtaining German 
rehabilitation had been achieved, as had relative political stability in the 
new republic. Utilising European integration to further these objectives had 
served its purpose to a large extent (foreign policy cooperation notwith
standing). By the time of Schmidt's chancellorship, the FRG had become as 
assertive a member state as the others. Associated with this factor is the 
phenomenon of generational change whereby the political leadership is 
increasingly drawn from a generation brought up in the Bonn Republic and with 
less experience of its pre-history. The earlier tendency for German 
negotiators to back down in intergovernmental disputes had disappeared. The 
second is that party political controversy on European integration had died 
down.(J) Social democratic (SPD) opposition to integration declined between 
1952 and 1955; the party supported the EEC and Euratom.(8) During the mid-
1960s the Free Democratic Party (FOP) moved from its opposition to the 
treaties of Rome to a position of support of the EC.(g) Thus by the mid-
1960s all significant controversy about the desirability' of both European 
integration and the European Communities had disappeared. Party political 
differences were more a matter of differing priorities or mo~ivations, such 
as in the 'Atlanticists'-versus-'Gaullists• debate. This development had 
the effect of lowering the priority of European policy in the parties; it 
became more a matter for insiders. It had the further effect, for electoral 
reasons, of reducing the need for attention by a governmental leadership 
which, of necessity, has to be selective in its prioritising of policy areas. 

A final factor, on the economic front, derives from the West German 
economy's increasing export dependence during the 1960s. Deubner produces 
evidence to show 'a total export dependence of about 41 per cent for 
industrial production in general and more than 50 per cent for many industrial 
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sectors'.(lO) The EC represented a key part of this export dependence. By 
1984 the EC (of ten) took 47.7 per cent of West German exports; in 1958 the 
same countries had represented an equivalent figure of only 35.9 per cent.(ll) 

These factors deriving from West Germany's political and economic 
development had the effect of reinforcing the use of the EC as an arerya of 
competition. This is not to argue, as Lankowski has, that the FRG was 
exploiting the EC 'as a regional extension of the West German state•.( 12 ) 
His argument implies a unity of purpose in governmental policy which, in 
our view, is highly questionable. Before expanding on this point, ft is worth 
identifying the changing international circumstances of the FRG's role in 
the EC. 

(c) Global stimuli 
Already in the mid-1950s a more relaxed climate of East-West 

relations led to a reduced need for European integration to serve urgent 
security policy objectives. The main changes in glo~al stimuli came in fact 
in the late 1960s and early 1970s with the increased international monetary 
instability, energy supply problems and, subsequently, the international 
economic recession. These developments, and in particular the challenges 
they posed to existing international economic institutions, caused some· 
(unsystematic?) reassessment of the utility of the EC to the FRG. Chancellor 
Schmidt's perception of the EC's value as a potential zone of monetary 
stability was evident in the proposal of a European Monetary System. The 
proposal was motivated less by a wish to advance the EC as an arena of 

cooperation than by his wish to stabilise trading conditions for important 
West German export markets. The international recession also had the 
effect of causing national governments to be much less .willing to concede 
ground on entrenched nationa~ policy principle~! never mind financing 
ambitious new Community projects. Schmidt's chancellorshfE again provides 
ample evidence of this in his government's rejection of the role of the EC's 
paymaster. 

Apart from having an impact on the West German perception of the 
EC, many of these developments also had important effects on the EC's policy 
machinery. The increase in activities falling under the remit of the 
European Communities led to major developments in EC policy-making, as did 
the Luxembourg Compromise. The diversification of technical Councils of 
Ministers created problems of coordination from the 1960s onwards. This 
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problem was compounded by the failure to implement majority voting from 1966, 
as planned. Policy~mak.ing became very protracted as national.-interests were 

asserted in the Council of Ministers. If progress was to be achieved, it 
often required horse-trading across several policy areas. The inability of 
the General Council of Ministers to carry out its role of coordinating the 
work of technical Councils resulted in some contradictory p~licy developments 
at the EC level. The holding of irregular summit meetings and, subsequently, 
their institutionalisation as the European Council was one means of trying 
to tackle this policy-making paralysis. But what impact did these 
developments have on the formulation of European policy in the FRG? 

PART TWO 

MANAGING THE ARENA OF COMPETITION: THE INTERNAL LIMITS TO LEADERSHIP 

The FRG's European policy-making machinery was initiated at the time 
of the ECSC's establishment. Based upon Adenauer's conception of integration, 
it assumed strong chancellorial authority in the context of integration policy 
while more routine coal and steel matters were left to the Economics 
Ministry. The creation of the EEC and Euratom widened the involvement of 
federal ministries in routine matters to include those responsible for such 
'technical' areas as agriculture, research (Euratom), development aid and 
transport. Beyond Bonn the Federal Bank's involvement increased, although 
it was with the EMU initiative that this did so dramatically. The Foreign 
Office's role was strengthened from its previous weak position as a result 
of a 1957 agreement between the economics minister (Erhard) and foreign 
minister (van Brentano). (lJ) Despite being allocated co"ntrol of integration 
policy under the 1957 agreement, the Foreign Office's authority was subject 
to two constraints. On the one hand, it was less well placed than the 
technical ministry/ies affected in terms of ability to make a response to 
Commission policy initiatives. Secondly, in so far as a chancellor laid 
strong emphasis on integration policy in his governmental declaration, he too 
represented a challenge to Foreign Office authority. What are the 
characteristics of European policy-making today? 

Two related characteristics are of greatest importance. First, 
management of European policy tends to be devolved to the ministerial agency 
having the appropriate technical expertise. Three explanations can be 
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offered for this state of affairs. First, this is part of the general·pattern 
of civil service organisation in the FRG. Second, it is enhanced by the 
party political permissive consensus (excluding the Greens) on European 
integration; lack of Political saliency means that the political leadership 
(the chancellor and his ministers) has no special motivation to sift EC 
business out of the maelstrom of political activity, in order to afford it 
some special treatment. Thirdly, it results from the absence of a dominant 
central agency with responsibility for European policy. 

The second characteristic of European policy-making, and closely 
linked with role of expertise, is its highly decentralised nature. Apart 
from in the Foreign Ministry and, to a limited extent, in the Agriculture 
Ministry, the basic organisational principle has been one of assimilating EC 
business into existing departmental structures.( 14 ) Upheaval of existing 
practices for domestic policy is thus minimised. Similarly, the inter
ministerial committees set up to assist coordination of European policy 
between ministries follow pre-existing principles; only the participants and 
subject matter are different. Thus European policy is treated by and large 
like domestic policy. On the one hand, this demonstrates the FRG's ability 
to assimilate a layering of responsibilities, whether policy originates from 
the L&nder or from the EC. On the other hand, such assimilation of EC 
business can be tantamount to allowing domestic interests to prevail over 
integration policy. In other words well-intentioned EC initiatives may 
receive unfavourable reaction in specialist ministerial sections, where 
existing domestic policy represents a(n immovable?) reference point under
pinned by familiarity with the attitudes of affected interest groups. These 
sections have no brief to take into account wider considerations of the 
government's integration policy. 

The general point here is that the main features of the FRG's 
European policy-making apparatus were set at the time when European integration 
was perceived as an arena of cooperation, at a time when the overall 
direction of policy was assured by the chancellorial authority of Adenauer. 
With the EC now serving a more diffuse purpose as an arena of competition, 

with the EC's activities having extended far beyond those of the 1950s and 
early 1960s, and with the range of federal (and LBncler) agencies involved in 
European policy having increased enormously since that time, the federal 
government's machinery continues to be developed incrementally from a division 
of labour appropriate in the 1950s. What problems arise from this? 
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1. Chancellorial authority 

A successful European policy has to take its cue from the top. This 
was certainly the case under Adenauer, who made full use of the powers, 
available to him under Article 65 of the Basic law, to set policy guidelines. 
Under current circumstances there is even more need for this chancellorial 
authority. This is not least because of the European Council's creation and 
its assumption of such functions as those of defining the guidelines of 
integration, most notably at sessions in Milan and Luxembourg in 1g85, and 
(more controversially) of problem-solving, such as at most sessions lgso-84 
and again at Brussels in 1987 on budgetary matters.(lS) 

leaving aside the fact that the chancellor is likely to give a 
higher priority to a policy where success may yield greater electoral 
benefits than is the case in European policy, the great extension of EC 
activities has made it much more difficult to assert chancellorial power. 
As Mayntz has noted: 

Of the three constitutional principles - the 
principle of leadership by the chancellor 
(KanzterpPinzipJ, by the cabinet (Rabinetts
pPinzipJ and by the departmental ministers 
(Ressortprinzip) -none is so fully realized 
and jealously guarded as the third.(l6) 

Chancellor Kohl's preference for acting as a consensus-builder 
within the cabinet, rather than in asserting his leadership, has been 
particularly apparent in European policy. Despite his invocation of Adenauer 
as an inspiration, his consensus approach has gone as far as allowing his own 
stated policy of favouring more majority voting in the cOuncil of Ministers 
to be undermined by a departmental minister, namely agriculture minister, 
lgnaz Kiechle. This occurred when the latter used a veto to .block a cereals 
price agreement in the build-up to the Milan European Council (June 1985), 
where Kohl was to argue for more majority voting.< 17 ) Policy incoherence 
of this nat~re is damaging on two counts. Firstly, it undermines efforts to 
present European policy to the public in a positive and coherent light, rather 
than in one open to cynical interpretation. Secondly, these polyphonic 
tendencies create severe difficulties for other member states, who are trying 
to judge both the key (and the conductor) of the FRG's European policy. (l 8) 
There has been little recent utilisation of the potential for chancellorial 
leadership in European policy, such as Schmidt achieved in the launching of 
the European Monetary System despite ministerial and Federal Bank objections. 
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West Germany 1s utilisation of the EC as an arena of competition 
requires firm control of policy due to the diffuse set of economic and social 
policy areas involved. At present such coordination of policy, whether under
taken by the chancellor himself or by a minister directly responsible to him, 
has not materialised. 

2. RessoPtpotitik and sectorisation 

In the absence of clear chancellorial authority over European policy, 
ministerial autonomy takes on greater significance. There are two dimensions 
to the problem. On the one hand, 'house' policies tend to emerge and may 
show signs of incompatibility with each other. This has arguably been the 
case for some time regarding the agriculture and finance ministries' 
attitudes to reform of the Common Agricultural Policy. On the other hand, it 
is easy for policies with a low overall governmental priority to be conducted 
autonomously from the ministerial level altogether. 

Nowhere was the problem of 'house' policies clearer than in the FRG's 
prosecution, during the lg7os, of an agricultural policy designed to exploit 
all available benefits for the German farmer, including relatively high price 
increases and manipulation of green currencies. That these measures were 
causing a large strain on the EC budget, financed to a large extent by the 
FRG, were undermining the principle of common pricing in the Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP) and were out of step with the federal government's 
free market rhetoric in the industrial sector was scarcely given concerted 
attention in the cabinet. Now that both high agricultural prices and positive 
Monetary Compensatory Amounts are under attack, there is a new contradiction. 
Chancellor Ko~l's Europeanist rhetoric is being undermined by his government's 
measures having the effect of 'renationalising' the CAP. 

Although policy areas subject to low governmental priority are 
relatively calm and uncontroversial, as was once the case with agricultural 
policy, this depoliti~isation often affords cover for close interest group
civil servant cooperation on technical policy areas. When this cover is 
'b 1 own' , f t may transpire that this cosy sec:tori sati on of po 11 cy has not been 
to the benefit of overall policy objectives. For example, the close 
relationship between the chemicals industry and the responsible section in 
the Economics Ministry - the Chemie-Referat - in the drafting and 
implementation of the 1g79 EC chemicals directive skilfully outflanked 
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environmentalist concerns (in the Interior Ministry).< 19 l The failure of the 
Interior Ministry sufficiently to protect enVironmental concerns against 
industrial interests became a major issue in 1986 at the time of the 
Chernobyl nuclear accident. The creation of the new Environment Ministry in 
June 1986, although partly a •public relations• step in the context of L&nder 
elections, was also an attempt to shake up the policy-making arena. This was 
a typical German solution. Instead of giving a ministry the authority to 
direct policy, a new Ressort was established and policy was expected to emerge 
from the resultant institutional pluralism. In the context of European policy, 
a further European Reseortpo~itik had been created! 

Perhaps the most serious effect of sectorisation at the bureaucratic 
level is the obstruction it presents to the formulation of European policy in 
Bonn. Two examples will suffice here. At the time of the establishment of 
the European Regional Development Fund the Foreign Office, in the shape of 
Dr. Hans Apel, was responsible for negotiations in the Council because new 
policies are taken as •tntegration polfcy•.( 20) Technical advice, however, 
was coming from the specialist civil servants in the economics and finance 
ministries; their criteria were based on the guidelines of domestic policy. 
Meetings of the Committee of State Secretaries for European Policy and of the 
cabinet considered proposals purely on their technical merit and a willingness 
to support a fund of UA50 million emerged (against the Commission's proposal 
of UA2,250 million!). The failure to have a realistic policy led to a major 
clash at the Council on 18 December 1g73 (Apel: •we are not the paymasters 
of the Community•). The announcement, following a cabinet meeting on 19 
December, that the Foreign Office was to coordinate policy with the economics 
and finance ministries and with the chancellor resulted in a German proposal 
of UA1,250 million in January 1974. This enormous change of position can only 
be explained by poor coordination between the technical analysis of policy 
at the civil service level and the requirements of integration policy, to be 
defined at the political level. 

A further instance of political organisation dictating policy came 
during the German presidency of 1983 in the context of transforming the 
Genscher-Colombo initiative on European Union into the Solemn Declaration 
subsequently adopted at the Stuttgart European Council. The initiative 
concerned both EPC and EC affairs, which are handled in separate divisions 
of the Foreign Office. As Regelsberger and Wessels have indicated, neither 
division was willing to forgo participation in the committee with the result 
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' (21) 
that all member states had to have two participants in the negotiations. 
The dynamics of Foreign Office organisation were allowed to dictate policy
making at the EC level. 

Although interministerial clashes, especially over budgetary 
contributions and the reform of the CAP, gain greatest prominence, it should 
be noted that there are also such contradictions within ministr1es.(22 ) The 
Economics Ministry•s trumpeting of free market rhetoric regarding trade policy 
is well-known and fs supported by both the Federation of German Industry and 
by the trade union confederation. It should not be forgotten, however, that 
this is the same ministry which, in its responsibility for the textile sector, 
has a.greed to several versions of the protectionist Multi-Fibre Arrangement 
following special pleading by the industry branch association (Teztitindustrie 

- GesamttextitJ and by the sectoral trade union Gewerkschaft Textit -. 
Bek!eidung. (23 ) Sectoral dynamics prevailed, 

Taken on its own, devolving European policy to specialist sections 
in •technical• ministries is scarcely a problem. Where this is combined with 
inadequate coordination and with both a low public interest in EC affairs and 
low party political saliency, there is much scope for a fragmented policy 
determined by incremental ism at the bureaucratic level rather than by efforts 
to conform with a clearly projected integration policy. 

3. Bund-Lander dynamics 

The Federal Republic is the sole member state of the EC to possess a 
federal constitution and intrinsic to the Bonn government's manner of 
absorption of EC business has been its familiarity with a layering of 
authority from federal ism 'at home'. The Ulnder have been consiste.nt 
supporters of European integration. During Adenauer•s domination of European 
policy there were no major LBnder objections to the effects of integration, 
although there always had been concern about the channels through which their 
views would be articulated. From the late 1960s the EC's impact upon the 
Lender has increased, creating difficulties in certain policy areas, such as 
regional and environmental policies. Prior to the debate about the Single 
European Act (SEA} the constitutional-legal basis of Bund-L&nder cooperation 
on EC affairs had been disputed but in practice it had followed the spirit 
of cooperative federalfsm.( 24 ) On occasion the federal government had had 
to defer a policy pronouncement or withhold agreement in the Council due to 

··----· , ....... --------·--·-----·----
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the position of the Llbzder. 

The Single European Act has been perceived by the L&nder as a threat 
to their constitutional status because it allocates some of their policy 
responsibilities, as set out in the West German Basic Law, to the EC without 
the federal government having made any guarantees for increased LUnder 

involvement in policy-making. There was a feeling among the L&nde~ 
governments (especially Bavaria) that their powers, for example on 
environmental policy, had been negotiated away by the federal government. 
Ratification of the SEA thus gave the L~de~ a lever to prise some 
concessions from Bonn on a long-standing grievance. The significance of this 
is that Bund-L~de~ relations on European policy are becoming harder to manage 
and risk constituting a serious additional impediment to a German leadership 
role in the EC. 

The L&nder signified their objections in a Bundesrat resolution of 
21 February 1986 on the ratification of the SEA. In this resolution the 
LOnder suggested that their agreement to ratification of the SEA would be 
dependent on improvements to the policy-making machinery in the FRG and to 
Ldnde~ representation in international institutions such as the EC. In the 
Bundesrat•s first debate on ratification on 16 May 1986 the Lande~ sought to 
introduce an article providing for their constitutionally guaranteed 
Mitwi~kung~ including the inclusion of ~der representatives in West German 
negotiating teams at the Council of Ministers. Although this campaign was 
led by Bavaria and the SPD-governed states, the resolution was passed 
unanimously. In the event the federal government agreed to legal provision 
for !Bnde~ participation in policy-making and the Bundesrat ratified the SEA 
in December 1986. (25 ) 

The consequences of this arrangement for European pOlicy are put 
well by Renate Hellwig in an important article in Europa Arahiv. <26 ) She 
argues (p. 301) that this formal consultation procedure will inevitably slow 
down the process of European policy-making within the FRG. Agreeing a 
position between the Bund and the Lande~ will make a prompt and coherent 
German response to EC initiatives even more difficult than before. What 
happens, for example, if there is a disagreement between the majority view 
in the Bundesrat and the view of the federal government? As Hellwig points 
out there is also the possibility that individual states will employ their 
new right of Mitwirkung to defend Land interests. Might not the governing 
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party in Bavaria campaign to maintain the law of purity for beer 

(Reinheitsgebot) and gain electoral support for this action at the Bavarian 
leve1?( 27 l The development of the EC after the 1965 crisis testifies to the 
fact that as soon as the possibility of defending vital national interests 
arises, so vital national interests become vocal. Under a worst possible 
scenario the federal states could invoke vital Land interests in an 
analogous manner. 

The Ldnder have also indicated their intention to set up individual 
state representations in Brussels. As Hellwig points out, it will do the 
FRG•s appearance and credibility no good if, alongside the West German 
permanent representation, a series of L8nde~ representations are trying to 
outbid each other for EC fu'nds and industrial investment. Such a development 
would leave the federal government outsmarted.(2B) 

The federal government has responded to the challenge presented by 
the LOnder by appointing a minister of state in the Chancellor•s Office to 
liaise between the federal and L8nder governments. However, with a junior 
minister in the Foreign Office holding responsibility for coordinating 
European po 1 icy, and th.e Economics Ministry coordinating most of the routine 
business, it is not clear why a new coordinating role is now assigned to a 
third ministry. Coordination of a policy is usually entrusted to one ministry, 
not three. Perhaps the coordination from the Chancellor•s Office has been 
selected in order to indicate to the L8nde~ the seriousness with which their 
concern about the SEA was taken. Two dangers are apparent in this measure, 
however. Firstly, federal (vertical) decentralisation of authority and 
expertise on EC affairs has now also become a further element of (horizontal) 
sectorisation in the Bonn government. Is the junior minister in the 
Chancellor•s Office to intercede with, say, the Federal Environment Ministry 
when the LBnder feel their views have not been taken seriously through other 
policy-making channels? Will the junior minister be able to maintain a 
neutral role or will he become the advocate (AnwattJ of the ~der? Secondly, 
the Chancellor•s Office would normally be associated with the hub of a 
coherent European policy - perhaps in the manner of Or. Focke•s role from 
1969-72. Under the present arrangement there seems to be a very real danger 
that chancellorial authority is being compromised by new sectorisation within 
the Chancellor•s Office. How will the chancellor be able to pursue an active 
European policy initiative that runs counter to L&nder interests, given that 
their views are being channelled via the minister of state in his own office? 
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4. A new party po1iticisat1on7 

From the late 1950s until the entry of the Greens into the Bundestag 
in 1983 there was an all-party consensus on European policy. Differences 
between the parties on EC policy were matters of emphasis rather than anything 
more fundamental and played a negligible role in electoral competition. In 
consequence, their impact on policy was rather sma11.( 29 ) Whilst this view 
was generally accepted by commentators, a number of scholars, particularly 
non-Germans, argued that agriculture constituted a special case. A pro
agricultural bias was often ascribed to the presence of the Free Democrats in 
the Social-Liberal coalition and their 'blackmail' of the SPD. It has been 
our argument, by contrast, that West German policy on the Common Agricultural 
Policy during the years 1969-82 reflected the normal relationship between the 
German Farmers' Union and the ministry, a procedural code emphasising 
sectorisation and ministerial autonomy rather than the impact of the FOP. 

There is some evidence to suggest that this situation is changing in 
a manner that may reinforce both ministerial sectorisation and the more 
complex Bund-LBnder relationship on European policy. The common feature here 
is the role of the Bavarian Christian Social Union (CSU) but the Christian 
Democratic Union (CDU) is also involved. The changes in the CAP, especially 
with the introduction of dairy quotas, mean that the agricultural sector now 
feels more threatened. Under these circumstances farmers feel unable to rely 
on the standard relationship with the Agricultural Ministry. The plight of 
the farmers has become an electoral issue with marked abstentions by farmers 
in the 1984 European election, the 1987 federal election and changed voting 
behaviour in certain Land elections (e.g. support for th~ Republicans in 
Bavaria).(JO) 

The response of the federal government indicates agriculture's much 
higher political saliency in the present coalition. In the past as at the 
time of the establishment of the CAP with the cereals price issue in the 
early 1960s, agricultural interests were not allowed to override general 
European policies. Since 1983 the agricultural issue has transcended its 
sectoral boundary on a number of occasions, most notably in the run-up to the 
1985 session of the European Council. This new situation, where agricultural 
interests undermine the federal government's European policy, is likely to 
continue. Despite his commitment to integration. Chancellor Kohl has presided 
over an array of measures, some taken at Land level, which have gone some way 
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towards 're-nationalising' the CAP. Under the present budgetary constraint 
within the EC further constraints on CAP expenditure are inevitable and these 
will affect German farmers relatively severely. The CSU, which unlike the FOP 
continues to get much rural electoral support, is likely to act as a powerful 
advocate of agricultural interests within the Bonn coalition. As a coalition 
partner, and with the agricultural portfolio, the CSU is in a strong position.· 
Not only is the CSU able to press agricultural interests within the coalition, 
it will now be able to feed them into the policy-making machinery through the 
new LOnder channels in its capacity as the governing party of Bavaria. 

In the summer of 1987 the CSU pr~sented a further challenge to the 
party consensus. In the past German nominations for EC commissioners were put 
forward on the biass of informal agreement amongst the partieSi a practice 
designed to achieve a rough party political balance over time. In August 1987, 
following the death of commissioner Alois Pfeiffer (an SPD/trade union nominee), 
the CSU was quick to press its claims to nominate the replacement.( 3l) .Although 
the CSU had a promise dating from 1984 of being in turn for a commissioner when 
nominations again fall due in 1988, the other parties felt the CSU claimed this 
with indecent haste and excessive insistence. This episode attracted attention 
not only because the party balance would, in the short term, be affected (the 
other commissioner, Herr Narjes, is a CDU appointee) but also because a fairly 
senior CSU figure was proposed where, in the past, German nominations have 
often been criticised for their obscurity. 

The future development of the EC is dependent on a clear view on the 
future of European Union and on reforming the endemic crises in budgetary and 
agricultural policy. In this section of the paper we have suggested that the 
means for arriving at such a position - within West Germany alone! - has 
deteriorated at a time when, following the new commitments in the SEA, the 
EC 1s agenda is at its fullest. It has been argued that European policy-making 
within the federal government continues to be developed incrementally from 
agreements reached in the 1950s. However, no chancellor has controlled policy 
in the amnner of Adenauer. As European integration's role as a (political) 
arena of cooperation has been supplanted by its utility as an arena of 
(economic) competition, so pol.icy has become more loosely coordinated across 
an ever-increasing spectrum of EC activities. 

These problems of leadership within the federal government have now 
been exacerbated by two new developments. Despite widespread approval in West 
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Germany ofthe (limited) contentof theSingle European Act, its impact upon the 
~der has created a new dimension to their cooperation with the federal 
government on European policy; a dimension which will further erode policy 
coherence. In addition,the CSU•s role as the 'farmer•s friend' and as the 
defender of L&nder interests may oblige compromises in European policy for the 
sake of good relations within the federal coalition. These, though, are only 
the internal limits to the FRG playing an active role in addressing the current 
ills. There are also some external constraints, to which attention is now 
turned. 

P A R T T H R E E 

THE EXTERNAL LIMITS TO LEADERSHIP 

In the development of our argument, we have devoted a considerable 
amount of attention to the internal obstacles to the adoption of a leadership 
role for the Federal Republic. The obstacles are however by no means confined 
to internal factors. The exercise of a leadership role in an organisation 
like the EC depends to a crucial extent on the degree to which this is 
acceptable to other member states. Until recently the long shadow of the past 
would have definitely excluded such a possibility for the Federal Republic. 
Explicit German leadership would not have been acceptable to other member 
states. The same traumatic experience had also convinced postwar German 
leaders that too ambitious attempts at the assertion of German power were 
self-defeating since they would only have encouraged foreign states to coalesce 
in opposition. Arguably, the past is not such a potent inhibiting factor as 
it was. There are now three member states, Ireland, PortUgal and Spain who 
were not belligerents in the Second World War. They are also on the 
geographical periphery and have therefore historically felt less threatened 
by real or potential expansion of German power. Time and the division of 
Germany has also softened suspicions of German power in former bellig~rent 
states like Britain. However obstacles do remain. Traditional French 
perceptions of her own role,allied to fears (in British eyes often misplaced) 
about the potentialities ofDeutschlandpoUtik, would still make it very 
difficult for France to accept the Federal Republic in an explicit leadership 
role. To be fair, France would be just as opposed to British leadership. 

)1 
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1. Franco-German relations 

Conscious of French susceptibilities and of the likely resistance to 
unilateral German leadership attempts, the federal government has at various 
points played a leadership role in concert with France. The Franco-German 
axis conceived by de Gaulle as self-evidently a relationship in which France 
would be the dominant power had undergone a change by the time of Helmut 
.Schmidt and Giscard d'Estafng and during that period at least any perception 
of the Federal Republic as the junior partner is implausible. Academic 
attention on the Franco-German relationship has focused on the Schmfdt-Gfscard 
period and has largely concluded that the relationship was one which 
strengthened the Federal Republic's capacity to exert leadership. We would 
like to suggest that the overall impact of the Franco-German relationship is 
arguably less unequivocally positive than is suggested by an exclusive focus 
on the glamorous figures of Schmidt and Gfscard. 

On the positive side of the balance. the continuous effort at 
coordination involved in the Franco-German relationship allows for some mutual 
adaptation in each other's policies. This has a dual effect. It allows the 
FRG to exert some influence on France's European policy and vice versa. This 
communication and the subsequent modifications help to prevent the emergence 
of damaging conflicts. For example, the federal government did not initially 
perceive the importance of Eureka to the French but when it did, policy was 
modified. The main positive benefit for a Franco-German axis is that any 
initiative launched under such a banner has a much higher chance of success 
than a purely unilateral initiative by France or Germany. As Helen Wallace 
puts it, 'if a Franco-German deal could be stitched together, even on issues 
difficult for one or both, the other participants in the negotiations would 
generally fall into lfne.' (32 ) 

The benefits of the Franco-German relationship to German leadership 
pretensions have attracted attention. The disadvantages are less obvious and 
are obscured by a concentration only on the interaction at peak levels between 
the heads of government. A key feature of the Franco-German relationship is 

'its comparatively comprehensive scope involving the whole range of ministries. 
In relation to European policy this has an asymetrical impact. French 
European policy-making is relatively highly centralised and meetings between 
specialist ministries and their German counterparts cannot transcend this 
constraint. German policy-making is characterised as we have seen by 
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sectorisation and loose coordination. Whilst French ministries operate under 
the constraint of compatfbilfty, there is no agency in Bonn with the task of 
checking whether views expressed by one federal minister to his French 
counterpart are compatible with those expressed by another German minister to 
his opposite member. In this sense the comprehensive scope of the relationship 
acts to reinforce sectorfsation in the West German case whilst not overriding 
the limits set by the centralising French procedures. 

The implications of this become obvious if we look at the case of 
agriculture. France has pretty consistently and coherently pursued a policy 
of supporting the maintenance of the CAP on existing lines. In the German 
case, there has been a marked degree of incoherence. Successive finance 
ministers have called for reform of spending on agriculture while German 
ministers of agriculture have been among the strongest proponents of high 
spending on agriculture fn order to preserve the living standards of German 
farmers. In this context the Franco-German axis does not strengthen the hands 
of the West German finance minister but it does strengthen the position of the 
German minister of agriculture. This effect was symbolised in the statement 
of the French minister of agriculture, M. Guillaume on the occasion of his 
first meeting with his West German counterpart, Herr Kiechle, when he was 
reported to have said, ··I am a farmer, you are a farmer.' (JJ) The relevance 
of this statement, made prior to a meeting aimed at strengthening collaboration 
between Bonn and Paris over agricultural prices and expenditure, is fairly 
clear. The net effect is that the coherence of the French position is 
maintained whilst the Franco-German relationship tends to reinforce the 
incoherence of the West German position by serving as an external support to 
sectorised policy-making in Bonn. 

2. Inner-German relations 

The present authors emphatically reject the argument of authors like 
Pierre Hassner that the unresolved national question and the nature of the 
German-German relationship mean that the Federal Republic cannot unequivocally 
identify with West Europe.( 34 ) Nevertheless, the existence of the special 
relationship with East Germany (the GDR) and the existence in particular of 
the Protocol on Interzonal Trade would possibly create difficulties if the 
Federal Republic were to adopt a more explicit leadership role. Until now 
the Protocol on Interzonal Trade has been seen as part of the acquia 

communautaire and has not seriously been challenged within by the Commission 
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or by West Germany•s partners. It can be plausibly argued that this situation 
will not obtain for ever and that a more dominant role for the Federal Republic 
might focus attention on ft and the anomalies involved from its maintenance 
from an EC viewpoint. This is particularly relevant following the commitment 
to completion of the EC internal market by 1992. Under these circumstances 
the Protocol on Interzonal Trade might be seen as comparable to the 
transitional arrangements to cover the painful and expensive transition period 
after a divorce. There is clearly a difference in that divorce between the 
two Germanies was produced by the pressure of external events and powers, not 
by the wishes of the two states, and that the Germans themselves regard the 
rupture as a separation rather than a divorce. Nevertheless, Jansen is 
surely echoing the views of a great number of people inside and outside the 
FRG when he asks 'can it not be said with reference to the advanced 
integration of the EEC and the increasing division of the two German states 
which has now taken legal form that the protocol constitutes a more and more 
unacceptable foreign body in the EEC system?'.(JS) 

Just as the SEA has opened up awkward problems in Bund-Lander 
relations, so it has revived in a shortened form the debate on the 
compatibility of the interzonal protocol and the EC. Under the internal market 
provisions special arrangements between individual member states and certain 
third countries will become of questionable validity. Scharrer has suggested 
that the operation of the Protocol on Interzonal Trade may fall into this 
category: 

It could be said that the GDR has a trade 
association agreement with the Federal 
Republic, but not with the EC as a whole. 
In accordance with the Protocol, the shipment 
of goods from the Federal Republic into the 
wider EC market is subject to appropriate 
measures to avoid harming the economies of the 
other Member States. The creation of a unified 
internal market would be bound to affect the 
relationship of the Federal Republic - or the 
other EC countries - to the GDR and would 
presumably have implications for relations with 
other CMEA countries. The form such relations 
should take Is an open question.(36) 

In a European Community, with its competitive bargaining between 
national interests, one or more partners might open this issue as a way of 
exerting leverage on the Federal Republic. So far this has been the 'dog 
that didn't bark' since the interest of the other EC member states in keeping 
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West Germany firmly anchored in the West has been so great that this has not 
been seen as a card that could safely be played, It is also of course one 
reason among a number as to why the Federal Republic has not sought an 
explicit leadership role since there was an awareness of the need for support 
on this issue. This need for support has become greater as the SEA has made 
the Protocol on Interzonal Trade even more anomalous. 

Conclusion 

It has not been the purpose of this paper to argue that the FRG is 
about to become a Sorgenkind in the sense of being a weak or disaffected 
member of the EC. Its economic strength, its political stability, its low 
turnover of governments (and even lower turnover in individual ministers, 
characterised by Herr Genscher serving as foreign minister for approaching 
fifteen years); all these factors continue to make the FRG a very powerful 
member of the EC. We do not subscribe to the argument - again rehearsed by 
some commentators in September 1987 on the occasion of the East German 
leader•s visit to the FRG- that the pull of DeutschZandpolitik is likely to 
weaken the commitment of the FRG to the EC.(JJ) Similarly, we do not regard 
the slippages in public and elite support for the EC as a cause for undue 
concern because support remains fairly high by Community standards.(JB) 

What we have done fn this paper is to indicate a number of factors -
internal and external -which place serious constraints on the FRG•s ability 
to offer the kind of leadership that some expect from the EC 1 s key economic 
power. This is not just a short-term problem but it is highlighted by the 
expectations placed on the German government•s 1988 presidency in connection 
with resolving the continuing CAP/budgetary crisis. Referring back to the 
questions raised in the introduction, strong chancellorial a~thority has to 
be asserted in order that a clear German Europeafi policy be both formulated 
and implemented, Such leadership would be out of character for Helmut Kohl 1 s 
chancellorship. Without an interventionist roleon the part of the chancellor, 
the tendency is for the pre-existing ministerial dynamics of sectorisation 
to hold sway. complicated by the enhanced involvement of the LOnder. This 
situation imposes clear constraints on the Federal Republic•s ability to 
offer some kind of leadership in resolving current EC problems. It is in 
this sense that the FRG is a Sorgenkind; its contradictory European policy is 
part of the Ec•s problem not of the solution. 
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The case for the Federal Republic's defence fs probably twofold. 
The first plea is one of 'not guilty': since no leadership role has been, or 
will be, sought, the FRG cannot be accused of negligence on this count. This 
plea ignores the expectations other member states place on the EC's strongest 
economy, especially during its presidency. The second plea is a corruption 
of Tolstoy: 'Oh lord J am no longer a ~sterknabe but I have a number of 
excellent excuses'. This plea is more justifiable but it also does not help 
resolve the EC's problems. To summarise, the Federal Republic is still far 
from being the scapegoat (SUndenboekJ for the EC's ills but, until its policy 
coherence is enhanced, it will remain a contender for being the EC•s 
Sorgenkind. 
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