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Introduction



CHAPTER 1

Germany on the Road to
“Normalcy”: Policies and Politics 

of the Red–Green Federal
Government (1998–2002)

Werner Reutter

Gerhard Schröder started his campaign for reelection with a rally
in his hometown of Hanover in Lower Saxony on 5 August 2002.
He opened his speech with a phrase that was to become a major

motif in the following weeks and months. Schröder declared that his
government had set off “on our German way.”1 Albeit he may have
intended to reference the domestic agenda and the Modell Deutschland,
which Helmut Schmidt had introduced some 25 years earlier, Schröder
surely knew that this allusion would evoke memories of the notorious
pre- and interwar debates about a German Sonderweg and German excep-
tionalism. Schröder furthermore failed on this and other occasions to
define (or perhaps deliberately avoided addressing) what he really meant
by “our German way.” Yet he did make clear that this formulation was
not merely empty rhetoric. He justified his refusal to support the
American policy toward Iraq by referring to national interests. Schröder
criticized the American strategy and the threat to wage war on Iraq if it
did not comply with international and American decisions. He refused to
participate in any “adventure” and stated that the “checkbook diplo-
macy” of the Kohl era was over. Instead the new German security and
foreign policy would be based on “self-conscious solidarity” and guided
by the national interests of the German people (Schröder 2002a,d).



Notwithstanding Schröder’s criticism of the Bush administration,
which led to a postwar low in German–American relations, this speech
did not amount to a major shift in Red–Green foreign policy. Both
August Pradetto and Barbara Lippert show in their contributions to this
volume (chapters 11 and 12) that the perspective briefly touched upon
in Schröder’s speech had already shaped foreign policy and the European
politics of the first Red–Green government between 1998 and 2002.
From the outset of his tenure, Schröder had stressed that his coalition
would act in a different way than former governments, and kept empha-
sizing “national interests” in many speeches made during his term in
office. This in itself seems justification enough to ask whether Germany
is finally on the road to “normalcy.”

Germany’s Normalcy

Since 1949, the question of whether Germany2 is on the road to
“normalcy” has been repeatedly posed, in spite of the fact that the
answers hardly vary and remain overwhelmingly positive. Even after
unification there was no doubt that Germany would remain firmly inte-
grated into international and European organizations and be part of the
“West,” that relations to the United States especially would remain close
and amicable, and that former Machtpolitik, power politics, had been
resolutely rejected and replaced with an unwavering commitment to
democracy and the precedence of international over national interests.
The “greatest political achievement” of the postwar period, “the uncon-
ditional opening of the Federal Republic to the political culture of the
West,” as Jürgen Habermas (1993: 43) expressed it during the
Historikerstreit, was not in jeopardy. The “German question” appeared
solved for good. However, the subtlety of the “German question” rests
not in the answer. The question itself is intriguing, necessarily implying
that Germany’s domestic and foreign policy can only be understood in
the light of its history and that this history was and still is overshadowed
by the Third Reich and the Holocaust. This historical legacy has very
much shaped and influenced Germany’s domestic developments, inter-
national relations, and the perceptions of Germany from abroad
(Markovits and Reich 1997).

But it would be misleading to assume that this historical legacy is a
sort of unwavering national constant or a fixture that remains
unchanged over time and across generations. On the contrary, since
1949, three periods can be distinguished, each characterized by a
specific way of registering the recent past in the national collective
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memory of Germany. The period of Beschweigen of the Holocaust (a sort
of “deliberative and intended silence”) in the 1950s and 1960s by the
generation of the perpetrators, bystanders, and even many victims, was
followed by a phase of Vergangenheitsbewältigung during the 1970s and
1980s, that is, public and political attempts to actively come to terms
with the past. The contemporary generation seems to regard history in
more pragmatic terms. This attitude does not downplay or deny the
significance of the Holocaust and respects the responsibilities accruing
from history. But because its representatives lack any personal experi-
ence with the Third Reich, they approach history in a more distant and
ritualized manner, grounded in the mostly intellectual appropriation of
the recent German past through the process of Vergangenheits-
bewältigung. Some even claim that German’s current politics is shaped
by a sort of Geschichtsvergessenheit, of ignorance about Germany’s past—
not without reason at least as far as Gerhard Schröder is concerned (see
also Lippert, chapter 12 in this volume). In line with this shift in atti-
tude, history, the Third Reich, and Auschwitz are regarded as having a
less formative impact on contemporary youth than 20 or 30 years ago
(Deutsche Shell 2002).

Every generation deals with this historical legacy in its own way, and
this is, of course, also true for the Red–Green coalition, whose members
were mostly “sixty-eighters.” Even before representatives of this genera-
tion came to power, Andrei S. Markovits and Simon Reich (1997)
predicted that Germany’s perception of itself, its power, and its foreign
policy would witness significant changes, recognizing that future politi-
cal elites would lack first-hand experience with the Third Reich and,
thus, treat this historical legacy in a different way. From this perspective,
the shaping of the elites by postmaterial values, their political socializa-
tion in the 1960s and 1970s, and the transformations taking place in the
economy will necessarily have repercussions for national identity.

From a sociological point of view, the first Red–Green coalition was
the first truly postwar government. In 2002 the members of the govern-
ment were on average about 56 years old. Most of them were born in the
early 1940s or after the end of World War II. Gerhard Schröder, for
example, was born in 1944 and Joschka Fischer, the foreign minister, in
1948. Consequently, most members of this government lacked any
personal experience with the war or with the Third Reich. Once in office
this surely made it easier for them to speak more freely about “national
interests” and redefine Germany’s role in international politics.

In addition, most members of the former government were very
much involved in the student movement of the 1960s and in social
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movements in the 1970s and 1980s. Gerhard Schröder, who is a trained
lawyer, defended activists against nuclear power plants in the 1970s.
Otto Schily, minister of the interior, had also been a practicing lawyer
and defended members of the terrorist Red-Army Faction in the 1970s.
Joschka Fischer, one of the founders of the Green party, similarly
belonged to some leftist groups and even had to admit in 2000/2001
that he had attacked a policeman during one of the demonstrations in
which he participated in the mid-1970s. It is worth pointing out that all
this happened when the Social Democratic Party of Germany (SPD) was 
in power. It can be regarded as one of the great ironies of history that
when in office, the very same people who had fought against Helmut
Schmidt’s policies in the 1970s had to make decisions they would have
bitterly opposed and fiercely criticized some 25 years ago.

In combination with German unification, these generational changes
had to have some impact on German political culture. Before 1989/90
the political culture in West Germany was very much shaped by an anti-
totalitarian consensus grounded in the dual stances of anticommunism
and antifascism. Of course, democracy always excludes communism and
fascism. But in Germany the constitutional interpretation and its poli-
tics, the political culture, and the development of the welfare state cannot
fully be understood without referring to the historical legacies of the
Third Reich and to the socialist experiment in East Germany (Merkl
1965; Niclauß 1998). This also created the basis for playing down
nationalism and replacing it by a sort of Verfassungspatriotismus, consti-
tutional patriotism, albeit this remained a rather intellectual and elitist
concept. The concept of Verfassungspatriotismus was first introduced by
Dolf Sternberger (1990)3 and was popularized by Jürgen Habermas
during the Historikerstreit and the unification process (Habermas 1990,
1993). It basically rests on the assumption that after the catastrophe of
the Third Reich the “nation” could no longer be a focal point for the
affective integration of the German political community. It was to be
replaced by a sort of enlightened patriotism that should rest on the Basic
Law and the successful West German development after 1949. This
aspect of national self-identification was reconfirmed in the mid-1980s
during the Historikerstreit, and unification did not immediately affect
this basis for (West-)Germany’s self-understanding. On the contrary,
Kohl and his two post-unification governments guaranteed a high degree
of continuity within (West-)German identity. Perhaps no other German
politician than Helmut Kohl could have so perfectly symbolized the 
illusion that nothing would change in West Germany after unification.
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However, many observed a shift in national identity between 1998
and 2002. In retrospect, Martin Walser’s notorious speech on 11 October
1998, shortly after the federal elections, somehow seems like the resur-
facing and long-awaited prelude to a debate about collective memory,
historical guilt, and national identity. In his speech, Martin Walser
(1998) characterized Auschwitz and the Holocaust as a “moral cudgel”
(Moralkeule) used in an illegitimate way to constrain modern Germany
and prevent it from developing a new national identity. Although
Gerhard Schröder neither positively nor negatively commented on this
speech, he agreed readily enough to participate in a public debate with
Walser on the state of the German nation as his first tenure was drawing
to an end. This debate, which was organized by the SPD, took place on
8 May 2002, that is, on the anniversary of the German capitulation at the
end of World War II. While the event was much less interesting than
expected, it reinforced Schröder’s claim to represent the Neue Mitte, the
new political Center in Germany, by appealing to national sentiments.
The aforementioned political discourse about “enlightened national
interests” was, hence, interfaced by and linked with corresponding
cultural debates. It goes without saying that the conservative parties did
not want to stand back. With their notorious debate about a German
Leitkultur, they attempted to attract the very same constituency as
Schröder (see also Schmidtke, chapter 9 in this volume). It fits perfectly
well with these developments that the last election campaign witnessed
attempts to exploit national sentiments in a populist way as well.

Probably the most notorious example of this was provided by Jürgen
W. Möllemann, who was one of the deputy chairmen of the FDP and
head of the most important party’s state organization in North Rhine
Westphalia. He was a well-known politician, a former federal minister,
and had a huge influence in the liberal party. Möllemann played a
populist card in the last election campaign in order to realize one of the
electoral goals of the FDP, namely, to win 18 percent of the votes and to
transform the FDP into a liberal “catch-all-party.” In order to achieve
this goal he sharply criticized Israel’s and Ariel Scharon’s policy in the
occupied territories and in the Middle East, he claimed that statements
by representatives of the German Jewish community justified the resent-
ment of Germans toward the Jews, and he attempted to exploit under-
current nationalistic and anti-Semitic sentiments in Germany.4

Albeit many of the aforementioned examples remained at the level of
rhetoric or symbolic politics and did not find an echo in radically new
political strategies, they nevertheless indicate that German political
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culture is shifting. Of course, it would be ridiculous to assume that these
examples are a sort of prelude for a new nationalist Germany. August
Pradetto and Barbara Lippert both make it clear in their contributions
(chapters 11 and 12) that Germany’s foreign policy is still guided by the
very same principles—even though some important changes have taken
place. But the combination of generational changes, shifts in public
discourses, and a different stance toward the nation and national inter-
ests indicate that the German Verfassungspolitik has adopted tender
nationalist colors. In this respect Germany has become as “normal” as
this country could possibly get 50 years after the end of World War II.
The oxymoron “Germany’s Normalcy” points to this state of affairs.

The German “Semisovereign State” in Action: Policies and 
Politics of the Red–Green Government (1998–2002)

As already mentioned, Gerhard Schröder’s allusions to “our German
way” not only fueled debates about a new national identity, they also
touched upon a concept first successfully employed in 1976 by Helmut
Schmidt, the former SPD chancellor, which came to be known as the
“German model.” Until a few years ago, many scholars were very much
intrigued by the lasting and ongoing success of the “German model”
(Pulzer 1996; Paterson and Smith 1981; Markovits 1982). Referring to
Germany’s postwar success, Peter Katzenstein (1987) labeled Germany a
“semisovereign” state, that is, one whose sovereignty is limited and
whose structure is dispersed and fragmented. Albeit Katzenstein did not
rule out that “bold policy change” (Katzenstein 1987: 385) might occur
in Germany, he regarded this as an unlikely result of the political
process. Due to the institutional structure of the German polity, radical
reforms require a broad consensus and demand compromises that rarely
lead to far-reaching changes, but rather, to the “policy of the middle
way,” which was so characteristic of the German “Grand Coalition
State” (Schmidt 1987, 1996; cf. also Holtman and Voelzkow 2000).

As the contributions to this volume show, the first Red–Green federal
government seems a most promising case with which to answer the ques-
tion as to whether the German “semisovereign state” still leads to the
aforementioned results. In fact, at the outset there were great expecta-
tions of the previous government regarding “bold policy change” and for
dissolving the notorious Reformstau of the Kohl era. The two parties had
ousted Helmut Kohl out of office after 16 years of rule and the
Red–Green coalition was the first government composed of the SPD
and Alliance ’90/The Greens. Many studies in the same vein addressed
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the question of whether this Day of Judgment in 19985 had marked the
end of an era, herein already insinuating that a new era was about to
begin (Padgett and Saalfeld 2000; Conradt et al. 2000). So the expecta-
tion that the alternation in government was going to make a difference
and that the Red–Green coalition would initiate overdue reforms
seemed high in 1998, although it was already being claimed that the
new government lacked a clear agenda and an encompassing program
(e.g., Habermas 2001: 11–24).

Table 1.1 gives an overview of the policy fields covered in this
volume. It categorizes and differentiates these policy fields according to
three dimensions, which are analyzed in more detail in part 1 of this
book and which refer to the institutional and structural preconditions.
The first dimension indicates whether in the respective policy field the
Bundesrat or the Federal Constitutional Court had direct restraining
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Table 1.1 Policies of the Red–Green government

Role of veto-players Policies and Coalition Output
(Bundesrat and programs politics and 
Constitutional (policies) party  conflicts
Court) (polity) (politics)

Alliance for Without direct Old Politics Conflicts between Poor, mostly
Jobs effects (Third Way) “old” and “new” failure

Left
Economic Without direct Old Politics Conflicts between Poor, failure
policy effects (Third Way) “old” and “new”

Left
Social policy Without direct Old Politics Highly Reforms,

effects (Third Way) controversial, “old” continuity
and “new” Left

Domestic Without direct Ad hoc (Old Hardly Modest
security effects Politics) restraining reforms

Immigration Partly important New Politics SPD cautioned on Modest,
(invalidation of law immigration and reforms
on immigration) citizenship

Environmental Without direct New Politics SPD partly Mixed, partly
policy effects restraining successful

Foreign policy Without direct Unspecific, Partly Partly
effects ambiguous controversial, “paradigm

conflicts shift”
European Without direct Unspecific, Consensus Mainly
politics effects ambiguous continuity,

new rhetoric



effects either by vetoing bills or by invalidating them. The second
dimension classifies the policy field either as “Old” or “New Politics”
(Baker et al. 1981: 136–62). “Old Politics” is based on the traditional
cleavage structure (see Wessels, chapter 3 in this volume) notably
between capital and labor and addresses mostly materialist issues. These
policy areas (like social policy, labor market policy, economics) are
highly organized with established party structures, trade unions,
employer organizations, and the like (see part 2 in this volume). “New
Politics” rests on postmaterialist values (Inglehart 1997) and is most
prominently represented by the Green party and new social movements
(see part 3, Schmidtke, and Kern et al., chapters 9 and 10 in this
volume). It covers environmental matters, as well as immigration, and
includes new forms of political participation. Rather difficult to classify,
however, is internal security (see Glaessner, chapter 8 in this volume).
Because it was mainly developed on an ad hoc basis after the terrorist
attacks in New York and Washington, it was included in part 3.
Germany’s foreign policy and European politics are difficult to classify
as well. Even though some aspects (like the human rights perspective,
which Joschka Fischer in particular had developed as a major motif for
his policies) point to “New” rather than to “Old Politics,” Schröder’s
leitmotiv of “national interests” does not fit into this picture. The fourth
column indicates whether party competition and coalition politics
played a significant role for decision-making and the output in the
policy areas. The final column tries to summarize how “successfully” the
Red–Green government performed in the respective policy field. It goes
without saying that the contributions to this volume arrive at varied and
detailed results. They also make clear that the equation, “change means
success,” when applied to a government, is far too superficial. Seeleib-
Kaiser (chapter 7) for example, shows that the social policy was an “over-
all success” not only because it put into practice most of the respective
stipulations in the coalition agreement, but because it continued the
“dual transformation” of the German welfare state already set in motion
in former legislative terms—notwithstanding the fact that these reforms
failed to solve the current problems of the German social security
system.

It is striking that, contrary to the views of many critics, significant
“successes” have been achieved in some areas. As already mentioned, the
social policy was an “overall success” (Martin Seeleib-Kaiser, chapter 7);
Kristine Kern, Stephanie Koenen, and Tina Löffelsend (chapter 10)
report that the environmental policy is regarded as one of the “few
success stories” of the last government, despite a few setbacks; and
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August Pradetto (chapter 11) partly identifies a “paradigm shift” in
foreign policy and concludes that Germany is changing from a “tamed”
to a “normal” power. Comparatively modest reforms took place in the
areas of domestic security (Gert-Joachim Glaessner, chapter 8), in immi-
gration policy (Oliver Schmidtke, chapter 9), and in European politics
(Barbara Lippert, chapter 12). Hardly any changes were witnessed in the
two areas that ranked highest as voter concerns in opinion polls: labor
market policy (Werner Reutter, chapter 5) and economic policy (Kurt
Hübner, chapter 6). They have to be characterized as “policy failures.”

This mixed record foregrounds the fact that, in some areas, the last
coalition did far better than many were ready to admit. But it also raises
questions about the grounds for the differences and policy failures. The
contributions to this volume refer to three highly interrelated factors in
order to explain changes and/or failed reforms in the various policy
areas: the program and the agenda in the respective policy field, the
constraints set by party politics and coalition government, and finally
the institutional framework that structures the decision-making process
and limits the output. In addition, external shocks, unforeseen events,
and both global and European developments played important roles in
different policy areas (environmental policy, foreign policy, European
politics, economic policy, labor market policy, and domestic security).

Comparative studies point out that institutional path dependency
can be more important than converging programmatic forces. However
this must not be interpreted in a deterministic way. As Sabine Kropp
concludes in her convincing and subtle analysis (chapter 4), the output
of political decision-making very much depended on the capacity of the
chancellor and the cabinet to manage different arenas. Between 1998
and 2002, political decision-making was, therefore, a highly contingent
process; further, the major domestic veto-players, the Federal
Constitutional Court and the Bundesrat, have not blocked any major
reform bills during the last four years—apart from the Law on
Immigration, which was invalidated as unconstitutional in December
2002. Also the Bundesrat only partly functioned as an effective veto-
player, even after the Red–Green coalition lost its majority in the upper
house in February 1999.

By the end of the fourteenth legislative term, the Bundesrat had
vetoed 19 bills, a figure well above the average of 10.7 vetoes per term
(Bundesrat 2002). Yet, in these four years the Bundesrat ultimately
denied approval for only seven bills. These figures are in similar ranges
with other periods when there was a divided government, that is, when
the government had no majority in the upper house. As in former periods,
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between 1998 and 2002 the opposition parties also tried to use the
Bundesrat as an “instrument of blockage.” However, it has to be stressed
that no important bill was blocked due to the missing approval of the
Bundesrat between 1998 and 2002. This raises the question of why, in
contrast to earlier periods, most notably the Christian Democratic
Union of Germany (CDU) more or less failed to transform its potential
influence in the upper house into an effective veto-position.

While I may risk stretching the point too far, I would assume that
these developments were not only attributable to fortuna or to Gerhard
Schröder’s exceptional virtú, to invoke the terms used by Niccolò
Machiavelli (1983) to describe techniques and morality of ruling. To be
sure, Schröder had fortuna when Helmut Kohl had to admit in
December 1999 that he had misused donations and party funds and had
violated the Law on Parties (Parteiengesetz) as well as Art. 21 of the
German constitution. These and other acts of financial fraud committed
by the CDU weakened the opposition for nearly two years, and Angela
Merkel, the current chairwoman of the party, is still struggling to assert
her position as leader of the party. It speaks in favor of Schröder’s polit-
ical talent and virtú that he knew how to capitalize on this weakness.
However, there were also some structural shifts which may alter the
decision-making process in Germany in a more profound and lasting
way. Sabine Kropp (chapter 4) offers an important and interesting
approach with which to examine these changes. She links the constitu-
tionally defined structure of the political system with elements focusing
on the party system and the logic of coalition government.

This link between the constitutional structure, on the one hand, and
the functioning of the party system and party competition, on the other,
is mostly regarded as a problematic one. It was Gerhard Lehmbruch
(2000)6 who first theorized that party competition and cooperative
federalism function to create a structural contradiction or, as he later
called it, a tension. While cooperative federalism requires compromises,
negotiations, and consensus, the party system is based on competition,
conflict, and majoritarian decision-making. Notwithstanding the fact
that the implicit crisis assumption in his book turned out to be exagger-
ated, it still is a highly productive approach for analyzing the last coali-
tion. However, it must be taken into account that the party system has
experienced important changes as elaborated by Robert Rohrschneider
and Michael Wolf and Bernhard Wessels (chapters 2 and 3).

Three aspects are most important in this regard: the party system has
become more fragmented, there is a general tendency toward regional-
ization, and coalition building at the state level offers a variety of
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options. In his highly interesting analysis, Wessels stresses the point that
there are in fact “three” party systems in Germany: a West German, an
East German, and a Bavarian. This intensifies the conflict between
responsiveness and governability, and also creates a special problem for
the SPD. In a similar fashion, Robert Rohrschneider and Michael Wolf
examine the differences between the East and West German electorates.
Again, this created a “quandary” most particularly for the SPD, which
can neither move to the Left without losing voters to the CDU, nor
move to the Right without indirectly benefiting the Greens in the West
and the Party of Democratic Socialism (PDS) in the East. Hence, it
comes as no surprise that the Red–Green coalition could only return to
office by dint of exceptional circumstances (i.e., the flooding in East
Germany and the American threat to wage war on Iraq).

Both contributions confirm that in the last two decades the German
party system witnessed important processes of differentiation and frag-
mentation, which were redirected and transformed by German unifica-
tion in 1990. These changes were accompanied by a tendency toward
regionalization. Länder-specific issues and interests became more promi-
nent and determined the policies of the parties in the different states
(Jeffery 1999).

However, the revaluation of local or state interests can improve the
chances for federal governments to establish compromises across party
borders. Coalition building at state levels has also become more hetero-
geneous. During the SPD/FDP (Free Democratic Party) governments
between 1969 and 1982 there was no great coalition whatsoever at the
state level and the FDP only very rarely formed a coalition with the
CDU.7 As a result, the structure of the federal party competition was
mirrored and supported at the state level. In addition, during the period
of the first Left of Center government in Germany between 1969 and
1982, party discipline assumed clear precedence over local or regional
interests (Sturm 1999).

As table 1.2 shows, the situation was different between 1998 and
2002. Following the federal election in September 1998, the SPD and
the Greens lost nearly all state elections in 1999 (apart from Bremen),
and it was only the financial scandal of the CDU that halted and partly
averted this downward trend. At the same time, all kinds of coali-
tions were formed during this period—although with some important
exceptions. Berlin, Brandenburg, and Bremen had great coalitions, the
Social–Liberal government returned to office in Rhineland Palatinate, 
in Saxony-Anhalt the SPD formed a minority government tolerated by
the PDS, and in Mecklenburg-West Pomerania, and Berlin, the SPD
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and the PDS finally entered formal coalitions. But it should be pointed
out that there were no coalitions between the CDU and the Greens, not
to mention the PDS. This is worth noting because it provided the SPD
with the strategic advantage of different options, while the Greens could
only form a coalition with the SPD. Furthermore, the participation of
the SPD in governments in which either the CDU or the FDP were
involved proved to be of special relevance in political decision-making
(see Kropp, chapter 4 in this volume). It was precisely these mixed
governments that were the prime addressees for horse-trading or other
forms of compromise when a bill needed the approval of the Bundesrat.
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Table 1.2 State elections, state governments, and Bundesrat (1998–2002)

Länder Date of Gain (�)/loss (�) State State SPD/Greens
(seats in state (in %) in state government government sympathetic
Bundesrat) election elections for before after state votes in

election electiona Bundesrat
SPD Greens 2002 a

Hesse (5) 02/07/99 �1.4 �4.0 SPD/Greens CDU/FDP 33
Bremen (3) 06/06/99 �9.2 �4.2 SPD/CDU SPD/CDU 33
Brandenburg (4) 09/05/99 �14.8 �1.0 SPD SPD/CDU 29
Saarland (3) 09/05/99 �5.0 �2.3 SPD CDU 26
Thuringia (4) 09/12/99 �11.1 �2.6 CDU/SPD CDU 26
Saxony (4) 09/19/99 �5.9 �1.5 CDU CDU 26
Berlin (4) 10/10/99 �1.2 �3.3 CDU/SPD CDU/SPD 26
Schleswig-Holstein (4) 02/27/00 �3.3 �1.9 SPD/Greens SPD/Greens 26
North Rhine- 05/14/00 �3.2 �2.9 SPD/Greens SPD/Greens 26
Westphalia (6)

Rhineland 03/25/01 �4.9 �1.7 SPD/FDP SPD/FDP 26
Palatinate (6)

Baden- 03/25/01 �8.2 �4.4 CDU/FDP CDU/FDP 26
Württemberg (6)

Hamburg (3) 09/23/01 �0.3 �5.3 SPD/Greens CDU/PRO/FDP 23
Berlin (4) 10/21/01 �7.3 �0.8 SPD/Greens SPD/PDS 22
Saxony-Anhaltb (4) 04/21/02 �15.9 �1.2 SPD CDU/FDP 19
Mecklenburg- 09/22/02 �6.3 �0.1 SPD/PDS SPD/PDS 19
West
Pomerania (3)

Lower Saxonyc (6) — — — SPD SPD 22
Bavariac (6) — — — CSU CSU 22

a Underlined: SPD and Greens or PDS form state government; regular � state government has at least one
opposition party (i.e. CDU, CSU, or FDP). The PDS, opposition party in the Bundestag, is counted as
sympathetic to the Red–Green government.

b Between 1998 and 2002 the SPD formed a minority government that was tolerated by the PDS.
c There were no state elections between September 1998 and September 2002 in Bavaria and in Lower

Saxony. However, on 2 February 2003 the SPD lost the state election in Lower Saxony.



Especially when it came to important bills, Gerhard Schröder used the
means the German constitution had placed at his disposal either to
outplay the Bundesrat or to secure a majority by some sort of horse-
trading or package deal. As a result the institutional structure of the
political system maintained its constraining influence, but between
1998 and 2002 it was far from being overdetermined. In areas where the
government maintained a comparatively clear agenda and the political
will to push through decisions, the institutional framework was never 
a hindrance to reforms or the passage of bills.

Conclusion

German unification in 1990 has created a sovereign nation-state, which
for the first time in its history is territorially satisfied and surrounded by
friends. But, in some regards, this historical event had minimal impact
upon the identity of West Germany. The majority of adjustments and
transformations were made by people in East Germany. This reality is
perhaps most evidently symbolized in the figure of Helmut Kohl, the
“Unification Chancellor” (Kanzler der Einheit), who represented conti-
nuity and West German tradition rather than radical change.
Concomitantly, a number of studies highlighted amazing continuities
between the “Bonn” and the “Berlin Republic.” The Red–Green govern-
ment acted very much in the same vein, and Gerhard Schröder’s often
quoted remark in the election campaign of 1998, that he did not want
to make everything different, but most things better, reflects this in a
very blunt way. However, at the beginning of the second term in power
it seems that the Red–Green government eventually took into consider-
ation that unification, European integration, and the globalization of
the economy require far-reaching and structural reforms in important
policy areas. Against this background the question about the future of
the “German model” and a “German normalcy” refers to the “external”
as well as to the “internal” setting of the unified country.

As far as foreign policy was concerned the Red–Green government
made pivotal decisions. Surely, the Red–Green government paved the
way for a more active foreign and security policy. Even though institu-
tionalization and codification of international politics remained primary
goals in foreign policy, the Red–Green government made it clear that in
the future Germany would rely more on national interests and acknowl-
edge its military forces. In this respect the notorious German “political
dwarf ” in international politics has grown up. It is still an open question
as to what the results of these changes will be. But Germany has become
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aware that it has to play a different role in world politics. The genera-
tional and value changes, as well as the public discourses that took place
during Schröder’s first tenure, underpin this new German “normalcy”
with regard to at least the external setting. Notwithstanding the disas-
trous impact the policy of Gerhard Schröder had on transatlantic rela-
tions and NATO it is safe to predict that there is no way back to a
pre-unification position.

The other side of the “semisovereign state,” the internal setting,
witnessed some important reforms as well, but they were surely less deep
and not as far-reaching. Nevertheless they already indicate that the
Berlin Republic will ultimately be quite different from the Bonn
Republic. Important features of the “German model” are in jeopardy.
Even though the contributions to this volume reveal a mixed record,
there are important areas that were crucial for the “Rhenish Capitalism”
and in which the Red–Green government was not able to embark on
structural reforms and initiate long-overdue changes. The Labor market
and economic policy especially lacked a clear agenda and programmatic
perspectives. This also holds true for other areas, where the Red–Green
coalition just continued with the famous “policy of the middle way.” It
seems therefore most telling that areas belonging to “New Politics” were
those that witnessed more radical changes. This points once again to the
fact that the major deficit of the Red–Green government was that it
failed to define a long-term perspective and to develop consistent agen-
das in the different policy fields. Of course, as former governments, the
Red–Green coalition was restrained by the institutional structure of the
German political system as it tried to address new challenges and prob-
lems. But the changes initiated prove that if there is a clear agenda and
the political will to transform this agenda into decisions “bold policy
change” is possible in Germany.

Today, Germany seems to be at a crossroads. Simple continuity of poli-
cies is not sufficient. In this respect, the first Red–Green coalition can be
regarded as a transitory government: sociologically, ideologically, and
politically it represented the “old” postwar (West)Germany, which did not
yet grasp that the end of the GDR, unification, European integration, and
globalization also necessarily involved a sort of second foundation of the
FRG. Germany has yet to find a proper response to these challenges.

Notes

1. The opening sentence of his speech was: “Es ist wahr, wir haben uns auf den Weg
gemacht, auf unseren deutschen Weg, . . .” (Schröder 2002d: 2).
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2. If not indicated otherwise I only refer to West or to united Germany in this intro-
duction.

3. Sternberger developed this concept first in an article in the Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung in 1979.

4. Cf. e.g. Leinemann 2002. After the election Mölleman who had distributed an
illegally financed flyer left the FDP; he died in 2003.

5. Karl Popper (1988) qualified election days as Days of Judgment—if there is a
plurality electoral system and a two-party system.

6. Lehmbruch’s seminal study on “Parteienwettbewerb und Bundesstaat” was first
published in 1976.

7. The CDU/FDP coalition in Lower Saxony existed between January 1977 and July
1978, and in Saarland the Christian–Liberal government lasted from 1977 until
1985 (Schindler 1999: 1451–56).
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PART ONE

Institutional and Structural Dimensions:
Parties, Coalition Government, and

Chancellor Democracy



CHAPTER 2

One Electorate? Social Policy Views
and Voters’ Choice in Unified

Germany Since 1990
Robert Rohrschneider and Michael Wolf

The 2002 federal election illustrates the wide regional divide
between the East and the West. Despite the virtual tie in vote
shares for the two largest parties, the SPD gained a substantial

number of voters in the East compared to 1998, and lost significantly in
the West. Further illustrating the regional character of German electoral
politics is the fact that the CDU/CSU gained most of its increase
in Bavaria, where the CSU (Christian Social Union in Bavaria) won nearly
1 million more voters than in 1998 (Rohrschneider and Dalton 2003).

This chapter analyzes the forces affecting voters in the East and the
West. We pay particular attention to the question of whether the East
and the West constitute two electorates (Dalton and Bürklin 1995;
Rohrschneider and Fuchs 1995). Our chapter focuses on eastern and
western Germany, whereas Wessels’s study in this volume (chapter 3)
examines the degree to which Bavaria constitutes a separate “electorate.”
We begin by discussing the basic forces defining the competitive frame-
work in the unified electorate. Our central argument is that unified
Germany actually consists of two separate electorates. We then examine
the influence of the social policy dimension on voters’ choice. As we will
explain here, this policy domain is well suited to document the different
strategic contexts in which parties have to operate across the East–West
divide.



The Two Electorates

Creating a competitive party system in eastern Germany after unifica-
tion looked deceptively simple. With few exceptions, the same parties—
CDU, FDP, and the SPD—merely seemed to extend their reach to the
former GDR. Only the successor to the Socialist Unity Party (SED)—
the PDS—and the Alliance ’90 had their origins in eastern German soci-
ety. Indeed, after the western Greens merged with the Alliance ’90, the
PDS remains as the only party that has a distinct eastern German origin.

However, this overt simplicity masks several differences in the party
systems across the former East–West divide. For example, in the initial
elections in unified Germany, movements between parties were consid-
erably larger in the East (7.5 percent between 1994 and 1998) than the
West (2.3 percent) (Emmert et al. 2002; Schoen and Falter 2002).
Further, in the 1998 election, the SPD was considerably stronger in the
East, whereas the CDU and the Greens1 were stronger in the West. And
the PDS’s appeal is largely limited to eastern voters: 19.5 percent
supported it in the 1998 federal election, whereas a miniscule 1.1 percent
of the western population supported the post-communist party.

In order to understand the forces explaining these East–West differ-
ences, it is instructive to apply a heuristic framework that first considers
the electoral developments in western Germany up to unification. We
then highlight what is known about the eastern electorate, after which we
examine whether unification reinforces or modifies preexisting trends in
the larger and older western German electorate.

The Western Electorate

The long-term dynamic of the western electorate can be captured by
three basic characteristics: the role of social cleavages, the slow, but
steady, weakening of socio-structural predictors on vote choice, and the
evolution of postmaterial values, as exemplified by the strong environ-
mental movement in the West.2

Lipset and Rokkan’s (1967) seminal work traces the evolution of class
and religious differences to the national and industrial revolutions that
divided European societies into various sectors. These sectors, or pillars,
separated societies on the basis of identity-related values (ethnic,
religious, and regional values) and ideological positions (socialist versus
market-based ideologies). However, more than just defining different
interests, these value-based interests were stabilized by a host of affili-
ated organizations, such as churches (in the religious domain) or unions
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and employers’ associations in the industrial sector. When party systems
formed at the turn of the nineteenth century, political elites mobilized
their constituencies along predefined sectoral and organizational lines,
which provided considerable stability to these cleavages.

Despite the disruption of society during the Nazi era, the cleavage
framework goes a long way in explaining the formation of the western
electorate after the western Allies established a parliamentary democracy
in 1949. The SPD primarily mobilized the working class, whereas 
the Center-conservative party appealed mainly to the middle-class,
economic Center–Right voters, as well as religious Protestants and
Catholics (Pappi 1977). In election campaigns up to the late 1960s,
parties designed campaign platforms that mainly center on economic
issues, the welfare state, and security issues (Budge et al. 2001). In short,
the social cleavage model provides a good framework for understanding
the electoral behavior in western Germany’s postwar elections.

From the early 1970s onward, however, there were growing signs that
the tranquility of previous decades would give way to a more volatile elec-
torate in Western Europe (Dalton and Wattenberg 2000). Inter-election
volatility increased slowly but steadily; voters became more issue-
oriented; vote decisions were made later and later during the campaign—
in short, the stability of party alignments began to erode. This was also
reflected in the election campaigns themselves, which tended to become
increasingly personality-centered (Brettschneider 2002).

The Green party, which after a failed initial run in 1980 passed the 
5 percent threshold to enter the West German parliament in 1983,
became a visible manifestation of the party system’s volatility. The
Greens symbolize the changing nature of West German society as it
represents a new generation of citizens who do not automatically accept
the economic policy priorities of the West German party system
(Inglehart 1977, 1997). Rather, for reasons rooted in the affluence and
modernity of West Germany, postwar cohorts possess postmaterialist
value priorities, that tend to fuel policy interests in such nonmaterial
issue areas as the environment or gender equality.

Naturally, this short synopsis necessarily omits other important
developments. However, it does highlight the fact that by the time
Germany unified, class and religious cleavages at least had begun to
erode if not were fully eroded as a predictor of electoral choice; issue
voting became more important to citizens, and postmaterial value prior-
ities increasingly shaped the issues and party preferences of a significant
portion of the electorate. Consequently, the SPD moderated its leftist
issue stances by championing programs that clashed with the interests of
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their working-class base that could threaten industrial jobs. The CDU
also had to appeal to centrists without dismantling the welfare state.
And, where parties ignored voters’ preferences, activists such as the
Greens took it upon themselves to represent their interests in the West
German parliament.

The Eastern Electorate

Naturally, the eastern German electorate does not share the societal
characteristics that promoted many of the changes in the West. First,
eastern Germans did not vote freely between January 1933, when Hitler
was appointed to the chancellor’s office, and March 1990, when eastern
Germans elected the short-lived eastern German parliament
(Volkskammer). Further, the level of modernity and affluence in the East
was substantially lower than in the West. With an economic and politi-
cal system ostensibly designed to defeat class and religious distinctions,
many socio-structural characteristics that define western German society
were eradicated during the 40-year reign of the SED. Given these socio-
structural differences, eastern voters do not neatly fit into the campaign
mold of western German parties.

This has several consequences. For one, eastern Germans are consid-
erably more volatile because they have not developed habitual party pref-
erences based on prior elections (Kaase and Klingemann 1994). Further,
socio-demographic characteristics—especially voters’ middle-class
status—affect vote choice in ways that are inconsistent with the cleavage
framework. For example, the working class disproportionately supported
the CDU during the 1990 and 1994 elections (Rohrschneider and Fuchs
1995). The novelty of the party system thus explains several of the initial
characteristics of the eastern electorate, including its greater volatility,
and the reversed class-vote linkage observed particularly during the 1990
and 1994 federal elections (Dalton and Bürklin 1995), though workers
were more likely to support the SPD in the 1998 election, just as their
western counterpart (Gibowski 1999). A similar pattern emerged in the
2002 election campaign (Rohrschneider and Dalton 2003).

Another variation concerns the different levels of economic and
social-structural affluence. While western German society reached a
level of affluence that topped that of the most advanced industrial soci-
eties (e.g., wealth; educational attainment; size of the service sector),
eastern Germany lacked these qualities. Consequently, it would be inac-
curate to assume that the consequences of postindustrial society had
transformed the electorate in eastern Germany.
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Finally, a third important difference concerns the presence of the
PDS. As the only “homegrown” eastern party, it draws on a diverse group
of voters. For one, it disproportionately attracts voters who are dissatis-
fied with the social and economic status quo. As we will discuss in the
following, a large majority in eastern Germany continues to support
socialist ideals and favors an extensive welfare net—a constituency that
the PDS is well suited to attract. Moreover, the PDS also appeals to
voters who are dissatisfied with the manner in which unification
proceeded; or who suffered the economic consequences of the near
collapse of the eastern industry (Pollack 1997)—voters who are unlikely
to reward the western parties with their vote.

The Unified Electorate

When we consider the merged electorate, we think it likely that at least
two important consequences follow from the East–West variations.
First, we expect that voters in the unified electorate increasingly base
their party choice on policy concerns and are less driven by socio-
structural (cleavage) characteristics. While the partisan dealignment
began in western Germany during the 1980s, the near-absence of socio-
structural influences on vote choice will no doubt accentuate the role of
policy issues in determining one’s party preferences. Thus, the unified
electorate, as a whole, is expected to be especially volatile, and their vote
choice increasingly determined by short-term issues and campaign
efforts.

Second, and relatedly, we expect that the nature of eastern German
society, combined with the enormous costs of unification, should shift
voters’ attention away from postmaterial issues such as environmental
protection, to more fundamental economic concerns (Roller 1998). For
instance, the Politbarometer series regularly asks respondents in an open-
ended question about the most important problem. In 1989, a majority
of western voters mention environmental protection as the most impor-
tant problem (16.9 percent), closely followed by unemployment (16.2
percent).3 In 1998, in contrast, unemployment has become the front-
runner, with 77.1 percent of western voters (!) mentioning it, whereas
environmental protection virtually vanished from the agenda (1 percent).
Not surprisingly, eastern voters are even more concerned with unem-
ployment (85.7 percent) whereas environmental protection does not
loom large on the minds of eastern voters (.5 percent). Similarly, in 2002,
about 70 percent in the West and 78 percent in the East view unem-
ployment as the most important problem.4
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Third, the fact that a substantial proportion of the unified electorate
has been born and raised in a socialist system, adds a social-egalitarian
policy dimension to the unified electorate. While most western
Germans accept the idea of a welfare state, eastern Germans demand
more extensive government services, based on their socialization experi-
ence in the former GDR (Fuchs 1999; Rohrschneider 1999).

These changes have important consequences for parties’ ability to
mobilize their constituencies and to cover the range of voters from the
Left to the conservative end of the electorate. First, all parties have to
deal with a more mobile electorate. While partisan dealignments occur
in most advanced democracies (Dalton and Wattenberg 2000), the
volatile eastern electorate jolted the otherwise slow pace of dealign-
ments. Thus, unification both increased the number of noncommitted
voters through the addition of the entire East, while further upsetting
the issue alignments of western parties. All parties must now try to
attract a larger number of floating voters who bring very different and
conflicting issue concerns to the table.

At the same time, we would argue that the strategic quandary of the
SPD is especially severe. This results from the SPD’s pivotal position at
the Center–Left point in Germany’s party system. The SPD must cater
to centrist voters in order to compete for potential CDU/CSU support,
while simultaneously making appeals to their working-class base. The
challenges to bridging this broad span has become even more daunting
with the need to attract the Left spectrum of the eastern party system in
order to compete with the PDS. In addition, it also has to vie program-
matically with the Greens over environmental and, to a lesser degree,
social-egalitarian issues in the West. Thus, the competitive situation
between the Center and Left requires a programmatic “split” from the
SPD. The strategic position of the CDU/CSU is more comfortable: it
must appeal primarily to centrist voters, but it currently does not have
to be concerned with a strong right-wing competitor. While the SPD
seems to have ceded the postmaterial spectrum to the Greens—and the
Greens, in turn, have become more pragmatic while in government—it
cannot relinquish the Left-end to the PDS as long as it is committed not
to form a coalition with the former communist party.5

In sum, parties must face a new electorate in the East, while still trying
to come to grips with the changes that the western party system had already
faced. This combined with the fact that the party systems vary across the
East–West divide, both in terms of the number of parties (PDS in the East)
and the nature of the same parties (e.g., Greens) entail that electoral
competition has become considerably more complex in unified Germany.
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Social Policy and Party Competition

The social policy dimension represents a good policy domain to exam-
ine the extent to which the thesis that there are two distinct electorates
in unified Germany is accurate. It structures party competition in west-
ern democracies between Left-of-Center parties, usually some major
social democratic party, and Center-conservative party (Pappi 1977). If
the presence of the PDS, for instance, introduces an element of party
competition to the Left of the SPD in the East, as we argue, then this
should be reflected in different effects of the social dimension on party
support across the East–West divide.

Three Dimensions of Social Policy

We distinguish between three dimensions of the social policy domain
(Roller 1999b). Each successive dimension implies a larger role of
government involvement in procuring social equality in Germany. First,
we examine the extent to which attitudes about a minimalist welfare
state affect party support. Most western and eastern Germans favor a
society in which the needy are supported by government services during
times of emergencies (Roller 1992, 1999a,b). As we will show in the
following, there is virtually a consensus over the desirability of some
form of government support for those struck by personal disasters; what
differs is the precise extent to which a government ought to help its citi-
zens (called the welfare factor).

Second, beyond this minimalist view, a broader view directly reflects
the egalitarian tradition of social democracy by asking citizens to evalu-
ate whether the current status differences among various groups as
unjust. This dimension represents a generalized performance assessment
of how well a regime manages to achieve a subjective standard of social
fairness. It is linked to the programmatic legacy of social democratic
parties and typically reflects a preference for an egalitarian distribution
of material and social goods (Dahl 1989; Fuchs 1997). We will refer to
this as the status factor.

Finally, at the broadest, normative level, we examine whether indi-
viduals’ views about general socialist norms affect their party support.
This dimension (called the socialist factor) goes beyond the welfare and
status factors in its normative focus on a sociopolitical alternative to the
extant liberal-representative democracy and market economy. For indi-
viduals evaluate whether they find socialism in principle a desirable
form of government.
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How does each dimension affect voters’ partisanship? As the demands
for government provision of equality move from the welfare factor, to
the status factor, and finally to the socialist factor, does the competitive
quandary for the SPD grow?

The welfare factor and party support
Before we discuss the relationship between welfare views and party
support, note first that most respondents support some form of social-
welfare service. For example, when asked in 1984 whether the state
should care for the needy (e.g., in times of sickness, unemployment, and
retirement), 56 percent of western Germans strongly agree and 35
percent agree; a miniscule minority (7 percent) opposes this notion.6 By
2000, there is some erosion in this consensus: 37 percent strongly
support this policy, and 47 percent agree with it, whereas about 15
percent of the West German public oppose an active welfare state. The
East German public provides even more lopsided support for the welfare
state: only 1 percent reject it in 1991; and this proportion increases to
about 7 percent in 2000. Thus, over 90 percent in the East support a
welfare state, thus boosting the pro-welfare sentiments in unified
Germany.

Accordingly, most of the variation over this basic welfare aspect
occurs over the degree to which the state should engage in welfare poli-
cies, not over whether such policies are desirable in the first place. We
do note some movement away from an unqualified position of endorse-
ment for the welfare state; western Germans in particular become
slightly more equivocal over time. These patterns no doubt partly
reflect, partly drive, public controversies started during the 1980s by the
CDU/CSU government over cuts in welfare services; a development that
has received some support from the centrist forces within the SPD-led
government since 1998.

Do welfare views affect the partisan preferences of voters? Table 2.1
shows the relationship between the welfare factor and respondents’
intended vote if there were an election next Sunday. The two indicators
are available for four time points, including 1984 which provides us
with a baseline of the “normal” pre-unification politics. We are thus able
to examine whether the overall relationship changes, and the specific
locus of any modification in the German party system.

Let us begin with the time point 1984 in the West. In overall terms,
the relationship is quite modest (Cramer’s V � .13), suggesting that the
discriminating effect of welfare views has been limited for nearly two
decades. Still, we observe the predictable effect of welfare views on vote
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Table 2.1 Party preference and respondents’ opinions on the welfare statea

1984 1991 1994 2000

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Agree Disagree
agree somewhat agree somewhat agree somewhat agree somewhat

West
CDU/CSU 38.4 49.2 62.4 29.9 36.3 42.3 30.2 38.5 46.4 37.9 34.3 43.0
FDP 3.9 5.6 8.3 11.1 11.1 17.1 8.7 8.0 13.8 8.6 11.5 15.5
SPD 45.7 35.8 22.2 49.7 44.8 32.4 44.9 38.5 27.6 43.8 42.7 33.3
Greens 11.9 9.5 7.2 9.3 7.8 8.1 16.2 15.1 12.2 9.8 11.5 8.5
(N) (1214) (771) (194) (549) (442) (111) (679) (598) (196) (420) (574) (200)
Cramer’s V .13 0.08 .10 .08

East
CDU/CSU 22.7 24.6 7.8 21.8 27.9 21.7 26.4 24.0 34.5
FDP 12.9 18.5 23.1 9.7 6.4 21.7 3.9 2.0 5.5
SPD 47.6 40.0 61.5 38.5 33.6 43.5 37.4 46.7 30.9
Greens 10.6 13.3 7.7 11.7 19.3 8.7 3.9 6.1 5.5
PDS 6.2 3.4 0.0 18.4 12.9 4.4 28.4 21.1 23.6
(N) (796) (195) (13) (528) (140) (23) (356) (246) (55)
Cramer’s V .08 .11 .10

a “The state should take care of the needy and unemployed.” Response categories range from “agree” (strongly (1) or somewhat (2)) to “disagree” (strongly (3) or somewhat (4)).



choice, especially among the major parties. Take the CDU/CSU, for
example. While a substantial proportion of citizens who strongly
support a welfare system are willing to support the Center–Right party
(38.4 percent), it is considerably more likely to attract opponents to the
welfare state (62.4 percent). However, given the large number of welfare
supporters, and the small proportion of opponents, the CDU/CSU has
not been able to ignore these policies and endorses some degree of
welfare service in order to remain viable.

In fact, a comparison to the SPD constituency suggests that this clas-
sical social-democratic domain hardly benefits the worker’s party—the
proportion of welfare advocates supporting the SPD is only marginally
larger (45.7) than that voting for the CDU/CSU (38.4 percent). Even
in 1984, then, when the comparatively tranquil welfare policies
appeared to have established clear markers between the SPD and
CDU/CSU, the influence of these views on party support are surpris-
ingly modest.

The relationship becomes even weaker by 2000. The change occurs
because opponents to the welfare state are increasingly willing to
support the SPD. That is, the change occurs not because supporters
switch their party support, but because opponents to welfare policies
find the SPD increasingly acceptable. Consequently, the overall rela-
tionship between welfare policies and vote choice weakens, to the point
where the difference between the two major parties has nearly vanished!
This no doubt results from the fact that both major parties support the
welfare state to a considerable degree, but also because of the growing
willingness of the SPD to curtail welfare benefits. These developments
clearly reduce the need for supporters or opponents to select one party
over another if the welfare dimension is deemed important.

It is more difficult to trace these developments over time in the East.
The shorter time period covered by these surveys and the unique
circumstances of the 1990 “unification election” entail that we have at
best two time points available (1994 and 2000). Generally, by the latest
available survey (2000), the link between welfare views and partisanship
is quite weak, just as in the West. This too suggests that parties’ position
on the welfare dimension has a fairly weak influence on voters’ party
preference among eastern voters.

Social status differences
Does the weakening effect of the welfare dimension also appear regard-
ing the other dimensions? In addition to providing basic services to
lower classes, the program of the worker’s movement envisions a more
egalitarian, fair, and just society. This heritage provides a vision of a
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society where basic needs are met, the distribution of resources is
considered fair, and where differences among various social groups and
classes are reduced to acceptable proportions. While the SPD, like many
other Left parties in Europe, has been transformed throughout the twen-
tieth century from a mainly leftist party advocating the rights of work-
ers to a moderate Left-of-Center party (Baker et al. 1981), it continues
to lay claim to be the main agent for a more just society.

In light of the finding that the SPD does not hold a distinct partisan
advantage over the CDU/CSU in the welfare domain, it is important to
know whether we find a similar pattern concerning the broader, norma-
tively rooted principles of social democracy. If the SPD does not have a
competitive edge in these domains, it would be difficult for Social
Democrats to claim to remain the main representative of the working
class. On the other hand, if the SPD becomes attractive to those who
favor a less active state, then it may enhance its attractiveness among
opponents to social democratic programs. Such a pattern would signal
its continuing move toward the programmatic center.

In 1984 in the West, 41 percent perceived social status differences
as unjust, whereas 37 percent considered these differences acceptable,
with about 21 percent being undecided.7 By the year 2000, however,
32 percent considered the status quo unjust, whereas over 41 percent
deemed social status differences acceptable. This means that the core
constituency of traditional social democratic programs has been reduced
by nearly 10 percent.8

Do these views structure voters’ party choice? The answer is affirma-
tive (table 2.2). Let us, again, begin with the western part of the elec-
torate. In 1984, of those who deem status differences unjust, a little over
one-fifth of voters support the CDU/CSU (27.4 percent), whereas
nearly half (49.5 percent) side with the SPD. The reverse pattern
emerges for voters who consider the status quo just; here the CDU/CSU
is the clear front-runner with 59.7 percent compared to 30.8 percent
supporting the SPD. Just as one would expect it on the basis of Lipset
and Rokkan’s cleavage theory, attitudes about status differences align
with party support in predictable fashion—the Right benefits from
perceptions that no change is needed; the Left benefits from perceptions
that the status quo is unjust.

By 2000, however, the relationship has changed, particularly regard-
ing the ability of the SPD to attract those voters who consider the status
quo acceptable. That is, as in the welfare domain, the SPD is making
inroads into the camp of opponents to a more egalitarian society—
usually the domain of the CDU/CSU—by increasing its share of 
opponents to the egalitarian vision (44.9 percent for the CDU/CSU as
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Table 2.2 Party preference and respondents’ opinions on whether social status differences are justa

1984 1991 1994 2000

Unjust Middle Just Unjust Middle Just Unjust Middle Just Unjust Middle Just

West
CDU/CSU 27.4 45.0 59.7 18.3 34.5 48.9 20.2 30.7 50.8 22.3 38.4 44.9
FDP 3.3 5.8 6.2 10.0 9.5 15.9 7.2 11.5 9.6 10.6 14.2 10.2
SPD 49.5 40.9 30.8 56.6 49.2 31.5 48.0 42.3 31.8 47.4 36.1 40.9
Greens 19.8 8.4 3.4 15.2 6.7 3.6 24.5 15.3 7.8 19.7 11.3 4.0
(N) (814) (416) (796) (389) (252) (384) (498) (339) (553) (340) (302) (501)
Cramer’s V .24 .24 .23 .19

East
CDU/CSU 17.6 24.2 37.9 18.4 24.8 34.0 20.6 30.2 36.1
FDP 10.6 20.2 17.4 9.2 12.0 9.6 1.9 6.4 5.0
SPD 50.9 42.2 37.9 37.4 39.0 38.3 39.3 40.3 41.2
Greens 14.2 8.1 6.2 14.7 12.0 9.6 6.0 3.8 3.4
PDS 6.7 5.4 0.6 20.4 12.0 8.5 32.1 18.9 14.3
(N) (564) (223) (161) (436) (133) (94) (364) (159) (119)
Cramer’s V .18 .13 .16

a Social status is an additive index of answers to these statements: “Differences between people in terms of their social standing are acceptable because they reflect
individuals’ accomplishments”; and “Differences in social status are just.” Responses range from agree to disagree with “strongly” or “somewhat” as categories
for both. Additive indicators range from 2 (reject current status) to 8 (accept) with “unjust” (2–4), “middle” (5), and “just” (6–8).



against 40.9 percent for the SPD). Viewed from this perspective, the
SPD has been quite successful in increasing its appeal to voters who are
in the Center–Right ideological camp.9

But this comes at a cost. Those parts of the labor movement who
oppose centrist policies may become disillusioned with the SPD and
abstain from voting. And the PDS is not really a viable alternative to
voters in the West given that it is closely rooted in the history of the GDR.

In the East, however, such centrist policies put the SPD in a strategi-
cally disadvantageous position vis-à-vis the PDS. Note that, with the
exception of 1991, easterners who view status differences as just are more
likely to support the SPD (41.2 percent in 2000, e.g.) than those who
consider it unjust (39.3 percent). Of course, the percentage differences
are miniscule and statistically insignificant. Substantively, however, this
pattern exemplifies the strategic quandary of the SPD regarding the egal-
itarian dimension. It is the communist successor party—the PDS—
which primarily attracts supporters of an egalitarian vision, not the
SPD. The PDS steadily increased its share of voters among egalitarian
proponents from 6.7 percent in 1991 to 32.1 percent in 2000. This
increase no doubt results from the fact that after the initial euphoria and
its accompanying rejection of the communist successor party to the
SED, the PDS had established itself as an agent of interest representa-
tion for citizens who continue to adhere to socialist-egalitarian ideals.

Socialism as an ideal
While the first section focuses on a specific welfare policy and the
second examines one performance-based aspect of socialist theory, this
last section uses the broadest measure of leftist attitudes: one’s support
for socialism. Respondents were asked whether they agree (strongly,
somewhat) or disagree (strongly, somewhat) with the following state-
ment: “Socialism is a good idea that was poorly implemented.”
Typically, about 75 percent of eastern Germans agreed with this state-
ment in 2000, whereas about half the respondents in the West endorsed
this sentiment; and these proportions have remained essentially
unchanged since 1991 (Rohrschneider and Schmitt-Beck 2002).

Despite the broad nature of the indicator, its relationship to voters’
party preferences, with few exceptions, mirrors that of the status indica-
tor (table 2.3). In the West, the SPD loses somewhat among those who
support the statement; and the Greens gain. But, in general terms, the
relationship by 2000 is weak in light of the historical origins of the SPD;
a pattern that roughly parallels that of the influence of the welfare and
status indicators on party preferences.
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In the East, the patterns also parallel that of the other two indicators.
The CDU is preferred by respondents who view socialist ideals with
skepticism. Similarly, by a slim margin, a greater proportion of oppo-
nents to socialist ideals support the SPD than adherents of socialist
ideals—a pattern that also emerged regarding the citizens’ views about
status differences. In turn, the PDS has established itself as the party of
social-egalitarian views. It is nearly as likely as the SPD to draw on
socialist sentiments in eastern Germany—and this group is quite large
as we noted earlier. It thus occupies an electoral niche that, in the West,
is covered by the SPD and, to a lesser degree, the Green party.

Welfare Policies and Party Competency

Up to this point, we examined whether voters’ positions on social policy
affect party preferences. In light of the weakening relationships, we also
would like to have a sense of whether voters’ perceive diminishing
differences among parties to address issues in this policy domain. We use
one indicator which has been asked over time in the West: which
government would be best able to secure pensions? Despite the changes
in question wording over time (see the appendix), we believe that the
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Table 2.3 Party preference and respondents’ opinions on whether socialism is a good ideaa

1991 1994 2000

Agree Disagree Agree Disagree Agree Disagree

West
CDU/CSU 21.7 40.7 24.0 42.7 29.7 41.6
FDP 9.7 14.3 9.1 9.3 8.8 12.3
SPD 55.9 38.7 46.1 35.8 46.9 37.5
Greens 17.7 6.2 20.8 12.1 14.5 8.6
(N) (411) (594) (562) (805) (262) (269)
Cramer’s V .24 .21 .16

East
CDU/CSU 15.8 42.9 20.0 34.9 22.3 34.2
FDP 12.1 17.7 8.0 16.7 1.7 7.9
SPD 51.9 31.0 38.6 31.2 38.0 46.1
Greens 12.5 8.3 12.6 14.3 6.6 7.9
PDS 7.8 0.0 20.1 2.4 31.4 3.9
(N) (704) (242) (550) (126) (242) (61)
Cramer’s V .32 .24 .30

a “Socialism is a good idea that was poorly implemented.” Response categories range from “agree” (strongly
(1) or somewhat (2)) to “disagree” (strongly (3) or somewhat (4)).



relative position of parties permits us to glean whether the SPD lacks a
clear advantage as our previous arguments suggest.

Indeed, the public does not necessarily see the SPD as best able to
handle specific social dimension issues (table 2.4). Given that the SPD
historically has championed such issues, the SPD has had an advantage
at times. As others have noted, it took the SPD a while before it was seen
to be a realistic alternative to the Union following the SPD’s shift from
leftists to Left–Center party in the 1959 Bad Godesberg conference
(Baker et al. 1981). This probably explains why the public viewed the
CDU as best able to handle old-age security. Nevertheless, the SPD soon
dominated on this issue and did so for 20 years. However, just as the
German public realigned, the western public actually perceived that a
Union-led government would best secure pensions during most of the
1980s, and the large fluctuations and lack of any consistent trend are
telling. The public does not perceive consistently that the SPD best
handles an issue that it should naturally own. Further, while the SPD
has an advantage over the CDU, the answer that “neither” party could
best handle the issue had doubled by the late 1990s over its average level
in the 1980s and had become the modal response.

There are two possible reasons for this, or perhaps a combination of
them. First, despite its ownership of the issue and the advantage the
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Table 2.4 Which party best deals with old-age security or which party best
secures pensions (in percent)

SPD or SPD-led CDU or CDU-led Both Neither
government government

1961 47.7 52.3 — —
1969 62.4 37.6 — —
1972 46.8 27.6 24.0 2.0
1976 70.0 27.4 — 11.7
1980 36.8 28.8 29.0 5.0
1982 29.4 35.9 26.3 8.3
1984 25.7 31.7 28.9 13.7
1985 29.6 31.5 19.8 19.1
1986 28.4 39.0 19.6 13.0
1987 28.9 32.7 24.9 13.4
1988 29.4 30.0 23.4 17.2
1989 42.0 32.7 15.0 10.3
1990 41.6 34.4 19.1 5.0
1997 32.5 16.5 17.0 34.0
1998 30.1 18.7 20.4 30.8

Source: German National Election Studies (until 1980); Politbarometer.



public gives to it at times, western voters do not perceive the SPD (or
any party) as significantly more able to handle this issue. Second, the
western public may not view this issue as very salient. Compared to
unification and economic issues, the problem has become less salient
over time.10 The SPD’s move toward the Center may match the decline
of this dimension, but it also leads the public to claim that “neither”—
rather than the SPD or even “both” parties—are particularly able to
handle the issue. Not only is the SPD unable to separate itself in the
public’s mind on broader assessments of the social dimension such as the
safety net, equality, and the socialist ideal, but the party is also unable
(and/or unwilling) to find an advantage on specific issues related to this
dimension. This conclusion matches a detailed analyses of party compe-
tency scores by Pappi and Shikano who conclude that during the 1998
elections, differences between the main parties in terms of the “economic
and social policy competency are small” (Pappi and Shikano 2002).

Summary

From a competitive vantage point, this situation defines a delicate
context for the SPD. Supporting a centrist program increases the odds
that the traditional constituency abstains. If, on the other hand, the
SPD tries to cater to the PDS constituency, it may lose its appeal to
centrist voters in the West. To juggle these competing incentives and to
package them in a platform with broad appeal requires finely honed and
well-balanced campaign messages.

The CDU/CSU faces a different set of incentives. It is clearly the
party of the status quo as far as the egalitarian dimension is concerned.
At the same time, it is not supported in substantial numbers by oppo-
nents to basic welfare policies. Thus, its successful electoral formula lies
in modest support for the welfare state, couched in an economic vision
that emphasizes tempered market forces as the main economic incen-
tives. While this also requires a balancing act, the CDU/CSU does not
have to deal with a party that is economically more conservative; the
main goal is to balance support for basic welfare services with a moder-
ate vision of a market economy.

The smaller parties, except for the PDS in the East and, to a lesser
degree, the Greens in the West, do not benefit substantially from the vari-
ous welfare dimensions. The PDS, for reasons just mentioned, is clearly
the beneficiary of the SPD’s strategic quandary in the eastern electorate.
In the West, the Greens do appear to attract a share of egalitarian oppo-
nents, but this proportion is smaller than that going to the CDU/CSU.11
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Multivariate Analyses

Do these relationships hold up when we control for other traditional
predictors of citizens’ vote choice? It is plausible to expect that the link
between various welfare dimensions and electoral choice be partly
affected by respondents’ perceptions of the economy. Respondents who
assess the state of the economy negatively, for instance, all else being
equal may support extensive welfare services. In order to assess the net
effect of the various welfare dimensions on vote choice, we estimated
their effect on party support controlling for the following predictors:

● *present and future economic perceptions (Rattinger and Faas
2002);12

● *postmaterial values (Inglehart 1977);
● *religiosity (Pappi 1977);
● *age and education.

Thus, we estimate the following model:

Vote Choice � Constant � State provide for needy � Status is unjust �
Socialism is good � Postmaterialism � Religiosity � Evals of current
economy � Evals of future economy � Age � Education � e

We estimated the model separately for western and eastern Germany.
Given the nominal nature of the dependent variable, we used multino-
minal logit to estimate the coefficients.13 For the West, the dependent
variable is the party choice between the CDU/CSU, FDP, SPD, and the
Greens; in the East, we added the PDS as a fifth party group.

Since logit coefficients are difficult to interpret, table 2.5, which
contains the results for western Germany, displays the change in party
support as one moves from the minimum of a predictor to its maximum,
keeping constant all other variables at their mean (Long 1997). For
example, in 1991, the likelihood that the CDU/CSU is supported
decreases by 23 percent as one moves from respondents who strongly
reject a welfare state to those who strongly support it. Conversely,
support for the SPD increases by 25 percent in 1991 as one moves across
the entire spectrum of this welfare factor. Thus, in 1991, the SPD bene-
fits to some degree from the welfare dimension.

By 2000, however, there is a substantial drop in support for the SPD
as one moves across the entire range of this variable (14 percent, down
from 25 percent in 1991). Furthermore, the odds of supporting the
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Table 2.5 Predicting party preferences: West Germanya

1991 1994 2000

CDU/ FDP SPD Greens CDU/ FDP SPD Greens CDU/ FDP SPD Greens
CSU CSU CSU

State should help �23 �1 25 �1 �18 �6 22 2 �8 �12 14 6
needy

Status differences �47 �12 48 11 �36 �8 28 16 �36 �1 18 19
unjust

Socialism is good �27 0 20 7 �22 1 14 7 �11 �5 10 6
Postmaterialism �20 �2 6 16 �32 4 12 17 �24 2 11 11
Religiosity 44 �4 �39 1 46 �5 �30 �11 52 �7 �39 �6
Present economy 9 9 �13 �5 21 1 �18 �4 �6 �4 3 7

good
Future economy 16 �6 1 �11 8 �5 �6 3 �25 �4 30 1

good
Age 20 8 �13 �14 14 �1 4 �17 0 17 �8 �8
Education 2 23 �27 2 2 6 �22 14 19 9 �38 11

a Entries reflect changes in predicted probabilities as one moves from the minimum to the maximum of a variable, keeping all other variables at their mean.
Probabilities are generated by multinomial logistic regression using the mlogit command in Stata 7.



CDU are not decreased by as much (an 8 percent decline). Just as the
bivariate analysis of these indicators suggests (table 2.1), the SPD is
substantially less likely to attract voters in its traditional policy domain
in 2000.

Indeed, even these patterns tend to overly emphasize the extent to
which the SPD remains attractive to its core clientele because they are
computed by moving across the entire range of the welfare indicator.
However, our earlier discussion suggests that about 90 percent of voters
either “strongly agree” or “agree” with this policy. If one looks at these
two response categories only, then the odds of supporting the SPD in
the West increase by 9 percent in 1991 and a mere 4 percent in 2000 as
one moves from the “agree” to “strongly agree;” the figures for the
CDU/CSU are 7 and 3 percent, respectively. For all practical purposes,
then, this basic welfare dimension, which is closely connected to the
SPD’s programmatic legacy, has hardly any discernable advantage for
the SPD!

Regarding the other social dimensions, the SPD fares a little better.
Those who perceive status differences as unjust or consider socialism a
good idea are more likely to support the SPD than opponents to these
policy positions. Even here, however, we note a substantial decline in
relative advantage for the SPD. While the coefficients remain statisti-
cally significant, the SPD’s partisan advantage is cut by about half (for
the socialism indicator) and even more for the status indicator. All of
this points to the growing irrelevance of the social dimension as a deter-
minant of voters’ choice.

The most important predictors in the western electorate, by 2000,
are voters’ religiosity and their expectations about the future economy.
Religious respondents are substantially more likely to support the
CDU/CSU. The CDU/CSU, however, cannot rely on this loyal group
of voters alone as fewer than 20 percent are attending church regularly
on at least a monthly basis.

Economic perceptions, in turn, substantially favor the incumbent
government in the West (the SPD/Greens coalition at the time of the
2000 survey) if the economy is perceived positively; if not, voters tend
to side with the opposition party. Given that a substantial percentage of
voters are ambivalent about the economy—almost all respondents fall
into the three middle categories on the five-point indicator—changes
can occur fairly easily and thus substantially affect the outcome of an
election. The predicted vote choice for the SPD and CDU/CSU, respec-
tively, for respondents who believe the economy is rather good are 53
and 28 percent. Moving from the “rather good” category via undecided
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voters to the “rather bad” category, changes the predicted percentages to
38 and 42 percent for the SPD and CDU/CSU, respectively. Thus, the
SPD loses 15 percent and the CDU/CSU gains 14 percent. Given that
subjective economic assessments tend to react fairly quickly around the
Center categories, such shifts in the end contributed to the victory of
the Red-Green coalition in 2002 (Rohrschneider and Dalton 2003).

In the East, the patterns differ in important respects, especially after
the party system became more familiar to eastern voters (table 2.6).
Beginning with 1991, note that the social security predictor favors the
SPD (17 percent), not relative to the CDU/CSU (8 percent), but
compared to the FDP (�24 percent). In contrast, the PDS does not
benefit from this factor because most eastern voters did not support the
successor party to the SED shortly after the communist regime
collapsed. In contrast, views about status differences and socialism
produce substantial partisan advantages for the SPD, disadvantages for
the CDU/CSU, and no effect on the PDS.

These results are atypical, however, because the euphoria over
Germany’s unification and the novelty of the party system clearly struc-
tured the tenuous link between voters and parties. By 2000 if not
already by 1994, the partisan advantage of the SPD in the social
domains vanishes nearly entirely. For instance, the welfare factor
produces no partisan distinction at all between the various parties. This,
no doubt reflects the consensus over this issue in the East where about
92 percent consider it an obligation of the state to take care of the needy
and unemployed.

But we also find that views about status differences and a socialist
utopia affect benefit the SPD. Among those who support socialist ideals
(about 75 percent in the East), the SPD’s partisan advantage declines by
30 percent, whereas the CDU’s advantage declines by 10 percent. In
contrast, the PDS strongly benefits from the status factor (30 percent
increase) and, especially, the socialism predictor (42 percent). Thus, the
SPD is basically unable to attract its traditional core constituency
among eastern voters where the PDS has established itself as the main
party of a social-egalitarian utopia.

Finally, note that while the SPD benefits from positive economic
perceptions in 2000 (21 percent) so does the CDU/CSU (19 percent).
Thus, positive economic assessments do not produce a distinct partisan
advantage for the SPD relative to the CDU. In contrast, the PDS is the
main beneficiary of negative economic assessments. Regarding the social
dimension, eastern voters seem to perceive greater similarities between
the CDU and SPD than the SPD and PDS.
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Table 2.6 Predicting party preferences: East Germanya

1991 1994 2000

CDU/ FDP SPD Greens PDS CDU/ FDP SPD Greens PDS CDU/ FDP SPD Greens PDS
CSU CSU CSU

State should help 8 �24 17 �2 1 2 1 �3 1 �1 �3 �1 1 0 3
needy

Status differences �21 �19 25 14 1 �24 �1 4 9 12 �39 �4 11 2 30
unjust

Socialism is good �31 �7 30 4 4 �15 �8 2 1 20 �10 �1 �30 0 42
Postmaterialism �11 4 1 4 2 �15 �6 11 10 0 �8 �2 1 �2 11
Religiosity 43 1 �39 �1 �4 26 7 �20 �3 �16 60 0 �40 7 �27
Present economy good 15 �9 �10 8 �4 18 5 �2 �7 �14 19 2 21 4 �47
Future economy good 21 7 2 �21 �9 22 �3 �6 �11 �15 �11 �2 2 �2 17
Age �4 10 9 �17 2 14 �10 10 �13 �1 �18 �9 33 �20 14
Education �14 3 1 9 1 �2 �3 �24 9 20 �37 3 18 13 3

a Entries reflect changes in predicted probabilities as one moves from the minimum to the maximum of a variable, keeping all other variables at their mean. Probabilities are generated
by multinomial logistic regression using the mlogit command in Stata 7.



Discussion and Conclusion

There are, of course, a myriad of detailed patterns in these analyses, so
let us highlight the central findings. First, the SPD does not enjoy a
clear partisan advantage in the West regarding the welfare factor. While
the SPD continues to lead by a substantial margin among those who
endorse a vision of a more egalitarian society, at least in the West, most
election campaigns focus on more concrete welfare policies—and here
the SPD no longer holds a substantial advantage.

Second, the SPD is not the main beneficiary of any of the three social
dimensions among eastern voters. Instead, to the degree that this dimen-
sion structures eastern voters’ party support, the PDS benefits. Thus,
this illustrates the thesis that there are two electorates in Germany and
means that the SPD has to cover the moderate Center and, simultane-
ously, compete with the PDS over socialist ideals.

Overall, based on this logic, we would expect the SPD to be success-
ful when two factors coincide: (1) it has the ability to cover the Center
to the Left policy spectrum in terms of the social dimensions; (2) the
issue context is favorable, such that economic conditions are positive
when the SPD is the incumbent party or negative when the Social
Democrats are in the opposition. For “performance” issues, such as
political shocks and negative economic conditions and perception, are
often the downfall of government parties and a windfall to opposition
parties. In this way the SPD’s competitive situation is not unique. What
makes both factors particularly acute for the SPD, however, is that they
must coincide. For example, in 1998 the economy favored the then-
opposition SPD, and the SPD also supplied the ideological breadth to
cater to its various constituencies.

The context of the 2002 election, however, was less favorable for the
SPD. First, high unemployment rates dominated the news about the
economy throughout 2002. Accordingly, for most of the 2002 election
year, voters were quite pessimistic about economic conditions.14 Since
incumbent governments are usually penalized for poor economic condi-
tions, the economy established an unfavorable policy climate for the
SPD in this arena. Add to this Chancellor Schröder’s promise—made
shortly after his victorious campaign in 1998—to evaluate his perfor-
mance on the basis of how much his government would reduce unem-
ployment rates and his party faced an uphill battle in the election.

In addition, the SPD did not succeed in developing a campaign
theme that could appeal and mobilize the left-leaning elements in the
West and the East. Our study shows that the welfare dimension does not
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attract voters, in part because the SPD is not seen as the main guaran-
tor of the welfare dimension. The CDU is viewed by voters to be as
appealing as the SPD. Furthermore, it appears that the SPD is not able
to mobilize its followers on the basis of more extensive social policy
dimensions. All in all, economic problems, along with the reduced
capacity of the SPD to benefit from the social policy dimension,
provided an unfavorable backdrop for the SPD during the 2002 election
campaign.

But the SPD did not lose. This is due, in large part, to the fact that
the SPD was helped by two issues that it had little control over
(Rohrschneider and Fuchs 2003). For one, the unprecedented flood in
eastern Germany bolstered the SPD’s opportunities to win the election.
Schröder garnered credit for his acumen in handling this crisis. His abil-
ity to quickly dispense aid to victims with little red tape, convene
European Union (EU) leaders to lead continentally, as well as to high-
light the environmental issues associated with the problem meant that
the public viewed the government as an effective handler of a crisis. It
also propelled environmental issues back onto the political agenda, to
the delight of the Green campaign manager.15

The other event that has helped the SPD is the public controversy
over the question of whether German troops should help the United
States to invade Iraq. Chancellor Schröder’s decision to oppose an inva-
sion under any circumstances was very popular with voters in the East
and the West, especially those who lacked firm party ties (Rohrschneider
and Fuchs 2003).

However, the unique conditions of this may also highlight the precar-
ious electoral condition in which the SPD finds itself. After all, such a
500-year flood cannot buoy the SPD every election cycle. And it cannot
count again that an international issue helps to sway undecided voters
to support the SPD. Just how the SPD managed to pull even with the
CDU/CSU in 2002 may turn out to be a symbol of the growing irrele-
vance of the welfare dimension for the SPD.

Appendix: Measurement

Welfare: “The state should take care of citizens when they get sick, expe-
rience an emergency, during unemployment, and when they are old.”
Response categories range from agree (strongly or somewhat [1, 2]) to
disagree (strongly or somewhat [3, 4]).
Social status: An additive indicator based on two questions: “Differences
between people in terms of their social standing are acceptable because
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they reflect individuals’ accomplishments.” And: “Differences in social
status are just.” Response categories range from agree (strongly or some-
what to disagree (strongly or somewhat). We created an additive indica-
tor, ranging from 2 (reject current status) to 8 (accept current status).
For the purpose of table 2.2, we collapsed the indicator into three cate-
gories: reject status as just (2, 3, 4); undecided (5); and accept status as
just (6, 7, 8).
Socialism: “Socialism is a good idea that was poorly implemented.”
Response categories range from agree (strongly or somewhat [1, 2]) to
disagree (strongly or somewhat [3, 4]).
Party Competency Scores on Securing Pensions:
Before 1984 the sources are various German election studies:

1961 And which of the two large parties can best deal with the
following problem—the SPD or the CDU/CSU? Old-age
security?

1969 Old-age security—which party do you think can best deal with
this problem?

1972 Old-age security—which party is best able to deal with this
problem?

1976 Which party is best able to deal with securing pensions?
1980 Secure pensions—who is more qualified to deal with this

problem?

Beginning with 1984, Politbarometer surveys are used:

● Between 1984 and 1988, the question wording is: “Who is best
qualified to solve the following problem to your satisfaction?”
Secure pensions.

● In 1989: the question wording is: “Who in your view is best qual-
ified to secure pensions?”

● After 1989, the question wording is: “In your view, who is most
likely to secure pensions?”

Party Support: “If there were an election next Sunday, whom would you
vote for?”
Economic Perceptions: Do respondents believe the present/future econ-
omy to improve or to get worse?
Religiosity: Frequency of Church attendance.
Age: In years.
Education: Years of schooling.
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Notes

We would like to thank Dieter Fuchs, Edeltraud Roller, and Bernhard Wessels
for many useful discussions about the analyses presented in this essay. Roller also
provided an insightful critique of an earlier version of this chapter.

1. Technically, the Greens are called the Alliance ’90/Greens, signifying that
the western German Greens merged with the eastern Alliance ’90.

2. Much of the discussion in this section relies on ideas developed elsewhere
(Rohrschneider and Fuchs 1995).

3. See the cumulative Politbarometer, available from the ICPSR.
4. This information is gleaned from the Forschungsgruppe Wahlen,

Blitzumfrage, 9-16/9-20, 2002.
5. Another East–West difference concerns the absence of a strong Green party

in eastern Germany. Relatedly, the type of voters for the Greens tends to
vary: in the West, its voters are primarily the younger, better-educated,
postmaterial citizens; in the East, its main base is rooted in the opposition
to the GDR. Finally, the FDP is considerably weaker in the East than the
West.

6. Data are from Allbus, the German version of the General Social Surveys.
We used Allbus surveys conducted between 1984 and 2000.

7. Allbus surveys, various years.
8. The intervening years, for which these indicators are available, show a slow

and steady reduction in size of the group believing that social status differ-
ences are unjust. The only exception is in the year 1998 when about the
same proportion as in 1984 consider differences unacceptable.

9. To some degree, this moderation is related to the greater moderation of
voters. Supporters of a more egalitarian society constituted the modal group
in 1984, with 40.2% claiming such status differences are unjust. By 2000,
this group is reduced to 29.8% and not even close to being the modal
group. Thus, in one sense the SPD had to move toward centrist appeals
because its core constituency is decreasing.

10. This is assessed with the “most important issue” and second most important
issue questions in Politbarometer studies over the same time period.

11. The multivariate analyses discussed in the next section will confirm that the
broader status measure significantly discriminates between the SPD and
Green voters.

12. Earlier models also considered respondents’ personal financial situation.
Because these variables are mostly insignificant, we excluded them from the
final model in the interest of ease of presentation.

13. All analyses were conducted using Stata 7.0.
14. This is borne out by the data published by the Forschungsgruppe Wahlen and

Forsa.
15. Meeting with a Green campaign strategist, 18 September 2002.
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CHAPTER 3

The German Party System:
Developments After Unification

Bernhard Wessels

The German party system has changed considerably during recent
years. It still seems to be in a flux, given the volatile situation
particularly in the new Länder. Some changes have been very

noticeable, especially the differentiation of the parliamentary party
system. Not so obvious, though significant, is the enormous extension
of the supply side, that is, more party lists are running in federal elec-
tions. This indicates that political entrepreneurs in the 1990s have
increasingly regarded successful strategic entry as more likely than they
did in the 1980s.

In contrast to the last decade, the party system of the FRG had been
regarded as “super-stable” for a long time. After concentration and
consolidation in the 1950s, very little change took place until the 1980s.
Not everybody shared the view that this was a positive feature of the
German system. Political observers criticized the cartel of the established
parties and the impermeability of the German electoral system.
However, in 1983 the Greens were successful in federal elections for the
first time, a possibility not anticipated, given the 5-percent threshold of
the electoral system. This change in the party system demonstrated that
new interests, reaching a critical mass, could gain political representa-
tion. The interpretation from a system-theoretical perspective was
straightforward: integration through differentiation. Whereas positive
positions toward this change of the party system prevailed in the 1980s,
the discussion takes a different route today. There are warnings about
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the danger of too much fractionalization of the party system and of too
much volatility that might bring about the danger of successful populist
mobilization.

Against this background, an attempt is made here to shed some light
on the most recent developments and to answer the question whether
the German institutional solution, quite often cited as a blueprint for a
stable party system with the “best of both worlds” solution (Shugart and
Wattenberg 2001) for the trade-off of representation and governance,
has lost the capacity to integrate the differentiation between interests
and changing demands.

It is a commonplace that in political terms unified Germany is still
divided. With regard to the party system, since unification there are sup-
posed to be two: one in the West and one in the East (see Rohrschneider
and Wolf, chapter 2 in this volume). Here, we go one step further. The
general hypothesis to be evaluated is that following unification one
should not talk of one federal party system, but of three. We follow here
an observation made by Pappi and Shikano (2001).

In a first step, the development of the German party system over the
entire postwar period is briefly evaluated to gain a yardstick for measur-
ing how much change really did take place after 1990. In a second step,
the 1990s plus the years until 2002 are studied in more detail, restrict-
ing analysis to the period 1994–2002. The election of 1990 is excluded
because it is a deviating, though important case: in 1990 the electoral
system was different, for the threshold was applied to the two regions
separately. This was the stepping-stone for the success of the PDS, the
post-communist party, and the starting point for an East–West divide in
the party system. The degree to which the hypothesis of a divided party
system holds up is investigated by studying the electoral districts in the
regions by means of analysis of variance. This step will concentrate on the
formal characteristics of the party system(s), that is, fractionalization,
asymmetry, and the like. Thereafter, a brief comparison of the political
center of gravity in the three regions (East Germany, Bavaria, remaining
West Germany) is made. The last part of the essay includes some speculation
about the consequences of the findings.

The General Background

According to Sartori’s theory of party systems, Germany can be
characterized as a system of moderate pluralism where three to five rele-
vant parties with coalescent behavior tend to form bipolar,
Center–Right versus Center–Left governmental coalitions of two or
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three parties (Sartori 1976). Almost all parties are potential coalition
partners. The electorate’s preferences are, generally speaking, centrist
and party competition is centripetal. This is at least true for the time
after the immediate postwar period. Generally, the history of the
German party system after 1945 is divided into four phases of evolution
(Rudzio 2000: 136–55): the setup period (1945–1951), the concentra-
tion period (1952–1961), the consolidated party system (1961–1982),
the period of differentiation and regionalization (from 1983 until
today)—some, however, differentiate between the period before and
after unification. There is good reason for this further differentiation as
will be demonstrated. In the following, a brief description of the cleav-
age system that the German party system rests upon and a description
of the development of the party system in terms of formal characteris-
tics, that is, the number of electoral and parliamentary parties, volatil-
ity, and political competition, will be presented.

Party System Concentration

In the initial and the concentration periods, the German party system
was quite fragmented. During these periods, postwar problems ranked
quite high on the agenda and some parties concerned with the issues of
expellees (Party of Expellees [GB-BHE]), some with regional interests
(Bavarian Party [BP]) as well as some Left and Right parties tried their
luck. Altogether, 13 parties made it into parliament, of which six formed
pairwise electoral alliances (CDU/CSU, SPD, Liberals, and German
Peoples Party [FDP/DVP], Communists [KPD], BP, German Party
[DP], Center Party [ZP], Economic Reconstruction League [WAV],
German Conservative Party/German Law Party [DKP/DRP], and
Radical Liberty Party [RSF]). DP, KPD, and BP did not make it in
1953, and the ZP did so only by electoral alliance with the CDU.
GB/BHE was successful in 1953 but dropped out again in 1961. With
this development, the basic structure of the German party system, rest-
ing on class and religious cleavages, was settled for the next 20 years
(figure 3.1).

Political cleavages are, as Lipset and Rokkan (1967) pointed out, the
central features organizing the structure of party systems. Basic conflicts
rooting in different historical periods (state–church conflict and
center–periphery conflict arising with nation-building, capital–labor
conflict arising with the Industrial Revolution, e.g.) are reflected and
taken up by various interest organizations and parties, which in turn
mobilize on the respective issues. Cleavages are based on structural



Figure 3.1 Structure and institutionalization of political cleavages in Germany
Source : Taken from Wessels (1991) and modified.

Character Traditional New

Dimension Socioeconomic Cultural

Content Labour Capital Religion/denomination “New Politics”/ East/West
Basis ecology

Party system (SPD) Social (FDP, CDU/CSU) Liberals, (CDU/CSU) Christian Greens (PDS) Post 
Democrats Christian Democrats Democrats communists

Interest groups Labour unions Employer’s and business Christian churches Environmental ?
and movements associations interest groups

Social structure Blue/white collar Old middle classes, Christian social Postmaterial Eastern regional 
self-employed setting (milieus) movement  milieus provenance

Value structure Unionized Consensus about growth Religious Post materialism Socialist democracy
economic ideology and technological traditionalism

progress, economic 
individualism



conflict of interest, reproduced and strengthened by party politics.
Therefore, cleavages can be regarded as politicized social structures
(Pappi 1977) organizing voter alignments (social alliances between
voters and organizations/elite groups) and respective coalitions between
political or organizational elites (Stinchcombe 1975). As in most west-
ern European societies, the major division lines in Germany are the reli-
gious and the class cleavages. These two have structured the German
party system for almost three decades.

Since 1961 at the latest, social alliances between the electorate and
the parties have been very stable, elite coalitions had been established
even earlier. The party system is not a totally symmetric reflection of the
cleavage structure, given the double role of the Christian Democrats.
They represent at least partly the pro-business pole on the class dimen-
sion as well as the Christian or religious pole on the religious dimension.
In the class cleavage, the Social Democrats traditionally represent the
opposite pole. The religious dimension is to some degree asymmetric in
itself, since a clear opponent is missing here, although the Liberals and
parts of the Social Democrats and the Greens display laicistic attitudes.
Today, the religious cleavage dimension is hardly ever based on denom-
ination. The important characteristic is religiosity and participation or
abstention from religious service. The social alliances on which the
cleavages and the party systems rest are (or at least have been) very firm.
Pappi (1973, 1979, 1986, 1990) has demonstrated again and again the
explanatory power of the respective social characteristics for voting
behavior. This relevance of social group differences to voting behavior
has persisted more or less until today. The tremendous change is not in
the social group influence but in the composition of the electorate. The
size of the social core groups of political parties (workers and union
members in case of the Social Democrats, Catholics and churchgoers in
case of the Christian Democrats) has declined dramatically. Whereas 
in the 1950s roughly 35 percent of the voters of the two big parties
belonged to the respective social core groups, this portion has decreased
to about 15 percent in the 1990s due to social change and secularization
(Wessels 2000b).

The concentration of the party system on nationwide relevant cleav-
ages was facilitated by a change in the electoral system. Of the ten
parties and alliances that made it into the Bundestag in 1949, only the
KPD received more than 5 percent nationwide besides the three tradi-
tional parliamentary parties (CDU/CSU, SPD, FDP); in 1953, this was
the case only for the GB/BHE. The development of the parliamentary
party system in connection with the changes in electoral law is depicted
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in figure 3.2 (see also Klingemann and Wessels 2001). It demonstrates
a close relationship between the changes in the threshold and the effec-
tive number of parliamentary parties. However, it would be a fault to
regard party system change as a pure product of the change of the rules
of the game. Rather, the development indicates that institutional
change went together perfectly with social change.
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Figure 3.2 Electoral system changea and the number of partiesb in Germanyc

a Filled dot, empirical value; empty dot, estimated value.
b Effective number of parties (NEff):

NEff � 1/HH � 1/sum (p
i
2); where p is the fractional share of parties.

c Regression equation
NEff � 0.24 � 0.27(MEff) � e
R2 � 0.74; SE B 0.08.

d SSD: single seat district.
e Effective district magnitude (MEff ):

(1) Seats/districts; where districts is calculated as the sum of SSD and the number of Länder-based
multi-seat districts.

(2) Effective threshold � 50%/legal threshold (5%) (Taagepera and Shugart 1989: 135).
(3) Seat threshold � 50%/SSD-seats/seat threshold*100).
(4) MEff � geometric mean of the three measures, i.e., (1*2*3) exp 1/3.



In formal terms, that is, fragmentation, asymmetry, and concentration
of votes, the party system was stable between 1957 and 1983
(Niedermayer 1997, 2000). Data in figure 3.3 confirms stability. It can
also be seen that this situation of no change came to an end in 1983 with
regard to three aspects: first, the number of parties in parliament increased
by one due to the success of the Greens; second, volatility increased and
stayed at a higher level the years afterward; third, the number of party lists
running in the Bundestag election exceeded all previous numbers in 1987,
rose steeply to a maximum in 1998, and dropped a little in 2002.
Although the electoral system seems to be an effective buffer against a
steady increase of fractionalization, it is interesting enough to notice that
political entrepreneurs obviously see a chance for new political offers.
Until now, strategic entry (Cox 1997) has not been successful. The ques-
tion is whether this is a guarantee for the future. What these observations
neglect, however, is the regional split in the party system (and cleavage
structure), which arose with German unification.

The Regionally Divided Party System in the 1990s

The most obvious fact pointing to a regionally differentiated party
system is the success of the PDS, the post-communist party in the new
Länder, its failure in the West, and the poor results of the Liberals (FDP)
and Greens in the East after 1990. They gained less than 5 percent of
the votes until the 2002 federal elections when Liberals almost doubled
their result of 1998 (6.4 percent) and when the Greens were able to get
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Figure 3.3 Running and elected parties (1949–2002)
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a little more than 5 percent. Whereas the western Länder’s party system
is quite the same as before unification, the eastern Länder’s party system
is very different. If there had been a separate election with a 5 percent
hurdle in the East, only SPD, CDU, and PDS would have made it into
the parliament after 1990 and until 2002 (tables 3.1 and 3.2).

Unification has put the German polity under quite some stress in
many respects. The challenges that had and in some respects still have
to be faced are economic transformation in the new Länder, transfer of
West German political institutions and organizations, including parties
and interest groups, and the mutual recognition of similarities and
differences in history, culture, and interests.

It was not helpful that in contrast to the expectations of the
“Unification Chancellor,” Helmut Kohl, economic success and well-
being has not developed well in East Germany. Growth rates in the new
Länder are lower than in the West, unemployment rates much higher due
to de-industrialization, lower growth, and a traditionally higher labor
market participation in particular of women. The problem is not so much
the pure material situation. Social transfers guarantee that household
income is not lower than in times of the German Democratic Republic
(GDR). But compared to expectations and even more important to the
situation in West Germany, many people in the new Länder see good
reason to feel relatively deprived and to develop some regional identity on
this basis.

However, this is not the whole story. There are also considerable
differences in political culture and the approach to politics. The most
obvious discrepancy is related to the expectations about the role of the
state, resulting in quite diverse normative conceptions of democracy in
East and West. Roller has shown that the expectations concerning
welfare state functions are much higher in the East, both in terms of
extensity and intensity (Roller 1999a,b).

Fuchs (1999, 2000) has demonstrated that attitudes toward the role
of the state and participatory demands merge into a prevailing vision of
democracy in the East that he has labeled socialist democracy, whereas in
the West liberal democracy is most strongly supported. Rohrschneider
and Wolf (chapter 2, in this volume) and Fuchs and Rohrschneider
come to the conclusion that the German electorate is divided along
these lines in attitudes and in political behavior (Rohrschneider and
Fuchs 1995; Fuchs and Rohrschneider 2001).

Following Pappi and Shikano (2001), there is good reason to region-
ally differentiate even further and to separate Bavaria from the rest of
the western Länder. The argument in this regard, however, is totally



Table 3.1 Distribution of list votes in Bundestag elections (1949–2002)

Year Turnout Percent list votes Concentration Volatility
(CDU/CSU�SPD)

CDU/CSU SPD FDP a Greensb PDS c Others d List vote Seats

1949 78.5 31.0 29.2 11.9 27.9 60.2 67.2
1953 86.0 45.2 28.8 9.5 16.5 74.0 80.9 14.2
1957 87.8 50.2 31.8 7.7 10.3 82.0 88.3 8.0
1961 87.7 45.3 36.2 12.8 5.7 81.5 86.6 9.5
1965 86.8 47.6 39.3 9.5 3.6 86.9 90.1 5.4
1969 86.7 46.1 42.7 5.8 5.4 88.8 94.0 5.2
1972 91.1 44.9 45.8 8.4 1.0 90.7 91.7 5.7
1976 90.7 48.6 42.6 7.9 0.9 91.2 92.1 3.8
1980 88.6 44.5 42.9 10.6 1.5 0.5 87.4 89.3 4.5
1983 89.1 48.8 38.2 7.0 5.6 0.5 87.0 87.8 8.4
1987 84.4 44.3 37.0 9.1 8.3 1.4 81.3 82.3 5.7
1990 77.8 43.8 33.5 11.0 5.0 2.4 4.2 77.3 84.3 7.2
1994 79.0 41.5 36.4 6.9 7.3 4.4 3.5 77.9 81.3 7.2
1998 82.2 35.1 40.9 6.2 6.7 5.1 5.9 76.0 81.2 7.7
2002 79.1 38.5 38.5 7.4 8.6 4.0 3.0 77.0 82.7 6.5

Mean 85.0 43.7 37.6 8.8 6.1 4.0 6.0 81.3 85.3 7.1

a 1949 and 1953, FDP and DVP.
b 1990 and 1994, Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen.
c 1990, PDS/Linke Liste.
d 1949, in % of eligible voters: KPD 5.7; BP 4.2; DP 4.0; ZP 3.1; WAV 2.9; others 5.1; 1953, in % of eligible voters: GB/BHE

5.9; DP 3.3; Zentrum 0.8; 1957, in % of eligible voters: DP 3.5.



different than in the case of East–West differentiation. One formal
point is very clear: voters face a different decision situation since the
CDU is not running in Bavaria and the CSU not in the other Länder.
But there is more to it. Pappi and Shikano found out that the tandem
supply of chancellor candidate and party does not work with regard to
the vote decision for the CSU whereas it does for the CDU. This implies
that voters in Bavaria do not regard “their” CSU and a chancellor candi-
date of the sister party CDU as one package. This is different, of course,
if the chancellor candidate comes from the CSU like Franz Josef Strauß
in 1980 and Edmund Stoiber in 2002. Thus it seems legitimate to
assume or at least to pursue the hypothesis of a separate decision situa-
tion, if not a different party system. In the following, the hypothesis of
three different party systems is investigated using electoral districts as
units of analysis. Analysis will be restricted to the period 1994–2002,
since in 1990 conditions of competition were different due to the
unusual circumstances of this particular election (see earlier, figure 3.2).
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Table 3.2 Distribution of list votes in Bundestag elections (East and West Germany,
1990–2002)

Year Turnout Percent list votes Concentration Volatility
(CDU/CSU

�SPD)

CDU/ SPD FDP Greensa PDSb Others List vote
CSU

1990
New BL 74.5 41.8 24.3 12.9 6.1 11.1 3.8 66.1
Old BL 78.4 44.1 35.9 10.6 4.7 0.3 4.3 80.0

1994
New BL 72.9 38.5 31.5 3.5 4.3 19.8 2.4 70.0 15.9
Old BL 80.6 42.1 37.5 7.7 8.4 1.0 3.8 79.6 5.7

1998
New BL 80.0 27.3 35.1 3.3 4.1 21.6 8.6 62.4 11.6
Old BL 82.8 37.0 42.3 7.0 7.3 1.2 5.2 79.3 6.7

2002
New BL 72.8 28.2 39.7 6.4 5.1 16.7 4.0 67.9 9.6
Old BL 80.6 40.9 38.3 7.6 9.4 1.1 2.8 79.2 6.6

New BL, New Bundesländer (East Germany); Old BL, Old Bundesländer (West Germany).
a 1990 and 1994, Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen.
b 1990, PDS/Linke Liste.

Source: Wahlstatistik des Statistischen Bundesamtes.



Criteria

The most common criteria used to characterize a party system are of a
more or less formal nature and try to capture with parsimonious
measures “the set of political parties operating within a nation in an
organized pattern . . .”—the latter is the definition of a party system by
Lane and Ersson (1994: 175). The measures must provide information
about the competition situation of every single party. Obviously, the
number and the political profile of competitors are of crucial impor-
tance. It is still an open debate as to which measures best capture these
two dimensions.

Niedermayer (2000) has proposed to use the following measures for
Germany: fragmentation, asymmetry, polarization, and segmentation.
Fragmentation characterizes the viable number of competitors. This is
not just the number of parties, but also the so-called effective number of
parties, an index proposed by Taagepera (1997). It accounts for the
strength of the parties, thus providing a measure of the realistic intensity
of competition and number of competitors. Asymmetry is a measure
that tries to capture whether there is equilibrium of strength between
the two biggest parties and therefore a chance of alternating govern-
ment. Polarization and segmentation concern the relationship of party
profiles. Polarization refers to the range of political supply in program-
matic terms utilizing the Left–Right dimension, segmentation to the
degree to which parties are separated so strongly from another that they
would never form a coalition, measured as the proportion of politically
realistic coalitions of theoretically possible coalitions.

Since in this section we are interested in the question as to which
degree the German party system is regionally divided, polarization and
segmentation are of no interest. They are constants for the party system
on the whole and not for separate regions. But the differences between
regions with regard to the political center of gravity are important. 
That is, whether the electorates in the regions are at different centers in
the Left–Right dimension. Thus, in the following, the regional party
systems are first described in terms of fragmentation and asymmetry as
well as in terms of volatility because this is of particular interest with
regard to East–West differences and can also shape party competition;
second, it will be investigated whether regional difference holds up looking
into the variation within regions and between regions; third, the differ-
ences between regions will be investigated, holding socio-demographic
characteristics of the districts constant. Finally, the political centers of
gravity in the regions will be determined.
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The Significance of Regional Differences

A first, though important, observation can be made by looking at election
results. They reveal typical differences between the regions. In table 3.3,
the important dissimilarities are in italics there is a typical discrepancy in
Social Democratic vote share between Bavaria and the remaining old
Länder; it is relatively low in the first and much stronger in the second
region. Another characteristic of Bavaria is the extraordinary strength of
the CSU. Both regions contrast sharply with East Germany, where Greens
and Liberals were not able to get even 5 percent of the votes in 1994 and
1998 and where the PDS is very strong with about one-fifth of the votes.

This translates directly into differences in the effective number of
electoral parties: the figure is lowest in Bavaria, quite closely followed by
the rest of West Germany, and highest in East Germany. This rank order
applies both to list and nominal votes. Note that these and the following
figures are mean differences calculated from district distributions 
(table 3.3).

If each region would form a government on the basis of the regional
vote distribution, Bavaria would come first with regard to asymmetry.
Particularly in 2002, asymmetry of list votes reached a high level not
observed in the 1990s. Alternation of government in Germany would not
be very likely if the federal distribution of votes looked similar in this
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Table 3.3 Election results in three German regionsa (1994, 1998, and 2002)

SPD CDU CSU Greens FDP PDS

Nb Lb N L N L N L N L N L

1994
WGE 42.0 39.5 44.0 39.8 — — 7.3 8.3 3.4 7.9 0.5 1.1
Bav. 31.0 29.9 — — 54.5 51.0 6.0 6.3 3.1 6.4 0.2 0.6
EGE 31.9 31.5 40.4 38.8 — — 3.7 4.3 3.0 3.5 20.1 19.5

1998
WGE 47.7 44.4 39.4 34.4 — — 5.6 7.6 3.1 7.3 0.9 1.3
Bav. 36.0 34.7 — — 51.5 47.4 4.6 6.0 2.6 5.1 0.3 0.7
EGE 38.0 35.2 29.8 27.4 — — 3.3 4.1 2.8 3.3 22.2 21.5

2002
WGE 45.7 41.1 40.0 36.7 — — 6.0 9.8 6.1 8.3 1.1 1.2
Bav. 29.1 26.3 — — 59.0 58.6 5.9 7.5 4.1 4.5 0.6 0.7
EGE 39.1 39.8 30.2 28.2 — — 4.0 5.0 6.0 6.4 19.0 16.7

a Bav., Bavaria; WGE, West Germany, Bavaria excluded; EGE, East Germany.
b N � Nominal votes, L � List votes.



region. Least asymmetry can be found in West Germany. Between 1994
and 1998, volatility was highest in the East, and a little higher in West
Germany than in Bavaria. Comparing 1998 and 2002, Bavaria and West
Germany changed places due to the extraordinary success of the CSU.

In general, it can be concluded that competition is strongest in the
regional party systems and most variable in East Germany; it is the least
strongest and least volatile in Bavaria.

A crucial question is, however, whether these regions really form
units that can be significantly separated from each other. Aggregate
observations may hide huge variations within regions and suggest an
unrealistic assumption of clear boundaries between them. To test this,
analyses of variance have been performed using the reported party
system characteristics at the district level as units. By this approach it
can be checked whether within-region homogeneity is high enough to
differentiate between regions, that is, within-region variance is
significantly smaller than between-region variance. For this purpose, not
just a test of significance of mean differences has been performed but a
comparison of every region with each other. To confirm the hypothesis
of three different party systems, analysis must confirm the significance
of between-region differences against within-region differences. A
measure for this is the Duncan index. It is provided in the right column
of table 3.4.

Concerning differences of the effective number of parties, regional
differences for three of four measures (list and nominal vote, 1994, 1998,
and 2002) seem to be significant. For nominal vote in 1998, only the
difference between East Germany and the other two regions is signifi-
cant, but not between the latter two. Asymmetry shows significant
regional differences in 1994, in 1998 and 2002 it is significant only for
Bavaria against the other two regions. Volatility differs consistently and
significantly between the three regions, regardless of nominal or list vote.

These results strongly confirm that the party system in the East
is different and that Bavaria differs from the remaining Länder in the West
in this regard. However, sufficient homogeneity within regions to differ-
entiate them from each other may be due to a socio-structural composi-
tion effect. It is possible, though not very likely, that the electorates differ
strongly in social characteristics. This would still mean that there are
different party systems, but the reason would lie in the social structure and
not in the region, whatever that may encompass (history, legacy, culture,
values, etc.). In order to test for this possibility, regression analyses have
been performed, using socio-demographic characteristics as independent
(“explanatory”) variables of vote choice. The assumption behind this
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follows very much the individual-level socio-structural approach to
explain vote choice. With the ecological approach, we cannot claim
to investigate individual-level relationships. But we know that there exists
a relationship between population characteristics and election outcomes,
resulting from individual-level relationships.

The variety of available socio-demographic characteristics is limited.
But we have access to data on population density, age distribution, change
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Table 3.4 Effective number of parties, asymmetry, and volatility: variance analytic
comparisons between regionsa,b

Year Vote type No. of Bav. WGE EGE eta^2 Pairwise group
districts comparison,c

Duncan � 0.05

Effective number of partiesd

1994 list votes 328 2.8 3.0 3.3 0.21 All
1998 list votes 328 2.8 3.0 3.9 0.59 All
1998 list votes 299 2.8 3.0 3.9 0.56 All
2002 list votes 299 2.4 3.0 3.6 0.56 All
1994 nominal votes 328 2.5 2.6 3.0 0.40 All
1998 nominal votes 328 2.5 2.5 3.3 0.66 EGE : Bav., WGE
1998 nominal votes 299 2.5 2.5 3.4 0.67 EGE : Bav., WGE
2002 nominal votes 299 2.2 2.6 3.4 0.72 All

Asymmetrye

1994 list votes 328 21.1 0.2 7.0 0.22 All
1998 list votes 328 12.7 �10.1 �8.0 0.29 Bav. : WGE, EGE
1998 list votes 299 13.0 �9.1 �8.4 0.30 Bav. : WGE, EGE
2002 list votes 299 32.3 �4.5 �11.6 0.54 All
1994 nominal votes 328 23.5 1.9 8.2 0.20 All
1998 nominal votes 328 15.5 �8.2 �8.6 0.27 Bav. : WGE, EGE
1998 nominal votes 299 15.9 �7.3 �8.9 0.29 Bav. : WGE, EGE
2002 nominal votes 299 29.6 �5.8 �9.0 0.46 Bav. : WGE, EGE

Volatilityf

1994/1998 list votes 328 5.2 6.0 9.7 0.41 All
1998/2002 list votes 299 10.8 4.3 7.2 0.67 All
1994/1998 nominal votes 328 5.3 6.5 11.0 0.33 All
1998/2002 nominal votes 299 8.4 4.1 6.2 0.36 All

a Based on 328 districts in 1994 and 1998, 299 districts in 2002, and 1998 redistricted to 2002.
b Bav., Bavaria; WGE, West Germany, Bavaria excluded; EGE, East Germany.
c Pairwise group comparison: “all” indicates that differences are significant at 0.05 between any pair of regions

(i.e., Bavaria vs. West Germany; Bavaria vs. East Germany; West Germany vs. East Germany); other entries
indicate which region differs significantly from the other two.

d Effective number of electoral parties: according to Taagepera’s (1997) measure no. 1.
e Asymmetry: CDU/CSU share minus SPD share.
f Volatility: sum of absolute changes of parliamentary parties in vote share divided by two.



in population, unemployment rate, and employment rates in different
sectors. With these variables, characterizing the social composition and
situation of a district, we can quite sufficiently predict the electoral
outcome for the parties. The portion of explained variance in all three
elections is about 30 percent or higher for the SPD (33 percent on ave-
rage), for the CDU/CSU 37 percent in 1994, over 50 in 1998 and 2002
(50 percent on average), almost 75 percent for the Greens in 1994 and
1998 (69 percent on average), roughly 50 percent for the Liberals in 1994
and 1998, but only 14 percent in 2002 (46 percent on average), and over
70 percent for the PDS (80 percent on average).

The question to be answered is the following: what are the differences
in the electoral fortune of the parties in the regions, if controlled for
the socio-demographic characteristics of the districts? The resulting figure
gives us the net impact of region above social structure. In table 3.5
the results are presented and interpretation is straightforward: if the
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Table 3.5 Effects of regionsa on election resultsb (list votes), controlled for demographic
characteristicsc of districts

1994

Increase 

1998

Increase

% in districts

in R-square

% in districts

in R-squareEGE Bav. EGE Bav.

Estim. (real) Estim. (real) Estim. (real) Estim. (real)

SPD �19,70 (�8,0) �5,73 (�9,6) 0,20 �21,51 (�9,2) �5,66 (�9,7) 0,24
CDU/CSU 7,52 (�1,0) 8,97 (11,2) 0,15 1,60 (�7,0) 10,51 (13,0) 0,16
Greens �1,36 (�4,0) �2,41 (�2,0) 0,07 �0,61 (3,5) �2,07 (�1,6) 0,04
FDP �1,98 (�3,4) �2,38 (�1,5) 0,11 �1,11 (4,0) �3,06 (�2,2) 0,19
PDS 14,71 (18,4) �0,41 (�0,5) 0,08 15,89 (20,2) �0,38 (�0,6) 0,09

1998 2002
% in districts % in districts

SPD �15.78 (�8.6) �5.71 (�11.3) 0.14 �8.62 (�1.3) �11.44 (�14.8) 0.22
CDU/CSU �3.87 (�7.9) 10.74 (12.8) 0.17 �3.48 (�8.8) 19.11 (19.9) 0.30
Greens �2.17 (�3.1) �2.04 (�1.7) 0.06 �3.31 (�4.8) �2.57 (�2.1) 0.06
FDP �1.70 (�4.1) �3.06 (�2.4) 0.20 �0.50 (�1.9) �3.96 (�3.8) 0.45
PDS 19.78 (16.1) �0.51 (�0.7) 0.13 14.89 (15.5) �0.51 (�0.6) 0.13

a Region of reference: West Germany without Bavaria.
b Based on 328 districts in 1994 and 1998, 299 districts in 2002, and 1998 redistricted to 2002.
c Demographic characteristics controlled for: population density; four portions of age distribution (percent of 

population between 18–24 years, 24–34, 35–59, and 60 and older); population change per 1,000 inhabitants;
unemployment rate; three portions of sector employment (percent employed in agriculture, production, and
service). Complete regression tables are available from the author on request (wessels@wz-berlin.de) or can be
downloaded from http://www.wz-berlin.de/~wessels/BWDownloads.de.htm.



socio-demographic structure in East Germany would be the same as in
West Germany, Bavaria excluded, the Social Democrats would have
received even less votes in East Germany in all three investigated elections
than they did, even though their real vote share is already much lower
than in the West. Christian Democrats, Greens, and Liberals would have
gained a little more votes than in reality. The marked difference of a much
higher vote share of the PDS in the East than in the West would remain
the same or even be somewhat bigger if social composition of the districts
would be the same in the whole of Germany. The differences between
West Germany and Bavaria stay more or less the same as they are empiri-
cally. In Bavaria, compared to West Germany, the figures equal more or
less the real results, controlling for socio-demographic characteristics.

These results suggest that the differences between the party systems
of the three German regions do not result from the social composition
of the respective electorates, but are rooted more deeply in the political
culture of the regions.

Political Centers of Gravity

What relevance do these differences in the regional party systems have
in terms of political objectives? As mentioned earlier, several studies
have shown that citizens in the new Länder possess different political
attitudes and have a different vision of democracy. In particular, the
demand for a strong role of the state and for more direct political partic-
ipation is higher in the East (Rohrschneider and Wolf, chapter 2 in this
volume). With regard to the party system(s), it is of crucial importance
to clarify whether the observed differences of more formal characteris-
tics also translate into general differences in content, that is whether the
regional party systems have different centers of political gravity. “Center
of gravity” is a spatial concept based on the traditional political
Left–Right dimension. Left and Right refer to different generalized
policy positions. Fuchs and Klingemann have shown in a comparative
study of citizen’s attitudes that the general understanding of Left
includes equality and solidarity of values, whereas the Right is loaded
with values like individualism and freedom (Fuchs and Klingemann
1990: 212–16). They argue, that the Left–Right schema is an indi-
cator that measures generalized political positions and can be taken 
as a summary statement of many issue positions of the day. Thus, differ-
ences in the political center of gravity of party systems indicate 
differences in the generalized political demand structure. The center can
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be determined by observing individual Left–Right self-placement of
voters weighted by the vote share of the parties.

Figure 3.4 presents the results. The political center of gravity in East
Germany is significantly to the Left of West Germany, West Germany a
little to the Left of Bavaria at all three elections. The center of gravity is
not fixed but volatile over time. Electorates in all three regions have
moved a little to the Left between 1994 and 2002. However, differences
between the regions remain very much the same. Whereas the move to
the Left should be overemphasized, the differences between East and
West are striking. They clearly indicate that the discrepancies between
the regional party systems are not only of a formal nature, affecting the
structure of political competition, but also carry differences in political
content, for example, in demand. That the center of gravity is more to
the Left in the East indicates an electorate showing stronger interest in
and higher demand for policies and more oriented toward social equal-
ity, social justice, welfare, and so on. As Roller has shown, this higher
demand is not situationally determined but deeply rooted in different
regime experiences and political socialization (Roller 1997). Given the
fact that these patterns of differences in the regional party systems have
been persistent in formal terms as well as in terms of content over the last
12 years, the expectation that this feature will accompany Germany for
some time longer is not unrealistic.
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Figure 3.4 Center of Left–Right gravity in German regions (1994–1998)a

a Calculations based on Left–Right self-placement of party voters weighted by election results.

Sources: Post Election Survey 1994, WZB, ZUMA, ZA-No. 2601; Post Election Survey 1998, WZB, ZUMA,
ZA, ZA-No. 3073; Post Election Survey 2002, Forsa Post Election Study 2002.

1994

1998

2002

3 4 5 6 7
(Min. 1) Left < > Right (Max. 11)

West without Bavaria Bavaria East Germany



Consequences

Obviously, the German party system is in flux. After concentration and
consolidation in the 1950s, the party system was “super-stable” until the
1980s, experiencing the first major change in 1983 when the Greens
entered parliament. The second change came with German unification
in 1990. Since then, the party system can be regarded as quite strongly
regionalized. The findings, which support the hypothesis formulated
here, indicate that Germany’s national party system has three regional
layers: the new Länder, Bavaria, and the rest of West Germany. Whilst
this analysis concentrates on the post-unification period, it does not
mean that the regional divide between Bavaria and the rest of the FRG
did not exist before unification. Quite the contrary, election research
lets this assumption seem quite likely. However, with unification the
problem of regionalization has obviously reached a critical point.

Results indicate that party system characteristics at the district level
are so homogenous within regions that the boundaries between regions
are quite firm and not only of statistical significance. Furthermore, this
differentiation is not due to socio-demographic composition effects.
Controlling for district-level demographics, differences between the
regions remain the same or would be even stronger if the social structure
would be identical between regions.

What are the consequences? First, the mechanisms of party competi-
tion differ between regions. If parties would take up these differences
they would increase responsiveness on the one hand, but reinforce
tendencies of regionalization on the other hand. Thus, the core problem
of regionalization is the trade-off between unity or governability and
representation. The German electoral system is an attempt to serve both
purposes. The national 5 percent/3 seats threshold obviously favors
unity; the allocation of seats according to national list vote distribution
promotes representation. This implies that parties with regional strong-
holds and very little votes elsewhere may fail representation. The PDS is
a case in point. In 1990, it made it into the Bundestag only because
the threshold was applied separately in the East and in the West. With
the nationwide threshold up again in 1994, the PDS did not get over the
5 percent threshold though gaining 19.8 percent of the votes in the East.
But it won three direct seats and therefore took part in the allocation of
seats according to the share of list votes. In 1998, 21.6 percent in the
East and 1.6 percent in the West added up to a vote share of 5.1 percent,
thus the threshold was taken. Vote share dropped considerably to 
16.7 percent in the East in 2002—probably due to the closeness of the
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race and an anti-Stoiber effect drawing votes from the PDS to the Social
Democrats—and the PDS failed the 5 percent as well as to gain the
alternatively required three direct seats, the latter partially a result of
redistricting in order to reduce the number of parliamentary seats from
656 to 598.

Thus, the balance between governance and representation (Shepsle
1988), so nicely in equilibrium before unification, is disturbed. The
regional division line persists but does not find its representation (or
only by the two direct seats won by the PDS) in the national parliament.
One possible question is whether challenge to the norms of democracy
embedded in the electoral system is strong enough to start a discussion
about electoral reform. Given the two goals the German electoral system
wants to serve, the legal or normative discussion would have very little
ground. However, the problem can also be discussed politically. One
could argue that there is good reason to talk about the specific regional
division line resulting from unification. But in public discourse no such
discussions have been launched. Maybe, this is because of the conse-
quences. Whereas electoral reform might be able to solve the problem of
representation in a regionalized party system, it might at the same time
produce stronger party system fragmentation with considerable conse-
quences for government formation and political stability. It seems as if
one has chosen the implicit alternative to keep rules as they are and to
wait for the electorate to learn. Learning would imply to give up the
PDS in order not to waste votes. This implies, however, that the parties
to which these voters would turn would have to cope with stronger
intra-party tensions. Regionalization of the party system would be
resolved but may result in the regionalization of parties.
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CHAPTER 4

Gerhard Schröder as “Coordination
Chancellor”: The Impact of

Institutions and Arenas on the
Chancellor’s Style of Governance

Sabine Kropp

In the year 1998, for the first time in postwar German history, a
German federal government was voted out of office, and
a Red–Green coalition assumed power. The new government not

only raised hopes for rapid and far-reaching reforms but it also stressed
that the character of political leadership in Germany had to change and
proclaimed that broad societal and political consensus would be one of
the Red–Green coalition’s outstanding priorities for enacting a
“new type of innovative governing style.” Decisions would be arrived at
by exercising “consensus leadership” that would reflect the “general
will.”

Early on, however, Schröder encountered serious obstacles to his
intended reforms. The chancellery’s ideas evidently conflicted with real-
ity. In order to carry out some of the aforementioned reforms and to
strengthen his authority, Schröder had to resort to unusual or, as critical
observers underline, even “dubious” means of bargaining. His strategies
can, in part, be attributed to the German polity, which offers several
veto-points, which might lead to blockades in legislation or at least force
a chancellor and his government to agree to compromises and package
deals. Thus, intended reforms often get incrementally reduced to small-
range decisions.



68 ● Sabine Kropp

Moreover, the chancellorship requires the coordination of different
and interdependent arenas of action. The following analysis proceeds,
therefore, from the assumption that we have to look into the institu-
tional framework and the interdependent arenas that shape the govern-
mental process in order to explain Chancellor Gerhard Schröder’s style
of governing. Other research similarly identifies both “resources” and
“negative resources” of the chancellorship (Smith 1991, 1994). This is
not to deny that the personal factor plays a considerable role in ratio-
nalizing the strategies of the chancellorship, but to dwell exclusively on
the explanatory power of personality would mean neglecting the fact
that political actors are bound to institutional settings. What follows is
a more extensive interpretation of the chancellorship chiefly on the basis
of institutional arrangements.

Resources of German Chancellorship

Today a growing body of literature has explored the challenges and
restrictions of governing in complex institutional settings. Yet media
and many branches of political science also focus on the chancellor as
the most powerful actor in the governmental and the parliamentary
arenas, and reinforce their argumentation with evidence from the rules
and norms of the constitution, which allocate considerable leadership
powers to the chancellor. Article 63 of the German constitution 
empowers the chancellor to set policy guidelines, which may be under-
stood as the general authority to take the lead in government
(Richtlinienkompetenz). The chancellor is granted the formal right to
enforce his aims and notions in all questions he chooses to define as core
issues. Therefore, the German government system has traditionally been
labeled as a “chancellor’s democracy” (Kanzlerdemokratie). Moreover, the
chancellor is invested with the power to reorganize the executive branch
(Organisationshoheit), and can ask the federal president to appoint and
to dismiss ministers (Personalhoheit). The federal president is then
obliged to follow the chancellor’s request. Thus, the chancellor principle
(Kanzlerprinzip) eclipses the so-called Ressortprinzip (departmental prin-
ciple, Article 65), which stipulates that, within the guidelines deter-
mined by the chancellor and cabinet decisions (Kabinettsprinzip), each
minister is given the right to conduct the affairs of his ministry as he
deems appropriate.

Depending upon the chancellor’s personal style of governing, a
significant portion of the federal government’s work may be conducted
by the chancellery (Gros 2000; Murswieck 2003), involving planning



and coordinating policy issues and defining policy guidelines. The chan-
cellor’s office consists of divisions that reflect the organizational struc-
ture of the ministries (Spiegelreferate). These divisions demand
information from the ministries in order to coordinate politics and to
prepare the official meetings and statements for the chancellor. This
way, the chancellery parallels the ministries’ organization to a certain
degree. As a result, the chancellor’s office, the sovereignty of the chan-
cellor in personality questions, and his ability to structure the executive
organization are regarded as the most important institutional precondi-
tions for exercising strong chancellorship.

Even everyday experiences confirm the outstanding role of the chan-
cellor in the governmental process. Niclauß (1988, 1999) has identified
the following characteristics within the German chancellorship: first,
the chancellor enjoys a huge personal prestige and authority and thus
becomes personally identified with governmental successes and failures.
Consequently, it is primarily the chancellor who is tasked to present a
media-effective version of governmental politics to the public. This has
led political scientists to speak of a growing presidential scope of govern-
ment even within the parliamentary system (Korte 2000a: 14), many
employing the term “presidentialization” as a synonym for “personaliza-
tion” (Poguntke 2000). Second, it is up to the chancellor to push
through important decisions in his own party and in the parliamentary
groups supporting the government. Additionally, the majority of the
German chancellors have also served previously as party leaders and have
thus had the opportunity to orientate the party apparatus to the needs
of government. As a result, the governing party tends to be more central-
ized than the oppositional parties. Finally, the chancellor determines the
parameters of foreign and European policy. In declaring foreign policy
one of his domains, he exerts control over the coalition partner and the
vice chancellor, who is usually also head of the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs.

New Institutionalism as a Suitable Approach for 
Analyzing Chancellorship?

If we focus exclusively upon the characteristics that empower personal
leadership, we neglect fundamental features of governance, for the chan-
cellor is ultimately embedded within a framework of institutions and
arenas that restrict the scope of his action. Not only does the coalition
partner limit the Richtlinienkompetenz and the chancellor’s ability to
appoint and dismiss ministers, the German governmental system’s
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highly fragmented structure also forces the chancellor to coordinate
policies with other veto-players. According to Tsebelis’s definition, veto-
players are individual or collective actors whose consent is a prerequisite
for enacting any changes to the status quo (Tsebelis 1999: 593). In addi-
tion to the restrictions that inhere in a coalition, a German chancellor
may find his hands bound whenever he needs the support of non-
majoritarian institutions. Consequently, policy outputs usually reflect
the package deals or the compromises that the chancellor has to concede
to other institutions and powerful actors.

This analysis is congruent with the new institutionalist approach
pursued in political science. The various discursive strands of the new
institutionalism concur with the proposition that individual and collec-
tive actors pursue their aims and projects in an institutional context that
not only constrains actions and shapes desires, preferences, and motives
(Goodin 1996: 19–21) but that can also be understood as opportunity
structures. Many political theorists today are, thus, inclined to stress the
complementarity of institutionalism and actor-centered theories
(Ostrom 1991; Scharpf 1997). According to that perspective, institu-
tions are the context in which actors make choices. Therefore, a chan-
cellor’s governing style can be conceptualized as being shaped (but not
determined) by the institutional arrangement of a governmental system.
This also raises the question of how a chancellor makes use of the insti-
tutional resources the governmental system offers to him.

The German system of government can be understood as a complex
interplay of interdependent and overlapping arenas that form the chan-
cellor’s scope for action. For our following considerations, we can single
out five arenas: the coalition, the federal arena, intra-party processes,
how to win the support of the electorate and of organized interests, and
the parliamentary arena (see figure 4.1). Leaving aside the issue of
European policy-making (see Barbara Lippert, chapter 12 in this
volume), what follows is an exploration of those arenas shaped by
national institutions. These arenas are differentiated according to their
mode of decision-making and are shaped by certain institutional
arrangements (Benz 1995; Kropp 2001: 52–91). The chancellorship
involves coordination of these different arenas and, therefore, of finding
compromises between the conflicting aims that political elites in these
arenas are striving for (Koordinationsdemokratie, see Jäger 1988). As
noted earlier, some of the institutions and collective actors, above all the
German Bundesrat and the coalition partner, also hold the position of
“veto-players” (Tsebelis 1999), thus forming an institutional setting that
shows features of a “consensus model” of democracy (Lijphart 1999).
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However, majoritarian institutions remain vivid in the German polity at
the same time.

Given theoretical considerations, it is evident that the German chan-
cellor presides over a broad range of formal instruments that bring into
definition his outstanding role in decision-making processes. However,
the particular shape of the German governmental system forces him to
overcome vetoes and to seek consensus and compromises amongst a
considerable number of actors and institutions. Within the two-stage
approach I have been mapping out, there are two core questions that
need to be raised about chancellorship: First, from the chancellor’s
perspective, what does the interplay of the main arenas look like?
Second, how can the head of government get these interacting institu-
tions and arenas under control, particularly if institutions as well as
individual and collective actors have veto power? Can we identify typical
strategies and patterns of action that, on the basis of the given institu-
tional setting, form Chancellor Schröder’s governing style?

The Impact of Interplaying Arenas and Institutions on Gerhard
Schröder’s Chancellorship Coalition Politics

The five aforementioned arenas indicate the maneuvering room
available to the chancellor. While these arenas are a consistent presence,
their shape and the way they are interconnected may change over time,
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offering variations of order within the governmental system. While they
are empirically connected, in the ensuing sections we will analyze them
sequentially. To begin with, the government coalition itself is one of the
main arenas restricting the chancellor’s Richtlinienkompetenz. As all
federal governments have been party alliances since 1949, coalitions
have created a permanent veto-point within the German governmental
system. Spoken in the terms of game theory, coalitions are playing
mixed-motive games; everyday coalition politics are shaped by both
consensus and conflict. While these partners are willing to cooperate in
order for their agenda to succeed and for a party to enter into office and
implement their policy preferences, it is also true that a coalition inter-
nalizes a part of the party system’s competition. As a consequence,
competitive patterns of behavior exist throughout the whole legislative
term. Compromises are difficult to achieve during the election
campaign, as conflicts grow and the stock of trust dwindles.

A usual constellation at the level of the federal government has been
for a large party to lead with the support of a smaller partner. The
smaller party, for its part, can normally gain more than the proportional
share of governmental offices as “payment in kind” for its support
(Hogwood 1999: 29). According to de Swaans “minimal-distance”
theory (de Swaan 1973), parties with the smallest ideological range on
the Left–Right scale will probably form a coalition because polarization
within the coalition will remain relatively small. In Germany, this has
not always been the case, but the SPD and the Greens are definitely
closely allied on a number of policy positions. According to hypotheti-
cal considerations and empirical findings, this would enlarge the ability
of both government and parliament to produce significant laws (Tsebelis
1999). From public administration studies, however, we have observed
that conflicts between ministers, as members of one and the same party
but representing different policy interests, are often just as passionate as
they are between coalition parties. The power relations within a coali-
tion furthermore serve to define the options for negotiation. If one of
both parties is able to play the coalition game as a “dominant player”
(i.e., a party that can choose among alternative partners), it will not only
have the power to “voice” against its coalition partner but also to
threaten it with the “exit” option. Thus, a dominant player should also
be regarded as a powerful actor in the governmental process (Van
Roozendaal 1992).

In this context, it is worth noting that the position of the Green party
in coalitions is usually worse than that of the FDP. The SPD is the
Green party’s only possible coalition partner, whereas the FDP, which

72 ● Sabine Kropp



holds a “pivotal” position in the party system, is able to move on the
Left–Right scale from the CDU/CSU to the SPD. The SPD, in turn,
can form alliances with the FDP, the CDU/CSU, and the Green party
(and, to a restricted extent, with the PDS at the state level). Thus, the
SPD has the potential to threaten its coalition partners with the “exit”
alternative. Prior to the 1998 elections, the FDP stated that it would
form a coalition with the CDU/CSU. Because the FDP wished to
demonstrate credibility to their electorate, it was not able to join a party
alliance with the SPD. And indeed, after 16 years of cooperation with
the CDU/CSU, the Social Democrats would not have taken the Liberals
into serious consideration as a coalition partner. The SPD, in contrast,
was able to play the coalition game as a strong player, since a grand
coalition remained at least a hypothetical alternative. Furthermore,
during the legislative term the chancellor met with representatives of the
FDP several times in order to demonstrate to the Greens that, if needed,
he was able to play “the taming of the shrew.”

Since the veto power of the Greens in the coalition continues to
remain limited, the chancellor has experienced less resistance than
would have been the case with other party alliances. Aware of his strong
position vis-à-vis the Greens, the chancellor chose to reduce the Green
minister’s authority on several occasions, thereby extending his
Richtlinienkompetenz at the expense of the departmental principle. One
of the most striking incidents was the dispute between the chancellor
and his Green Minister for Environment, Jürgen Trittin, about how to
vote in the Council of the EU. Gerhard Schröder even threatened to
dismiss Trittin if he did not oppose a new EU directive specifying that
automotive industries be required to take back their products for scrap-
ping (Altautorichtlinie, see Raschke 2001: 153–57). Although Germany
was finally overruled in the Council by a qualified majority, it was able
to get the directive slightly altered, stipulating that the industry was
obliged to take back old cars beginning in 2006, rather than from 2003
onward. This and other cases offer evidence of the coalition’s lack of
professional management, and caused some observers to conclude that
the chancellor’s behavior toward the coalition partner has not been
motivated by the “protection of minorities” principle (Korte 2000b: 26),
but rather operates according to the “law of the strongest.”

The composition of the coalition is not the only factor shaping the
extent to which the chancellor can assert leadership. It is also defined by
how a coalition is run, that is, by questions of coalition management.
Although the conventions of coalition government have coalesced over
time into rules of coalition management mutually passed on from the
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federal to the state level and back (Kropp 2001: 52–89), the “personal
factor” also shapes the variety of informal circles and rules for coalition
government in Germany to a certain degree.

Due to its lack of experience, this particular coalition encountered
some difficulties while developing informal rules for managing bargain-
ing procedures inside the government and parliament. At the beginning
of the legislature, the coalition refused the high level of informal decision-
making that had characterized earlier federal governments and which
the coalition regarded as lacking transparency and as ultimately a
nondemocratic style of governing. Although the SPD and the Greens
agreed to a coalition steering committee in the coalition treaty, it had
not been designed as a standing body (Helms 2001: 159), leading to
many problems as the coalition was soon lacking a working pivot for
mediation and planning. After encountering severe difficulties in
managing even middle-range conflicts, stable management structures
were set into place. In this regard, the Red–Green coalition went
through similar experiences as had other federal coalitions, which also
installed extra-constitutional steering bodies in order to reduce sources
of friction as well as to guarantee more effective structures of decision-
making (Rudzio 1991).

Like most coalition committees in Germany, the Red–Green one is
composed of the party leaders, the chancellor, the vice chancellor, as well
as the chairs of the parliamentary groups and the chief of the chan-
cellery. This composition is regarded as a precondition for integrating
the most important actors into decision-making. The meetings of the
committee were prepared in the chancellery, which has developed into
one of the central governmental agencies. In this instance, the commit-
tee was supplemented by different informal circles, the most outstand-
ing one consisting of the chancellor, the Vice Chancellor Joschka
Fischer, the Minister for Environment Jürgen Trittin, and the former
SPD party leader, Oskar Lafontaine. While this elite circle had the
authority to bargain conflicts and fundamental questions of govern-
ment, it was supplemented by weekly meetings, routinely held by the
chairpersons of both governing parliamentary groups. The Red–Green
coalition herein elaborated a flexible network of informal committees
and bodies just as its predecessors had done.

Intra-Party Politics

A second arena is shaped by the relationship between intra-party politics
and coalition government (Maor 1998). The complexity of the intra-party
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structure is grounds enough to regard parties as “coalitions in 
themselves” (Bull 1999). As their organizational structure not only
reflects different policy positions but also federal and regional interests,
most of the German parties are notoriously fractious. Acknowledging
that parties are scarcely unitary actors means that empirical research has
to address the task of conceptualizing the important party wings and
organizational units. Because these units may also veto decisions in the
governmental process, the obstacles to majoritarian decisions sometimes
increase multifold, and coalition governments tend to be less stable than
those consisting of more unitary parties (Druckman 1996: 403).

As noted above, the logic of the parliamentary system supports
centralization of the political will inside the governing parties. If the
chancellor is elected head of government and party leader at the same
time, he has got strong resources to gain support for governmental poli-
cies and package deals even if decisions do not correspond with or are
even contrary to the party manifesto. In 1995, however, Oskar
Lafontaine, who represented the left-wing (i.e., the traditional wing) of
the SPD, was elected party leader. This was by no means the first time
that a German chancellor did not simultaneously hold the party leader-
ship, but no other party chairperson has assumed the governance of a
ministry. Lafontaine, however, was successful in his bid for an influen-
tial office, chairing the cabinet as a powerful “super minister” for finan-
cial affairs. Thus, the resources at his command were actually broader
than those available to the chancellor, although Schröder held formal
control over the establishment of policy guidelines. As a result, in the
first year of Gerhard Schröder’s chancellorship, the policy discrepancies
between the party leader and the chancellor blocked any possibility of
modernizing the labor market or the social security system. Both politi-
cians symbolized and represented different conceptions of how the SPD
and governmental policies should be positioned in the ongoing process
of societal modernization. Responding to these restrictions, Gerhard
Schröder began to strengthen the chancellery as a powerful coordination
center early on. The head of the chancellery, Bodo Hombach, soon
began to challenge the authority of Lafontaine as party leader, seeking to
provoke the left-wing of the party with suggestions about a possible
social democratic “Third Way.”

When Lafontaine unexpectedly exited the stage as minister as well as
party leader in March 1999, Schröder himself was forced to take over
the party leadership. Before that, the Red–Green coalition in Hesse had
lost the elections, and the coalition’s success appeared “to have reached
rock-bottom” (Lees 2000: 176). Observers argued that Schröder was not
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sufficiently down-to-earth to lead his party successfully. As a strategy to
overcome potential reservations within the party membership, Schröder
created a new position, that of secretary general, held by Franz
Müntefering. Müntefering was said to be closely attached to the party
apparatus. He was quite successful in transmitting governmental policies
top–down into the party membership, thereby creating a kind of subor-
dinate status for the SPD party organization in relationship to the
government. As scholarship on Schröder’s governing style has under-
scored, the chancellor used his Richtlinienkompetenz in order to institute
programmatic changes in the SPD’s profile (Korte 2000b: 24). However,
this barely constitutes a new feature of chancellorship, as this was already
evident in the governing style of Konrad Adenauer and Helmut Kohl.

With their roots in the new social movements, the Greens declined
any options for compatibility between party leadership positions and
seats in parliament. While in opposition the Greens could well adhere to
a dispersion of power between the party and the parliamentary group,
things changed when the Greens became a coalition partner in the
federal government. Since then there seems to be no end to discussions
on this issue. The two former party leaders (“party spokesmen”), Gunda
Röstel and Antje Radtcke, who were elected in order to achieve propor-
tionality (new Länder versus old Länder and pragmatic party-wing versus
fundamental-wing), were not sufficiently integrated into parliamentary
and governmental procedures. Consequently, party speakers could not
successfully act as mediators between governmental politics and the
Green party membership. They lacked the instruments for switching
routinely between the governmental arena, the parliamentary arena, and
the party. Their awkward position within the coalition game, the incom-
patibility between seats in parliament, in governmental office, and in
Green party leadership positions, has furthermore weakened the Green’s
ability to assert itself in the government coalition.

Recognizing that these principles were becoming increasingly inap-
propriate, the new “double head” (Doppelspitze) of the Green party,
Claudia Roth and Fritz Kuhn, chose to become candidates on the party
lists in 2002. This development was interpreted as a further step on the
part of the Greens toward miming the normal operations of a party in
government. The operative premise here was that if politicians become
“multi-functional” actors, able to coordinate different arenas by holding
positions within each of them, it may be easier for them to give priority
to the needs of governing. Even some critical members of the Green
party who harbored strong reservations against the plurality of offices,
finally conceded that the founding ideas of the Green movement had
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become an obstacle to governmental efficiency. However, at the party
conference in December 2002, a blocking minority of 33 percent of the
delegates refused any revision of the Green party statutes. Claudia Roth
and Fritz Kuhn consequently had to give up party leadership in order to
keep their mandates. As during the first Red–Green federal coalition,
the Greens again seemed to lack the ability to coordinate different levels
of action.

Parliamentary Majority Groups

Within a parliamentary governmental system, the executive branch
emerges out of the parliament, with the parliamentary majority groups
acting as team players with the government. The resulting strategy
among the members of the majority parliamentary groups in the
Bundestag is to avoid actions that undermine the stability of govern-
ment, more specifically, of “its” government. However, an expert survey
revealed that the compatibility of government office and mandate was in
disfavor among 36 percent among German members of parliament
(MPs) at different state levels (Patzelt 1998: 741). In particular, those
who support a grassroots model of democracy see fundamental problems
in exercising party discipline—problems that ultimately seem to under-
mine the free mandate of an individual MP.

It has become common for the chairpersons of the parliamentary
majority groups to take part in the weekly cabinet meetings in order to
ensure a strong cohesion between the executive branch and the support-
ive parliamentary majority. Since this arrangement often works in favor
of the executive, the chairpersons of parliamentary majority groups,
Peter Struck (SPD) and Rezzo Schlauch (Greens), were concerned about
being reduced to mere agents of the government and, thereby, losing the
trust of their parliamentary groups. In an effort to counter this possibil-
ity, both chairpersons strictly avoided participating in cabinet meetings.

Indeed, governmental efficiency presupposes that the chairpersons of
the parliamentary majority group are able to organize support for legis-
lation. Since the chairperson is elected by the parliamentary group, he
(or she) usually enjoys the trust of “his” (or “her”) MPs (Patzelt 1997).
This vertical dimension of trust is also reinforced horizontally, through
mutual trust between chancellor and chairperson. Mistrust and conflict
between the so-called backbenchers on the one hand, and parliamentary
chairpersons and the government on the other, result from asymmetri-
cal access to information and different interests, as frequently summated
by means of the “principal–agent” paradigm (Lupia and McCubbins
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1994). Although these problems do exist, the leading personnel, the
chancellor, the chairperson, and the policy spokesmen of the parliamen-
tary groups all depend on the support of their entire parliamentary
group. This prevents the “agents” from neglecting the will of the MPs (as
the principal) over the longer term.

A broad range of relationships is possible between the chairperson of
the majority party and the chancellor. A chairperson may be at once
confidant and veritable counterpart to the chancellor, ensuring the
interests and policy positions of his or her MPs, while also organizing a
majority for the government. In applying principal–agent theories it is
sometimes overlooked that the chairperson’s responsibility toward the
parliamentary group exerts a strong influence. For instance, the chair-
person of the social democratic parliamentary group, Peter Struck,
successfully tried to diminish the importance of the coalition committee
at the beginning of the legislature. Struck used his position to foil the
committee’s weekly meetings because he feared that this informal circle
could jeopardize the parliamentary group’s scope for action. The SPD
parliamentary group was furthermore not following the Chancellor’s
will in all cases. For instance, in a controversy between the chancellor
and the Minister of Labor, Walter Riester, regarding low-wage jobs, the
MPs supported the minister but not the head of government. However,
it was precisely the lack of informal coordination structures that enabled
the chancellor to extend the importance of the chancellery as a central
agency of policy formulation (Korte 2000b: 27).

In late 1999, after Schröder had assumed party chairmanship, the
chancellery was reorganized. After Bodo Hombach had resigned from
head of chancellery, it became an efficient power resource. In order to
deepen the relationship between the chancellor and the parliamentary
group, the minister of state in the chancellery, Martin Bury, and Frank
Walter Steinmeier, successor to Bodo Hombach, gradually improved the
communication between the chancellor’s office, the party organization,
and the parliamentary group. During the legislature, the relationship
between the chancellor and Peter Struck also became more trusting and
the parliamentary policy experts also found their role partners within
the ministries, that is, the division heads and the heads of departments.

Federal Arena

Some political scientists consider the federal arena as the one giving the
German governmental system its specific shape (Lehmbruch 2000). The
upper house (Bundesrat), which consists of the governments of the states
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(Länder), is one of the most powerful veto-players in the legislative
process. About 50 to 60 percent of all laws have to be approved by the
Bundesrat, which holds an absolute veto in these cases (zustim-
mungspflichtige Gesetze). It is a peculiarity of the German political system
that the upper house has considerable veto powers and may not be
controlled by the same majority as in the lower house (Tsebelis 1999: 593).

Since 1949, there were long periods of an oppositional majority in
the Bundesrat that forced the federal government coalition to find agree-
ments with the opposition (Schindler 1999: 2427–53). This made polit-
ical scientists speak of the “Grand Coalition State” (Schmidt 1996).
This constellation will become even more difficult, if there are coalition
governments on the state level that consist of one party belonging to the
federal government and another one that counts as part of the opposi-
tion in the Bundestag. Generally, the votes of the Länder are cast as 
a block vote. According to most coalition treaties, a state government
has to abstain from voting, if its “mixed” coalition is not able to find
a compromise. These abstentions, however, are counted as “no” and are
therefore lost for the federal government.

Nevertheless, for most part of legislation, the Bundesrat does not
make use of its veto. Even if the opposition had a majority in the second
chamber, no more than 4 percent of all federal bills were blocked after
they had been referred to the mediation committee (Schindler 1999:
2397). Although this seems to be a very small figure, it is often the
controversial bills that are stopped by an “oppositional” Bundesrat. But
experience shows that, if bills dealing with the equalization of revenue
between the Länder and the Federation have to be decided, the Länder
will not vote along party discipline. As the minister presidents of the
Länder have got their own legitimacy independent from the federal
level, they often decide questions of finance according to state interests
and even vote against the politics of their “own” federal party. As a
consequence, the chancellor and his coalition not only have to gain the
support of the opposition in cases of conflict. They also have to find
working compromises with those minister presidents and coalitions,
whose composition is the same as the federal government (Kropp and
Sturm 1998: 131–48). Therefore, the construction of German federal-
ism creates the preconditions for a complex bargaining process between
different policy positions as well as between regional and federal interests
within parties.

In 1998, the Red–Green coalition held a stable majority of votes in
the Bundesrat. Still, as described here, the coalition was preoccupied
with the organization of the governmental apparatus at the beginning of
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the legislature. Moreover, the SPD had to overcome serious intra-party
conflicts. The power struggle between Oskar Lafontaine and Gerhard
Schröder prevented the government from formulating clear and
unambiguous policy positions. Most of the promised reforms (e.g.,
concerning social security and an immigration law) were passed after
1999, when the majority in the Bundesrat had already changed. Since
1998, the SPD and the Greens have lost most elections on the state
level. In Hesse, Hamburg, Saarland, and Saxony-Anhalt the SPD or
Red–Green coalitions were replaced by the CDU or coalitions of CDU
and FDP. In Hamburg, a coalition of CDU, FDP, and the so-called
Schill-Party (a populist party standing for issues of law and order) was
formed; in Brandenburg, the SPD was forced to share its power in a
grand coalition with the CDU.

As a result of the Hesse elections in February 1999, the Red–Green
coalition lost its majority in the Bundesrat. It was clear that the govern-
ment would now suffer from the same institutional gridlock that had
already restricted Kohl’s chancellorship. Schröder therefore quickly
pushed through the reform of the income tax system in March 1999,
before the already elected conservative majority in Hesse came into
office. Afterward, the Red–Green coalition was confronted with a
majority of opposite governments and mixed coalitions in the Bundesrat.
From that time on, the coalition has tried to bypass some parts of bills
by dividing them into several pieces, some of them not requiring the
consent of the Bundesrat. However, a huge part of the legislation still
had to pass the upper house where the opposition was able to veto.

Electorate and Organized Interests

In everyday politics, polarization between coalition partners remains
vivid. In order to achieve and to enlarge the support of the electorate,
coalition parties try to sharpen their party profile even if their parlia-
mentary groups and their ministers agree to compromises in the
coalition. Therefore, parties not only wish to influence policies and not
only strive for offices, but they must also be regarded as “vote-seekers.”
But again, rational strategies of vote-seeking tend to increase conflicts
within the government, particularly if elections are just around the
corner. If party competition becomes stronger during election
campaigns, even incremental reforms may be blocked. In these times,
governments do not dare to take measures that are in clear disadvantage
of its electorate. In general, under the conditions of shrinking budgets,
a lot of reforms inevitably aim at redistributing collective goods, thus
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removing vested rights of collective groups. Moreover, policy researchers
regard it as a feature of modern governance to include those organiza-
tions into policy networks, which are able to give expertise and support
for policy-making. According to that (Steinmeier 2001b), the
Red–Green coalition adopted a markedly consensus-seeking strategy,
inviting representatives of organized interests to cooperate in commis-
sions and alliances.

Interplaying Arenas in the Governmental System: 
Regularities and Contingency

Up to that point of analysis, we found that there is some impact of
context-dependency on Schröder’s governing style. The dynamic archi-
tecture of the governmental system forms different constellations that
work as a frame for a chancellor’s leadership. As we have seen, the shape
of that whole frame is contingent to a certain degree. In the last legisla-
ture, the chancellor had to overcome resistance within his party organi-
zation and in the SPD parliamentary group, whereas the blackmail
potential of the coalition partner was relatively small. In other federal
party coalitions, of course, these specific constellations alter.

However, after about one year to get going, the Red–Green coalition
adopted informal rules for coalition management similar to those that
are well known from the German history of chancellorship and govern-
ing. Such blueprints can be explained by the fact that, even after a
change of government, the interplay of the different arenas forms typi-
cal structures and patterns, although there is of course some variation in
the shape and the order of these arenas. As a government must be inter-
ested in efficient policy-making (at least for vote-seeking reasons), it
develops informal rules and procedures that correspond to the institu-
tional arrangement of the governmental system. This shows that not
only formal institutions, but even informal institutions bounce back in
everyday politics. Our next step is to explain the Chancellor’s governing
style by looking into typical strategies that characterize the “personal
factor” of Gerhard Schröder’s chancellorship.

Gerhard Schröder as “Coordination Chancellor”: Strategies 
and Styles of Chancellorship

Reducing the broad variety of governmental actions, the following
section will confine itself to two cases that highlight some typical strate-
gies to overcome the outlined veto-points in the political system. First,
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this section will identify bargaining procedures between the federal
government and the Bundesrat. Second, it will analyze the context of
Gerhard Schröder’s vote of confidence (Vertrauensfrage), which is consid-
ered to be the final instrument to ensure the chancellor’s authority.

A third marked feature of the Schröder government (as of other
European governments, see Murswieck 2003) are commissions, round
tables, and corporatist alliances, which are thought to elaborate innova-
tive policies. To deal with complex issues, nowadays most parliaments
and governments rely on the opinions and the competences of experts.
Thereby, Schröder tried to cultivate his image as “consensus chancellor,”
integrate potential opposition, and organize a broad consensus for his
policies. These opinions on the role and the functions of governmental
advisory commissions show that they can hardly be reduced to a
common denominator (Heinze 2002). Therefore, the following case
studies concentrate on the federal as well as on the parliamentary arenas.

Bargaining Procedures between the Federal Government 
and the Bundesrat

In 2000, the reform of the tax law for enterprises was a highly contro-
versial issue. The Länder governed by the CDU and by mixed coalitions
had already achieved a majority in the Bundesrat. They could therefore
stop the bill, which inevitably required the consent of the upper house.
Moreover, all Länder ministers of financial affairs were afraid of losing a
considerable amount of taxes as a result of this reform. In order to push
through the bill, the Federal Minister of Financial Affairs Hans Eichel
tried to break the oppositional front in the Bundesrat by choosing a
tempting bargaining procedure. In exchange for a positive vote, Eichel
offered considerable side-payments. It is worth noting that these
bargaining procedures took place outside the mediation committee,
where MPs of the CDU parliamentary group can exert influence upon
the bargaining process. The mediation committee consists of 32
members, 16 of them representing one state each, while the other 16 are
composed of MPs appointed in proportion to the relative strengths of
their parliamentary groups. In contrast to the voting procedure in the
Bundesrat, the members of the mediation committee enjoy free
mandates. This is thought of as an indispensable prerequisite for
bargaining.

In the end, the federal minister was successful; the Red–Green
government gained a majority in the upper house. The winners of this
package deal were the grand coalitions of Berlin, Bremen and
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Brandenburg, the SPD/PDS-coalition in Mecklenburg-West Pomerania,
and the SPD/FDP coalition in Rhineland Palatinate as well as the
Saarland, where at that time a single-party government headed by the
CDU had already come to office. This group of states had agreed 
to the offered package deal, receiving considerable financial resources
designated to improve their infrastructure. Their governments obviously
considered their ailing state budgets to be more important than the
party discipline inside the CDU. Their initial resistance, therefore,
quickly receded.

Including a party in opposition, mixed coalitions are in charge of a
considerable blackmail potential. Thus, they were able to act as veto-
players vis-à-vis the federal government. The Red–Green coalitions and
the SPD-headed single-party governments that voted for “their” govern-
ment, however, came to nothing. For that reason, the federal govern-
ment remedied their claims by supporting their budgets with some
millions (DM), too. In the end, this bargaining process proved itself as
a successful strategy to get the support of the Bundesrat. Concerning the
federal budget, however, it was an extremely expensive method to orga-
nize package deals. Furthermore, law experts criticized this procedure as
not conforming to the norms and the principles of the constitution.

One year later, similar bargaining patterns were applied again. In
order to reform the pension scheme, the federal government aimed at
privatizing a part of the retirement insurance. As a consequence of these
ambitious plans, the states feared a considerable loss of income taxes.
The conflict was not so much a question of policy distances between the
parties, but, as it dealt with the financial relationships between the
federation and the states, was regarded as mainly a federal problem. As
on previous occasions, the federal minister of finance tried to tempt the
“mixed coalitions” by offering financial incentives: as the federal law on
financial equalization was soon to be reformed, Bremen, which suffers
from a huge deficit, was promised financial advantages. Berlin and
Brandenburg were assured that a new administrative agency with about
900 jobs would compensate the financial losses of the new law.
Meanwhile, Rhineland Palatinate, where the SPD shared power with the
FDP, was promised that aspects of housing property would be intro-
duced into the pension reform. Furthermore, the Minister-President of
Mecklenburg West Pomerania, Harald Ringstorff, who headed the only
SPD/PDS-coalition at that time, broke the coalition treaty with the
PDS in order to ensure the majority in the Bundesrat. As he was entitled
to vote for the state, Ringstorff did not abstain from voting (as it was
agreed upon in the coalition treaty) but supported the federal coalition
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in the Bundesrat—notwithstanding the fact that the PDS opposed this
reform. Although this behavior caused serious coalition conflicts, both
parties decided to continue their cooperation. As his predecessor
Helmut Kohl, Schröder had to accept that the blackmail potential of
minister presidents belonging to his own party as well as the bargaining
power of mixed governments extraordinarily grow in constellations that
confront the federal government with small or missing majorities in the
Bundesrat (Renzsch 1989).

Further bargaining procedures also confirm the hypothesis that the
German chancellor is embedded in a framework of institutions and
arenas that restrict his scope for action. In March 2002, the chancellor
and his coalition had to resort to controversial means again in order to
avoid a standstill of legislation. Now, the question was how to organize
sufficient support for the new immigration law. After the coordination
between the parliamentary group of the CDU in the Bundestag and the
self-conscious minister presidents of the CDU-headed Länder had failed
several times, the leader of the federal party organization, Angela
Merkel, and the chairperson of the CDU parliamentary group, Friedrich
Merz, were eager to restore their crumpled authority. With former expe-
riences in mind, Merkel and Merz executed a strong party discipline.
Moreover, the immigration law was supposed to be a test to find out
whether the challenger of the Chancellor, Edmund Stoiber, was able to
assert himself. Coming from the Bavarian sister-party CSU, some state
party organizations of the CDU still had mental reservations against
Stoiber, who was seen as a representative of the party’s right-wing. Mass
media and political scientists also regarded the immigration law as the
early beginning of the election campaign. From that point on, the chan-
cellor could not count on a majority in the Bundesrat, nor had he any
chance to make use of side payments and package deals in order to break
off the oppositional front. Even after the SPD/FDP coalition in
Rhineland Palatinate had signaled that it would vote for the bill, the
Red–Green coalition could just rely on 31 of 69 votes in the Bundesrat.
Therefore, it was the four votes of the grand coalition in Brandenburg
that would tip the scales. Taking all possible strategies into considera-
tion, the executive committee of the SPD refused any mediation proce-
dure, for the Red–Green coalition feared that the CDU would try not
only to alter some parts of the bill, but to achieve a completely restric-
tive new law. As a result of a meeting one day before the vote, the chan-
cellor, the executive committee of the SPD, and the minister presidents
of the SPD-headed state governments decided not to accept any further
bargaining procedure with the opposition. As is often the case in
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German politics, the party organization worked as a platform for
coordinating the federal and the parliamentary arenas as well as the
governmental one. Once this decision was taken, both sides closed their
backdoors for further negotiations.

As noted earlier, the votes of one single government have to be cast
as a block vote. Therefore, conflicts between the coalition partners of
how to vote must be cleared up before the bill is brought into the
Bundesrat. In the given case, both federal party organizations (respec-
tively the federal government and the party leaders of the CDU/CSU)
exerted an enormous pressure on the Brandenburg coalition before the
formal voting procedure took place. Both partners were not able to
evade these demands. As a consequence, this led to a highly dubious
voting procedure. Brandenburg’s Minister for Social Affairs Alwin Ziel
(SPD), first voted with “yes,” whereas the Minister of Internal Affairs
and representative of the Minister President, Jörg Schönbohm (CDU),
refused the bill. Asked once more for a consistent position,
Brandenburg’s Minister-President Manfred Stolpe (SPD), voted with
“yes,” while his representative confirmed his contrary position again.
Such procedure was completely new in the history of the upper house.
Klaus Wowereit (SPD), acting as president of the Bundesrat and at 
the same time as head of government in Berlin, however, counted the
vote of Brandenburg as a consent. He justified his decision with the
competence of the minister president to set the policy guidelines.

Obviously, both sides, the federal government and the opposition,
had written their screenplay for action before the vote in the Bundesrat
took place. Regarding this procedure as a breach of the constitution, the
CDU-opposition ultimatively asked the Bundespräsident not to sign the
bill. The Bundespräsident, however, decided to sign it. In December
2002, the constitutional court decided that the formal voting procedure
was not in line with the constitution.

Hierarchy: The Vote of Confidence in November, 2001

If a governmental system is parliamentary, the government depends on
the trust of the parliamentarian majority. Governments that are not able
to gain the support of “their” MPs are therefore regarded as weak and
incapable of acting. Just as in the foreign policy area, however, the
Red–Green coalition was not able to count on an own majority in
parliament. Having their roots in the peace movement, a consider-
able part of the party membership and of the Green MPs were critical of
any participation of German armed forces in peacekeeping actions. They
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also refused playing an active part in the international anti-terror coali-
tion after 11 September 2001. As a consequence, 12 MPs of the Greens
and four of the SPD were not willing to vote for the stationing of troops
in Afghanistan. Even though the parliamentary opposition signaled
support to the government, the international alliances may have raised
the question whether the German government could be considered a
reliable partner. After the chancellor had already failed to gain the
Red–Green majority support for sending troops to Macedonia (the
government had gained the majority with the help of the opposition),
the vote of confidence was used as an ultimate mean to discipline the
parliamentary groups and, thereby, to strengthen the chancellor’s
authority. Still, even without raising the vote of confidence, the chan-
cellor would have gained an overwhelming majority of the Bundestag.

It made the situation more difficult for the coalition that the party
organizations decided upon their candidates’ rankings on the party lists
at the same time. As the Green candidates felt strong resistance within
their party membership toward the anti-terror coalition, some of them
feared losing the support of their local party organizations. Some days
before the vote, eight MPs had announced that they would not support
the government in the given question; another seven were regarded as
being unreliable.

A closer look at this case reveals two dimensions of governing. The
first is a conflict between the executive branch and (at least partially) its
parliamentary majority groups. The second is an intra-party struggle of
the Green party, which was fought out between the pragmatic wing (the
Realos) and the fundamental wing (Fundis). This controversy not only
touched the self-consciousness of the Green party. It was also regarded
as having consequences for the future position of the Green party in the
German party system, since the PDS had remained the only party that
rejected any German participation in armed deployments.

In this situation, the chancellor decided to combine the vote on the
deployment with a vote of confidence (Article 68 of the constitution). A
vote of confidence is used as an exceptional means of exerting leader-
ship; in German postwar history, it has been applied just four times. It
is suitable to exert pressure on MPs who are not willing to keep party
discipline, but it was also used by Chancellor Willy Brandt in 1972 as
well as by Helmut Kohl in 1982 in order to dissolve the parliament and
to bring forward elections. In its original meaning, a vote of confidence
indicates a deep governmental crisis. In the given case, however, neither
the Green party nor the SPD were eager to terminate the cooperation or
to end the legislature. After the chancellor had announced that he would
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request a vote of confidence, the chairpersons of the parliamentary
groups hastily tried to convince the renegades not to risk the existence
of the coalition. As a result of these attempts, in the SPD parliamentary
group just one MP refused to keep party discipline. In the end, the
Red–Green coalition mustered an own majority. As a result of an agree-
ment within the parliamentary group of the Green party, a split vote
came out: with respect to their chances of being nominated for the party
lists, four of the eight “rebels” were acknowledged to vote against the
German participation in the anti-terror deployment; the other four
voted for the government’s line. This way, the Green party was able to
demonstrate its critical support as well as maintain the coalition. The
Green’s party conference, discussing the behavior of the parliamentary
group some days later, followed this line after a controversial debate.
These findings confirm that governing may alter the political position of
a party in the party system: After three years of governing in a
Red–Green coalition and feeling the constraints of government, the
Greens had obviously removed from their roots as fundamental peace
movement.

Conclusion: Evaluating Institutional Settings and 
the “Personal Factor”

As our empirical findings show, Gerhard Schröder’s governing style was
partly an answer to the institutional arrangement of the governmental
system, which, in the German case, requires the support of veto-players
in order to alter the status quo. By looking into the opportunities and
constraints of chancellorship, we also notice interconnected arenas,
which form the scope of government for a chancellor. While formal
institutions (in a narrow sense) are relatively robust to change, we must
remain alert that the relations between the different arenas form more
contingent constellations. In our perspective, a chancellor’s governing
style is partly an answer for the complex interplay of arenas at a certain
time.

Mostly, institutions and arenas do not determine actions, but work as
opportunity structures. Once more, this points out that actors are rele-
vant in institution-centered theories. These findings remain true,
although we have learned from the case of the Red–Green coalition
management that the need to comprise the different levels of action
within a governmental system produces similar informal rules and
procedures, even if a government has changed. Indeed, a chancellor is in
charge of different choices to exercise leadership. While the constitution
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offers tools for hierarchical leadership, governmental reality is marked
by the features of a “coordination democracy.” The way a chancellor
makes use of bargaining strategies and the extent to which he falls back
upon hierarchy or even extends or breaks the rules mold his personal
governing style. The constellation of arenas that formed the scope of
action for Chancellor Schröder gradually differed from those his prede-
cessors were confronted with. However, facing growing problems with
reforming the social security system and the labor market, to a greater
degree than the chancellors who preceded him, Schröder was willing to
extend formal procedures, rules, and bargaining strategies in order to
avoid a further standstill of the legislation.

As a result, further investigation of the German chancellors’ govern-
ing style has to reckon with a certain degree of contingency while look-
ing into the constellation of arenas as well as into the “personal factor.”
Although the number of empirical cases is too small (Helms 2000) to
work out typologies of leadership styles, a two-stage theoretical
approach based on the idea of new institutionalism and interplaying
arenas can offer a heuristic framework for analyzing the German
chancellors’ governing style.

Note

I am grateful to Alison B. Alter for her helpful comments on this chapter.
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PART TWO

“Old Politics”: Economic and Social Policy



CHAPTER 5

The Red–Green Government, the
Third Way, and the Alliance for Jobs,

Training and Competitiveness
Werner Reutter

The Alliance for Jobs, Training and Competitiveness was a corner-
stone of the Red–Green’s reform program. Notably the SPD
pointed out during the election campaign in 1998 that it

planned to reestablish the former Alliance for Jobs and Securing
Competitiveness (Bündnis für Arbeit und Standortsicherung) that was
proposed by Klaus Zwickel, the head of the powerful metalworkers
union (IG Metall, IGM), in November 1995 and that Helmut Kohl had
put into practice by so-called Kanzlergespräche, chancellor talks, in
1996. However, the halfhearted and more symbolic attempt of Helmut
Kohl to coordinate economic and labor market policies by tripartite
talks lasted only a few months and was a “total flop” (Mückenberger
1999: 181), and the trade unions left this first Alliance for Jobs after
only three meetings. For Gerhard Schröder and the SPD—the Greens
only played a marginal role in this field—this created a perfect oppor-
tunity. Because in this respect Gerhard Schröder could also convincingly
promise to make things “better” than the Kohl government without
making everything different.1 In consequence, a restructured and reval-
ued tripartite Alliance for Jobs was to play a prominent role to initiate
overdue reforms mainly in the labor, economic, and the social policy
(SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 1998: 5–6; G. Schröder 1998c:
22–23; Bundesregierung 1999: 6–8). And in fact the newly formed
Alliance for Jobs, Training and Competitiveness was quickly convened



after the elections and already met for the first time on 7 December
1998.

The Alliance for Jobs, Training and Competitiveness also seemed to
fit perfectly well into the overall picture social scientists had drawn of
Germany (Katzenstein 1987; Esser and Schroeder 1999; Streeck 1999).
Generally this kind of tripartite political exchange is regarded as a neces-
sary and striking feature of the “German model” or the “Rhenish
Capitalism” (rheinischer Kapitalismus), and hardly anybody writing
about this subject can avoid referring to the long and widespread tradi-
tion of social partnership and cooperative industrial relations in
Germany (e.g., Steinmeier2 2001a). Many social scientists have—at least
in the outset—put the Alliance for Jobs of the Red–Green government
into this tradition and interpreted it as a possible reemergence of a
corporatist mode of decision-making and interest mediation (Wessels
1999, 2000a; Hassel 2000; W. Schroeder 2001).

Most of the high expectations associated with this kind of macro
political coordination in the beginning have nevertheless been disap-
pointed (Hassel 2002; Lang 2002). Even if one admits that many expec-
tations were unrealistic and the Alliance for Jobs can indeed claim some
successes, for many the failure to significantly reduce unemployment
was not only the result of an erroneous labor market policy, but it also
symbolized that the Red–Green coalition in general and the SPD in
particular had never really been able to balance out the tradition and
values of the “old left” with the needs to modernize and reform the
German economy and society.3 This problem mainly has its roots in the
policies of former governments, but it is also due to programmatic
deficits of the Red–Green government and has manifested itself in a
particularly consensus-oriented governing style with a chancellor who
saw his function in moderating rather than in managing and leading the
policy process (Steinmeier 2001a; see also Kropp, chapter 4 in this
volume). These factors put the Red–Green coalition also in these policy
fields in a defensive position when it embarked on long overdue reforms
and attempts at societal modernization. It will be shown that this was
also the case as far as the Alliance for Jobs was concerned.

The Concerted Action and the Alliance for Jobs of 1996: 
A Corporatist Tradition?

As already mentioned, at the sectoral level institutionalized cooperation
between state agencies and interest groups is a well-known and wide-
spread feature in Germany (Reutter 2001). Compared with this sectoral
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cooperation, the Concerted Action and the Alliance for Jobs of 1996 are
exceptions which prove the rule that intersectoral, macroeconomic
concertation is a rare instance in Germany. The Concerted Action
(1967–1977) and the first Alliance for Jobs (1996) were due to specific
political and economic circumstances rather than necessary elements of
a distinguished German model.

The Concerted Action was established in 1967. It was an offspring of
a Keynesian approach to global economic steering even though it goes
back to proposals of the Scientific Committee at the Ministry of
Economics (Wissenschaftlicher Beirat beim Wirtschaftsministerium),
which in 1956 had recommended to publish macroeconomic data in
order to enable the social partners to adapt their economic strategies
accordingly (Adam 1972; Kern 1973; W. Schroeder 2001: 31–40). It
took more than ten years, before the then ruling parties adopted this
idea, and due to an initiative of the SPD the Grand Coalition decided to
include the possibility for a Concerted Action into the Bill on Stability
and Growth (Gesetz zur Förderung der Stabilität und des Wachstums) that
was being passed in 1967. The Concerted Action was to be a means to
coordinate the macroeconomic behavior and the policies of the state,
trade unions, and employer organizations in order to secure economic
growth, a positive trade balance, a high level of employment, and low
inflation (Adam 1972: 10–41; Kern 1973: 14–28). The most important
means to achieve these goals were incomes and fiscal policy as well as
guidelines for collective bargaining that were to guarantee that the pay
policies of the trade unions served these goals and especially secured a
low level of unemployment.

The first top-level meeting of the Concerted Action with 34 persons
from nine organizations took place on 17 February 1967. In later meet-
ings up to 200 persons were present and the agenda was substantially
broadened (W. Schroeder 2001: 32). At the outset the Concerted Action
was able to successfully counteract the first severe postwar economic
recession with a negative growth rate of �0.1 percent in 1967 and a rate
of unemployment of 2.1 percent. Already in 1968 the GNP again
increased by 5.8 percent and the rate of unemployment dropped to
1.5 percent (BMAS 1986: tables 1.1 and 2.11). According to many
contemporary experts this was mainly due to the policies of the govern-
ment that, referring to discussions in the Concerted Action, had recom-
mended modest increases of wages and salaries of about 3.5 percent for
1967 and between 4 and 5 percent for 1968 respectively (Adam 1973:
54). The trade unions, hoping that they would be recompensed in later
years, followed these recommendations very closely. In 1968, however,
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the profits rose by almost 15 percent and the gross income for depen-
dent work by only 7.4 percent (BMAS 1986: tables 1.10 and 1.12).
When the trade unions once more demanded only modest increases in
1969, thus again sticking to “official guidelines,” this caused wildcat
strikes and in their aftermath, a reorientation of the unions’ pay policies.
In later years the trade unions refused to follow the recommendations of
the government any more, thus producing exceptionally high wage
increases and devaluating the Concerted Action into a rather useless
round of talks even though it took another six years before it was offi-
cially dissolved.

History, performance, and dissolution do not necessarily qualify the
Concerted Action as a model for macro political cooperation.
Nevertheless three lessons can be drawn from the Concerted Action.
First, the myth that this kind of cooperative policy-making, if it is
regarded as such, limits strikes and lockouts cannot be validated with
the Concerted Action. During the ten years of its existence, some of the
most important and longest labor disputes in German postwar history
occurred. Furthermore wildcat strikes increased substantially in the late
1960s and early 1970s. Second, even at that time it was obvious that an
economy so dependent on exports could not be governed by nationally
limited institutions and merely by regulating the increases of wages and
salaries. Finally, the Concerted Action showed that the capacity of trade
unions to act strategically and make political exchanges was limited.
Albeit in later years, the wage settlements partly corresponded with the
recommendations of the government, it was impossible for trade unions
to present this as part of a political exchange in order to stimulate
economic growth and fight unemployment without running the risk of
losing members and stirring up internal conflicts and opposition (Esser
1982: 114–16).

It is doubtful that Klaus Zwickel had these lessons in mind when
he made his aforementioned proposal in November 1995. In retro-
spect and after 13 years of a Liberal-Conservative government, the
Concerted Action may have looked differently than in 1977 when
the trade unions had left the Concerted Action because the employers
had filed a constitutional complaint against the Co-Determination Act
(Mitbestimmungsgesetz). Zwickel’s proposal was at least implicitly based
on the assumption that wage restraint might lead to higher employment.
Therefore it resembled the Concerted Action not only because of its
tripartite character, but because it shared some macroeconomic premises
as well. This also marks the major difference to other chancellor talks
that had taken place in the 1990s at various occasions. But the actual
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functioning, the goals, and the performance of the first Alliance for Jobs
differed that much from the Concerted Action that it is hardly imagin-
able that Zwickel could possibly hope to revive this institution—
especially as he then flatly refused to discuss the system of collective
bargaining and the wage policy of his union in the framework of the first
Alliance for Jobs.

In particular Klaus Zwickel demanded that the employers avoid
redundancies for operational reasons for three years, create 300,000
new jobs, take on 30,000 long-term unemployed, and increase the
number of trainees each year by 5 percent. The federal government
was supposed to make a “binding commitment” to abstain from further
cuts or additional tightening of the Employment Promotion Act 
(Arbeitsförderungsgesetz), guarantee a sufficient number of training
places, and put a levy on those companies that fail to contribute suffi-
ciently to training. In exchange Zwickel promised to do what he could
to limit pay increases to the inflation rate and accept lower rates over a
limited period of time, if companies were to recruit long-term unem-
ployed (IG Metall 1995; Bispinck 1997: 64). In order to achieve these
goals and to manage the decision-making processes, Klaus Zwickel asked
the government to establish an Alliance for Jobs, whose structure or task
he simply did not dwell upon.

Albeit the actors involved jointly agreed at the first meeting on
22 January 1996 to reduce unemployment by 50 percent by the year
2000,4 it very quickly turned out that there was profound disagreement
between the trade unions on the one side and the government and the
employers on the other. The latter mainly focused on improving the
competitiveness of the German economy by reducing the share of social
security contributions and by further deregulation of the labor market
without giving the guarantees or the commitments Zwickel had
demanded. This strategy not only met the fierce opposition of trade
unions but also made clear that the policies to reduce unemployment
differed fundamentally. Hence it was almost unavoidable that the
unions withdrew from the Alliance for Jobs in April 1996, after the
government had announced a further package of cuts in the social security
system.

Regardless of the political, ideological, and structural differences
between the Concerted Action and the first Alliance for Jobs, both
examples reveal that a tripartite macroeconomic cooperation is a rare
exception in Germany. Furthermore, these exceptions hardly constitute
a tradition of effective corporatist policy-making. Even the Concerted
Action was based more on the hope that shared information would lead

Alliance for Jobs ● 95



to macro economically adapted behavior rather than on the capacity to
implement decisions. In addition, the Concerted Action was short-lived
and not able to comply with trade unions or employer organizations on
guidelines, apart from the fact that both interest associations did not
possess the organizational structures for this kind of political exchange.
Altogether it might, therefore, be doubtful to qualify this institution as
corporatist. The Alliance for Jobs of 1996 even lacked the minimal
formal characteristics of corporatist policy-making. It was neither prop-
erly institutionalized nor did it have any clear competencies nor was
incomes policy part of its agenda. For Gerhard Schröder and his govern-
ment, it was thus not very difficult to make things “better” than the
Kohl government. More interesting are, however, the questions: did he
indeed make things different and did he do them well?

The Alliance for Jobs, Training and Competitiveness 
and the Third Way

Social scientists and politicians have difficulties in identifying the
character of the Alliance for Jobs, Training and Competitiveness. Many
put the Alliance for Jobs in the tradition of the Concerted Action or
they compare it with other successful examples of corporatist policy-
making (Leggewie 1999; Federal Government 2000: 4–5). For others,
however, the Alliance for Jobs was the most important means for a
Red–Green coalition to flank the ambiguous process of programmatic
changes, bridge the gap between the “old” and the “new” Left and form
a basis for the modernization of society (Esser and Schroeder 1999;
Wessels 1999, 2000a). Accordingly an Alliance for Jobs was indispens-
able for the reform of the labor market, the improvement of the compet-
itiveness of the German economy, and the restructuring of the social
security system.

While these interpretations seem to contradict each other, they just
reflect the ambiguous character of the Alliance for Jobs. This institution
represents both the “old” Social Democratic tradition as well as the
prospect for a renewed Social Democracy and a Third Way. Although
the idea of a Third Way remained a vague concept (Merkel 2000; Jun
2000), the debate about it still conveys important messages as far as the
Alliance for Jobs is concerned: Implicitly, at least, it is acknowledged
that the “class politics” of the “old left” with its redistributive policies
and its emphasis on equality and state intervention does not fit any
more with the structures of a modern society, the development of
the EU, and the further globalization of the economy (Giddens 
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1998; Schröder and Blair 1999b). At the same time the neoliberal
approach is contradictory and neglects the social preconditions for
liberty and democracy. Hence, it is necessary to find a new balance
between equality and liberty, between social justice and innovation, and
between state regulation and market forces. Strategically, these program-
matic changes were to move the SPD into the political Center. Only if
the SPD is able to win over voters from the Center and the middle
classes, can it also win elections in the long run. Altogether this ends up
in the squaring of the circle. It includes an attempt to combine conflict-
ing interests and ideologies and to develop a program that is open
enough to integrate the “old” and the “new” Left as well as parts of the
middle classes.

Consequently it is misleading to put the Alliance for Jobs in the same
category as the Concerted Action. While the Concerted Action was a
single centralized institution at the federal level with redistributive tasks
and based on a “strong,” interventionist state, the Alliance for Jobs was
to be a multifunctional institution integrated in a set of actors to be
found at various levels and presupposing a “cooperative” state. The later
references to the Concerted Action by Schröder and others as well as the
tripartite structure of the Alliance for Jobs were, hence, a sort of
symbolic tribute to “old” traditions and the promise to “restore social
justice,” while substantially the Alliance for Jobs had to embark on
reforms.

The Alliance for Jobs, Training and Competitiveness: 
Structure and Performance

In its first meeting on 7 December 1998 the Alliance for Jobs defined its
tasks, drafted its agenda, and established a permanent structure. In a
statement the three parties declared “. . . to work jointly towards reduc-
ing unemployment and attaining lasting improvements in the competi-
tiveness of the economy” (Federal Government 2000: 12).5 The basic
idea was to establish a macro political arena in which separate policies
could be integrated and new ideas, as well as compromises, found.
Accordingly the Alliance for Jobs was set up “. . . as a permanent consul-
tation process with the aim of creating mutual trust while allowing
diverging interests and opinions to be aired” (Federal Government
2000: 12). At the same time the Alliance for Jobs had to contribute to a
significant reduction in unemployment and the improvement of
competitiveness. Thus: “Rapid and far-reaching reforms are indispens-
able to achieving sustained growth in employment and improving the
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dynamic strength of the economy. Initially, effective action is possible
now” (Federal Government 2000: 12). In consequence, the long-term
process of consultation and trust-building was to be combined with
short-term decision-making and reforms.

The institutionalization was to make sure that new ideas, compro-
mises, and consensus were more likely to arise because debates could be
sustained and open-ended. Clearly, this was to foster the trust-building
and discursive elements that were further supported by the internal
structure of the Alliance for Jobs that comprised three levels. (1) top-
level meetings, at which decisions were to be made and “pacts” to be
closed, should take place on a regular basis. (2) The Steering
Committee, which was composed of high ranking officials from the
three parties and which was led by the director of the Chancellor’s
Office, had to prepare the top-level meetings and coordinate the
decision-making process. (3) The working groups and expert groups
were managed by the ministries appropriate for the issues in question.
They were to find compromises in their respective areas and, if possible,
make proposals to top-level meetings. The most important working
group was the Benchmarking Group consisting of scientific experts
nominated by the director of the Chancellor’s Office, the minister for
social policy, the trade unions, and the employer organizations. In total
the Benchmarking Group was to present scientific expertise based on
international comparisons. Even though this structure looks sufficiently
differentiated to manage the decision-making and the consensus-
building processes as well as to become the focus for relevant debates,
the actual performance of the Alliance for Jobs showed severe deficits in
both respects. The Alliance for Jobs neither had the power to make
effective decisions nor to shape the political and social discourses and
thus failed to become the nucleus for change.

By far the most important events were the eight top-level meetings
that took place at irregular intervals. Apart from the first meeting on
7 December 1998 there were three and two meetings respectively in
1999 and 2000, while only one meeting was convened in 2001 and
2002 each year. At the last meeting on 25 January 2002, the parties even
failed to publish a joint declaration. These meetings (like all other meet-
ings) had a tripartite basis and involved a limited number of top repre-
sentatives from the state, employer organizations, and trade unions.
It was assumed that these top-level meetings could agree on compro-
mises, thus wedding the involved parties to the adopted policies.
However, many of the 12 topics put on the agenda at the first meeting
were never dealt with and others only sporadically, because the Alliance for
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Jobs lacked the competency to make decisions in these fields (like tax
reform, reform of the social security system, reform of the pension
schemes or co–determination). Instead these decisions were framed by
the “normal” political process. The Alliance for Jobs was just a “policy
taker,” even though some of their members played important roles in
these decision-making processes.

In other fields, decisions depended on the willingness of the parties
to commit themselves to compromises found in these meetings.
However, as it turned out, there were not only conflicts between trade
unions and employer organizations, but also between members of the
two groups. While, for example, Dieter Hundt, the president of the
Confederation of German Employers’ Associations (Bundesvereinigung
der Deutschen Arbeitgeberverbände, BDA) supported this institution and
the idea of a social partnership based on consensus and compromises
(Hundt 1999), Hans-Olaf Henkel from the Federation of German
Industries (Bundesverband der Deutschen Industrie, BDI) strongly
opposed this view.6 These conflicting attitudes of Dieter Hundt and
Hans-Olaf Henkel partly reflect different organizational traditions and
interests. While the members of the BDA make wage agreements every
year and have thus built up a tradition of bargaining and social partner-
ship with trade unions, the BDI is basically just an interest group with
limited functions and faces shrinking membership. Altogether this has
led the BDI to adopt more radical views as far as collective bargaining
or social partnership is concerned. Similar conflicts can be found among
trade unions.

On the one side Klaus Zwickel (IGM) and Frank Bsirske (Vereinte
Dienstleistungsgewerkschaft, Ver.di) were rather critical toward the
Alliance for Jobs and refused to discuss guidelines or principles of wage
policy and the system of collective bargaining in the Alliance for Jobs in
other than in a most general way. On several occasions Klaus Zwickel7

threatened to leave the Alliance for Jobs, if pay policies were discussed—
in spite of the fact that it was part of his initial proposal in November
of 1995 and that it was one of the cornerstones in other social pacts in
Europe. On the other side Dieter Schulte (German Confederation of
Trade Unions, DGB) and Hubert Schmoldt (Trade Union for Mining,
Chemicals, Energy IG BCE) favored a cooperative approach more
publicly. The DGB, for example, accepted in a joint declaration with the
BDA that: “Productivity growth should primarily serve the promotion
of employment. Performance-linked pay is part of this” (Federal
Government 2000: 25). And Hubert Schmoldt, chairman of the rather
cooperative IG BCE, transformed these and other recommendations
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(for early retirement) into an appropriate collective bargaining policy in
2000/2001.

Again these differing attitudes can be linked to specific organiza-
tional traditions and structures. Accordingly, the more conflict prone IG
Metall only demanded modest wage increases in 2000 and 2001. But IG
Metall was not able to “sell” this as a strategy including barter transac-
tions with employers, because it currently faces severe organizational
tensions and problems. Apart from massive losses of members—a prob-
lem that other trade unions, the BDA and BDI, also have to deal with—
the IG Metall is also comparatively decentralized with districts that have
the power to make collective agreements. Similarly Ver.di8 not only has
had to integrate unions (Trade Union for Trade, Banking, and
Insurance, HBV and Trade Union for Media Workers, IG Medien, and
partly Trade Union for Public Services, Transport, and Communication,
ÖTV), which were against the Alliance for Jobs from the outset, but also
the task of transforming a rather heterogeneous construct into a power-
ful organization has limited the room for strategic behavior for its chair-
men considerably (Hassel 2002). Consequently, the chairmen of the IG
Metall and of Ver.di currently do not possess the independence for polit-
ical barter transactions.

These structural limits of trade unions and employer organizations
affected, of course, the agenda and the performance of the Alliance for
Jobs. As already mentioned and in contrast to the Concerted Action, the
agenda of the Alliance for Jobs comprised a number of more or less
related topics. In total 12 primary topics were already listed in the first
meeting and a few others were added to this list in later meetings (like
immigration, enlargement of the EU, women and labor market). Albeit
the government claims that the Alliance for Jobs was important for
almost every decision taken in these fields (Bundesregierung 2002i) a
more realistic analysis has to reduce this list to few cases, and after a
closer look many of these cases can hardly be regarded as overwhelming
successes. This can be illustrated by three examples:9

● With the Consensus on Training from 6 June 1999, the Alliance
for Jobs promised that “Every young person who is willing and able
will be trained” (Federal Government 2000: 20). This included,
among other things, that training profiles for new occupations
should be developed, the number of training places in IT profes-
sions should be increased and the labor offices and the
Employment Services assist these endeavors. Some parts of this
consensus have been successfully put into practice. By the year
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2001, the number of training places in IT and media professions
had increased to 60,000 and new training profiles have been
adopted. However, even though numerically the number of train-
ing places exceeded the number of those who looked for a training
place in 1999 and in 2000, this was mainly due to efforts of 
public institutions and programs. In 1999 the number of training 
places in private enterprises even dropped by 12,400, and in the
new Länder the situation was regarded as “insufficient,” as the 
Working Group on Training and Further Education reported
(Bundesregierung 2002c). In 2002, there was even a new 
overall shortage of training places. Again this shows that the
Alliance for Jobs cannot force the associations involved to fulfill
the compromises.

● With the Job-AQTIV-Bill10 ( Job-AQTIV-Gesetz) a further
improvement of the Employment Services was to be achieved
(Buchheit 2002). Among other things the Bill stipulated that every
new unemployed individual was to make a formal “agreement”
with his or her regional labor office thus guaranteeing a closer
cooperation between both sides. However, this was just another of
numerous attempts to improve the instruments of the Employment
Services. Additionally, since January 2002, when the Bill was put
into practice, only between 7 and 10 percent of those who became
unemployed have signed such an agreement (Niejahr and Tenbrock
2002).

● Finally, Anke Hassel (2002) reports that when in December 1999
Gerhard Schröder asked the social partners to regulate early retire-
ment by collective bargaining, the social partners of the chemical
industry had informally reached a settlement already, which
comprised modest wage increases and improved provisions for
partial retirement. This not only illustrates once again that the
social partners of the chemical industry possessed a relatively high
degree of strategic capacity but also that the Alliance for Jobs
depended on compromises found elsewhere rather than on a
consensus developed in the framework of the Alliance for Jobs.

In a nutshell the Alliance for Jobs neither had the structural capacity
for effective decision-making nor had the “pacts” secured necessarily
lasting and positive effects. Many of the topics needed parliamentary
approval. In these cases the Alliance for Jobs was more or less just
informed, but as an institution it had no impact on the decisions about
tax reform, immigration, the reform of co–determination, or the pension
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scheme. It is most telling that at the end of the term an independent
commission of experts (the so-called Hartz Commission) made propos-
als for a reform of the Employment Services and the labor market.11

It fits with this overall impression that the working groups or the 
so-called Industrial and Special Issue Consultation also neither made any
significant contributions to a public debate nor proposals that would
have been seriously discussed at top-level meetings. Some working
groups apparently never met (not to mention the groups for Industrial
and Special Issue Consultation) or failed to submit a proper report. The
only remarkable exception in this respect was the Benchmarking Group,
which submitted reports on working time, on benchmarking, low-
skilled jobs, further education on-the-job, and reforms of the labor
market. However, the only report that stirred up some sort of public
debate, met the fierce resistance of the trade unions and was discussed
only once in the Alliance for Jobs. In this report Wolfgang Streeck and
Rolf G. Heinze proposed the establishment of a labor market segment for
low- or unskilled workers in the service industries (Streeck and Heinze
1999; Fels et al. 1999). The trade unions opposed this strategy because it
would have meant paying these employees below the agreed wage tariffs
even though Streeck and Heinze suggested that these new jobs be funded
publicly and be integrated in the social security system. This was basically
an attempt to find a new perspective and to focus on creating new
employment instead of reducing the demand for jobs by a low rate of
female employment, early retirement, or long education. After this
conflict the Benchmarking Group was marginalized, and the Chancellor’s
Office declined to officially accept this report (Hassel 2002: 59). As a
consequence it was no surprise that the Alliance for Jobs no longer played
a recognizable role in the last two years of this government.

Federalism and the Alliance for Jobs, 
Training and Competitiveness

Apart from the federal Alliance for Jobs established by the Red–Green
government there are similar institutions at state, regional, local,
branch, or plant level (Berger 2000; Gerlach and Ziegler 2000;
Nettelstroth and Hülsmann 2000). In addition, due to the European
Employment Pact,12 these Alliances were embedded in a supranational
setting that has already contributed to a harmonization of national
policies in Europe. However, it would go much too far to assume that
the European Employment Pact and the German Alliances for Jobs at
state, regional, local, and plant level form a comprehensive set of
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decision-making bodies even though they can influence each other. This
is true already for the interplay between the Alliances for Jobs at
national and state level.

After the Alliance for Jobs had been established at the federal level,
several state governments (mostly led by the SPD) created Alliances for
Jobs as well (table 5.1). And as Gerhard Schröder pointed out, the
Alliance for Jobs at the federal level was to assume a “guiding role for
state level alliances, both conceptually and organizationally” (Federal
Government 2000: 7). Many of the state alliances set up similar struc-
tures with top-level meetings, steering committees, working groups, and
talks on specific issues. Additionally, in spring 1999, the Steering
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Table 5.1 Alliances for jobs at the state level (1998–2002)a

State Alliance established or Ruling parties between 
existed between 1998 1998 and 2002
and 2002

Bavaria 11 June 1996–May 2002 CSU
Berlin 22 March 1996 CDU/SPD 1995–2001;

SPD/Greens since June 2001;
SPD/PDS since January 2002

Hamburg 3 July 1998 SPD/Greens; since September 
2001 CDU/PRO/FDP

Mecklenburg West 15 December 1998 SPD/PDS
Pomerania

Lower Saxony 21 December 1998 SPD
North Rhine-Westphalia 29 January 1999 SPD/Greens
Bremen 28 June 1999 SPD/CDU
Saxony-Anhalt 28 January 1999 SPD (tolerated by PDS)

since April 2002 CDU/FDP
Schleswig-Holstein 1 February 1999 SPD/Greens
Baden-Württemberg 17 February 2000 CDU/FDP

(without unions)
Saarland 8 March 2000 SPD, since May 1999 CDU
Brandenburg — SPD/CDU
Hesse — SPD, since February 1999 

CDU/FDP
Rhineland Palatinate — SPD/FDP
Saxony — CDU
Thuringia — CDU

a States with no Alliance for Jobs still may have some sort of cooperation or initiatives which are not
institutionalized and not based on tripartite decision-making. In addition there may be regional, local, or
plant level alliances.

Source: Based on Neumann 2000: 423; my actualizations and completions.



Committee of the federal Alliance for Jobs convened a meeting with
top-level officials from the states because the states were to play an
important role in the implementation of decisions and measures
adopted at the federal level.13

However it would be misleading to assume that the Alliances for Jobs
in Germany at state and federal levels form a coherent and coordinated
system. It is rather an interdependent set of relatively autonomous actors
and bodies. Alliances for Jobs at state level developed their own agendas
and took over topics from the federal Alliance for Jobs only if these
fitted into their local and regional needs. Five states even abstained from
any initiatives in this respect, in others the federal Alliance for Jobs had
hardly any impact at all. The Bavarian Employment Pact was already
adopted in 1996, and in Baden-Württemberg trade unions rejected any
involvement in the Alliance for Jobs set up in February 2000. Employer
organizations refused to cooperate temporarily in North Rhine-
Westphalia and in Lower Saxony.14 Despite these problems, this multi-
level approach indicates that the times of centralized national attempts
for macroeconomic coordination are over. As in other policy areas
competencies are dispersed. The Alliance for Jobs is thus far an attempt
to regain some influence at a national level. This marks a further differ-
ence to the Concerted Action, which was rather an expression of a
“strong” and interventionist state.

Conclusion

Contrary to many interpretations, the Alliance for Jobs cannot be
regarded as a corporatist institution. In spite of some structural similar-
ities it was not the Concerted Action or corporatist modes of policy-
making that acted as godfather for this kind of cooperation and
trust-building. Different economic settings, specific institutional struc-
tures, diverging policy areas, changed conceptions about the role of the
state, and, most importantly, diverging economic and social polices
hardly allow the Alliance for Jobs to be placed in the tradition of the
Concerted Action or of corporatist policy-making in other European
countries. There was no attempt for a Keynesian economic policy, and
the Alliance for Jobs never strove to redistribute income and profits in
spite of allusions made by Klaus Zwickel, Gerhard Schröder, and others.
The basic differences between the Concerted Action and the Alliances
for Jobs lies, hence, in the fact that the first was linked to traditional
Social Democratic values and traditions, while the second was a means
for the “modernization” of the economy.
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As a decision-making body the Alliance for Jobs not only lacked
formal competencies in a number of areas but, in addition, the parties
involved were organizationally only partly capable of making these kinds
of political exchanges. This already excluded that the assumed macro
political approach ever could become dominant in the debates of the
Alliance for Jobs. In addition, important issues needed the consent of
the parliamentary and the party system, and contrary to many fears the
Alliance for Jobs never became a sort of side-government. Finally it
turned out that some of the most essential topics were either only
implicitly dealt with or were totally neglected. The Alliance for Jobs also
failed to establish itself as the main arena for consultation and for trust-
building as far as the labor market and the economic policies were
concerned. Many important issues were decided in the parliament, by
the government or by political parties. In addition, the working groups
had no impact whatsoever. Additionally the Benchmarking Group
became unimportant—in spite of repeated declarations that Germany
would have to learn from successful models from abroad.

Altogether the Alliance for Jobs produced only some modest
successes. It could not live up to the expectations expressed at the begin-
ning of the Red–Green government. This can mainly be explained by
the programmatic vagueness of the government, the ambiguous founda-
tion of the Alliance for Jobs, fundamental conflicts between the social
partners, and structural weaknesses of actors involved. At the end of the
term, many even observed a new “alienation” between the trade unions
and the government. Thus, the Alliance for Jobs, Training and
Competitiveness is the very reflection of the programmatic vagueness of
the Third Way and the attempt of a Social Democratic party, which
until now has failed to bridge the gap between the “old left” and its
traditional supporters on the one hand and the “new left” and the
modernizers on the other.

Notes

This chapter was first presented at a conference on the Federal Elections in
Germany at the University of Minnesota (27–29 September 2002). For helpful
comments and critiques I am grateful to the participants of this conference as
well as to Peter Rütters and Siegfried Mielke (Free University Berlin). Unluckily
all errors have to remain mine.

1. During the election campaign Gerhard Schröder, attempting to move his
party to the Center, expressed the intention not “to do everything different
but many things better” (quoted in Merkl 1999: 9).
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2. Frank-Walter Steinmeier followed Bodo Hombach, as director of the
Chancellor’s Office and Chair of the Steering Committee.

3. Markovits and Gorski (1993) already discussed this question in the early
1990s.

4. In a later meeting another agreement on early retirement was found
(Bispinck 1997: 67).

5. All declarations, statements, or reports published by the Alliance for Jobs
can be found at: www.buendnis.de (Bundesregierung 2002c). An English
version of the first five statements and declarations can be found in: Federal
Government 2000.

6. For example, “Das Bündnis für Arbeit soll ein langfristiges Projekt werden,”
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (26 February 1999): 1–2.

7. “Zwickel droht mit einem Scheitern des Bündnisses für Arbeit,” Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung (2 January 1999): 11; “Schmoldt: Das Bündnis darf
nicht scheitern”, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (8 December 1999): 18.

8. Ver.di was formed by ÖTV (public services), IG Medien (media), HBV
(trade, banks, insurances), DAG (white collar), and DPG (postal workers).

9. A closer analysis of other examples shows similar results: JUMP (the
program to reduce unemployment among young people) had already been
adopted before the Alliance for Jobs was set up (Neumann 2000), and the
program to integrate low-skilled and long-term unemployed was cut down
from a general policy to a few pilot schemes in the Saarland and in
Rhineland Palatinate.

10. The term AQTIV is the acronym for: Aktivieren (activate), Qualifizieren
(qualify), Trainieren (train), Investieren (invest), Vermitteln (to get people
into work).

11. The so-called Hartz Commission was set up in February 2002 and submit-
ted its final report in August 2002 (Hartz-Kommission 2002).

12. For the European Employment Pact, cf. Hassel and Hoffmann 1999:
222–27; BMAS 2002a.

13. “Länder unterstützen Bündnis-Gespräche,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung
(12 March 1999): 2.

14. “Kein Bündnis für Arbeit in Nordrhein-Westfalen,” Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung (19 August 1999): 15.
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CHAPTER 6

Policy Failure: The Economic 
Record of the Red–Green Coalition

in Germany, 1998–2002
Kurt Hübner

After being elected chancellor of Germany in 1998, Gerhard
Schröder made the point that he should not be reelected if the
Red–Green coalition had not reduced endemic unemployment to

much lower levels. In September 2002 unemployment in Germany was
again on the rise, and it was obvious that the government was not ever
even going to come close to breaking the strong sclerotic structures of the
German political economy. In that month, the number of unemployed
remained fixed at over 4 million, the same as it had four years before at
the time of the government’s election. It was only thanks to the impend-
ing Iraq crisis and the strong dove attitude of the Schröder government,
in combination with the floods in Eastern Germany, that opened up
space for the government to divert attention from economics.

The promise to reduce unemployment significantly without present-
ing any bold political strategy is no recommendation of the political
skills of the leader of the Red–Green government. Already some years
earlier Schröder shocked his fellow Social Democratic Party comrades by
informing them that there is no such thing as a leftist or rightist
economic policy, there is only a successful one. More than reflecting
some newly found intellectual basis for his economic political strategy,
this slogan strongly reflects the highly pragmatic character of economic
thought of Schröder and his loyal advisors from Lower Saxony. This also
meant that the three overarching political targets proclaimed by the



Social Democratic Party, namely jobs, innovation, and social justice,
had no sufficient basis in economic policy-making.1

Since the announcements of Social Democratic Party targets in 1998
the German public has witnessed several turns in economic policy with
at least two main results. First, after four years of a Red–Green govern-
ment the unemployment problem is still alive and well. Second, on a
broader scale, including growth of output, budgets, equality in net
incomes, and more, the economic record of the government is quite
negative. After presenting data on the economic outcomes of this
government’s policies, I will discuss some hypotheses that attempt to
explain the record. Following concepts from the “varieties of capitalism”
approach, this study presents an analysis that highlights the reasons for
the Red–Green coalition’s dissatisfactory economic record. Given the
restructured economic conditions for policy-making in the late 1990s,
the German government under the Red–Green coalition was not
prepared to tackle the challenges arising from this environment. At the
center of the unsolved economic problems of post-unification Germany
lies the policy failure of the Red–Green government.

The Economic Record

The start of the Red–Green coalition was in many respects troublesome,
reflecting the two parties’ lack of preparation in forming a government
together. Only after the demise of the party hero and finance minister,
Oskar Lafontaine, did the coalition begin to find some common basis for
their political program. The demise of Lafontaine was not so much the
final victory of the “neoliberal camps of modernizers” against the “tradi-
tionalists” (Kreutz 2002: 463), as an indication of the halfhearted politi-
cal strategy of the coalition. Lafontaine and his two ambitious secretaries
of state developed a fiscal and economic policy based on fiscal prudence
by reforming the biased tax system in favor of income-earners and the
private business sector. At the same time, Lafontaine went on the offen-
sive at the international level by presenting plans for changes to the
global currency system and by building up a common French–German
front against the rigid behavior of the European Central Bank (ECB). It
was believed that this attempt to achieve an adequate policy-mix would
allow the government to meet its promises of higher employment levels,
a cleaner environment, and an increase in social justice. The inability of
Lafontaine’s troops to explain their complex political project and to orga-
nize social support for the same led to some unsurprising results.
International protests led by the United States and by representatives of
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the ECB, as well as domestic protests undermined his case. Ironically, it
was his lack of a clear understanding of economic policy that allowed
Chancellor Schröder, although involuntarily, to follow his pragmatic
strategy unchallenged.

Taking over the responsibility for finance by chance, as it were,
Schröder and his supporters in the Social Democratic Party nonetheless
saw the need to base their economic policy on their own philosophy.
The result was the so-called Schröder/Blair Paper, which attempted to
give the whole political undertaking of the Red–Green government a
theoretical base by outlining a supply-side politics of the Left:

The past two decades of neo-liberal laissez-faire are over. In its place,
however, there must not be a renaissance of 1970s-style reliance on deficit
spending and heavy-handed state intervention. Such an approach now
points in the wrong direction. . . . In much of Europe unemployment is
far too high—and a high proportion of it is structural. To address this
challenge, Europe’s Social Democrats must together formulate and imple-
ment a new supply-side agenda of the left. (Schröder and Blair 1999a)

Such an agenda was never fully developed. Instead, for the period in ques-
tion, the Red–Green coalition’s economic policy resembled more a
muddling-through with a strong bias in favor of micro-policies over meso-
policies. Macroeconomic policy degenerated to a byproduct of the fiscal
conservatism played out by the new Minister of Finance, Hans Eichel.

Given this development, it should come as no surprise that Germany
ended up as the weakest of all European economies in countries with a
Social Democratic Party participation in government.2 Following the
work of Garrett (1998), and the ensuing debates on the deteriorating
effects of economic globalization, it seems to be reasonable to expect, both
empirically and analytically, a superior economic performance from those
economies with a federal government led by Social Democratic parties.
The results of the simple tabulation (see table 6.1) confirm the more elab-
orate testing in literature. First, for the period that is of interest to us,
Social Democratic-governed societies demonstrated growth rates in GDP
slightly above the average of all 15 member states of the EU. In other
words, growth of output was not hampered by the economic policy strate-
gies of the Social Democratic parties in power. Second, unemployment
was significantly lower in the first group compared to the reference group.
As the figures show, there is a huge dispersion in unemployment rates.
Sweden and the Netherlands on the one side, and the United Kingdom on
the other, follow very different employment policies. Both groupings are
much more successful than the other economies of the group,3 and did
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better than the EU overall. Third, in accordance with the aforementioned
literature it is also predictable that the state plays a bigger role in the
group of economies with a Social Democratic party-led government than
in the EU group of economies overall. The state’s share in economic activ-
ities, measured as state share in GDP, was two percentage points higher in
Social Democratic-led Economies (SDEs) than in the group of 15 member
economies of the EU. Surprising, however, is the fourth point, the find-
ing that the economies of the SDEs achieved superior outcomes without
widening their budget deficits. SDEs were more successful in reducing
their budget deficits than the EU economies overall.

The exception to the rule is the German economy, which ranks at the
bottom of the Social Democratic league along all categories of table 6.1,
and shows inferior outcomes even when compared to the EU average.
Without entering into an extended discussion of the reasons for this
disappointing outcome, it is obvious that the data rejects the validity of
widespread general theses such as the “globalization argument” or the
“Eurosclerosis approach.”4 The causes for the comparatively unsuccessful
German economic performance during the first Red–Green government
are in many respects homemade, and have to do with macroeconomic
lock-in effects.

This hypothesis is supported by data on cross-border transactions. For
the years 1998 to the end of 1999 the German trade balance shows an
increasing surplus. It is only with the onset of the global recession of 2000
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Table 6.1 Economic record of Social Democratic-led governments (1998–2002)

Average GDP Average rate of State expenditures as Budget surplus (�)/
growth per unemployment share of nominal deficit (�) as share of

year GDP nominal GDP

Germany 1.5 8.3 48.6 �1.8
France 2.7 9.9 53.0 �1.9
Greece 3.6 10.9 48.2 �0.9
Sweden 2.9 6.1 58.0 �2.6
UK 2.4 5.5 39.9 �0.6
Portugal 2.6 4.5 46.5 �2.4
Austria 2.1 4.0 52.2 �1.6
Denmark 2.1 4.6 53.2 �2.4
Italy 1.7 10.4 48.0 �1.8
Netherlands 2.7 3.1 45.8 �0.3
SDE 2.4 6.7 49.3 �0.5
EU-15 2.2 8.3 47.0 �0.9

Source: SVR 2001: 48–49; 2002: 42–43; own calculations.



that this surplus decreased slightly, but with exports remaining the
workhorse of the German economy. Based on econometric observation of
the far-above average effects of exports on GDP, there is little surprise that
the cyclical downturn of international production transformed the
German workhorse into more and more of a lame duck up until the year
2002 (European Commission 2002: 13). However, the negative growth
effects of a shrinking, yet still positive surplus in trade balance do not
indicate a loss in German producer’s overall global competitiveness. It is
true that exports have been strengthened by the weak euro, leading to
increased international price competitiveness outside the Euro zone on the
whole. Besides this price effect, Germany owes its surplus to a renewed
technological competitiveness, at least in the field of matured technologi-
cal products. Since the mid-1990s the German share of research and
development-intensive goods in international markets has made a U-turn
and contributed to the successful export performance of the late 1990s
(BMBF 2002a: xxix). This improvement coincided with an overall
increase in R&D expenditures in Germany. However, upon closer inspec-
tion this increase reveals itself to be not the outcome of a deliberate strat-
egy to increase publicly funded research, but rather mainly the result of
stronger research efforts in the private sector (BMBF 2002a). In inter-
national comparisons Germany still lags behind: in overall research
expenditures, as a share of GDP, as well as in the absolute amounts of
public-driven research support. This is particularly true compared to
Sweden and Finland, who have invested much greater amounts of private
and public funds to get their economies on track toward a knowledge-
based economy. Compared to the efforts in those countries, federal
support in favor of the New Middle and its economic underpinnings was
too small and thus insufficient to generate feasible economic effects.

Economic policy involves much more than state actions to strengthen
allocative efficiency and macroeconomic stability. Whether the parties
concerned are aware of it or not, economic policy also intervenes in the
distributional arena of market economies by setting tax rates, handing
out subsidies and transfers, and through regulative measures. Schäfer
(2001) shows that between 1998 and the end of 2000 the distributional
activities of the German welfare and tax state resulted in a difference of
the gross and net shares of wage incomes in GDP of 72.3 to 69.8 percent.
That is, the market results of functional distribution have been cor-
rected in favor of non-wage incomes. This decline of the wage share in
net terms is reflected in the changes in personal income distribution,
where the disparities of net household incomes have increased slightly
until the year 2001 (SVR 2002: 350). Due to the effects of the tax
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reforms of 2000, this trend will continue. Such a political turnabout in
income distribution clearly shows that the Red–Green coalition, against
widespread prejudices and political rhetoric, did not act as stakeholder
for labor and the socially excluded. This development also highlights
some of the difficulties involved in using tax incentives in an open econ-
omy. The increase in net profits, it has turned out, was no guarantee for
a proportional increase in domestic investments. In fact, net profits and
domestic investments were increasingly being de-coupled.5 Favoring the
private business sector, obviously, didn’t pay off for the Red–Green
coalition. On the contrary, sluggish investment was one of the reasons
for the disappointing unemployment figures.

Arena of Policy Failure I: Fiscal Policy

Given the self-defined benchmark of political success, the outcomes of
the labor market should have been front and center in the first
Red–Green government’s political activities. In fact, the coalition
followed a twofold strategy by creating a round table, labeled the
“Alliance for Jobs, Training and Competitiveness” (see Reutter, chapter 5
in this volume), and by strengthening the incentives for investment and
economic growth. This combination of micro- and macroeconomic
measures was intended to help overcome the strong hysteris tendencies
of the German labor markets, which have resulted in a strong upward
trend of unemployment since the mid-1970s. In terms of macro-
economics, this strategy was rather traditional. Stronger incentives for
private investments and higher net incomes were intended to help
increase demand in private businesses and households, and thus lead to
higher economic growth. Higher economic growth, in turn, would
result in higher employment figures.

The relationship between economic growth and employment is not,
however, constant in time. According to the econometric estimations of
Logeay (2001), the unemployment threshold has fallen slightly since the
mid-1990s: any GDP-growth above 2 percent per year leads to an increase
in employment, measured as a rise in the volume of work. Table 6.1 shows
that Germany did not even attain this favorable threshold in the first
period of the Red–Green coalition, 1998–2002. The reasons for this fail-
ure to achieve the critical rate of economic growth can be found in the
changed landscape of fiscal policy.

In contrast to the expectations of many observers, the coalition was
highly successful in breaking the gridlock of reform that had characterized
the long period of consecutive Kohl governments. This was particularly
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true in the intensely contested terrain of the tax system, where the Social
Democrats under party leader Oskar Lafontaine followed a strict policy
of blocking any decision in the last year of the Kohl government by
using their majority in the German upper house or Bundesrat. Once in
power, though, it was Lafontaine who immediately prepared the politi-
cal preconditions for far-reaching changes in the tax system. The tax
reform of 2000, achieved after Lafontaine’s demise, still bore the mark-
ings of the former finance minister’s signature.

This tax reform consisted of, generally speaking, three elements
conceived to stimulate economic growth. As early as April 1999, the
lower house or Bundestag ratified the law on ecology taxes, resulting in
a five-step procedure of tax increases on energy.6 The underlying ratio-
nale of this reform was the introduction of price incentives to reduce
emissions caused by energy use and to make use of the new tax receipts
to reduce the tax burden for indirect wage costs. It was thought that this
would lead to a decrease in the price of labor and to an increase in the
price for the use of the environment.7 To avoid too high a burden being
placed on energy-intensive producers, they were given exemptions in the
tax rate for energy, but still enjoyed the general reduction of employer
indirect wage costs. The concrete details of this reform resulted in a
mixed outcome. Contrary to many objections, the effects on income and
employment have been slightly positive. However, the distributional
effects were negative, shifting the main burden for the ecology tax onto
private households, thereby reducing their effective purchasing power
(Bach et al. 2001; Kern et al., chapter 10 in this volume).8

The introduction of this ecology tax was followed by an ambitious
reform of the income and corporate tax system. Starting on 1 January
2001, the law foresaw drastic changes in the tax rates for income-earners
and corporations, including changes in the rules for taxing corporations
and shareholders. With regard to income taxes, the new law increased the
basic personal allowance from approximately DM 12,300 to approxi-
mately DM 14,000 in 2001. By 2005 that amount will have risen to
DM 15,000.9 The basic tax rate was reduced from 25.9 to 19.9 percent
in 2001, with a target rate of 15 percent in 2005. The top rate will be cut
gradually from 53 percent in 1998 to 42 percent in 2005, applicable only
for taxable incomes above DM 102,000. The corporate tax rate was cut
to a uniform rate of 25 percent in 2001. Capital gains from the sale
of shareholdings between corporations—including shares in foreign
corporations—were generally exempted from tax, while dividends received
by corporations have been tax exempt since 2002. Retrospectively, the
most important change introduced with this fundamental reform was the
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introduction of the uniform tax rate on profits. Before the tax reform was
introduced, the rate for retained profits was 40 percent and the rate for
distributed profits was 30 percent. With the new law it became possible
for companies to shift former retained profits to the most advantageous
year so as to reduce their actual tax payments. In 2001 and 2002, this
loophole resulted in net outflows from the government to the private
business sector.10

In terms of political strategy, the ratification of the “grand tax reform”
was the greatest achievement of this coalition government. To win a
majority in the Bundesrat, the Red–Green government had to overcome
the strict opposition of the CDU/CSU. This was only possible by offer-
ing the CDU-dominated Länder significant side payments (see Kropp,
chapter 4 in this volume). The political triumph, however, was soon
followed by an economic disaster. The actual tax incomes of the federal
state, the Länder, as well as the Städte (cities) and Gemeinden (munici-
palities) fell far below expectations. This was particularly due to the
behavior of the private business sector, which made intelligent use of the
extra room for maneuvering made available by the new law (DIW et al.
2002b: 735). The enormous reduction in the effective tax burden of the
business sector will not last indefinitely. When the tax reform was first
discussed nobody was seriously expecting an international recession.
However, it would be much too facile to explain the outcome of this
reform solely by pointing to bad timing. Overwhelmed by national and
international complaints of the business-unfriendly German tax system,
the government initiated a reform, mainly driven by ideology, that kept
many of the irrational rules of the system and added a strong pro-business
bias to the system.

Given today’s generally lower rates and the broad range of tax exemp-
tions that make Germany highly competitive in terms of international
tax competitiveness (Hettich and Schmidt 2001), the employers were the
main winners of the Red–Green coalition tax reform. Unfortunately,
this “gift” on the part of the government was not reciprocated by busi-
ness. The increase in profits did not lead to higher investment in the
domestic economy. Due to the slowdown in international growth and
the looming recession in the United States, the German economy expe-
rienced a sluggish international and national demand, generating an
increase in the output gap. In pre-Maastricht times such a development
would have been countered by the workings of the automatic fiscal
stabilizers, probably supported by a more active state fiscal policy and a
looser monetary policy on the part of the German Central Bank.11
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Under the conditions of the Stability and Growth Pact such a political
response was no longer possible. Instead, the Red–Green government
rushed to introduce a procyclical fiscal policy by adjusting its own
spending behavior within the limits of the Pact. This procyclical behav-
ior was strengthened by the hawkish anti-inflationary policy of the
European Central Bank, which suffered from a reputation problem and
was therefore not willing to follow the policy introduced by the US
Federal Reserve in order to overcome the recession by lowering its lead
interest rate (Hübner 2002).

The Stability and Growth Pact was a heritage of the former Kohl
government, who together with the German Bundesbank was very much
in favor of setting an upper limit to budget deficits. As has been shown,
the modalities of the Pact make it necessary, over a medium term, to run
a balanced budget. The political rationale of this norm, therefore, has to
be seen in the normative establishment of a pre-Keynesian budget rule
based more on ideological convictions than reflecting sound economic
knowledge. Although Lafontaine, in combination with the former
French “super minister” Strauss-Kahn, tried to attack this straitjacket
from the beginning, and tried to increase national sovereignty in funda-
mental economic policy issues, neither the Social Democratic Party nor
the Greens shared this critique in a strong way. On the contrary, the new
Minister of Finance, Hans Eichel, was crowned the most successful
minister by both business and the yellow press and developed into the
government’s star minister.

Unlike other SDEs in the EU, the budget of the Red–Green govern-
ment never reflected a change in policy toward a Third Way. Instead, it
introduced strong redistribution mechanisms in favor of the corporate
sector and high-income earners. At the same time, the government
reduced state investment expenditures in a drastic way, placing in
jeopardy the infrastructure base of the new knowledge economy, which
was so heavily promoted in political campaigns. Given the fact that the
new political environment had long been foreseeable, the Red–Green
government put forward a shockingly ill-prepared performance. This
new environment can be characterized as one where the national govern-
ment’s economic policy no longer has any control over monetary affairs,
and where the government is hampered by a Stability and Growth Pact
that restrains fiscal policy enormously. Instead of taking into account
the increased complexity of the situation in attempting to find an
adequate policy-mix, the Red–Green coalition acted as if no changes had
taken place at all.
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Arena of Policy Failure II: The East

Like the Kohl governments before, the first Red–Green government was
a strictly Western value-based government without any serious under-
standing of the deep macroeconomic changes in Germany since 1990.
The politically paralyzing repercussions of the defeat in the election
campaign of 1990, due mainly to the skeptical attitude of the then SPD
front-runner Oskar Lafontaine against reunification, still affected the
party years later. The combination of the SPD’s guilt-complex toward the
East with the lack of economic policy skills on the part of the Greens,
along with their almost nonexistent performance in the eastern election
results led to a policy of “more of the same” in regard to eastern Germany.
Instead of designing a “grand strategy” for the endangered catch-up
process of the new Länder, the Red–Green coalition followed a business-
as-usual attitude by promising more of the same policies and resources.
Reflecting the SPD’s general campaign slogan, the government used the
terms “innovation-investment-infrastructure” to mark its political prior-
ities for the eastern part of Germany. The new program Futour 2000
targeted start-ups by offering venture capital to overcome the difficulties
in the first lifespan of newly founded companies. Companies with less
than 250 employees received the offer of a much-improved tax-free
investment subsidy. Start-ups as well as modernization and restructuring
projects were granted a non-repayable investment subsidy. Cooperative
efforts between the private business sector and universities in the East
were supported by the program InnoRegion, which tried to establish high-
tech sectors, such as medicine or biotechnology. The Job-Aqtiv Law intro-
duced training and education programs to upgrade the skills of workers
according to regional demand structures. The Jump Program tried to help
those young people without a finishing degree who were out of work.
More than 50 percent of the 37 billion euro for infrastructure improve-
ments in the transportation routes (Verkehrswege) was reserved for the
East.12

The most far-reaching economic policy decision of the Red–Green
coalition was the new ordering of the so-called Länderfinanzausgleich and
the passing of the Solidarity Pact II. The former had to be upheld by the
German Supreme Court after complaints by Bavaria, Baden-
Württemberg, and Hesse, all of whom feared that they would lose more
and more of their financial resources thanks to the vertical transfer of
resources to the less well-developed Länder, in particular the new Länder
in the East. The new rule foresees a continuation of flows in favor of the
weaker Länder. While the net payers will reduce their transfers over time,
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the federal government will compensate for those reductions by increasing
its share of the payments. Solidarity Pact II prolongs the transfer pay-
ments for the East until 2020. Starting in 2005, when Solidarity Pact I
runs out, the new Länder will have received, in total, 150 billion euro
over a period of 15 years.13

In economic terms the outcome of the diverse programs and supports
was at the very least disappointing (see table 6.2 and figure 6.1). Up until
1996, GDP growth in East Germany was higher than in West Germany.
Since 1998 growth rates in the East have sunk below those of the West.
This resulted in an at least momentary end of the catch-up process, hence
violating the main reunification target of creating comparable economic
conditions between the East and the West. The figures for the officially
registered unemployed in 2001 were even slightly higher than in 1998,
amounting to 1.259 million in eastern Germany. This increase has not
been halted by all of the efforts to decrease the numbers of the active
working population by driving them out of the labor markets. The result
of all of these combined factors is a further decrease of the population
living in eastern Germany, either due to movement to the West or to the
decrease in birth rates. The increase in labor productivity appears to be,
at first glance, one of the few bright spots. A closer examination,
however, shows that even after 12 years of unification policies, and
hundreds of billions of West–East transfers, the gap between the West
and the East is still enormous, with the East reaching only slightly more
than two-thirds of the labor productivity levels in the West. The situation
is even worse if we take output per inhabitant as the indicator. In this
case GDP per inhabitant has, since 1996, remained constant at the level
of 61.5 percent of the rate in the West (SVR 2002: 178–79). Finally, the
data also indicate that although the wage share in the East shows a steady
decline, it is still far above the level in the West, contributing to the very
disturbing low degree of international competitiveness in terms of costs
of production in the East.

The main cause for this disappointing performance lies in the invest-
ment activities of the private business sector. Though the share of invest-
ment in GDP is about twice as high in the East compared to the West,
equipment investments are still smaller in the East (Priewe et al. 2002: 36).
This weak dynamic in equipment investments slowed the pace of
technological modernization and thus prevented a faster increase in
labor productivity. In a pure market economy such a process of unequal
growth between two regions would have led to a strong polarization,
where one region would continuously win and the other would lose. The
politics of German unification tried to avoid such a polarization by

Economic Policy ● 117



118 ● Kurt Hübner

Table 6.2 Basic data about East German economy (1995–2001)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Population (in 1,000) 14,204 14,152 14,112 14,051 13,981 13,924 13,794
Change to previous year (%) �0.4 �0.4 �0.3 �0.4 �0.5 �0.4 �0.9
GDPa (in billion euro) 200.82 207.30 210.70 212.68 217.02 219.23 219.01
Change to previous year (%) 4.5 3.2 1.6 0.9 2.0 1.0 �0.1
Employed persons 6,048 6,007 5,936 5,950 5,983 5,917 5,799
(in 1,000)

Change to previous year (%) 1.9 �0.7 �1.2 0.2 0.6 �1.1 �2.0
Per 1,000 inhabitants 426 471 485 503 516 523 522
Employees (in 1,000) 5,579 5,536 5,450 5,446 5,467 5,394 5,277
Change to previous year (%) 1.8 �0.8 �1.6 �0.1 0.4 �1.3 �2.2
Self-employed (in 1,000) 469 471 485 503 516 523 522
Change to previous year (%) 2.5 0.4 3.0 3.6 2.4 1.5 �0.2
Underemploymentb 1,916 1,843 1,837 1,839 1,829 1,740 1,697
(in 1,000)

Registered unemployed 971 1,083 1,249 1,256 1,227 1,244 1,259
(in 1,000)

Participants in public job 291 261 221 298 332 232 173
creation schemes 
(in 1,000)

Productivityc 33.2 34.5 35.5 35.7 36.3 37.0 37.8
(in 1,000 euro)

Change to previous year (%) 4.4 3.9 2.9 0.7 1.5 2.1 1.9
Wage quotad 64.7 62.9 61.2 60.8 61.0 60.7 59.4
West Germany � 100

Productivitye 64.8 66.8 67.7 67.3 67.9 68.4 70.1
Wage quotad 119.7 117.1 115.7 116.3 116.3 115.2 112.3
Income per domestic 75.0 75.7 75.9 76.2 77.2 77.4 77.5
employee

a In prices of 1995.
b Includes: registered unemployed, unemployed according to §§ 125, 126 SGB III, participants in public

job creation schemes, in further education, in language courses, short-time work, partial retirement, and
early retirement.

c GDP in prices of 1995 per employed persons in Germany.
d Income per domestic employee in relation to GDP per employed persons.
e GDP in current prices per employed persons in Germany.

Source: Statistisches Bundesamt; Arbeitskreis “VGR der Länder,” Bundesanstalt für Arbeit, Calculations of
the DIW and the IWH quoted in DIW et al. 2002a: 13.

introducing far-reaching and highly ambitious transfer and subsidy
systems. However, the results of those efforts are mixed. In regard to
household incomes and consumption patterns the East has caught up.
The effective household income of the East has reached more than
90 percent of the average in the West. Those incomes were used for
financing the demand for goods and services.



Unfortunately, the overall amount of effective demand in the East is
much higher than the GDP produced in the new Länder. In 2001 over-
all demand exceeded GDP by about 40 percent (SVR 2002: 177–82).
Although this is a much smaller value than in 1991, when the gap was
around 66 percent, it still shows that the East has an enormous regional
trade deficit. As in international trade, the deficit in a regional trade
balance is reflected in the capital balance. The capital balance shows that
the prevailing consumption and investment patterns of the East are
mainly financed by transfers from outside actors: from the second half of
the 1990s until 2002 net transfers from the West to the East have been
in the range of 70–75 billion euro per year, that is, about 4 percent of the
West’s GDP.

German reunification has brought about a dramatic change in the
German political economy. The most important element of this change
has been the establishment of a regional transfer economy within the over-
all German economy. This transfer economy is sustainable only due to the
steady inflow of positive net financial resources from outside. Unlike a
deficit economy on the international scale, such a regional transfer economy
cannot default. This would not generate an economic problem if the rate
of return on these transfers was positive. The private investment activi-
ties show that the Eastern Transfer Economy does not seem to fulfill the
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profit expectations of private actors. Based on the experiences of the
recent past, it seems that the East is in an unfortunate lock-in situation
that will prevail if economic policy actors do not attempt to create
strategies to escape from this situation. The economic policy strategy of
the Red–Green coalition has not contributed to such efforts. On the
contrary, following a strict pragmatic perspective in order to avoid violat-
ing the interests of voters in the East, they perpetuated a policy that has
generated the Mezzogiorno structure of the German political economy.

Macroeconomic Blind Spots

The Red–Green coalition came into government without having a clear-
cut macroeconomic strategy in its political repertoire. Believing its own
propaganda that the new government will not “do everything different but
many things better” (Schröder quoted in Merkl 1999: 9), it undervalued
the importance of at least two fundamental changes in the German polit-
ical economy. Namely the restrictions on fiscal policy caused by the
Stability and Growth Pact, and the effects of the long-established transfer
economy in the East for the overall economic dynamics of the country.
The restraining effects of the Stability and Growth Pact, though discussed
at length in academic circles, only dawned on the ruling government
when the economy started to slow down at the end of 2000. Given the
negative effects on state receipts due to the tax reform, the lower than
expected rates of GDP aggravated the drastic shrinkage in state revenues.
After the elections of September 2002, the newly formed government was
forced to admit that in 2002 the budget deficit would be between 3.7 and
3.8 percent of GDP, and thus far beyond the magic margin of 3 percent
set by the Stability and Growth Pact. Immediately, the EU took formal
action by initiating the disciplinary procedure for those member states
who exceed the deficit ceiling. Following article 104 of the EU Charter,
this could result in Brussels demanding that between 0.2 and 0.5 percent
of GDP be lodged with them in the form of an interest-free deposit.

Although it is obvious that such a procyclical procedure would not
contribute to overcoming the cyclical slowdown of economic growth,
the second Red–Green coalition that assumed office in 2002 is making
no serious attempts to effectuate political change. On the contrary, the
first budget of the new government followed exactly the logic of the
Stability and Growth Pact, that is, it sought to balance the budget in
order to fulfill the criteria of the Pact. This response to a macroeco-
nomic problem shows that the Red–Green coalition is still missing the
opportunities it has to prepare an adequate political strategy suitable to
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the new institutional and political circumstances of the euro. The same
holds true for the Red–Green coalition’s political support for the catch-up
process in the East. Instead of designing an ambitious strategy for
the East based on the government’s initial formula of “modernization-
innovation-justice,” the Red–Green coalition is following the established
path of the former conservative governments without even recognizing
that this path had long ago ended in a dead end street.

Sixteen years of various Kohl governments have produced the urgent
need to remodel many of the institutional features of the German polit-
ical economy in order to strengthen the comparative institutional advan-
tages of the German variant of market capitalism. Unlike some other
Third Way governments in Western Europe, the Red–Green government
of 1998–2002 never believed in the necessity of an integrated policy
design, where macroeconomic policies would play a decisive role.
Instead, it followed a patchwork-like policy by introducing isolated
reforms without taking into account the interplay between different
political arenas. The balance of the first four years of a Red–Green
government in Germany shows the devastating effects of such neglect.

Notes

I would like to thank my colleague, Claude P. Desmarais, who generously helped
me improve both my English style and my thought in editing this paper. Thanks
go also to my research assistant Ahmed Allahwala for his fasthands in delivering
sources.

1. Harlen (2002) delivers a description of the political obstacles to the devel-
opment of an adequate economic policy.

2. SDE is the abbreviation used in the text for Social Democratic-led Economies.
Table 6.1 has been constructed using the period of at least two years as the mini-
mum criteria for assessing a nation-state as belonging to the SDEs.

3. These differences are readily apparent in Moene and Wallerstein’s (1999) and
Scharpf ’s (2000) analyses.

4. A more thorough critique of the “globalization approach” is presented in
Hübner (1998), while a devastating critique of the “Eurosclerosis thesis” is
found in Schettkat (2002).

5. See the figures in Schäfer (2001). A theoretical explanation can be found in
Hübner and Petschow (2001).

6. The first step included a new tax on electricity of two Pfennige, as well as an
increase in the value-added tax on oil and natural gas. Those rates will
increase following a pre-announced plan before reaching the final step in
2003 (see Kern et al., chapter 10 in this volume).

7. Koskela et al. (2001) demonstrate how a well-designed green tax can increase
competitiveness.
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8. Any effective ecology tax should lead to a rise in prices, because only then
will changes in the structure of consumption result. The concrete problem
with this project is that the exemptions favor precisely those sectors that
make above-average use of scarce resources.

9. Due to the political-economical responses to floods in parts of eastern
Germany the time schedule for achieving that level has been pushed back
by one year.

10. A more detailed description and analysis of the anticipated effects of this
reform can be found in Zitzelsberger 2002; Dautel 2001; Ehlerman et al.
2001, and Sorensen 2002.

11. These last assumptions may be too optimistic given the severe conflicts
between the Bundesbank and the fiscal policy directives of former govern-
ments.

12. A detailed listing of the different programs that the Red–Green coalition
designed for the East can be found in Bundesregierung (2002g).
Additional support for the East comes from diverse EU programs as the
new Länder enjoy most-favored region EU support. For details see
European Commission 2002: Box 3.

13. A critical analysis can be found in Priewe et al. 2002: 118–19.
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CHAPTER 7

Continuity or Change: Red–Green
Social Policy After Sixteen Years of

Christian Democratic Rule
Martin Seeleib-Kaiser

The key argument of the classical “parties matter theory” in compar-
ative welfare state analysis has been that conservative parties tend
to fight inflation, whereas Left or progressive parties tend to focus

on reducing unemployment (Hibbs 1977). Although there are some differ-
ences in terms of the variables operationalized, it has been argued further
that historically the strength of social democratic incumbency has led to
the construction of large welfare states (Shalev 1983). More recent research
has shown that not only Social Democratic, but also Christian Democratic
parties can be characterized as welfare state parties. Nevertheless, there are
said to be clear differences: Social Democratic parties promote full
employment and the provision of universal social services, while Christian
Democratic parties rely more heavily on the market in terms of employ-
ment policies and the principle of subsidiarity with regard to providing
social services (Kersbergen 1995; Huber and Stephens 2001).

Accordingly, we should expect that the Red–Green government
pursued a different approach in social policy after it came to power in
1998 than the Christian–Liberal coalition government during its rule.
Consequently, the following questions guide this essay: What are the
programmatic aims of the Social Democrats and the Greens? Did we
witness continuity or change in social policy after their 1998 election
victory, compared to the long rule of Christian Democrats? Did the
Red–Green coalition follow through with the promises the two parties



made during the election campaign? How are the recent social policy1

reforms related to the normative and institutional design of the German
welfare state in the golden post–World War II era?

Normative and Institutional Foundations of the German 
Welfare State in the Golden Post–World War II Era

In comparative research, Germany is characterized as a welfare state that
resembles most closely the ideal category of a conservative welfare state
regime (Esping-Andersen 1990). One core element of such a welfare
state regime is its strong emphasis on social insurance; consequently,
Germany has also been characterized as a “social insurance state” (Riedmüller
and Olk 1994). The other core element of a conservative welfare state
regime is its reliance on the family and other communal groups in deliver-
ing social services. According to the social insurance philosophy the
German welfare state was primarily providing wage-centered social poli-
cies. The normative precondition for receiving benefits was a prior stan-
dard employment relationship (Vobruba 1990). Based on this institutional
setting, social benefits were to be financed through equal contributions by
workers and employers and not through general taxation. Consequently,
the main aim was inter-temporal redistribution within the life course and
not interpersonal redistribution. Furthermore, securing the “achieved
living standard” (Lebensstandardsicherung) through the different social
insurance schemes became the leitmotiv of postwar social policy expansion.

The second core element of a conservative welfare state regime is its
heavy reliance on the family, that is, the housewife, as a provider of social
services (Neidhardt 1978). Based on the principle of subsidiarity, the
state would only support the family, in addition to a child allowance or
the child tax credit, if traditional self-help mechanisms would fail.
Hence, in contrast to Scandinavian welfare states, the German welfare
state would provide public social services only in a very restricted way.
Through the institution of the family the housewife and dependent chil-
dren were entitled to derived social insurance benefits based on the
employment relationship of the male breadwinner.2 The strong economic
growth of the 1950s and 1960s with its very low unemployment rate and
the predominant acceptance by women of their role as caregivers for chil-
dren and the elderly (Fröhner et al. 1956) contributed to a seemingly
well-functioning welfare state.

To summarize one can argue that during the golden era, the German
welfare state was mainly characterized by statutory insurance schemes,
which were to guarantee the formerly achieved living standard in case of
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old age, unemployment, and sickness as well as grant derived benefits to
family members. The family itself had the important role as the primary
provider of social services. From a normative perspective the German
welfare state was primarily based on the principles of social integration
and cohesion, not on redistribution between the classes, or fighting a
war on poverty (Goodin et al. 1999).

Social Policy During the Long Christian Democratic Rule

The expansion of the welfare state had come to a halt in 1975, with the
first cutbacks in social policy legislated by the Social Democratic–Liberal
coalition government.3 After the CDU came to power in a coalition with
the FDP in 1982, it not only promised to continue and strengthen the
overall consolidation process within the wage-earner centered social
policy, but also to shift the focus more strongly toward supporting the
family. The institution of the family had allegedly been neglected by the
Social Democrats (Bleses and Rose 1998; Bleses and Seeleib-Kaiser 1999).

The social policy development under Christian Democratic rule can
be divided into four phases. The first two years were characterized by
cutbacks, especially in the unemployment insurance program, active
labor market policies, and social assistance. The old-age insurance
scheme was largely left unchanged and within the health care system we
witnessed measures to control cost, which were largely technocratic in
nature. Starting in the mid-1980s, the government initiated some policy
expansions, although the overall goal of budget consolidation and a
reduction of social insurance contributions was kept in place. Most note-
worthy were the expansions in family policy. The government increased
the child allowance and child tax credits, which initially had been cut,
recognized a limited time devoted to child-rearing as equivalent to mone-
tary contributions toward the old-age insurance, and introduced parental
leave as well as the parental leave benefit (Bleses and Rose 1998:
144–54). Finally in 1992, the conservatives passed legislation to expand
the public provision of childcare facilities, giving every child between the
ages three and six an entitlement to a place in a kindergarten. The law
went into effect fully in 1999 after a transition period, during which
more than 600,000 places for children in public childcare facilities were
created (Bäcker et al. 2000b: 212).

The third phase came with the unification of the two German states.
As a matter of principle and in order to avoid chaos in the former GDR
the structure of the West German welfare state was extended toward the
East. Since the conservative government refused to adequately increase
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the subsidies out of general revenues for the insurance funds and due to
the huge social problems associated with the unification process, we
witnessed a rapid increase in social spending and in social insurance
contributions (see figures 7.1 and 7.2). Hence, it has to be stressed that
these increases were not the result of programmatic social policy expan-
sions, but due to the financing arrangements of the unification process
within the realm of social policy and the enormous social problems,
especially the rapidly increasing unemployment, in the territory of the
former GDR.

After the process of unification was formally accomplished, the Kohl
government in late 1992 once again started to pursue a policy of
retrenchment in order to control and eventually reduce the sharply
increased social spending as well as social insurance contributions. The
various policy initiatives included some major changes in the unem-
ployment insurance program, a reduction of the statutory sick-leave
benefit from 100 to 80 percent, a loosening of the dismissal protection,
and—for the first time in German history—a significant benefit cut for
future pensioners through the introduction of a “demographic factor”
into the pension formula. The changes within the unemployment insur-
ance were basically a continuation of the policy changes initiated since
the mid-1970s, that is, an incremental withdrawal from the principle of
securing the achieved living standard and a promotion of a greater
reliance on the market. Through the implementation of the Labor
Promotion Reform Law of 1997, an unemployed worker can no longer
reject a work offer outside his or her occupation or level of qualification
as unsuitable. In addition, he or she must accept any job offer that pays
up to 20 percent less than the previous job during the first three months
of unemployment, and up to 30 percent less during the following three
months. After six months the unemployed will have to take basically any
job offer that pays at least the amount of the unemployment compensa-
tion payment. Based on these changes, one can conclude that the state
is increasingly relying on a means-tested approach and the market with
regard to unemployment policy. Furthermore, various policy reforms at
the local level since the mid-1980s and reforms at the federal level in
1993 and 1996 have put an increased emphasis on workfare require-
ments within the social assistance program. In 1998, approximately
300,000 (former) welfare recipients participated in welfare-to-work
programs, whereas the numbers for 1982 and 1993 were 20,000 and
110,000 respectively (Alber 2001: table 14). (Re-)integration into the
labor market has become a primary concern, even if this means a state-
subsidized increase in atypical employment paying wages below the
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respective collective bargaining agreements—a process that can be
characterized as re-commodification (Seeleib-Kaiser 1997).

Through the implementation of the Pension Reform Law of 1999
(Rentenreformgesetz 1999), which was legislated in 1997, the replace-
ment rate for the standard pensioner would have been reduced from
70 to 64 percent. Based on this measure a substantial percentage of the
elderly would have had to depend on the means-tested social assistance
in the future once again (Schmähl 1999: 417 f.; cf. BMAS 1998: 57 f.).
Via the legislation of this law the former coalition government of
Christian and Free Democrats implicitly retracted from the principle of
Lebensstandardsicherung, which was the major achievement and leitmo-
tiv of postwar policy, ever since the historic “1957 Pension Reform.”

To summarize, the conservative coalition government pursued a
social policy approach that scaled back on the principle of publicly guar-
anteeing the formerly achieved living standard, while at the same time
expanding the programs for families. With the exception of the policy
pursued during the unification process, the overarching goal was to limit
and eventually reduce social expenditures and social insurance contribu-
tions, while at the same time to acknowledge the overall need for the
government to play an active role in social policy.

Social Policy Goals of the Red–Green Government

Analyzing the 1998 party platforms of the SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die
Grünen as well as the coalition agreement, it becomes evident that they
did not intend to expand the welfare state in the midterm, despite
promises to revoke some policy changes of the prior Christian–Liberal
coalition government in the short run. In the short term, they promised
among other things to reinstate the “old” policies regarding the regula-
tions of dismissals and the sick-leave benefit and to suspend the imple-
mentation of the Pension Reform Law. Their overarching policy
approach was characterized by the following four elements:

(1) no new deficit financed economic stimulus programs;
(2) a reduction of social insurance contributions and enterprise taxes;
(3) a modernization of the welfare state, which emphasizes activation

instead of compensation, a promotion of greater self-reliance,
and a reduction of government tutelage;

(4) an expansion of family policies (SPD 1998: 21, 26–31; Bündnis
’90/Die Grünen 1998: 23–8, 32; SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die
Grünen 1998: 7, 12, 32–45, 40–42).
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In his first address to parliament, Chancellor Gerhard Schröder
forcefully reiterated the need to reduce the budget deficit and to focus
subsidies as well as social policies on the “truly needy.”4 Although some
statements by the SPD chairman and finance minister, Oskar Lafontaine,
were interpreted as calls for an expansionary deficit-financed approach, it
was largely the press, interested in finding policy differences within the
new government, which exaggerated his preference for such a policy
approach. A deficit-financed stimulation of the economy at no time
during the tenure of Lafontaine became an official policy goal.5 After
Lafontaine had resigned in the spring of 1999, the new finance minister,
Hans Eichel, made it unmistakably clear that there was no room for any
deficit-financed programs and that his primary goal was the reduction of
the government deficit.6 In order to achieve the second policy goal of
reducing the level of social insurance contributions, the new coalition
government called for the introduction of a new ecological tax. The
revenue of this tax was to be used to contribute to the pension fund and
thereby allow a reduction in the level of social insurance contributions
(SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 1998: 15–16). The Social Democrats
and the Greens had made it explicit in their election platforms and later
restated in their coalition agreement that they would reform the old-age
insurance system with the goal of an expansion of private and company-
based pension plans as key elements. This approach was part of their
broader strategy toward self-reliance and activation, which also included
a call for “work instead of assistance” (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen
1998: 36), that is, a reform of the social assistance program. Finally, in
terms of family policy the party programs and the coalition agreement
called for an improvement of the parental leave provisions, expansions of
the child allowance and tax credits, as well as an expansion of childcare
facilities.

Summarizing the overall programmatic approach of the Social
Democrats and the Greens, it seems fair to argue that the new coalition
government did not publicly call for a comprehensive new approach in
social policy after 16 years of conservative rule. Moreover, based on the
party programs and the coalition agreement, the Red–Green coalition
government would continue the general policy path pursued by the
former conservative coalition government, albeit with some small alter-
ations in emphasis. In this sense, the statement made by Schröder during
the election campaign, whereby the Social Democrats in government
would not change everything, but improve a lot of things, seemed to
describe the programmatic approach within the realm of social policy
very accurately. Compared with the social policy approaches and reform
initiatives put forward by the Greens and Social Democrats, during the
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long dominance of Christian Democratic rule in the 1980s (Gohr 2001),
this “new” approach constituted the preliminary endpoint of a substan-
tial programmatic change during the 1990s. This change can be charac-
terized as a social-democratic convergence toward the programmatic aims
of the Christian Democrats (Seeleib-Kaiser 2002b).

Red–Green Social Policies in Government

A Quantitative View

In the view of many political observers the issue that really counts is
not the publicly stated policy proposal, but the “real” policy output
(Edelman 1976). One way to measure policy output is to analyze
budgetary expenditures. Despite a small increase in federal spending in
1999, the Red–Green coalition pursued a policy of reduced federal
government intervention. In 2001, the spending of the federal govern-
ment amounted to 11.8 percent of GDP, which is the lowest level in the
last four decades. The success of this policy combined with additional
revenue from the auction of telecommunication licenses reduced the
federal budget deficit from 1.5 percent of GDP in 1998 to 1.1 percent in
2001 (Hinrichs 2002: 23–24). This policy approach can be characterized
as a paradigm shift with regard to Social Democratic fiscal policies (Meng
2002: 191). At times, the governor of Bavaria and the subsequent chan-
cellor candidate of the CDU/CSU, Edmund Stoiber, has even criticized
it as inappropriate and too rigid. During the election campaign in 2002,
a prominent social-democratic critic of Schröder’s economic and social
policies summarized the strategy of the conservatives as “social democra-
tism,” while the SPD itself was not offering anything (Ottmar Schreiner
cit. by Meng 2002: 228). Hence the rise of the overall state budget
deficit, as defined and used by the EU for the determination of compli-
ance with the deficit criterion of the Stability Pact, to 2.8 percent of
GDP in 2001 cannot be attributed to an increase in federal spending.
Moreover, it was largely the result of reduced government revenues, due
to the effects of the tax reform of 2000 as well as sluggish economic
growth. Furthermore, the federal government renewed its commitment
toward the EU to reduce the budget deficit further and provide a
balanced budget by 2004. However, a comprehensive strategy of deficit
reduction by all territorial entities is essential in order to comply with
this commitment (SVR 2001: 118–37; Deutsche Bundesbank 2002a:
50–63). Based on the “parties matter theory” one would have expected 
a very different approach by the new government, namely an expansionary
fiscal policy.
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Yet, the financial situation of the federal government deteriorated
rapidly in 2002, due to the continued economic slump and rising unem-
ployment. The biggest increase in the federal budget was caused by the
rising transfers from the federal government to the pension system, the
employment service, and the new Länder (SVR 2002: 142–46).
According to the definition used by the EU to determine the state
deficit, the deficit of the federal government rose from 1.4 in 2001 to an
estimated 1.8 percent of GDP in 2002. Therefore, the federal govern-
ment is responsible for a 0.4 percentage point increase in the overall
state deficit, which rose from 2.8 (2001) to an estimated 3.7 percent of
GDP (2002) (SVR 2002: 138).

As already indicated, Germany has a highly complex public financing
structure through its federal system and the existence of para-fiscal insti-
tutions, such as the social insurance funds. Hence in order to grasp the
overall development of social policy expenditures, we have to take a closer
look at the “social budget” or social policy expenditures.7 Figure 7.1 shows
the overall social spending in relationship to GDP from 1975 to 2001.
After a reduction in spending during the 1980s, we saw a reversal of the
trend in the first half of the 1990s, before social policy outlays were once
again consolidated during the late 1990s. Based on the overall spending
data, the change in government in 1998 did not seem to substantially
alter the spending pattern.

If we control spending by region for the time period 1991–2001, we
by and large witness continuity in the West and a gradual, but persistent
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a Starting 1991 data for unified Germany. Data for 1999 and 2000 are preliminary, and projections have
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increase in the East since 1997 (BMAS 2002c: table I-1). The high level
of social spending in the East is financed through continuously rising
West–East transfers, which in 2001 approximately reached the amount
of 27.9 billion euro. These West–East transfers are largely channeled to
the East through transfers from the “Western” unemployment and old-
age insurance funds, which in sum totaled 25.8 billion euro in 2001
(BMAS 2002c: table III; table III, 112; table III, 16).

Accordingly, without these West–East transfers either the social
insurance contributions or the tax-financed subsidies for these systems
in the West could have been reduced. In order to reduce social insurance
contributions despite the financial “burdens” of the unification process
the Red–Green government introduced an ecological tax. The revenues
from this tax are estimated to amount to 57 billion euro in the years
1999–2003 and are earmarked by statute for the old-age insurance fund.
Without the revenues from the ecological tax the employers’ contribu-
tions (figure 7.2) to the old-age insurance fund would have been 0.75
percentage points higher in 2002 (Truger 2001b; BMF 2002: 10; Kern
et al., chapter 10 in this volume).

If we disaggregate the spending data along functions, a picture of
overall continuity emerges for the categories of old age as well as health,
while the outlays for the category “Marriage and Family” continued to
increase and the spending for employment-related policies decreased not
only relative to GDP, but even in absolute terms during the years 2000
and 2001 (see figure 7.3). The economic and demographic development
would have suggested the opposite development, since unemployment
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a Not included are the premiums for the accident insurance. Due to small differences between East and

West, the data presented here is based on the premiums in the West.

Source: BMAS 2002d: table 7.7; BMG 2002.
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in absolute numbers was higher in 2001 than in 1995 and the number
of children declined over the same period.

Based on the quantitative data presented here it becomes evident that
the new government did not follow a path of expansionary policies.
Moreover, as was proposed in the party programs and the coalition agree-
ment of 1998, it consolidated the public finances and gradually reduced
the social insurance contributions. Within the overall social expenditure
the amounts spent for the category of employment were reduced, while
social spending for families continued to increase substantially.8

Despite the efforts to consolidate expenditures, the federal budget
and the social insurance funds, especially the health care as well as the
pension funds, have come under severe financial pressure during
the fourth year of the Red–Green coalition government, which has made
further cutbacks and/or an increase in social insurance contributions
once again a short-term “necessity.” Without continued reform (espe-
cially in the health insurance system)9 and a speedy economic recovery
in 2003, social insurance contributions are likely to rise and perhaps
eventually even surpass the level reached during the tenure of the
Christian–Liberal coalition government in the late 1990s.

Finally, quantitative data on spending cannot fully and accurately
reflect policy developments. First, spending data might be influenced
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Figure 7.3 Expenditure for selected social policies by function as a percentage of GDP
(1995–2001)a

a Data for 1999 and 2000 are preliminary, while projections are given for 2001.

Source: BMAS 2002c: table I-3.
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significantly by economic and demographic developments. Second, the
data can only reflect those policy changes that have been implemented
and not those that were legislated, but are phased-in over a longer time
period. Therefore, I will analyze the qualitative social policy changes of
the Red–Green coalition in greater detail with a special emphasis on
pension reform and family policy in the following section.

Qualitative Policy Changes

The first steps of the new government in late 1998 and early 1999 were
to suspend the implementation of the Rentenreformgesetz 1999, reinstate
the 100 percent replacement ratio of the sickness benefit as well as the
“old” dismissal protection regulations, and reduce some co-payments
in the statutory health insurance schemes. However, these measures
cannot be characterized as a sea change in policy development. The
Rentenreformgesetz was not revoked, but its implementation was
suspended until a comprehensive pension reform could be legislated. The
reintroduction of the 100 percent replacement ratio with regard to sick
pay largely benefited “only” those workers who were not covered
through collective bargaining agreements.10 Finally, the reinstatement of
the “old” dismissal protection affected only approximately 5 percent 
of the workforce, since about 70 percent of the workers were still
protected by the more stringent provisions even after the changes of 1996,
and workers in very small enterprises were never covered by these rules.11

During the first four years of the Red–Green coalition government no
major reforms were legislated in the areas of health care, active labor
market policy, unemployment insurance, and social assistance. In the
field of health care all reforms in addition to the seemingly regular efforts
to control costs failed (BMAS 2002b: 132–41; SVR 2002: 163–73).
Although some progress was made in improving efficiency, each of the
two health ministers during the four years in power, Andrea Fischer
(Greens) as well as Ulla Schmidt (SPD), was unable to successfully build
a consensus between the various political actors in the field necessary
for a comprehensive reform. Finally, the minister postponed a possible
comprehensive reform until after the 2002 elections.12

With regard to (re)integrating or activating unemployed workers, the
Red–Green coalition supported the establishment of a limited number of
pilot projects, initiated a program against youth unemployment, and in
early 2002 commissioned a report by a blue-ribbon commission (Hartz-
Kommission 2002), which presented its findings shortly before the elec-
tions. Instead of the implemented minor policy reforms one would have
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expected a significant expansion of active labor market policies (ALMP),
since ALMP and a commitment to full employment are said to be the
hallmarks of Social Democratic welfare policy. Yet, there is no clear
evidence toward an increased emphasis on ALMP by the Red–Green
coalition government. Depending on the source, the number of persons
participating in measures of ALMP varies slightly. According to estimates
by the Council of Economic Advisers (Sachverständigenrat, SVR), the
absolute number of unemployed in active measures declined slightly
from 1.09 million in 1998 to 0.97 million in 2001 (SVR 2001: 99). Data
by the Ministry of Labor show a slight increase of people in active labor
market measures from 1.4 million (1998) to 1.5 million (2001) (BMAS
2002b: 37). Undisputed, however, is a clear decline of participants in
traditional public works projects from an annual average of about
384,000 participants (1998) to 220,000 (2001), that is, the lowest
number since unification (see figure 7.4). Despite the continuously high
unemployment of about 20 percent in the East, this region witnessed
considerable reductions in ALMP (BMAS 2002b: 37).

In the summer of 2002, the federal government promised to speedily
implement the Hartz Commission’s recommendations and thereby shift
greater attention toward reducing unemployment. However, neither
implementing a policy aiming at reducing unemployment via deficit-
financed public employment programs nor a “left-wing” supply-side
policy (Boix 1998) with a focus on increasing human capital through
education and training measures are part of the recommendations.
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Moreover, the recommendations primarily focus on the improvement of
the effectiveness and efficiency of the labor exchange offices. In addi-
tion, the commission proposes to establish more private and public
agencies for temporary workers, grant low-interest loans to small- and
medium-sized companies that employ previously unemployed workers,
and grant financial aid to unemployed workers to become self-employed
(Hartz-Kommission 2002).

During the tenure of the Red–Green coalition at the federal level,
employment in workfare measures at the local level continued to
increase. According to a survey by the German Association of Cities
(Deutscher Städtetag) about 400,000 (former) welfare recipients partici-
pated in welfare-to-work programs during the year 2000, an increase of
about 100,000 since 1998. About 50 percent of the participants are
employed in “regular” employment relationships (Deutscher Städtetag
2001). Such employment relationships entitle the participants to receive
unemployment compensation after the publicly funded or subsidized
activation measure expires and he or she should still not find work in the
regular labor market. Thereby, the costs of unemployment are shifted
back from the local to the federal level. Hence, the main reason behind
the increased emphasis on activation at the local level is to reduce social
assistance expenditure. In other words, localities have a financial incen-
tive to activate unemployed social assistance recipients, due to the exist-
ing financing structures of the German welfare state.

Pension reform
The work on a comprehensive pension reform proposal started very
early in the tenure of the Red–Green coalition government. First talks
between the coalition parties and the Christian Democrats were held in
the spring of 1999. In the summer of 1999, Walter Riester, minister 
for labor and social affairs, publicly announced the cornerstones of his
proposal. Finally, in the fall of 2000, the SPD and Greens formally
introduced a bill in parliament to reform the pension system (BT-Drs.
14/4595). After further deliberations within the Committee for Labor
and Social Affairs of the Bundestag, during which no consensus with the
Christian Democrats could be reached, the coalition parties split the
pension reform bill into two parts. The first part encompassed the provi-
sions with regard to contributions and benefits within the public
scheme, which did not require the consent of the CDU-controlled
Federal Council. Although the members of the opposition parties in the
Bundestag had voted against the second part of the reform initiative, it
finally passed the Federal Council with votes of the opposition parties
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after further modifications. This process made obvious that the dispute
between the governing coalition and the CDU was not about the prin-
ciple direction of reform. Moreover, it focused on the details of the
public subsidies for future private- and company-based provisions, as
well as old-age provisions included in collective bargaining agreements
(Unterhinninghofen 2002: 216–17; Dünn and Faßhauer 2001).

What now is the substantive content of this reform, which has
been characterized by Chancellor Schröder as “epochal”? (cited in
Unterhinninghofen 2002: 213). At the center of the reform is the limita-
tion of future increases in social insurance contributions. As a result of this
legislative measure the contributions to old-age insurance funds are esti-
mated not to rise above 20 percent of the gross wage in 2020 and
22 percent in 2030, the time the baby boomers will retire. This limitation
was accomplished by a significant reduction in the replacement ratio of the
benefits to a level of about 64 percent for the standard pensioner in 2030.13

In order to achieve the prior level of support during retirement, workers are
encouraged through public subsidies to voluntarily enroll in certified
private old-age schemes. The level of subsidies for workers who enroll in
private- or company-based programs, depends on the level of income and
the number of children in their household. Furthermore, the social part-
ners are encouraged via the tax system to include old-age schemes into
collective bargaining agreements. This will give unions a greater stake in
shaping “company” pensions with the theoretical possibility of including
redistributive elements. In the past, company pensions were almost exclu-
sively at the discretion of employers (BMAS 2002b: 114).

However, even if workers enroll in the various certified programs,14

there is no guarantee for a defined benefit at the previous level, because
the companies offering the various financial products are legally “only”
required to guarantee the nominal amount paid into the system. Hence,
the overall pension system in Germany is being transformed from a pay-
as-you-go system based on the principle of defined benefits to a partially
funded system based in part on the principle of defined contributions.
According to estimates by the Bundesbank a 50-year-old worker will
have to save an extra 4 percent of his or her gross pay in order not to
witness any income loss in retirement; the additional saving ratio for a
20-year-old worker would have to be 1.5 percent (Deutsche Bundesbank
2002c: 30). Through the progressive nature of the subsidies for those
who enroll in the new programs the state intends to reduce the negative
effects for lower-income workers. Still, contributions for employees 
who participate in the voluntary programs will be substantially higher in
the future, than they would have been without the reform. They basically
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have to shoulder the financial burden of “privatization,” while the public
scheme is financed equally by employers and employees. Hence, if we
combine the contributions for the new pillar and the public scheme, the
reform only limits the costs for employers.

In addition, the occupational disability pension was reformed. In the
future, workers can no longer draw disability pensions if they are unable
to continue to work in their profession or occupation; they will have to
rely on the labor market for an alternative occupation and/or on the
regular disability program. Although the reformed disability insurance
program now treats unskilled and skilled workers in the same way, it
means a real change for skilled workers by ending the protection of their
occupational or professional achievements in case of specific disabilities
(Wollschläger 2001: 283–84). Finally, the coalition government de facto
introduced a minimum pension effective 1 January 2003, by revoking
the income and wealth test of the relatives of low-income senior citizens,
when they apply for social assistance. The law requires the administra-
tors of the old-insurance fund to inform senior citizens with very low
pensions about their entitlement to social assistance in addition to their
insurance benefits (BMAS 2002b: 118–19).

Overall this pension reform leads to a re-commodification and
marketization of the old-age and disability insurance systems and to a
withdrawal from the principle of publicly guaranteeing the achieved
living standard, while at the same time improve the conditions for very
low-income pensioners.15

Expansions in family policies
The Red–Green coalition continued to expand, albeit in a somewhat
accelerated fashion compared to the previous government, the various
family policies, as the spending data already suggested.16 The expansion
of family policy developed along three dimensions: (1) increasing the
child allowance and child tax credits; (2) strengthening the recognition
of a limited time devoted to child rearing as equivalent to monetary
contributions toward the old-age insurance; and (3) improving parental
leave, the parental leave benefit, as well as introducing an entitlement
toward part-time employment.

In a number of steps, the Red–Green coalition government increased
the monthly child allowance payment to 154 euro per child (an increase
of 41.50 euro per month since 1998) and the annual child tax credit to
3,648 euro. Furthermore, parents can receive additional tax credits to defer
some of the costs of childcare, if the childcare is deemed necessary due to
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the employment of the parents (BMFSFJ 2002; for a more elaborated
analysis of the tax policies with regard to families cf. Dingeldey 2001).

Through the implementation of the Survivors’ Pensions and Child
Rearing Law (Hinterbliebenenrenten- und Kindererziehungszeiten-Gesetz)
of 1986, the state, for the first time in the long history of the German
social insurance system, recognized the contributions of caregivers as
equivalent to monetary contributions within the old-age insurance
system. Currently, the time devoted to child-caring will be recognized as
a fictive contribution—equivalent to 100 percent of the average contri-
bution—to the old-age insurance system for the duration of three years
per child.17 New is the provision that, if a parent should choose a part-
time position, in order to reconcile outside work with the desire to at
least partially care for the child personally, the state will contribute to
the pension fund to make up for the “lost” contribution up to a limit of
100 percent of the average contribution until the child is ten years old.
Through the recognition of (a limited) time spent as a caregiver and
thereby creating individual entitlement rights, the state reduced the
dependence of the predominantly female caregivers on derived benefits
of male breadwinners (Meyer 1998).

In addition, legislation was introduced and consequently expanded to
increase the compatibility of work and the responsibility or desire of
parents to personally care for their children during the first years of their
life. In 1986, parliament passed a parental leave scheme, whereby an
employee could take up to ten months of unpaid leave from employ-
ment after the birth of a child, during which (s)he receives a tax-
financed parental leave benefit. The employer has to guarantee
reemployment after the leave in a similar position and with equivalent
remuneration. The duration of the parental leave has been extended in
a number of steps during the late 1980s and early 1990s. Since 1993,
parents are entitled to three years of leave; during the first two years, 
the government pays a flat monthly means-tested benefit of 307 euro
(DM 600) (Bleses and Rose 1998: 152).18 The Red–Green government
made it easier for both parents to share the parental leave and substantially
increased the earnings limit up to which parents are eligible for the full
benefit. The stated goal of the Red–Green government is that all parents
with an average income shall once again receive the benefit (BMAS
2002b: 228), whereas the percentage of recipients declined substantially
during the tenure of the previous government, since the earnings limit had
not been adjusted since 1986 (Fuhrmann 2002: 192). Furthermore, a new
provision entitles parents with children born after 1 January 2001 to work
part-time up to 30 hours per week during their parental leave.
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During its first four years in power, the Red–Green coalition govern-
ment has not legislated any measures concerning the improvement and/or
expansion of childcare facilities. However, first, it has to be acknowledged
that education and childcare in principle are within the responsibility of
the Länder and the federal government can only through regulatory poli-
cies or financial incentives promote certain institutional changes. Second,
increasing the spending for the establishment of new childcare facilities
and schools with an all-day schedule is a top priority of the federal govern-
ment during its second term, according to the new coalition agreement.
The Red–Green coalition has pledged to spend the amount of 1.5 billion
euro annually for the expansion of day care for children under three years
of age, starting in 2004. This program is explicitly excluded from the
continued efforts to consolidate the federal budget and reduce the budget
deficit (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 2002: 10, 29). If the federal
government follows through with its plans and the state as well as the
local governments fully implement them, this would lead to a substantial
increase in the provision of childcare facilities. The federal government
estimates that after the full implementation of its program, childcare facil-
ities will be available for 20 percent of the children under the age of three
(the latest available figure for this category of childcare facilities is a provi-
sion rate of 7 percent [1998]). Additionally, at the local and regional levels
we have witnessed tendencies to increase the provision of “reliable elemen-
tary school”19 education and after-school programs, during the past
couple of years. The Red–Green coalition government has promised to
support the endeavor of establishing all-day schools with 4 billion euro
between 2003 and 2007 (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 2002: 31).

To summarize: the Red–Green coalition has continued the path
pursued by the previous government to expand family policy. For its
second term it has pledged to improve the provision of childcare. To
some extent the two large parties differ on this issue, since the Christian
Democrats emphasize a reformed and increased family allowance, which
would give parents also the choice to buy childcare on the market,20

whereas the SPD has put its priority on the establishment of more
public institutions.

Red–Green Social Policy: A First Assessment

Using the election platforms and the coalition agreement as a reference
point, the first four years of the Red–Green government can be charac-
terized as an overall success within the social policy domain. The major
accomplishments were the reduction of social insurance contributions,
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pension reform, and an expansion in family policy, while at the same
time limiting overall spending. All these measures are in line with the
four key elements of the election platforms and the coalition agreement
guiding social policy.

The programmatic aims as well as the policies did not differ substan-
tially from the goals and policy direction of the previous government.
The overall social policy path pursued by the Red–Green coalition
government can therefore be characterized as a continuation and partly
as an acceleration of the approach followed by the previous Christian
Democratic government. It should, however, be acknowledged that the
finding of continuation is based on a somewhat asymmetrical compari-
son of the past four years of Red–Green government with sixteen years of
Christian–Liberal rule. Hence, at least theoretically it is possible that the
argument of policy continuation will be falsified through measures taken
in the second term of the Red–Green coalition government. However,
the analysis of the coalition agreement of 2002 as well as the policy state-
ment (Regierungserklärung) given by Chancellor Schröder at the begin-
ning of his second term do not give any indication that this will be the
case (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 2002; Schröder 2002b). Finally,
policy continuation should not be confused with policy stalemate.

The sum of the many steps taken by the two governments in the past
20 years add up to a substantial change in the normative and institutional
design of the German welfare state, which I have characterized elsewhere
as a “dual transformation” (Seeleib-Kaiser 2002a). What we have
witnessed is a process of an implicit withdrawal from the principle of
guaranteeing the achieved living standard for wage earners in the various
traditional social risk categories, while at the same time child-caring and
the social service functions of the family were increasingly “socialized.”
This outcome was not accomplished in one big comprehensive reform or
big bang, but through seemingly countless incremental reform steps.

What are the causes for the identified dual transformation of the
German welfare state?21 Institutional as well as structural explanations,
very often used in welfare state analysis, do not seem to adequately
explain the policy output. Especially, the change of power at the federal
level in 1998 has not led to the expected change in policy based on the
“parties matter theory.” Moreover, we have witnessed a change in the
interpretive patterns used to justify social policies. Two interpretive
patterns have emerged as dominant during the past 20 years. According
to one interpretive pattern the increase of social insurance contributions
needs to be stopped and eventually reversed in order to stay competitive
in the world economy. Furthermore, the government has to consolidate
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its budget and reduce the budget deficit. Consequently changes in social
policy become a necessity. According to the second interpretive pattern
the public support for families needs to be expanded, while at the same
time the overall expenditures for social policy should not increase. These
interpretive patterns became dominant during the long tenure of the
Christian Democrats in power and also guided the programmatic
approach of the Red–Green government toward social policies 
(Seeleib-Kaiser 2002a). Eventually, they have become “cognitive locks”
(Blyth 2001) that will also be directing the future development of the
German welfare state within the next four years (SPD and Bündnis
’90/Die Grünen 2002; Schröder 2002b). The changed interpretive
patterns transformed the normative and cognitive foundations of social
policy in Germany and concomitantly led to an institutional policy
change. With the exception of the PDS, all parties support this approach
in general. With no fundamental changes in the programmatic aims of
the parties and the absence of unforeseen historical junctures, only the
speed of the transformation, but not its general direction, seems proba-
ble to vary in the future, depending on the parties in power (see the
election platforms for the 2002 election; Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen
2002; CDU 2002; FDP 2002; PDS 2002; SPD 2002). The findings
presented in this chapter have two implications: first, the “parties matter
theory” seems to lose some of its explanatory power at least in the case
of Germany, and second, the dual transformation of the German welfare
state will most likely continue in the years to come.

Notes

Revised paper of the presentation at the conference “Federal Elections in
Germany 2002. The Government of the Red-Green Coalition after Four Years
in Office” held at the University of Minnesota, 26–28 September 2002. I thank
Peter Bleses, Antonia Gohr, Bob Holt, Werner Reutter, Martin Roggenkamp,
Heinz Rothgang, and the participants of the conference for helpful suggestions
and comments.

1. The analysis in this paper is based on a narrow definition of social policy
with the public programs to secure against the primary social risks of old age,
sickness, and unemployment at its center. Although I acknowledge that the
meaning of the term social policy can and a comprehensive analysis should
encompass more dimensions, space limitations do not allow a more elaborate
analysis.

2. For a more elaborated analysis of the interdependence of the male breadwin-
ner and the female caregiver see Bleses and Seeleib-Kaiser (1999).

3. This section is largely based on Seeleib-Kaiser (2002a).
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4. Cf. “Schröder verspricht Konsolidierungskurs, Abbau der Arbeitslosigkeit,
außenpolitische Kontinuität,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (11
November 1998): 1.

5. See e.g. “Lafontaines neue Kleider,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung
(14 February 1999): 34; for a perspective from the former finance minister
himself see Lafontaine (1999: 222–39).

6. “Der Bundesfinanzminister verteidigt die ‘bittere Medizin der Gesundung,’ ”
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (25 June 1999): 1.

7. The “social budget” is the most comprehensive statistical data set of social
policy expenditures in Germany and includes in addition to social spending
by the various public entities at the different political levels also the social
policy provisions provided by employers (BMAS 2002b: 371–72).

8. According to data published recently by the Bundesbank, spending for fami-
lies with children is even higher. In 1999, the state spent almost 150 billion
euro, or 7.6 percent of GDP, for families, which amounts to an annual aver-
age increase of almost 4 percent in the years from 1992 to 1999 (Deutsche
Bundesbank 2002b: 21–22).

9. The health and social minister, Ulla Schmidt, has appointed a commission
under the leadership of Bert Rürup (chairman of the Social Security
Council) on 21 November 2002 to develop a comprehensive reform with
the stated goal to reduce the social insurance contributions.

10. Most workers covered by collective bargaining agreements continued to
receive 100 percent sick pay even after the statutory changes of 1996, since
sick pay was often part of the agreements (cf. Bäcker et al. 2000a: 455).

11. The conservative government had changed the dismissal protection “only”
for those workers in companies with 5 to 10 employees (Seeleib-Kaiser
2001: 144).

12. “Gesundheitsreform wird verschoben,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung
(2 December 2001): 1; “Runder Tisch zur Gesundheit ohne Ergebnis,”
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (23 April 2002): 16.

13. Although officially the government maintains that the replacement ratio of
the benefits will only decline to 67 percent (BMAS 2002b: 103), this level
is accomplished by creative accounting, since the pension formula was
changed. Based on the old formula the replacement ratio would drop to
exactly the same level that would have been achieved by the implementation
of pension reform legislated by the prior government in 1997, according to
the new chairman of the Social Security Council (Sozialbeirat), Bert Rürup,
cited in “Herbe Kritik an Wahlprogrammen,” Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung (7 May 2002): 16.

14. First signs indicate that a substantial number of workers do not intend to
participate in the new programs. Various surveys show that 20 to 48 percent
of eligible workers do not intend to sign a contract (cf. Deutsche
Bundesbank 2002c: 32). Within the first four months after the law became
effective only about two million employees had signed contracts for the new
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financial products (cf. “Herbe Kritik an Wahlprogrammen,” Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung (7 May 2002): 16. However, in order to evaluate the
take-up rate systematically a longer time span is necessary.

15. For an elaborate and critical evaluation of the pension reform see Nullmeier
(2001) and Lamping and Rüb (2001). For a more optimistic view see 
Kohl (2001).

16. For a broader analysis of gender policies during the Red–Green coalition see
Fuhrmann (2002). Due to the complexity of the issue, I will also refer to
specific family policy measures already legislated during the tenure of the
Christian–Liberal coalition government in this section, before addressing
the more recent legislative changes.

17. Initially the state limited the recognition of child-rearing time to one year
on the basis of 75 percent of the average income. However, in 1989 the
government began to expand these provisions.

18. During the first six months of the parental leave, parents with a joint annual
income of up to 51,130 euro can receive the full benefit. Starting from the
seventh month the earning limit to receive the full benefit for a two-parent
household is 16,470 euro. Furthermore, since 2001 parents that choose a
benefit duration of only 12 months instead of 24 months are eligible for a
monthly benefit of 460 euro (cf. BMFSFJ 2002; for a legislative overview
see Frerich and Frey 1996: 330–33).

19. The “reliable elementary school” (verlässliche Grundschule) guarantees a fixed
schedule from morning to early afternoon on each school day. Traditionally,
elementary school education in Germany has had rather erratic daily timeta-
bles making it very difficult if not impossible for both parents to work, even
if it was only part time. For example, for recent changes in the state of Baden-
Württemberg see Kultusministerium des Landes Baden-Württemberg
(2000).

20. It has to be stressed, however, that the CDU/CSU in principle also supports
the expansion of childcare facilities for small children (CDU/CSU 2002:
36–37).

21. Due to space limitations, I cannot fully elaborate on this point here. For 
a comprehensive analysis see Seeleib-Kaiser (2002a).
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PART THREE

Current Issues and “New” Politics: 
Internal Security, Environmental Policy,

and Immigration



CHAPTER 8

Internal Security and the Politics 
of Law and Order

Gert-Joachim Glaessner

In public debates, political controversies, and especially in election
campaigns, security is always a hot issue. Successful election
campaigns have quite often been based on the promise to be “tough

on crime,” that is, curbing crime or unlawful behavior, and improving
security in public spaces. Many believe Michael Dukakis’s presidential
campaign in 1988 failed because he was regarded as “soft on crime”
(Anderson 1995). Margaret Thatcher, on the other hand, won the elec-
tions in 1979 by promising to increase public expenditures for the police
and to end social unrest by disciplining the trade unions and starting a
“fight against crime.” Labour in 1997 made crime and crime prevention
a major topic in its successful campaign as well and promised to be tough
on crime and on the causes of crime. In Germany also, security was at the
forefront of the political debate in 1998, with Social Democrats running
their election campaign under the slogan of “Social Security” and “Social
Justice.” Both issues figured prominently on the agenda and voters were
given the impression that a change of government would mean a change
for the better: more social security and justice without sacrifices. In its
coalition agreement, the Red–Green government furthermore regarded
the continuous improvement of internal security as one of its most
important tasks. This governmental guideline, agreed upon by Social
Democrats and the Greens in November 1998, called for a “firm stand
against crime and its causes,” a formula adopted by the Social Democrats
from New Labour’s successful 1997 campaign. Similar formulations
surfaced in the agreement of 2002 forged after the coalition managed to



regain a small majority in parliament (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen
2002: 54). While many of these promises did not actually materialize,
there were indeed some changes in the domain of domestic security.

Following the events of 11 September 2001, these changes led to only
few controversies, which was surprising given that federal elections were
due. Instead nearly all parties rallied around the government, and new
security measures passed by the parliament were also supported by
members of the opposition. This marks a decisive difference from other
European countries such as France and the Netherlands in particular. In
Denmark, too, elections were heavily influenced by right-wing populists
claiming they could solve the problem of growing crime and insecurity,
even as general crime rates (with the exception of youth crime) have
been declining.

Even the Greens, who had seemingly rejected the terms of law and
order since their foundation in 1980, now acknowledged internal secu-
rity as a legitimate aim of state authority. But they emphatically stressed
that the threat of international terrorism was challenging civil liberties
and that all precautionary measures should be taken to respond with a
minimum of restriction on individual and civil rights. The Greens
succeeded in a more liberal approach to the new anti-terror legislation
and insisted on conducting a permanent evaluation of those laws that
inflict civil liberties (Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 2002). Interestingly
enough, the Liberals, guardians of civil liberties for more than 50 years,
hardly mentioned the topic and made no strong argument in favor of
civil liberties (FDP 2002).

Predictions and fears that the populist sentiment waging in other
European campaigns would also afflict Germany and lead to a shift in
the political debate, have thus not materialized. Quite the contrary: the
traditional parties of the Christian Democrats, Social Democrats, and
the Liberals, which have dominated political life in Germany since
1949, are fairly congruent in their positions on security and law-and-
order politics. Today, the Greens seem to agree that restrictive and even
coercive measures must be considered in fighting crime and other
threats to security.

Security is, hence, a multifaceted concept and has been an important
political issue in Germany. No political party can take the risk and fail
to address this problem and promise to improve the safety and the secu-
rity of the people (or to be more precise, of the electorate). If parties fail
to do so, as was the case in Hamburg in 2001, the electorate punishes
them right away.1 Security is ultimately an issue with a complex and
shifting meaning that demands clarification.
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What is Security?

Given the relevance and the prominent role of the issue of security in
public debates and political controversies, it is an astonishing fact that
in social and political science there is hardly a debate about the dimen-
sions and implications of the quest for security in modern societies.
Surely Ulrich Beck’s Risikogesellschaft (Beck 1986) provoked much 
talk about risk and insecurity (Bonß 1995; Earle and Cvetkovich 1995;
Luhmann 1991), but security as a topic of reflection was left to writers
on international relations and to criminologists. The path-breaking
study of Franz Xaver Kaufmann (1970) on social security and the book
of the French sociologist François Ewald L’Etat providence (1986) are the
only ones of their kind in contemporary social science.2

Security, as an issue elaborated by these authors and within a wide
range of books in the field of criminology, is a much broader and much
more complicated phenomenon than simply crime, internal security of a
given state, or national security. Even as crime and crime prevention are
at the core of public awareness and unease, there is far more to the “secu-
rity question”: technological risks, economic uncertainties, social welfare
and social security, threats to internal security by external enemies or
extremists, “the enemy within,” and, of course, terrorist threats or attacks.

In this regard, security is a societal concept based on the understand-
ing that a situation is safe, and appears to be lasting, stable, and without
danger or risk. Security also refers to the maintenance of a certain soci-
etal status, standard of living, and living conditions for individuals and
social groups. Security is furthermore associated with certain institu-
tional arrangements established in order to defend a society or body
politic against internal and external threats. And last but not least, secu-
rity could be understood as the assurance of citizen rights and provisions
for procedures that will uphold these rights vis-à-vis any attempt on the
part of individuals, societal forces, or state institutions to neglect or
violate them. This is most fully embodied in the principle of the rule of
law (Rechtsstaat).

Security in a narrower sense would encompass the rules, regulations,
and institutions that protect citizens’ human dignity, that is, their “life
and physical integrity,” to quote the German constitution (Article 2,2). In
the preamble of the American constitution, the Union is tasked to “. . .
establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common
defence, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty
to ourselves and our Posterity . . . .” This understanding of security
as life, liberty, and welfare reaches far beyond the political sphere.
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It incorporates the economic and social sphere, as well as the sphere of
basic norms and values of a society. This makes security an overarching
concept, one that cannot be limited or restricted to one segment of a
society and political order and which constitutes basic duties and goals of
the state as the institutional form of a political community.

However, neither modern democracies nor authoritarian regimes are
equipped to cope with all these problems at once. A modern state’s ability
to provide security in all these spheres is becoming increasingly restricted,
and authoritarian regimes and dictatorships have often resorted to repres-
sion as a means to deal with security. In this respect the Red–Green policy
on internal security exemplifies the challenges involved, incurred when
democracies are tempted to trade security for liberty.

Internal Security in Germany

Within the German federal system, internal security is primarily the
responsibility of the Länder. Germany’s federal system is characterized by
a vertical division of powers between the federal state and the 16 Länder
of the federation. Legislative powers are allocated to both the federal
parliament and state parliaments. Administrative tasks are divided
between the federal government, which carries only a limited range of
administrative functions, and the administrations of the Länder. While
in principle, the constitution (Basic Law) is based on the assumption of
responsibility by the states, in practice, most of the legislative activities
have shifted from the Länder to the federal level.

The federal system not only allocates concrete and clearly differenti-
ated legislative jurisdiction to the federal and state levels, but also allows
administrative tasks to be distributed on the basis of subsidiarity to the
individual public body—the federal government, the Länder adminis-
trations, and local communities and their associations. The essential
characteristic of the German administrative system is that, while the
federal government maintains an administration of its own in a few
important areas, the majority of administrative tasks are conducted at
the level of the Länder or the local governments. Exclusively federal
administration tasks exist in only a few areas, such as the Foreign Office,
the financial and tax-collecting administration, the army, the Federal
Border Police, and other security bodies. Where needed, these institu-
tions have offices of their own at the state or local level (e.g., the army
has offices in the Länder with local administrations to organize conscrip-
tion and other duties). Apart from these few exceptions, the Länder
administrations are responsible for applying federal law.
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However, there are certain distinctions in the division of tasks and
authority for internal security at the state and federal levels, distinctions
that are all the more important as they emanate from constitutional provi-
sions regarded as essential democratic safeguards. While responsibility for
internal security and policing rests mainly with the Länder and local
administrations, the Federation has gained some decisive jurisdiction
with regard to border control and security measures at airports, railway
stations, combating international crime, drug trafficking or terrorism, and
protection of the constitution (Verfassungsschutz). The federal government
also administrates issues pertaining to espionage and counterespionage,
the protection of the armed forces against sabotage and infiltration by
foreign agents, and defense of the constitutional order against all sorts of
threats. The police are primarily assigned to the Länder, with the excep-
tion of the Federal Border Police (Bundesgrenzschutz, BGS) and its special
anti-terror brigade GSG 9.

The Basic Law provides for close cooperation between the Federation
and the Länder in criminal police work, protection of the constitutional
order (i.e., German legal norms known as the free democratic basic order)
against enemies from within or outside the country. Article 87,1 of the
constitution allows for the establishment of “. . . Federal Border Guard
authorities and central offices for police information and communica-
tions, the criminal police and compilation of data for the purpose of
protecting the constitution and countering activities on federal territory
which, through the use of force or preparations for it, jeopardize the
external interests of the Federal Republic of Germany.”

The Federal Security Institutions

The Federal Border Police (Bundesgrenzschutz, BGS) was founded in 1951
as a paramilitary police force to secure and, in the event of armed conflict,
to defend the borders of the FRG (with a special branch in Bavaria, the
Bayerische Grenzpolizei). The Border Police has gradually developed into a
sort of Federal Police with multiple duties and responsibilities. After a
terrorist attack at the Munich Olympics in 1972 a special anti-terror
branch, the GSG 9, was built up and served successfully in many cases,
most notably in liberating a Lufthansa jet in 1977 that had been hijacked
by a Palestinian commando trying to free a group of German terrorists of
the “Red Army Faction.” After unification, the BGS assumed responsibil-
ity in 1992 for air-traffic security and the function of Railway police.
With the implementation of the Schengen agreement, border controls
between the countries that had signed the agreement were abandoned and
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securing the outside borders of the Schengen area became a major task of
the nearly 3,000 officers of the BGS.

After 11 September, the BGS was granted extended authority for
stopping, interrogating, and identifying members of the public. Due to
the paramount importance of aviation security at the national and inter-
national level, the German government introduced considerable
improvements in security clearance checks at airports. Here, again, the
BGS has served as the supervising institution, with airport security
becoming one of its central duties. Officers of the BGS can also be
employed as so-called sky marshals (Flugsicherheitsbegleiter).

A fierce political controversy surfaced over the plan of the 
Ministry of the Interior to grant the Federal Criminal Police Office
(Bundeskriminalamt, BKA) far-reaching new jurisdiction. The first draft
of the law aimed at establishing the BKA as just another investigating
institution with responsibilities similar to those of the public prosecutor’s
offices. While this idea did not survive discussion in parliament, the
agency has gained additional powers that further strengthen its standing
in the “security community.” Founded in 1951 for centralized collection,
analysis, and transmission of significant information and for maintaining
forensic facilities for both the federal state authorities and the Länder
administrations, the BKA developed in the late 1990s from a relatively
small unit of about 500 staff in the mid-1950s into an influential admin-
istration with over 4,500 staff members, including more than 2,000 police
officers and an annual budget of almost DM 583 million in the year 2000
(BKA 2002). The office is only authorized to act in response to a request
from a German state or by order of the Federal Ministry of the Interior.

Over the years, there was widespread suspicion about the BKA due
both to its history and to the misgivings harbored by state governments
and state police about the shift in responsibilities and the creation of
parallel authority at the federal and state level. Nevertheless, following
German unification in 1990, the tasks of the BKA were extended to
include the five new states. The BKA thereupon became a central police
agency for the whole of Germany (cf. Article 87,1 of the German
Constitution). Its tasks and powers are governed by the “Law on the
Bundeskriminalamt” of 7 July 1997, which established the office as the
central agency for police information and communications. The new
law assigned the following tasks to the BKA:

● it monitors developments in the field of crime,
● develops crime-fighting methods and approaches for the police,
● provides the Police Crime Statistics (Polizeiliche Kriminalstatistik)

for the FRG,
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● gives professional advice and support to police agencies at the
federal and state levels, regarding specific cases considered signifi-
cant and regarding issues of crime-fighting strategy,

● supports police offices for the purpose of solving serious 
crimes,

● monitors developments in the field of crime prevention in Germany
and other countries,

● and maintains a special research unit on crime and crime preven-
tion (BKA 2002).

In 2001 the authority of the BKA was strengthened by enhancing the
means for data collecting: in cases where there are grounds to suspect
criminal activity, the Office will be able to gather additional information
without having to clarify in each and every case whether this information
has already been acquired by the police force of the federal government,
the Bundesgrenzschutz (BGS), or of the Länder. While the intention is to
make it much easier to obtain and analyze necessary information, it is
highly possible that, with the challenges that already exist in cooperation
between intelligence and police institutions, these regulations may
simply lead to further competition between various institutions for juris-
diction, influence, and power.

The tasks of the Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution
(Bundesamt für Verfassungsschutz, BFV) and the respective offices on the
Länder level are to safeguard the democratic system and to protect the
institutional order of the FRG against extremist political groups or indi-
viduals and against other activities that constitute a threat to national
security. As is always the case with such institutions, the BFV has often
been massively criticized for its activities, especially during the student
protests, left-wing political extremism, and terrorist activities associated
with the 1960s and 1970s (Braunthal 1990).

The primary function of the Federal and Länder Offices is to track
foreign spies operating within Germany, and to collect information and
provide intelligence on extremist organizations and their members to the
federal and Länder governments, to other executive authorities, and to
the courts. The offices report to the Federal Ministry of the Interior and
the respective ministries in the Länder and cooperate with corresponding
state agencies like the Federal Intelligence Service (Bundesnachrichtendienst,
BND) or the Military Counterintelligence Service (Militärischer
Abschirmdienst, MAD).

The federal and state offices have no executive police powers; that is
to say they may neither arrest nor prosecute anyone, nor use any other
means of force. The idea of a strict division of power and jurisdiction
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within security agencies in Germany is the product of historical
experiences drawn primarily from the Nazi era; institutions such as
these, necessary as they may be, tend to operate independently, uncon-
trolled and unchecked by democratically elected and legitimized institu-
tions such as parliament or even the government.

Under the new “security package,” the BFV has gained new respon-
sibilities. It now includes the gathering and evaluation of information
on any activities directed against the concept of understanding among
peoples and the peaceful coexistence of peoples (Section 3,1). This
provision of the law was strongly criticized as too vague, for “peaceful
existence of peoples” is a veritably boundless term, opening the front
door for persecution of unwanted political thought and political action.
According to the Ministry of the Interior, these regulations aim to
record any activities directed against political opponents abroad. It is
often difficult, if not impossible, to prove the use of violence or that a
person is actually involved in planning terrorist acts in Germany that
could affect internal security.

Under certain circumstances, the Office is also granted the right to
request information as defined by law from banks, financial service
institutes, finance companies, aviation companies, and companies
providing telecommunication services (Section 8,5), to the extent that
this assists the Office in the framework of its preventive tasks. To facili-
tate the processing of data relating to telecommunication connections
and the usage of telecommunication services, the provisions set forth in
Article 10 of the Basic Law (on the privacy of post and telecommunica-
tions) shall apply. While a special parliamentary committee supervises
the measures taken under these extraordinary provisions, these regulations
have triggered much critique.

As part of its anti-terror measures, the Office has also been given the
right to use technical means, under certain circumstances defined in
Article 10 of the Basic Law, to locate mobile phones in order to establish
the phone number and information on the phone-card. It is hoped these
measures can reveal important information about the environment in
which persons suspected of planning acts of terrorism are operating and
help to identify other individuals or groups who might be involved in
terrorist networks. The law also allows for information-sharing with other
institutions such as the Federal Office for the Recognition of Foreign
Refugees (Bundesamt für die Anerkennung ausländischer Flüchtlinge).
Under certain conditions, this Office and the foreigner’s authorities have
the right to initiate transmissions of data relevant for protecting the
political order against criminal and terrorist threats.
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Internal Security and Antiterrorism Measures

The federal government responded very quickly to the events of
11 September 2001. Only eight days after the attacks on New York and
Washington, the cabinet issued plans for a swift reaction to the threats
posed by terrorist activities. This first “security-package” aimed at
amending the regulations for private associations, making it possible to
ban religious groups showing extremist tendencies, as well as any other
ideological groups. A second, more comprehensive package proposed
wide-ranging and far-reaching additional authority for the police and
the intelligence administration and new regulations for non-German
citizens, resident aliens, and asylum-seekers.

Even prior to the September events, the Government had been consid-
ering legal measures to outlaw fundamentalist religious groups pursuing
radical political goals and supporting terrorism or planning other crimi-
nal acts. Hiding under the umbrella of a religious community, some of
these groups were considered extremely dangerous by the security author-
ities. In practice this was primarily meant for fighting extremist Muslim
“religious” groups even though all precautions were taken in order to
avoid being perceived as biased against Muslims in general. In addition,
with a mainly Turkish or Kurdish Muslim community Muslim extremism
and radical Islamism are not as prominent in Germany as they are in
France or in the United Kingdom. The government stressed emphatically
that this amendment to the Law on Private Associations (Vereinsgesetz) was
not intended to intervene in religious freedom. “It is merely a matter of
preventing extremist groups from continually pursuing anti-constitutional
goals that are allegedly based on religious beliefs” (BMI 2001). Only days
after parliament’s final approval, a radical Islamic group, the Cologne-
based “Kalif-State,” was banned under this law.

The second measure, which had already been considered for legisla-
tion before 11 September 2001, was the introduction of a new Section
129b of the German Criminal Code. This makes membership in and
support of terrorist groups prosecutable, even if these groups do not have
a relevant structure in Germany. A similar provision, the much disputed
Section 129a of that code, was established to combat political groups
supporting German terrorist groups like the Red Army Faction or the
“Red Cells” in the 1970s. The new legislation closed the gap that previ-
ously existed in the prosecution of international terrorist organizations
and is considered an important contribution toward fighting terrorism.

The new legislation also brought about an institutional shakeup of
security agencies, extending to them new and far-reaching authority.
The BND, which is responsible for espionage and counterespionage, has
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been granted the same right as the BFV. Under certain circumstances, it
maintains the right to request information about accounts, account-
holders, and other authorized persons, as well as about monetary trans-
actions and investments (Section 2,1). The MAD, is now permitted to
gather and evaluate information on any activities conducted by
members of the Armed Forces or civilians working in the Ministry of
Defense that are directed against the concept of understanding between
peoples and against the peaceful coexistence of peoples (Section 2).
However, unlike the BFV and the BND, the MAD shall not be entitled
to request information on economic activities of members of the armed
forces. But it has been given the right to request companies providing
telecommunication services and teleservices as part of their business to
divulge information on data relating to the usage of this equipment.

One of the most problematic provisions of the new law is the obliga-
tion of social insurance institutions to provide information to the secu-
rity authorities. The new security laws give law enforcement authorities
access to general social data and to specific data necessary for conducting
computer-aided profiling. On the basis of these provisions, all students
of Arabic and/or Muslim origin have been screened and the universities
have been compelled to provide the data from their student files.
Attempts to challenge these regulations before the courts have failed. In
practical terms, the results of these measures were extremely disappoint-
ing for the security agencies. If they had resorted to the experiences of the
1970s, when extensive Rasterfahndung-measures were undertaken, they
would probably have been more realistic about the actual outcome.

Apart from new legislation, other measures in the operational area
were taken to respond quickly to the situation, with the BGS stepping
up surveillance measures and controls along borders. Even before the
United States launched military actions, the security authorities of the
federal government and the Länder had already implemented security
plans for areas considered at risk, especially American, British, Israeli,
and Jewish facilities. The states implemented new computerized analy-
ses of data and search measures based on the police laws of the Länder,
with the goal of tracking down alien suspects living in Germany.

These and other operational measures, increased security measures at
airports and nuclear power plants, and special investigative procedures
conducted by the police, such as screening groups of people by means of
computer-aided profiling and searches,3 taken by the federal government
in the immediate aftermath of 11 September were meant to achieve two
things: to protect the public and to provide for a greater awareness and
sense of security.
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Amendments to the Foreigners Act and Asylum Procedure Act

Because some of the terrorists responsible for 11 September were foreign
citizens, some of them students living in the FRG and one of them,
Mohamed Atta, had entered the country with three different falsified
passports, officials came to the conclusion that amendments to the
Foreigners Act (Ausländergesetz) were inevitable. These changes intro-
duced by law include the refusal to grant a visa or residence permit to
any persons suspected of engaging or supporting terrorism or acts of
violence. These persons shall be prohibited from entering and residing
in Germany and if they are already in the country, they will be deprived
of their tourist visa or their legal status as resident alien. Cooperation
between diplomatic offices of the FRG and security authorities shall be
intensified due to the security authorities’ heightened need for informa-
tion in the light of the security situation. German diplomatic offices are
entitled by law to implement new identification measures (fingerprints)
in the visa procedure and the introduction of forgery-proof identity
cards when they issue long-term visas.

German consulates all over the world have to prove whether an appli-
cant poses a threat to the free democratic basic order (freiheitliche
demokratische Grundordnung) or to the security of the FRG and, if so, a
visa is to be denied. Visas for those who have already entered Germany
can be annulled and these persons can be expelled if they resort to
violence or terrorist activities.

The protection of political refugees from possible deportation has also
been limited by a much stricter use of the provisions set forth in the
Geneva Refugee Convention of 28 July 1951. The Asylum Procedure Act
(Asylverfahrensgesetz) has also been amended and stricter rules introduced
to curb the “misuse of the right of asylum.” New measures to identify
persons have been established: fingerprints of asylum seekers will auto-
matically be matched with those taken by the police at the scene of a
crime and stored by the BKA. Voice-recordings as a technique were intro-
duced to establish identity by determining which country or region they
originate from, and documents obtained in connection with the asylum
procedure are now to be stored for ten years.

Last but not least, the procurement of information from the Central
Aliens Register has been enhanced by amendments to the Act governing
the Central Aliens Register (Ausländerzentralregistergesetz). An encom-
passing visa file is to be established, in order to improve the clearance
checks on persons entering the country, and police access to this data is
to be improved. These measures and the newly established right of the
police to retrieve all available data on an automated basis, are meant to
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enable legal authorities to determine immediately whether or not a
foreigner is residing lawfully in Germany or not.

Taking into account all these measures concerning migration and
asylum, one can hardly avoid the impression that the antiterrorism bill
has created a convenient pretense for pushing forward restrictive regula-
tions on asylum and immigration, which had been on the agenda for
quite a long time and yet which had met with stiff resistance by a wider
public and relevant groups within the governing coalition. The precau-
tions taken immediately after the terrorist attacks, tighter security
measures at airports, protection of nuclear power plants, and changes in
the law of private associations and criminal law now seem to receive
wide acceptance and have raised little serious controversy. The second
security package, however, proved to be highly controversial. Parliament
approved the law only after a fierce public debate and internal squabble
within the governing coalition of Social Democrats and Greens.

The representatives for data protection (Datenschutzbeauftragte)
strongly criticized the original plans of the federal government as going
too far and as an attempt to introduce a permanent legal State of
Emergency (Ausnahmezustand ). While this critique was somewhat exag-
gerated, many of the measures taken after September 11 were not as
precisely aimed at fighting terrorism as the government claimed. As a
sideeffect, some restrictions were imposed which only indirectly have to
do with terrorism—for example, measures to identify asylum-seekers
and those who misuse the German welfare state.

Some of the regulations are in clear breech of established standards
of data protection. According to the right of “informational self-
determination” established by the Federal Constitutional Court in 1983,
personal data can only be collected by public institutions, if and insofar
they are absolutely vital for the public good (BVerfGE 65, 1–72). Security,
without any doubt, is a public good. The question remains whether the
political measures taken to defend it are adequate and produce effective
results. One of the positive effects of the controversial debate in parlia-
ment was the institution of a time limit for the bill—it will have to be
reevaluated and, if necessary, changed or not renewed in five years time.
However, in comparison to the measures taken by other countries—the
United Kingdom, for example—the German authorities have acted with
much more restraint and caution.

More Security?

All these measures were taken not only to provide greater security
against further terrorist attacks, but also aimed at safeguarding the
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“basic human right of security,” which some constitutional legal scholars
have interpreted into the German constitution (Isensee 1983; Robbers
1987). There is no doubt about the duty of the state to face threats to
domestic and external security; it is a question of how to do so and how,
in particular, the German government has reacted.

Trying to assess the politics of the German government, in general,
and after 11 September, in particular, one would come to the conclusion
that they reacted with some restraint on the continuum of a response
model. This response model was prominent in the 1970s, when European
(and other) governments had to react to a dramatic increase in crime and
violence (Gurr 1989; Scheingold 1984; Waddington 1992). In this
model, governments and politicians react to an anomalous situation in
which the public perception of crime or other threats to security does not
coincide with reality but is nevertheless successfully exploited by politi-
cal opponents or by populist groups or parties to gain support for their
cause. If mainstream politicians fail to respond to these sentiments, they
are likely to suffer the “Dukakis syndrome”—punished for appearing to
be “soft on crime” (Anderson 1995). As politicians learn from a number
of similar experiences in Britain, Germany, France, and other countries,
they are tempted into imitating these populist notions and by doing so,
they contribute to a trend I would describe as the “Le-Pen effect.” There
was great risk following the terrorist attacks on New York and
Washington that Germany would response to these challenges in a simi-
lar way. However, in Germany the first draft of the new security laws,
proposed by the German Minister of the Interior, Otto Schily, (publicly
given the label of “Otto catalogue” after a well-known retailer) was much
more radical than the final version and tended to undermine basic civil
liberties. A political controversy over these plans led to decisive changes
of the wording and content of these laws. This demonstrates how consol-
idated the political system is today when compared with the 1970s, when
terrorist attacks by the “Red Army Faction” nearly led to a state of emer-
gency and drastic legal measures, and furthermore reveals how strong
elements of a discursive political culture have become even in a time of
manifested insecurity. Whether this trend would continue to hold if
Germany, like other countries, were to become the target of massive
terrorist attacks or massive civil strife, remains an open question.

Notes

1. In the state elections in Hamburg in 2001, a new “Party for a Law-and-
Order-Offensive” (mostly called “Schill Partei” after its founder Ronald
Barnabass Schill, a former judge and later Senator for the Interior in

Internal Security ● 159



Hamburg) ran a successful campaign on a law-and-order and tough-on-crime
ticket.

2. Only in recent years have there been indicators of a cautious “revival” of
empirical studies of security matters in German political science. To my
knowledge, the only comprehensive empirical study on internal security in
Germany in the Anglo-Saxon literature is by Peter Katzenstein (1990).

3. “The aim of computer-aided profiling is to exclude the vast majority of
persons who have undergone computer-aided profiling from subsequent
police investigations. Only if further data comparisons reveal other conspic-
uous features of persons and relevant information has been supplied by other
sources about these very persons, will police measures be implemented on
these persons alone following a subsequent evaluation of the individual case
which falls within the remit of the Federal Länders’ police forces. These
consolidated results of computer-aided profiling and search provide the basis
for concrete investigations” (BMI 2001).
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CHAPTER 9

From Taboo to Strategic Tool 
in Politics: Immigrants and

Immigration Policies in German 
Party Politics
Oliver Schmidtke

If there were any notion of a Social Democratic–Green reform project
for their last term in office the issue of the German Citizenship and
Immigration Law would rank high on the list. Even though being

very cautious about the degree of change that the new government promised
to introduce in 1998, the outdated Citizenship Law (Reichs- und
Staatsangehörigkeitsgesetz) was surely at the core of Federal Chancellor
Gerhard Schröder’s idea to “modernize” German society and politics. In 
his government declaration of 10 November 1998, Schröder (1998b: ch. 13)
stated programmatically: “Realism teaches us . . . that the immigration
to Germany which has taken place over the past decades is irreversible. We
invited these immigrants to come and they are here to stay. And today we
say these people in our midst are not strangers. . . . Far too long those who
have come to work here, who pay their taxes and abide by our laws have 
been told they are just “guests.” But in truth they have for years been
part of German society. The Government will modernize the law on
nationality.”

As Schröder has stated, Germany has witnessed immigration on
a mass scale since the early 1960s and now is home to 7.3 million
foreigners—at 8.9 percent of the population as a whole it is the highest
proportion of the population of any of the major European countries



(Münz and Ulrich 1997). And many of them—for example, almost 
two-thirds of all 2.1 million Turks—have already been living in
Germany for over ten years. In stark contrast to this reality of postwar
German society, the issue of citizenship, immigration, and nationhood
has not played a prominent role in political discourse or policy-making
until very recently. This can be widely attributed to the fact that there
used to be a consensus among all major parties that immigration was not
an issue that was critical to German society; rather, this issue was dealt
with in terms of accommodating “foreigners” and, as it was commonly
put in euphemistic terms, “guest workers” (Gastarbeiter). Most promi-
nently, the liberal-conservative government under Helmut Kohl insisted
on the idea that Germany simply was “not and cannot be a country of
immigration.”1 Throughout the 1990s, however, with a massive influx
of asylum-seekers and war refugees from former Yugoslavia, this perspec-
tive changed dramatically. As this chapter will spell out in some detail,
there are a series of reasons why the new government under Schröder
made it one of its key policy priorities to tackle the thorny question of
immigration and citizenship.

Yet, this policy field and initiatives of the SPD–Green coalition
developed a political dynamic with far fewer positive effects for the
Schröder government than initially anticipated. In the following I will
develop a hypothesis according to which the field of immigration and citi-
zenship has moved to the center of party competition in German politics—
however with implications that have often not been intended by party
strategists. In interpreting recent political campaigns and the role that
issues related to immigration have played in the September 2002 general
elections, two aspects have to be taken into consideration that are related
but still follow different political scripts. On the one hand the chapter will
look into the policy process and the way the German polity has reacted to
the challenges involved in the constant influx of immigrants into Germany.
On the other hand it seeks to highlight the process whereby party compe-
tition has been a driving force in bringing immigration and related issues
of xenophobia into the spotlight of political debate. In this latter respect
the controversy over how German society should react to the challenge of
an increasingly multiethnic and multicultural society has repeatedly been
employed as an instrument of agenda setting designed to spur (antiimmi-
grant) political mobilization. This perspective will allow me to highlight
the implications of the Red–Green policy initiative in this field both with
respect to the public perception of the governing coalition’s performance
during the last four years and with regard to the actual achievements of the
Schröder government in this field.
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My basic hypothesis is that the policy field under investigation has
shown two peculiar and seemingly incompatible dynamics in terms of
its impact on recent political developments. On the one hand, issues of
immigration are closely linked to the—rational—debate about
Germany’s future labor market and its aging society. Here the main
parties in German politics show a surprisingly similar pragmatic
approach to the issues and an articulated commitment to collaboration
beyond partisan lines. On the other hand, however, this issue has been
employed in a populist fashion designed to evoke emotional attachment
to those allegedly defending national interests and identity. In times of
an ever closer resemblance of the two major catch-all parties, the issue
of immigration has repeatedly been used as an effective political device
to polarize the electorate and to reinstate strong party allegiances. As
a result, policy initiatives to formulate a new immigration law have been
seriously hampered by a highly emotionalized campaign conducted by
the parties involved. Given this peculiar dynamic of this policy field and
the events preceding the general elections in September 2002 the
Red–Green coalition could not capitalize politically from its lead in
reforming the outdated Citizenship Law and introducing new legisla-
tion for regulating immigration. On the contrary, the Center–Right
opposition could effectively exploit related issues for mobilizing consent
for their political agenda mainly by playing the national(istic) card.

In the first part I will provide a historic perspective on how the issues
of immigration and citizenship have been dealt with in postwar West
Germany. This approach will allow me to provide an interpretative
framework for conceptualizing the far-reaching transformations of the
1990s in this respect. In a second step, I will analyze related political
campaigns of the last years in more detail, shedding light on the nature
of the envisioned reforms in this policy field and the political debate
surrounding them. In the last part I will lay out some conclusions about
the role of immigration and citizenship politics in contemporary
German party politics and how it is related to the structural change in
politics in more general terms.

Immigration and “Guest Workers” as Nonissues in 
Traditional German Politics

In order to understand why the issue of immigration and citizenship
traditionally played such a low-key role in German politics it is instruc-
tive to highlight briefly some distinct peculiarities shaping political
culture in postwar West Germany relevant to the topic under discussion.
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First, there is the historically specific tradition of nationhood and the
much-discussed primordial base of its Citizenship Law dating back to
1913 (Brubaker 1992; Giesen 2001; Hailbronner 1989; Joppke 1999;
Lepsius 1985; Weil 1996; Zank 1998). As Brubaker has pointed out so
eloquently, Germany’s notion of nationhood as the cultural base for
defining inclusion and exclusion into its citizenship regime reflects
a blood-based, ethnically framed tradition of the national community.
As a result, immigrants or “foreigners,” as they have widely been referred
to, have traditionally been perceived as aliens. The term Gastarbeiter
(guest workers) reflects how the early recruitment of foreign workers
mainly in Southern Europe was widely seen as a transitory measure to
address the shortage of labor in the booming postwar economy (Barbieri
1998). West German society perceived those who came to Germany
throughout the 1960s and early 1970s primarily as a temporary work-
force bound to return to their countries of origin once they completed
their professional assignments. It is within this logic that labor recruit-
ment (1955–1973) was stopped in 1973; immigration was meant to be
a transitory measure to meet economic necessities. Yet this abrupt termi-
nation of the recruitment of foreigners did not stop immigration to
Germany: family reunions, asylum-seekers, and ethnic Germans from
Central and Eastern Europe formed a continuous flow of people into
a country that by this time had already become a country of immigration
against its declared intention (Thränhardt 1995; 1996).

Conceptualizing these immigrants, who as a matter of fact decided to
stay in ever-greater numbers, as “foreigners” shaped the political debate on
related issues (Meier-Braun 1995). Immigration and policies of integra-
tion were relegated to the margins of politics; they were simply not recog-
nized as part of the society (Faist 1994). If they appeared at all in political
discourse, it was mainly framed as a measure to deal with evident features
of crisis (lack of control, crime, etc.). However, key issues such as the
immigrants’ structural underachievement in the education or professional
sector or the insufficient integration into German society, never really
became a relevant subject of public debate and policy-making. The under-
lying rationale was simply to question whether Germany as a nonimmi-
grant country by definition needs to deal with these issues at all.
Reflecting this logic, policy initiatives with respect to immigrants and
asylum-seekers were mainly designed to restrict their numbers, control
their influx, and limit their access to basic citizenship provisions (such as
the right to vote in Germany even after many years of residency, etc.).2

Second, as the labor force coming to Germany was mostly from
Southern Europe, ethnic Germans in Central and Eastern Europe form
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another group that, albeit for entirely different reasons, was exempted
from any controversial debate in German politics. Within the frame-
work of the jus sanguinis tradition the German public used to make
a categorical distinction between alleged transitory workers on the one
hand and ethnic Germans residing in the formerly communist sphere
of influence on the other hand. Whereas the former group was never
really expected to become German citizens after a certain period of resi-
dency in the country, the latter group of ethnic Germans was immedi-
ately included into German society. They had, as migrants returning to
their country of origin, a stationary right to become German citizens
under the Federal Expellee Law of 1953.3 Although substantive in terms
of sheer quantity, the latter group was simply exempted from any polit-
ical controversy; the Cold War reality made these people of German
origin living in Central Eastern Europe a highly privileged and endorsed
group supported by all major parties. Also until recently the so-called
Vertriebenenverbände (expellees’ organizations) played a critical role in
German politics with a weighty clientele mostly loyal to the more right-
ist spectrum of the political scene. Their political influence and the
climate of the Cold War confrontation made sure that the stark differ-
ences between the privileges of the ethnic Germans and the status of
“denizens” (Hammar 1990) for immigrants from Southern Europe never
really became subject of public controversy.

Third, until today German political culture with respect to immigrants
and “foreigners” is strongly shaped by the moral imperatives resulting
from the legacy of the Third Reich and the Holocaust. The horror of the
Jewish genocide orchestrated by Hitler’s National Socialist Party has
generated a sensitivity for the concerns of migrants and refugees that
translated into one of the most liberal asylum laws in Europe. The
current generation in power has been strongly socialized into this post-
Holocaust consciousness that provides some powerful normative respon-
sibilities particularly when it comes to dealing with the requests of
people exposed to political prosecution. Also, and equally important in
shaping public debate and the political parties attitude to immigration
and nationhood, this legacy has been a powerful device to prevent
any openly racist or xenophobic sentiment to gain public or political
prominence. Any attempt to challenge this consensus on categorically
condemning racist or xenophobic approaches to “foreigners” has tradi-
tionally been met with uncompromising resilience by the German
public and political elite (Levy 1999; Reutter, chapter 1 in this volume).
As a result, and contrary to what has happened in other European
countries over the course of the last two decades, in Germany there have
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been no really successful right-wing, anti-immigrant political parties.4

This particular aspect of political culture in Germany restricts the
opportunities of political organizations that hope to embark on an
openly anti-immigrant, nationalistic form of political mobilization. In
their desire not to be associated with these political forces in any respect
there was a silent consensus among the mainstream parties to avoid the
issue of immigration and the presence of non-Germans in contentious
public debate altogether. For instance the decision in 1973 to stop the
recruitment of guest workers never turned into a contested political
issue among the major parties. Although the West German states formu-
lated some policies for dealing with the massive influx of migrants there
was an implicit understanding among the political elite to depoliticize
the issue of immigration.5

Party Competition in the 1980s and the Pandora’s 
Box of “Ausländerpolitik”

Under the conditions outlined here it is not surprising that political
parties in the FRG widely refrained from employing issues related to
immigrants in their political campaigns. Still rather constrained, the
conservative CDU/CSU discovered the issue of “foreigners” and immi-
gration as a promising tool for spurring (electoral) support only in the
early 1980s. On different occasions representatives of this party have
sought to capitalize on the widespread anxiety about immigrants in
German society by accusing the social democrats of being unable or
unwilling to handle problems related to immigration in an appropriate
manner. Although the then SPD/FDP government stopped all active
recruitment in 1973 it was accused of being too lenient in allowing too
many immigrants to settle in Germany in times of economic crisis and
rising unemployment. When Helmut Kohl came to power in 1982 he
declared that Ausländerpolitik (policy framework for foreigners) would
be one of the key priorities of the new government. However this claim
never really materialized in concrete policy initiatives and the issue
quickly disappeared from the political agenda after the elections.

The SPD on the other side was highly reluctant to make immigration
a positive reference point in their political campaigns or programs.
Reflecting on the SPD’s decision not to ask for local voting rights for
foreigners in 1980, Helmut Schmidt, former leader of the SPD and
chancellor until 1982, said in retrospect that this issue went against the
“instincts of our core electorate.”6 This statement is striking as it
captures the traditional attitude of the Center–Left toward these issues.
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Knowing, or at least assuming, that a more liberal policy approach
toward immigration and the naturalization of foreigners would be
hazardous with respect to the sentiments widely held in society, this
party systematically sought to downplay this agenda in political
discourse. It is not exploitable in terms of a Left–Right divide and
allegedly not popular with blue-collar workers. This passive attitude of
the Center–Left, and the lack of any challenging approach (beyond the
general commitment toward integrating immigrants in Germany), has
made the SPD vulnerable to the CDU/CSU’s claim that their opponents
on the Left are simply too “soft” on immigration control and thus indi-
rectly responsible for the problems associated with “foreigners.”

Against this background the issue of “foreigners” and immigrants
gained considerable attraction to be exploited for strategic political
purposes throughout the 1980s. On several occasions, yet still in a
rather restrained manner, the CDU/CSU employed anti-immigrant
sentiments and pleas for a more restrictive policy toward asylum-seekers
when they needed confrontational and mobilizing topics in electoral
campaigns. For example, during the general elections in 1987 and the
Bavarian regional elections in 1986 the Center–Right sought to make
this issue a crucial element of its aim to mobilize support. In particular
the campaign of the CSU in Bavaria was shaped by the deliberate
attempt to evoke fears about the allegedly unrestrained influx of asylum-
seekers, portraying the party as the legitimate guardian of “German
interests.” Here a powerful narrative of the “the boat is full” and a
demand for a law and order approach to the supposedly rampant crime
committed by “foreigners” provided the base for challenging its Social
Democratic opponent on a polarizing platform.

However, this political option proved to be a risky political strategy
to embark on at the time. One politically upsetting lesson for the more
conservative CSU was that this agenda had unintended consequences
that proved to be rather ambivalent in terms of enhancing the attrac-
tiveness of the party. As much as this issue was able to steer public
emotions and mobilize the conservative, nationalistically minded clien-
tele (Ingenhorst 1997), it also involved the risk of strengthening the
more radical Right and alienating the liberal fraction of the political
Center.7 As a matter of fact, the rise of the extreme right-wing, anti-
immigrant party Republikaner in the late 1980s can be directly linked to
the efforts of the established conservative parties in Germany to give
weight to an agenda highly critical, if not outright hostile, to immi-
grants and foreigners. It is not by accident that the leader of the
Republikaner, Franz Schönhuber, used to be a close collaborator of
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the former charismatic head of the CSU, Franz Josef Strauss, before
establishing his own nationalistic and anti-immigrant organization. In
this respect, it meant an incalculable risk to the more conservative wing
of the CDU/CSU to play the antiforeigner card. On the one hand, it
needed to stay within the narrow margins of what the German public
was willing to tolerate in terms of an openly hostile attitude toward
nonnationals, and on the other hand it was keen on keeping those votes
from the far Right partly encouraged by its own nationalistic, anti-
immigrant agenda.

One other strategic consideration that has shaped party competition
with respect to the issue of immigrants is the perceived voting behavior of
those groups that, in spite of their long residency in Germany, are not
qualified to vote because of their citizenship status. The dominant percep-
tion has been that ethnic Germans (Aussiedler)—with their traditional
value system and nationalistic mind-set—are a “natural clientele” for the
conservative parties, whereas the mostly blue-collar “guest workers” are
perceived to have a natural inclination to vote for the Social Democrats.8

Still, the SPD remained very constrained about the issue of foreigners and
immigrants throughout the 1980s and the demand to extend voting
rights to this group. It was up to the then newly created Green party to
promote the cause of liberalizing German citizenship regulations. They
advocated the rights to citizenship for every individual who has resided in
Germany for at least five years. In 1993 the Green party was partly
responsible for a grass-root initiative in favor of dual citizenship that was
able to collect more than one million signatures (Murray 1994).

The “Crisis of Immigration” and the Polarization of the 1990s

The 1990s mark a qualitatively new era in challenging the silent
consensus of the political elite on issues of immigration and the lack of
any substantial public debate on them. A series of factors contributed to
this change.

It seems that the end of the Cold War and the new political realities
in post-1989 Europe have radically changed the political environment in
which issues related to immigration are dealt with in German politics.
One element of this change is simply the sheer numbers of migrants
and refugees coming to Germany in the early 1990s. With the borders
to Central Eastern Europe becoming permeable, Germany became
the destiny of the overwhelming majority of the asylum-seekers that
were uprooted by the wars in former Yugoslavia. In 1992 alone there
were 438,000 applicants for asylum. Furthermore, ethnic Germans from
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the former Soviet bloc decided to move to Germany on a massive scale.9

Politically this was repeatedly framed as a “crisis of immigration” or as the
then chancellor, Helmut Kohl, put it in dramatic terms, a “crisis of the
state” (Staatskrise). In response to the perceived inability of the German
state to protect its territory from excessive immigration the governing
conservative–liberal coalition decided to push for a change in Germany’s
liberal asylum policy. Yet, for this step the governing coalition needed the
support of the opposition in order to change the Basic Law and the right
to asylum enshrined in it. The deliberations and public debate leading to
this amendment of Article 16 of the Basic Law in 1993 was the first
forceful indication of how the status of issues related to immigration had
taken on a decisively different role in domestic politics. With the aim to
force the SPD into the so-called asylum compromise, the governing
coalition engaged in a massive campaign asking for tougher legislation to
control immigration using manifest antiforeigner undertones (Koopmans
1996, 1999).10 In particular the asylum-seekers were largely depicted as
a threatening and destabilizing hazard to German society. Even the qual-
ity press repeatedly expressed concerns over “excessive immigration by
alien cultures”(Űberfremdung).

Along with the enormous influx of asylum-seekers, German society in
the 1990s had to accept that a large and consequential minority of those
migrants who were recruited since the mid-1950s settled in Germany
(Böhning 1984). The transformation of the temporary workforce into
permanent residents started already in the 1970s but it took some time
for the public to acknowledge this fact. In many respects it has now
become manifest that immigration is an irreversible trend of modern
German society and that “foreigners” play an increasingly visible part in
it. In particular, in West German cities the pluri-ethnic and multicultural
makeup of daily life has become normality. Also, different immigrant
groups have become far more active politically in recent times, empha-
sizing their claim to be an integral and gradually more self-conscious part
of contemporary German society (Eder et al. 2003; Kastoryano 2002;
Koopmans and Statham 1999; Radtke 1994; Soysal 1997).

Another factor contributing to the new prominence of immigration
and asylum as agenda setting topics for political debate and conflict is the
rise of xenophobic attacks against foreigners that surged in Germany in
the early 1990s. It became apparent that modern Germany had indeed
been transformed into a pluri-ethnic society (Leggewie 1994; Schmidtke
2001) and that the state could simply not be negligent of this fact in light
of the manifest racism in civil society. Initially, the government under
Helmut Kohl minimized this phenomenon by describing it in terms of

Immigration Policy ● 169



the misguided marginal groups in German society. Yet, in spite of the
constant diction that Germany is “not a country of immigration,” the
problems of how to integrate immigrants and how to approach the regu-
lation of immigration became far too pressing to be simply neglected by
this rationale. Issues regarding immigration and citizenship now moved
to the center of the debate on the nature and course of German society,
questioning established patterns of national identity and societal integra-
tion via citizenship rights (Halfmann 1997; Kurthen 1995).11

The Policy Initiatives of the Red–Green Coalition and the 
Reaction of the Conservative Opposition

In early 1999 the Red–Green government was able to submit a working
draft for an act to reform Germany’s nationality law by introducing “dual
nationality” for foreigners who have lived in the FRG for a long time and,
above all, for their children who have been born in Germany.12 With the
modernization of the outdated German nationality laws, the traditional
ancestry principle has been supplemented by elements of a territorial
tradition (jus soli) that facilitates the acquisition of German citizenship
by birth. This step removed the strong reliance on an ethno-cultural
understanding of nationality and aligns German citizenship law with the
model commonly used in other European nation states.

The major thrust of this policy initiative was, as stated by Schröder
in his government declaration, to modernize Germany’s Citizenship Law
in a way that would facilitate naturalization, integration, and participa-
tion for immigrants in Germany. Its principle idea of allowing dual
nationality was that foreign fellow citizens should be able to identify
with the state in which they permanently reside without being forced to
renounce their traditional links to their original homeland or having to
enter into lengthy legal conflicts to release them from their previous
nationality. Moving away from the primordial base of defining member-
ship, the territorial principle was to become the deciding factor for the
acquisition of German citizenship and not ancestry. The key points of
the suggested reform were to grant German citizenship to children of
foreign parents at birth if one parent was born in Germany or had immi-
grated to Germany before his/her fourteenth birthday and has a resi-
dence permit. Also it sought to facilitate the naturalization of adults
by shortening the period of residency needed to eight years (previously
15 years) and accepting multiple nationality.

The issue of dual citizenship became one of the most controversial
issues in the domestic debate on this legislation. It provided a supreme
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opportunity for the ailing CDU/CSU after the devastating loss in the 1998
general elections to regain momentum and to overcome its manifest crisis.
In February 1999, the SPD–Green government’s proposed dual national-
ity law became the centerpiece of the CDU election campaign in Hesse.
The CDU mobilized a massive signature campaign against the federal
government’s proposal to permit foreigners becoming naturalized Germans
to routinely keep their old passports.13 In exit polls of the time, opposition
to the government’s dual nationality proposal was second only to worries
about unemployment. After only 100 days in office the Red–Green
government had to accept a surprising defeat in this regional election, and
the CDU victory caused the SPD–Green federal government to lose its
majority in the 69-vote Bundesrat, which it needed to approve the dual
nationality legislation. This forced the SPD–Green federal coalition to
modify its proposal, under which babies born in Germany to foreign
parents now would be considered German nationals as well as nationals of
their parents’ country until the age of 23, when they would lose German
nationality if they did not affirmatively select it (Green 2000).

In light of this political success and reacting to the ongoing initiatives
of the Red–Green coalition to complement this first legislation with
a comprehensive immigration law the CDU/CSU provoked an enormous
debate on the nature of national identity in light of massive immigration.
In October 2000, CDU parliamentary leader Friedrich Merz said in
a session of the Bundestag that immigrants to German society should
conform to a German Leitkultur or guiding, hegemonic culture. And
underlining the weight of this topic for the political agenda Merz said his
party would not shy away from making tighter immigration controls
a campaign issue in upcoming local polls and a general election due in
2002. Laurenz Meyer, CDU general secretary, followed and declared:
“Ich bin stolz, Deutscher zu sein” (I am proud to be German). The CSU,
the CDU partner party in Bavaria, released its own position paper on
immigration, concluding, “Germany is not a classical country of immi-
gration and must not become one in the future.” The CSU endorsed the
Leitkultur concept, and said foreigners living in Germany should share
“values rooted in Christianity, the Enlightenment and Humanism.”14

To understand why this term provoked such a heated public debate
one has to be aware of the fact that it is somewhat reminiscent of Nazi
theories of racial supremacy. Evoking emotive terms, such as “patrio-
tism,” “the nation,” and “the Fatherland” meant reintroducing notions
into public discourse that since the War, because of the discredited tradi-
tion of modern German nationalism, had been used only very reluctantly
by Germany’s intellectual and political elite. Against this background it
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is not surprising that the Left accused the Christian Democrats of using
the term Leitkultur as an ill-disguised synonym for forcing immigrants
into assimilation or, worse, promoting a new form of exclusionary
nationalism (Rauer and Schmidtke 2001). After some weeks of heated
public debate the CDU/CSU had to realize that they simply could not
fill the term Leitkultur with any substantive meaning (in terms of defin-
ing what it actually means to be German). Also, because of the highly
controversial narrative baggage of this notion it was dropped from its
use in political discourse rather rapidly.

Yet, in light of the ominous debate on the German Leitkultur one could
have expected the conservative opposition to refrain entirely from cooper-
ating in drafting new legislation for citizenship and immigration. Here
one has to be aware particularly of how ambivalent the position of the
CDU/CSU on these issues actually is. This is well mirrored in another
statement by Merz: “We have a problem integrating some of the foreign-
ers in Germany. And we should not exacerbate that problem by more
immigration. This is why we must talk about who should be allowed
to immigrate to Germany. And that should then be governed by a law on
immigration and integration.”15 In the following I investigate this
ambivalence to, on the one hand, seeking to control and restrict immi-
gration and, on the other hand, to acknowledge that the current legisla-
tion is simply insufficient in dealing with current challenges in this field.

The Fierce Political Battle over the New Immigration Law

It has been a key issue of the Red–Green coalition’s agenda to supple-
ment the overhaul of the citizenship provisions by the first ever law on
immigration in Germany. At the beginning of their term in office the
governing parties set into motion a lengthy process of deliberation with
the opposition in Parliament. From the beginning Gerhard Schröder
tried hard to achieve a cross-party consensus on the reform—partly
because of the need to have the new law confirmed by the Bundesrat,
partly because of the desire to keep this topic out of partisan politics.
The Social Democrats and the Green party have become (painfully)
aware of how vulnerable they are by a strong nationalistic opposition to
their attempt to change the Citizenship and Immigration Law. No other
piece of legislation has been drawn up in such close collaboration with
opposition Union parties and the FDP over the last years.

The dynamic of the negotiations on this immigration law reflects the
sensitivity of the issues as well as the complicated decision-making
process of a law that needs to be passed in the Bundestag and the
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Bundesrat, dominated by the government and the opposition respectively.
This political constellation has led to the paradoxical situation that in
the end the Red–Green coalition did not include the very moderate
recommendations of its own commission of experts, headed by Rita
Süssmuth (CDU). Just before the first year of its mandate this commis-
sion presented a number of proposals that were far more liberal than the
current law that was eventually drafted. Instead, anticipating the oppo-
sition of the more conservative fraction of the CDU/CSU, Schröder’s
government decided to make the new law far more restrictive and water
down its original proposal considerably. Stoiber and his Bavarian inte-
rior minister, Beckstein, demanded that the text of the law should
expressly declare an intention to “limit immigration.”16 SPD–Green
party politicians consequently changed Paragraph 1 of the draft law
appropriately with the aim to win the compliance of the conservative
CDU/CSU opposition and to fence off their plans to make the foreign-
ers issue a central theme in their electoral campaign.

In spite of being so closely involved in drafting the legislation the
CDU/CSU opted against the proposal that was brought into Parliament.
The basic argument on the basis of which the conservative opposition—
not, however, the FDP—challenged the government’s draft was to argue
that with over four million unemployed there would simply be no need
for an immigration law. Irrespective of the pressure coming in particular
from the business community and the churches the CDU/CSU insisted
that immigration would have negative effects on the labor market and the
society as a whole. On the surface their refusal to compromise was
provoked by some unresolved problems with the draft version of the law
(mainly related to the proposed point system for immigrants and the age
of children with a right to join their families in Germany). However,
considering how close the Schröder government moved toward the posi-
tion of the opposition indicates that strategic considerations regarding
the impending electoral campaign played a decisive role.

Still, after months of publicly staged disputes and an intense five-hour
debate, the Bundestag passed the country’s first-ever immigration law on
1 March 2002 with a 320–225 vote for the proposed SPD–Green immi-
gration law, sending it to the upper house on 22 March. The law was
designed both to allow more skilled workers to qualify as immigrants and
to redefine the status of foreigners in the country in accordance with the
new pluri-ethnic reality of German society. In essence, it was very simi-
lar to provisions in classical immigration countries in their attempt to
control and regulate the flow of foreigners with respect to the needs
of labor market and society as a whole. The new law was to shape
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immigration with an eye to Germany’s integration capacities and its
economic and labor market conditions, while continuing to fulfill the
country’s international humanitarian obligations. The law regulated entry,
length of stay, employment conditions, and integration of foreigners.

In the end, the amendment of the law on immigration, which ought to
have been a moment of triumph for the ruling coalition, has instead been
overshadowed by legal challenges and controversy. In a highly disputed
procedure the Bundesrat adopted the law with a 35–34 vote on 22 March
2002. The winning margin was supplied by the state of Brandenburg, yet
the opposition immediately challenged its legitimacy, charging that voting
was unconstitutional. Under Article 51 of the Basic Law, a state must cast
its Bundesrat’s votes uniformly. Yet as the SPD prime minister of
Brandenburg and his CDU interior minister voted differently on the law
it was up to Brandenburg’s governor to clarify the state’s vote and he regis-
tered a vote in favor, prompting leaders of the opposition-led states to
walk out in protest (see also Kropp, chapter 4 in this volume). In a state-
ment in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Angela Merkel, chairwoman
of the CDU, immediately put pressure on Germany’s president, Johannes
Rau, who had to sign the bill if it was to become law: “If he signs it, we
will have no other choice than to ask the constitutional court to determine
the legality of the way in which this law materialized.”17 Eventually,
President Rau signed the law on 19 June 2002 and invited the CDU/CSU
to challenge this decision at the Constitutional Court. In December 2002
the Constitutional Court, ruling that the vote cast by Brandenburg in the
Bundesrat was invalid, blocked the immigration law originally scheduled
to take effect at the beginning of 2003.

In the end, in spite of all the caution with which Schröder has sought
to win the consent of the liberal–conservative opposition, the procedure
of amending the law shed a doubtful and highly controversial light over
the whole legislative process. The focus in public debate shifted from the
substantive issues of the law—on which all parties agreed in principle—
to the dubious procedure to which the government had to resort in
order to have this law pass the Bundesrat. The accusations of improper
procedure and an arms-length deal by the governing coalition overshad-
owed what was set out to be one of the core legislative initiatives of the
Red–Green government.

The Ambivalence of Public Discourse: Between 
Pragmatism and Populist Exploitation

Beyond the actual process of deliberating the law it is worth shedding
some light on the broader political environment in which the partisan
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struggle over the issues involved unfolded. This perspective will help us
to better understand the strategic routes on which the opposition
embarked to challenge Schröder’s government in this field. Reflecting the
political debate surrounding the new law on immigration, two ways in
which the issue of immigration has shaped public discourse over the
course of the last decade can be distinguished. Although closely related
thematically, they seem almost detached in the way they are employed in
public discourse. The first is rooted in a rational reflection on the
projected benefits and costs involved in attracting immigrants to
Germany. The aging German society, the crisis of the social security
system, and the need for qualified labor provide the thematic context in
which this issue is being discussed. Interestingly there seems to be
a convergence in the positions of the mainstream parties regardless of the
traditional partisan divide. Even the conservative Christian Democrats
have acknowledged the need for controlled immigration and have
contributed to drafting legislation in this field. Given the prevalence of
rather pragmatic concerns, the political elite has agreed to make some
major concessions on how national borders define patterns of inclusion
and exclusion into German society. Showing more flexibility with respect
to processes of naturalization of foreigners, work permits for nonnation-
als (the so-called Green Card initiative), and dual citizenship status, the
rigidity of rules for foreigners enshrined into the old Citizenship Law has
been considerably relaxed. In essence, right across the political spectrum
of the parties represented in the German Parliament the traditional rules
of inclusion and exclusion appear to be outmoded and overly rigid.

Yet, at the same time the issue of immigration and national identity
has recently been employed as a polarizing and mobilizing tool in party
politics. One exemplary campaign in this respect was the discussion on
the possibility of dual citizenship and the aforementioned debate on the
Deutsche Leitkultur. In stark contrast to the CDU/CSU’s willingness to
be involved in modernizing Germany’s Citizenship Law the conservative
party engaged in a campaign designed to discredit any attempt to call
into questions features of loyalty to, and identification with, the national
community. National borders were portrayed as demarcating the funda-
mental allegiance of individuals to their collectivity. In their political
campaigns the CDU/CSU repeatedly depicted (excessive) immigrants as
a genuine threat to German society and employed a nationalistic rhetoric
based on the idea of ethno-cultural homogeneity. This shifted the focus
of public debate decisively from pragmatic concerns over the desirable
form of immigration to a controversial discussion of the alleged vulnera-
bility and integrity of the national community. As became manifest
in the deliberation on the new immigration law, images of a national
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identity under scrutiny and fears of societal disintegration as the likely
effects of immigration were deliberately used for strategic purposes.

It is with respect to these two narratives in particular that the
CDU/CSU has challenged the initiatives to reform the German
Citizenship Law and to introduce new legislation for regulating immigra-
tion into Germany. On the one hand, the CDU/CSU acknowledges the
need for political action in the field of immigration considering the demo-
graphic stress on the labor market and the German social system. This is
somewhat unexpected for the Christian Democrats as their former leader,
Helmut Kohl, has overpowered any attempt to discuss issues related to
immigration with the simple argument that this would not be an issue of
concern to German society. It might be partly due to the pressure from the
business community that the CDU/CSU has become far more open to
the idea of a controlled and guided immigration policy. While insisting on
the priority of German nationals on the labor market the liberal fractions
of the CDU have embarked on a more cooperative approach to the initia-
tives in the field of citizenship and immigration.

Yet at the same time—and in remarkable contrast to this rational
discourse—this issue has been employed widely to portray the conserva-
tive party as the true protector of national interests and identity.
Repeatedly, in the 1990s, the CDU/CSU has embarked with great vigor
on an agenda that deliberately uses fear of “foreigners” for purposes of
political mobilization. During the years of the Red–Green coalition the
conservative opposition has posed as the defender of national identity
and national interests on several occasions. With this agenda it could
rather successfully cover the lingering crisis of leadership and the severe
effects of the corruption scandals of the late Kohl years. It has also helped
to ease the political crisis of the contemporary conservative party, which,
with the demise of communism, has lost its antidote in defining its own
political identity. With the debates strangely detached from each other,
the CDU/CSU could present itself as a party deeply committed both to
internationalizing Germany and deepening the process of European inte-
gration while simultaneously playing the strongly nationalistic card when
painting the allegedly devastating effects of “uncontrolled” immigration.

Conclusions: Immigration and the General 
Elections in September 2002

The general elections in 2002 are the first in the history of postwar
German politics to be critically shaped by a controversial debate over
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immigration and citizenship. Several factors shaping political culture in
postwar Germany had contributed to the fact that the political fight
over the form and desirability of immigrants traditionally played a low
key in competitive party politics or was even banned from public
discourse. However, this has changed decisively over the last decade.
What we have been witnessing is both that questions of immigration
and its effects on German society have simply become too momentous
to be ignored politically and that actors have increasingly discovered
immigration to be an important cleavage and resource in competitive
party politics (Hunger 2000).

Yet, it is difficult to stipulate the exact degree of influence on the
outcome of the general elections that can be attributed to the field of
citizenship and immigration. Given the prominence of related public
debates over the course of the last years and considering the weight put
on the related legislative initiatives by the Red–Green government it is
not unjustified to claim that this issue has indeed considerably shaped
the orientation and decisions of the electorate. Over the course of the
last four years the issue of immigration, citizenship, and foreigners rank
highest on the list of those things that concerned and divided the public
along partisan lines. Also it is important to recognize the meaning given
to citizenship and immigration policies as one of the core reform initia-
tives of the Red–Green coalition. In particular for the Green party it was
a supreme opportunity to gain public visibility and to broaden its polit-
ical identity beyond environmental concerns. It was with respect to the
new law on immigration that the Green party hoped to portray itself as
the motor of political reform in the governing coalition. Also, for the
Red–Green government the immigration law was a critical, albeit in
public perception barely successful, test for its ability to materialize their
political goals in terms of competent policy initiatives.

Considering how majorities were formed to amend the legislation in
this field and how the whole process was handled, one can surely argue
that, although the reform of the Citizenship Law and the attempt to
formulate a new legal base for immigration have constituted a prime
opportunity for the government under Schröder, the coalition never
received the potential political credit for it. In particular, with respect to
the way in which the Schröder government sought to obtain a majority
in the Bundesrat by striking arms-length deals with single regional repre-
sentatives of the CDU left a negative mark on the whole process. It gave
the opposition the opportunity to call it foul play and to threaten the
legislation in the courts. Its original goals and achievement of introducing
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legislation on immigration for the first time ever in Germany is widely
lost for the governing coalition, due to the fierce debate on whether the
procedure of passing the bill was constitutionally sound. In public
perception the whole process led to the image of a murky deal between
elite politicians in which the subjects of the reform itself took a back seat
to the quarrel between the major parties.

Along the same lines, it is questionable whether the strategy of the
Schröder government to gradually water down the draft version of the
immigration law in order to achieve the consent of the opposition was
politically very successful in the end. Indirectly acknowledging the
vulnerability of the government in this policy field and anxiously aiming
to prevent the opposition using this issue in an emotional campaign, the
Red–Green government was very clear from the outset that it wanted to
see new legislation in the field of immigration and citizenship to be based
on a broad consensus of all major parties. The lengthy process of
compromises and backroom deals consumed much of the initial enthusi-
asm that at least the more liberal part of the German public showed.
With a law that has integrated so many alterations demanded by the
Conservative opposition, the boldness of the initiative—as evident in the
above cited government declaration by Schröder—was lost too. As
a result, the government is hardly able to portray the new law on immi-
gration as a genuine achievement of the Red–Green government—if and
when the law will eventually be approved.

One related observation, which however exceeds the reflection on the
direct electoral effect of this policy field, is how the Left–Right divide as
the decisive reference point in voting behavior has undergone a major
transformation. The classic battleground for the two major forces in
German politics has been the issue of redistributive politics and the
welfare state. As this conflict is widely tempered by the competing, yet
rather pragmatic claim over which party has more competence in the
field of managing the economy, other issues have been moved to the
forefront in defining the political identities of the moderate Left and
Right.18 In this respect it is not simply the changing social reality of
Germany as a multiethnic society or the demographically driven need
for immigration but also the resonance that related political issues find
in the electorate. In times of ever closer resemblance of the two major
catch-all parties the issue of immigration can effectively be employed as
a political device to polarize the electorate and to reinstate strong party
allegiances. The features of party competition in recent German politics
reveal how attractive the rejection of “foreigners” as a “weapon of last
resort” (Thränhardt 1993: 354) has indeed become.
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Against the background of de-nationalization and a breath-taking
path of European integration the issue of immigration and citizenship is
one prominent field in which fears, concerns, and frustration with the
current political realities can be articulated. Invoking strong symbolic
patterns of national community and identity promises stability in
a world undergoing radical transformation. Considering the most recent
public debates, the myth of ethno-cultural homogeneity has proven to
still be a forceful element in determining interests and articulating anxi-
eties about communal belonging. As a result, policy initiatives to formu-
late a new immigration law have been seriously hampered by a highly
emotional campaign conducted by the parties involved (the debate on
granting the right of dual citizenship and the more recent discussions
surrounding the new immigration law represent a vivid illustration of
this effect). A nationalistic rhetoric might still come from the margins
of these societies. However, what is alarming is that their emphasis on
exclusionary nationalistic feelings and antiforeigner sentiments
resonates with beliefs and representational practices that are not alien to
mainstream society and politics.

The CDU/CSU is highly divided over the question as to whether it
is a promising and legitimate idea to use the issues related to immigra-
tion for domestic political purposes. Some consider these issues—partly
for tactical reasons—to be too risky a strategy for political mobilization
as they are prone to alienate the more liberal voters in the Center and to
provide indirect support for more right-wing anti-immigrant groups.
The more conservative wing of the party, however, sees this issue as
a prime opportunity to create a political climate favorable to the
Center–Right. It forms an agenda that allows the CDU/CSU to reestab-
lish a mobilizing political identity and to embark on a highly productive
agenda in a world in which the differences between the major parties in
classic fields of partisan politics such as the economy have become deci-
sively smaller. In this respect, the logic of party competition and the
need to reinvent political identities in times of fading traditional ideo-
logical cleavages might be a significant driving force behind the new
struggle over issues of immigration and nationhood. It is the seductive
power of a polarizing and emotionally forceful agenda that makes attrac-
tive the use of these issues for strategic purposes in politics. Still, as
successful as this might be for political mobilization, this strategy is
prone to promote a nationalist agenda with strong exclusionary under-
tones that fundamentally contradict what the reform of the German
Citizenship Law set out to achieve, namely a more successful inclusion
of immigrants into German society.
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Notes

1. Helmut Kohl quoted in: Rick Atkinson, “Top U.S. Envoy in Berlin
Criticizes Germans,” The Washington Post (16 April 1994).

2. These measures were complemented by state-driven attempts to enhance the
integration of immigrants into German society. Yet, compared to similar
patterns in immigrant societies such as Canada, these policies were perceived
and institutionally enshrined as at best secondary issues for the German
polity.

3. Münz and Ohliger (1997) estimate that since 1945 ca. 15 million refugees,
expellees (Vertriebene), or ethnic Germans (Aussiedler) have fled to
Germany.

4. These parties and organizations—such as the Nationaldemokratische Partei
Deutschlands (NPD, National Democratic Party of Germany), the
Republikaner (Republicans), or the Deutsche Volksunion (DVU, German
People’s Union)—have always remained marginal to the political establish-
ment, obtaining some minor and mostly highly transitory success in
regional and local elections (for a comparative perspective see Betz 1994).
This however did not prevent groups in civil society from engaging in the
openly violent attacks that became so shockingly rampant in the early
1990s.

5. Discussing the British and French case, Freeman (1979: chapter 4) came to
a similar hypothesis.

6. Münstersche Zeitung (8 November 1993).
7. The CDU/CSU had to realize how restricted the opportunities are to

employ this agenda in a political culture shaped by the taboo on any kind
of racism. For instance, when the now chancellor candidate Edmund
Stoiber spoke of the tendency of a racially mixed society (durchmischte und
durchrasste Gesellschaft), the public outcry over using a language reminiscent
of the Nazi period made him rescind his comments immediately.

8. As strongly as this consideration preoccupies strategists in the parties it
might actually be rather misleading. Aussiedler put a high degree of empha-
sis on integration through work and the state, whereas the family and reli-
gious orientation of most migrants from Southern Europe does not seem to
work in favor of parties that champion a more postmaterialist orientation.

9. This number peaked in 1990 with almost 400,000 Aussiedler coming to
Germany. Reacting to this figure the government under Kohl introduced
significant procedural restrictions in the Ethnic Germans’ Reception Law in
1990. As a result the number of new arrivals dropped dramatically.

10. The government spoke about a “threshold of tolerance” that German society
would endure with the influx of so many asylum-seekers. Presuming the
“unassimilibility” of these immigrants, the SPD was accused of nurturing
xenophobia by not allowing for stricter rules for asylum-seekers (Blanke 1994).

11. Here the work of the German sociologist W. Heitmeyer is quite intriguing
(1994, 1997).
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12. This law was amended in May 1999 by simple majorities in both chambers
of the German Parliament. For an account of previous debates on this issue
see Blumenwitz (1994).

13. The CDU/CSU was able to gather more than five million signatures against
the proposal (Koopmans 1999).

14. See the Homepage of the CSU at www.csu.de (date of downloading:
20 October 2000).

15. Radio Interview, Deutschlandradio, 3 November 2000.
16. Other significant concessions concern the already difficult legal situation

confronting foreigners and refugees. Also the age limit of children who are
allowed to follow their parents as immigrants was lowered from 16 to 12 to
ensure that they are better able to integrate into German society.

17. Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (23 March 2002).
18. This point is also intimately linked to the recent transformation of social

democracy in Europe. The underlying conflict over the social distribution
of resources and power in a society is no longer the reference point for the
political cleavages that Third Way social democrats consider of primary
importance (see Schmidtke 2002).
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CHAPTER 10

Red–Green Environmental Policy 
in Germany: Strategies and

Performance Patterns
Kristine Kern, Stephanie Koenen, 

and Tina Löffelsend

Environmental policy is considered a cornerstone of Red–Green
politics in Germany because it is integral for party identity and a
measure of performance for the Greens (Bündnis ’90/Die

Grünen). In 2002, after four years in office and at the beginning of the
new legislative term, it appears that environmental policy may be one of
this government’s few success stories. After the elections in 1998, the
Greens faced a dual challenge. On the one hand, party members as well
as their voters had high expectations, particularly regarding the realiza-
tion of the phase-out of nuclear energy and the ecological tax reform
(SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 1998). The opposition to nuclear
energy was one of the central features of the environmental movement
of the 1970s and has remained crucial for the Green party since then.
On the other hand, their general ability to govern was still questioned by
their critics (Roberts 1999: 151; Rüdig 2000; Rüdig 2002: 78, 92).

In 1998, the Green party acquired its first opportunity to influence
environmental policy directly at the national level as part of the ruling
coalition. This changed their situation fundamentally because certain
issues—for instance, the phase-out of nuclear energy—fall under federal-
level competence. Thus, the 1998 elections opened a policy window for
the Green party. Radical policy changes had to be expected at least in
some areas. Because such changes are rare in Germany, which generally



prefers a “policy of the middle way” (Schmidt 1987) and tends toward
continuity and stability (Katzenstein 1987; Goldberger 1993; Lees 2000:
111), one has to ask (and try to substantiate empirically) whether this
opportunity structure has indeed changed Germany’s environmental
policy fundamentally. Whereas comparative studies show that there is no
evidence that established parties make a difference in environmental
policy (Kern and Bratzel 1996: 292–293), it is still an open question
whether Green parties in power can initiate fundamental policy changes.1

The underlying question of this chapter is whether radical policy changes
are possible in such a situation. Does a Green party make a difference
when it comes to power? How are national strategies influenced by the
path dependence of national policy and the tendency toward global
policy convergence?

Types of Strategies Between National Path Dependence 
and Global Policy Convergence

Any assessment of the Red–Green coalition’s environmental policy must
be based on the legacies of the Christian–Liberal government that
preceded it. Thus, the situation faced by the Red–Green government,
when it came to power in 1998, must be given due consideration.
Moreover, it is crucial for an overall evaluation to determine the position
of Germany from an international standpoint. In 1998, Germany was
considered a pioneer in some policy areas but lagging behind in others.
For instance, Germany had pursued an ambitious climate protection
program but, at the same time, it had not yet decided on some issues
closely related to Agenda 21, although most of the other OECD countries
had already met their obligations in this respect. Consideration of the
legacies left behind by the Christian–Liberal government form the back-
ground of our analysis. We take two analytical dimensions into account:
the scope of policy change and Germany’s international position. Based
on a combination of these two dimensions, four possible types of policy
strategies and performance patterns can be outlined (table 10.1).

184 ● Kristine Kern, Stephanie Koenen, and Tina Löffelsend

Table 10.1 Types of policy strategies and performance patterns

International Scope of policy change
position

Radical change Moderate change

Pioneer (1) Moving first strategy (3) Staying ahead strategy
Laggard (2) Catching up strategy (4) Lagging behind strategy/policy



(1) A situation in which radical policy change occurs and a country
has the international position of a pioneer before this process
starts can be described as a moving first strategy. Since no interna-
tionally acknowledged models exist, this kind of change-of-path is
not facilitated by international developments, but rather has to be
based primarily on national innovations and initiatives.
Therefore, high innovational capacities are necessary, and policy
entrepreneurs with sufficient resources to influence the national
policy agenda are needed. However, to take the first step ahead of
other countries not only carries the risk of failure, it also offers the
chance to become a global pioneer. This strategy pays off when
other countries follow and a diffusion process is initiated by the
policy innovation—especially if new technologies are developed
that can be exported to other countries.

(2) When policy changes radically, but a country’s starting point in
the specific policy area is an international laggard position, the
underlying motivation can best be characterized as a catching up
strategy. In this situation, a change-of-path is easier to accomplish
because other countries have already taken action. Transaction
costs can be reduced if internationally acknowledged models
already exist. Although such models cannot always be transferred
easily from the national context where they were developed to
other countries, the diffusion of policy innovations is certainly
facilitated by this arrangement. Foreign models can be used in the
policy process as an important argument by policy entrepreneurs;
that is, the introduction of new policies is supported and acceler-
ated by “best practice” developed in other countries, as well as by
the recommendations of international or intergovernmental orga-
nizations like the OECD.

(3) If a moderate change occurs but a country has already achieved an
international pioneer position prior to the policy change, this
combination can be labeled as a staying ahead strategy. In this case
the legacies of the former government resulted in the country’s
having a good international reputation in this specific policy area.
Because of a good reputation, policy entrepreneurs might set their
priorities in different areas and prefer only minor changes to the
originally successful policy. Radical changes could involve the risk
of failure, while minor changes might be sufficient to maintain
the reputation as an international forerunner and push other
countries in the same direction. The policy follows the same path,
and the risks of a change-of-path are avoided.
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(4) Finally, there is a fourth combination: namely, an international
laggard position that nevertheless results only in moderate change.
The reason for such a lagging behind might be the low salience of
the issue on the national political agenda, or the lack of strong
policy entrepreneurs that support innovative strategies and radical
change. A reason to pursue such a policy intentionally is the expec-
tation that, in this specific field, a race to the bottom is likely to
occur and, therefore, moving ahead and becoming a pioneer might
not pay off in the long run.

In a situation where a Green party comes to power for the first time—
depending on a country’s international position, the legacies of its old
government, and the salience of the issue on the agenda—moving first,
catching up, or staying ahead might, at any time, become dominant
strategies. At least in certain areas of concern that are high on “Green”
political agendas, radical change is expected by party members and
voters alike. Whether such changes actually occur is finally determined
by the bargaining processes within the governing coalition and the
development of the policy process. By contrast, lagging behind other
countries demonstrates a lack of an intentionally taken strategy.
However, even if a Green party is in power, the bargaining processes for
a controversial black and white issue, combined with personality and
political conflicts between specific party members may result in the
country’s lagging behind.

Environmental Policy in Germany Before 1998

While the first 20 years of the FRG were characterized by strong engage-
ment in the reconstruction of the German economy, with environmental
issues playing only a marginal role, the Social–Liberal coalition in 1969
marked an important turning point. Through the implementation of a
quick-start program (Sofortprogramm) in 1970 and the adoption of an
environmental program containing the three principles of precaution
(Vorsorgeprinzip), cooperation (Kooperationsprinzip), and the polluter-
pays principle (Verursacherprinzip), the German environment became
important enough to be considered as an independent and programmat-
ically profiled policy field for the first time (Hartkopf and Bohne 1983;
Weidner 1999: 429).

Given the favorable conditions at the outset, for example, the gener-
ally positive public opinion toward reforms, widespread optimism
regarding the organizational and regulatory capacities of the state, and
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the satisfactory state of the economy at the end of the 1960s, a number
of pieces of federal legislation could be enacted (e.g. the Waste Act in
1972, the Federal Immission Control Act in 1974, and the Nature
Conservation Act in 1976) (Müller 1989; Pehle 1997). The legal-
institutional extension of these new policies was promoted through the
establishment of a German Council of Environmental Advisors (Rat von
Sachverständigen für Umweltfragen, SRU) in 1971 and the establishment
of the German Federal Environmental Agency (Umweltbundesamt) in
1974. With these initiatives, the Social–Liberal coalition started an
ambitious program of environmental policy, which must be considered
extremely positive, considering that the main impulse for these initia-
tives came from within the government coalition and only to a small
degree from external demands.

With the oil crisis and the subsequent world recession, the govern-
ment began to shift its main priorities to the economic and employment
sectors. This negative development, however, was not reflected among
the German society. Interest as well as demands for a more offensive
environmental political strategy grew steadily and led to the establish-
ment of numerous citizens’ initiatives, new environmental organiza-
tions, and, in 1980, the founding of the Green party. With the support
of growing interests among the media, public pressure on economic
interest groups, trade unions, and the party system as a whole increased
(Malunat 1994: 7).

As in other countries, German environmental policy, in its initial
phase, was characterized by a command-and-control approach consisting
mainly of instruments such as licensing and standard setting (Jänicke and
Weidner 1997: 139). In the first phase of environmental policy in the
early 1970s, the German approach was primarily oriented toward the
modification of already existing legislation; new approaches developed in
other countries were not supported by the relevant actors. For instance,
policy innovations such as the introduction of an environmental frame-
work law, a constitutional amendment, an environmental impact assess-
ment, or the class action suit (Verbandsklage) for NGOs had not been
decided upon in Germany. Although German environmental policy was
institutionalized in the early 1970s, Germany did not really belong to the
group of countries who were environmental pioneers. A single important
exception to this, however, can be seen in the launch of the “Blue Angel”
(Blauer Engel ) system in 1978—the first eco-labeling system worldwide.
Such voluntary instruments became very popular in other countries in
the 1990s. The German system served as a model and was imitated and
emulated by many countries all over the world (Kern et al. 2001b).
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The number of initiatives taken by the Christian–Liberal coalition
during their 16-year government (1982–1998) resembles, in their
general course, a curve with a strong upward trend, peaking between
1987 and 1992, when Klaus Töpfer was environmental minister. A
strong downward tendency can be observed for the period after the 1994
elections, when priorities shifted mainly toward the economic recon-
struction of the new German federal states (Neue Länder) in the former
GDR (East Germany).

The environmental protection activities of the Christian–Liberal
government, when measured against the criterion “improvement of
environmental quality,” led to considerable progress, making the overall
balance of their initiatives look better than that of the Social–Liberal
coalition. However, it has to be taken into consideration that the exter-
nal demands for problem-solving and the economic, political, and social
framework conditions changed in the course of the 1980s. Increasing
environmental awareness within the German society and the rising
expectations of the citizens for a more proactive environmental policy
resulted in better opportunities for the implementation of stricter stan-
dards (e.g. in the area of pollution control, or with the program on the
reduction of CO2 emissions,). It can be stated that, for the period
during which Environmental Minister Klaus Töpfer was in office, the
capacities for environmental policy were widely expanded, making
Germany a pioneer in many areas. During this period, the German
government also played a very active role in formulating international
agreements (Weidner 1989; Jänicke and Weidner 1997; Jänicke et al.
1999: 32–33).

Despite the generally positive balance resulting from the policies of
the Christian–Liberal coalition, at least prior to German reunification,
deficits still existed in the areas of nuclear energy, nature conservation,
land use, and the regulation of chemicals. Especially after the elections
in 1994, no significant progress had been made in these policy areas.
Moreover, by the time the Red–Green coalition started its initiatives in
1998, Germany had not yet developed a national sustainability strategy,
although most OECD countries had already adopted such plans.
Regarding the establishment of environmental strategies and policies,
the Christian–Liberal coalition primarily followed the same path as their
predecessors. Although the debate on economic instruments in environ-
mental policy had been going on for years (following a number of ideas
raised by Töpfer), it did not result in the introduction of new policy
instruments like eco-taxation, which, by this time, had already been
introduced in several other European countries, especially in Northern
Europe. Flexible economic instruments were still missing and German
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environmental policy was far from being based on an integrative strategy
aiming at all relevant policy areas.

In the long-term evolution of environmental policy paths, there are
marked differences between countries. Germany was not among the
pioneers (the United States, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and Japan)
in the initial phase of environmental policy in the early 1970s, but
adopted many approaches from other countries such as the clean air stan-
dards. In the 1980s, this situation changed fundamentally, when Germany
became a pioneer in several policy areas and an influential player in the
international environmental policy arena (Andersen and Liefferink 1997;
Jänicke and Weidner 1997: 142). In the 1990s, German environmental
policy generally lost momentum after reunification, because economic
and social problems were given higher priority than environmental issues.

After the 1998 elections, when a new government with a different
policy agenda came to power, Germany had the opportunity to become
an international pioneer again. After more than four years in office the
questions to be asked are: What strategies have been chosen and how can
different outcomes be explained? What difference did the Red–Green
coalition make for Germany’s international environmental policy posi-
tion? Furthermore, have there been any radical changes in Germany
after 1998 that are of general interest for other countries?

Analysis of Select Initiatives of the Red–Green Government

The following section analyzes four cases of Red–Green environmental
policy from 1998 to 2002. Since not all environmental policy initiatives
of the new government can be examined here, we have chosen the follow-
ing four examples: energy policy, the introduction of ecological taxes,
climate protection policy, and the development of a national sustainabil-
ity strategy.2 These particular cases were selected because they represent
central environmental policy projects of the Red–Green government.
The phase-out of nuclear energy and introduction of the ecological tax
reform were the two most essential issues for the Greens, ranking high on
their political agenda since the founding of the party. Special focus will
thus be placed on innovations in the form, content, and style of this new
government’s environmental policy vis-à-vis that of former governments.
The crucial question for the analysis of the case studies is how the differ-
ent types of strategies and output of the policy process can be explained.
Together, the four policies form the background for an overall assessment
of the environmental performance of the Red–Green government
(Zahrnt 2001; Bundestagsfraktion Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 2002;
Flasbarth and Billen 2002).
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Energy Policy—Germany Moving First

The phase-out of nuclear energy has always been one of the fundamen-
tal demands of the Green party. In their coalition agreement with the
SPD, the Greens finally succeeded in making this demand a concrete
goal for the upcoming legislative period. Both partners concurred that
the phase-out of nuclear energy should be laid down by law, and that
this would settle the issue of nuclear energy once and for all. A 100-days
program was developed with a few measures: revision of the existing
nuclear law in a number of areas, and an invitation to the main energy
companies to create a forum for discussion on the future steps toward
the phase-out of nuclear energy and the development of a new energy
policy. One year after the beginning of the talks, a consensus was to be
reached and a law drafted (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 1998).

During its four-year legislative term, the Red–Green government
initiated a number of successful energy policy projects. The two main
projects were:

● The termination of nuclear energy use as approved by the cabinet
in September 2001 (Act on the Structured Phase-Out of the
Utilization of Nuclear Energy for the Commercial Generation of
Electricity),3 focusing on three points: (1) a ban on constructing
new commercial nuclear power plants and the restriction of the
residual operating time of existing nuclear power plants to 32 years
from the time of the plant’s start up; (2) a maximum permitted
residual electricity volume for each individual nuclear power plant;
and (3) as of 1 July 2005, prohibition of the delivery of spent fuel
elements for reprocessing and restriction of nuclear waste disposal
to final storage.

● The Renewable Energy Sources Act (Erneuerbare-Energien-Gesetz)
in March 2000, regulating feed-in tariffs, in combination with the
so-called 100,000 Roofs Program promoting the use of solar and
photovoltaic systems.

These initiatives, however, were not brought to fruition without prob-
lems for the Red–Green coalition. Concerning the phase-out of nuclear
energy, the SPD and the Greens started from very different positions.
While the Greens at first made the immediate phase-out one of the main
goals to be achieved within a Red–Green government, the SPD was much
more careful in the formulation of its preferred policy. In the course of
the government’s term and during the consensus talks with the energy
companies, differences in opinion about certain elements and also about
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the preferred level of compromises became obvious, not only between the
two parties, but also within each of the parties themselves. This gave the
energy companies more bargaining leverage and led to a number of addi-
tional discussions. In the end, the Greens had to give in on a number of
important points in order to guarantee the acceptance of the agreement
as a whole.

The reactions to the deal eventually hammered out between the
energy companies and the federal government have been ambivalent.
Most comments from environmental science experts have been positive.
According to the experts, the agreement to abandon nuclear energy as
one source of energy production marks a radical policy change indeed.
For almost three decades, nuclear energy has been a central point of
conflict within the German society, which, thanks to the new agree-
ment, seems to be resolved. The agreement also offers the advantage
that, because of the compromise with the nuclear industry, protracted
legal quarrels and potential compensatory payments (as was the case in
Sweden) can be avoided. Despite the legitimate criticism that the phase-
out could have been achieved faster, the federal government has never-
theless paved the way for a change in energy policy (Jänicke et al. 2002: 52;
Reiche 2002).

In contrast, the major environmental organizations in Germany
strongly criticized the government for its failure to achieve an immediate,
environmentally sound discontinuation of nuclear energy. “We expected
the Red-Green government to follow a clear and unambiguous path
towards abandoning nuclear energy instead of looking for compromises
with the nuclear industry. Thanks to the agreement, nuclear energy has
been legally approved to continue at least until 2023, which will have
severe consequences for a real energy change” (BUND 2002: 21; our
translation).4 Effectively, the agreement allows the generation of nuclear
power in the future totalling about the quantity produced up to this point
in time. This long-term perspective delays—at least in the short run—the
diffusion of innovative power-plant technology, because such a deferral
mitigates pressure for modernization on the industry’s side. Further, the
problem of finding a central location for the final storage of nuclear waste
is not yet tackled—it is merely postponed (Mez 2001: 430).

The project to phase-out nuclear energy faced renewed criticism
immediately after the German elections in the fall of 2002. Because of
earlier concessions made by the chancellor to the nuclear industry, the
government eventually had to give in and allow the oldest and most
insecure German power plant in Obrigheim to operate for two years
longer than originally scheduled (i.e. up to 2005).
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The process of phasing-out nuclear energy has been mainly triggered
by domestic factors. The potential for conflict is very high in this policy
area because vested interests are directly affected. These conflicts are
difficult to solve, especially when a coalition government is involved.
Although not all actors are content with the results of the German
version of phasing-out nuclear energy, judging from an international
standpoint, it was a far-reaching decision.

Nevertheless, the process of phasing-out nuclear energy in Germany
parallels a general trend in the EU: to date, half of the eight member
states with nuclear units (i.e. Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, and
Sweden) have decided to phase-out nuclear power. Out of the total of
15 EU countries, three take a proactive approach in nuclear energy
policy: namely, Finland, France, and the United Kingdom. Spain
has placed a moratorium on the construction of new nuclear power
plants since the Chernobyl catastrophe (Reiche 2002: 15–16). Some
countries, for example, Denmark and Italy, decided against nuclear
energy during an earlier phase.

Regarding the initiatives of the Red–Green government in the
broader field of energy policy, the Renewable Energy Sources Act, as the
core of the Red–Green energy and climate protection policy, can be
regarded as particularly successful. This piece of legislation is assessed as
being extremely positive by environmental experts as well as all stake-
holder groups. It has led to a boom in renewable energies, not antici-
pated by the government itself. The share of renewable energies in the
electricity market grew to almost 7.5 percent by the end of 2001, and
the investment rate in this sector expanded by 1.6 percent. Wind-
powered electrical energy grew three times, also creating 60,000 new
jobs. With a steady increase over the past few years, Germany has
become one of the major exporters of these technologies. Furthermore,
it received exceptional international recognition for this novel approach
(Hirschl and Hoffmann 2002: 8–9; Reiche 2000). The act now serves as
a model for countries like France and the Czech Republic, who have
adopted essential portions of the German legislation (BMU 2002b: 7).

Although the photovoltaic solar power share of Germany’s total
energy supply is still below 1 percent, it is worth noting that the
German government succeeded in nearly doubling the capacities in this
sector and thus putting the country in the lead in Europe and second
(after Japan) worldwide. Concerning wind power, Germany expanded
its leading margin and holds the top position internationally, providing
about a third of the world’s wind energy capacities and half of Europe’s
(Bundesregierung 2002b).
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Despite its success, Germany may experience difficulties in trying to
meet its international obligations. The reference value for Germany in
the respective EU directive demands an 8-percent increase in the share 
of renewable energy on the electricity market, in the period from 1997 to
2010; this is equivalent to a target of 12.5 percent share for renewable
energy. Experts say that the target will not be an easy one to meet (Reiche
2002: 16–17), but the German government is obviously more optimistic.
The new coalition agreement of October 2002 set the goal of doubling
the proportion of renewable energy consumption (Primärenergieverbrauch)
by 2010 (compared to the ratio for 2000). Accordingly, the funding of
the programs to raise the share of renewable energies is assured and will
even be gradually increased.

The leading position of Germany in this area was underlined during
the discussions at the World Summit in Johannesburg. At that summit,
which took place just a few weeks prior to the German elections in
2002, the German government presented itself as the driving force
behind EU environmental policy. Germany received international atten-
tion for its proposals in the area of renewable energy. Among other
initiatives, Germany will sponsor an international conference on this
issue in 2004. It intends to provide support to developing countries; and
it is promoting the establishment of an international agency for renew-
able energy.

In the international arena Germany effectively combines pioneer
strategies (Liefferink and Andersen 1998) to maintain its leading posi-
tion; it convinces others to catch up, pushes its own solutions, and
strives for international institutionalization. Recent developments show
that Germany may become an international pioneer in energy policy,
because the German version of phasing out nuclear energy is already
being discussed as a model in several other countries. Moreover, in the
area of renewable energy sources, Germany has already achieved fore-
runner status and is pursuing its proactive policy with an internationally
oriented objective.

Ecological Modernization of the Economy via 
Ecological Taxes—Germany Catching Up

The consideration of ecological aspects within the tax system has been a
very important element in the current government’s strategy of ecologi-
cal modernization. The basic idea behind the ecological tax reform was
to shift the main share of taxes from the “labor factor” to the “environ-
ment factor” (as they are referred to in German government jargon) by
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continuously, but moderately, raising the price of environmentally
harmful energy supplies, accompanied by an annual decrease of the costs
for the social security system (Bundesregierung 2002e). Increased energy
prices are designed to reduce energy consumption and to improve
resource productivity in general; lower labor costs aim at improving
conditions for maintaining and creating employment.

Focusing on the idea of an ecological tax reform as one of the main
tools to ecological modernization in Germany, the new government
agreed to set the goal of reducing the contributions to the social security
system from 42.3 percent in 1998 to at least 41.1 percent of the taxable
income. At the same time taxes on gasoline, heating oil, natural gas, and
electricity were to steadily increase, being linked to potential results of
negotiations over EU-wide energy taxation, and price developments on
the global energy markets. In this way, it was intended that moderate
increases in energy costs (introduced with a view to help reduce costs to
employers) would ultimately contribute to an overall reduction in labor
costs. A major part of the revenues from the eco-tax was supposed to
flow into the general pension fund. This was designed to reduce contri-
butions to the fund in the first stage (1999) from 20.3 to 19.5 percent
and in a second and third stage to 19.1 percent (0.6 percent reductions
for both employers and employees) (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen
1998, see table 10.2).
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Table 10.2 German ecological tax reform

Petroleum products Apr. 1999 Jan. 2000 Jan. 2001 Jan. 2002 Jan. 2003
and electricity a

Gasoline (low-sulphur) �6 Pf/l �6 Pf/l �6 Pf/l �3 cents/l �3 cents/l
Diesel (low-sulphur) �6 Pf/l �6 Pf/l �6 Pf/l �3 cents/l �3 cents/l
Heating oil �4 Pf/l — — — —
Natural gas �0.32 — — — —

Pf/kWh
Electricity �2 Pf/kWh �0.5 �0.5 �0.26 �0.26

Pf/kWh Pf/kWh cents/kWh cents/kWh
Contribution to the 19.5 19.3 19.1 19.1 18.8b

national pension fund
(percentage of
chargeable income)

a Pf/kWh, Pfennig per kilowatt hour; Pf/l, Pfennig per liter (2 Pfennig ≈ 1 eurocent); figures for the tax rates
in euro have been rounded.

b Originally projected estimate.

Sources: BUND 2001b: 6; Bundesregierung 2002f.



Despite strong opposition to the ecological tax reform, the Red–Green
government finally succeeded in passing the bill in the German parlia-
ment. Its implementation constitutes significant progress in explicitly
integrating environmental concerns in fiscal policy. The eco-tax was to be
implemented in several steps up to 2003, beginning in 1999, with an
increase in mineral oil tax by 3.07 cents per liter. The same year
an increase in heating oil tax by 2.05 cents per liter would occur, and an
increase in natural gas tax by 0.16 cents per kilowatt hour was imple-
mented (for the following years see table 10.2). Additionally, a general
electricity tax of 1.02 cents per kilowatt hour was introduced.

The Greens and the SPD finally succeeded in implementing the
ecological tax concept in Germany but, again, it is apparent that the
Greens could not stand up to many of the SPD’s demands. Compared
to the initial concepts worked out by the Greens, they finally approved
an increase of taxes on heating oil, mineral oil, and electricity, which
differed markedly from what they had originally demanded. The same
applies to the special provisions for the coal industry (especially hard
coal). Where the Greens did succeed was in tax reductions for the public
transportation sector and tax exemption for heat-power cogeneration
plants. Generally speaking, however, it was primarily the SPD whose
concepts were successfully pushed through.

Nevertheless, the ecological tax reform is one of the outstanding
achievements of the Red–Green government. Energy resources have
become more expensive, promoting energy conservation and contribut-
ing to global climate protection. Although the environmental benefits of
the new tax system will take time to evolve, some positive effects are
already visible: decreased gasoline sales in the transportation sector
(minus 3 to 4 percent in 2000 and 2001), positive effects on CO2 emis-
sions (a reduction of about 2 to 3 percent compared to a counterfactual
scenario), increased usage of public transportation or car sharing, and
increased sales of low-fuel-consumption automobiles (only 3 to 5 liters
per 100 kilometers) (DIW 2001: 221; BUND 2001b; Greenpeace 2002:
13–14; Trittin 2002: 39).

Criticism mainly revolves around the time frame of the eco-tax
project, namely its termination of tax increases after 2003. Friends of
the Earth, Greenpeace, and the German Council of Environmental
Advisors (the SRU) urge the federal government to continue the moder-
ate increase of taxes beyond 2003, to guarantee planning security and to
safeguard the positive and sustainable effects that this new initiative can
generate. Therefore, it is also necessary to reconsider the many special
provisions and exemptions for industry. The concessions made here
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constitute one of the important reasons why the potential of the tax
reform cannot as yet be fully realized and, in effect, an overall ecologi-
cal change of the economic structure is hampered (DIW 2001: 225;
SRU 2002: 359). Initial fears concerning negative effects on employ-
ment and economic development (competitive disadvantages through
additional taxes) so far have proven groundless. As the eco-tax is part of
a larger (income) tax reform package, private households are (in sum)
not additionally burdened. However, positive effects on the labor
market—one of the major pro-arguments of the German eco-tax
concept—are determined by other economic factors such as oil prices
and wage development (DIW 2001: 222–25).

The ecological tax reform was one important step in the process of
sustainable structural change in the economy. A future challenge will be
to integrate eco-taxation into a comprehensive reform of the whole
system of finance and taxation. Ecological taxes can then serve as a
useful instrument in those areas where tax incentives are more flexible
than legal regulations or bans. At the same time, environmentally harm-
ful subsidies—for example, for the hard (anthracite) coal or the airline
industry—need to be cut back, and the national budget aligned in
accordance with ecological criteria (Massarrat 2000; Loske and Steffe
2001; cf. Meyer and Müller 2002; Burger and Hanhoff 2002).

Regarding the development of eco-taxes, the picture looks different
than it did in the case of the innovations in energy policy already
discussed. Although in both areas radical policy changes were initiated,
in eco-taxation Germany has not been an international pioneer.5 The
years-long debate on eco-taxation in Germany influenced other coun-
tries, for example, Austria, where an eco-tax was introduced earlier than
in Germany (Reiche 2000). Despite these indirect spillover effects from
an international standpoint, Germany had become a laggard in this
policy field. As early as 1990, Finland introduced a carbon tax on fossil
fuels, followed by Norway and Sweden in 1991, and by Denmark and the
Netherlands in 1992. The Nordic countries introduced this policy inno-
vation almost simultaneously (Kern et al. 2001a: 20; Tews et al. 2002).
The diffusion process slowed down between 1992 and 1999 when only
three countries introduced energy/CO2-taxes (Belgium in 1993, Austria
and Slovenia in 1996). Both Germany and Italy introduced such taxes as
part of an ecological tax reform in 1999, and the United Kingdom intro-
duced a “Climate Change Levy” in 2000 (Tews 2002: 4–5). Although
Europe as a whole proved to be the most innovative in international
comparison, this did not have any effect on Germany until the Greens
came to power in 1998.
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Nonetheless, in the 2002 coalition negotiations, the Greens were not
able to assert themselves against the will of the Social Democrats and
achieve an unconditional continuation of eco-taxation beyond 2003. The
continuation will be contingent on a review of overall economic perfor-
mance and emissions development in 2004. Because of large deficits in
the national pension fund, generated by continuously high unemploy-
ment, the German government was forced to raise contributions to the
fund to 19.5 percent for 2003, although this met with strong external as
well as internal opposition from the Green coalition partner. However,
without the additional eco-tax revenues, the national pension fund
contribution rate would have risen even higher. Nevertheless, large
segments of the German public viewed this increase as a failure of
the eco-tax concept, which was originally designed to help stabilize the
national pension fund contribution rate and, ultimately, to decrease it. In
terms of other socioeconomic considerations and for the sake of public
acceptance of ecological taxation, it would probably have been better had
the German government sought an alternative method of refueling its
flagging national pension fund.

Although the question remains open as to whether the reform will be
successful in the long run, the government did succeed in catching up
to other more advanced countries in this field. Successful models of
forerunner countries were decisive as positive reference points for the
acceptance of ecological taxation in Germany. A concept that had been
discussed for years was finally introduced—the Red–Green coalition
had eventually initiated a change of path.

Climate Protection Policy—Germany Staying Ahead

Since the ratification of the Framework Convention on Climate Change,
international negotiations in the field of climate protection have gone
through a very difficult process. The Kyoto Protocol did, however, lead to
a commitment by the industrialized countries to reduce their greenhouse
gas emissions by at least 5 percent from 2008 to 2012, compared to the
respective levels for the year 1990. Among the group of industrialized
countries, individual states have committed themselves to different
targets: the EU to �8 percent, the United States to �7 percent, Japan
to �6 percent, and Russia to �0 percent. Within the EU, Germany set its
goal to reduce its CO2 emissions by 21 percent by the 2008–2012 period,
compared to 1990 levels (Brouns and Treber 2002; Reiche 2002: 17).

In their coalition agreement of 1998, the SPD and the Greens stress
the national climate protection target to reduce CO2 emissions by
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25 percent by the year 2005, compared to 1990 levels (SPD and Bündnis
’90/Die Grünen 1998). One main impetus toward fulfilling this goal
was the decision to launch a national climate protection program in
October 2000 (Trittin 2000). This program confirms the ambitious 
25-percent reduction target, and divides the responsibility for the
remaining reduction among the following sectors: private households,
buildings, energy, industry, and transportation.6 Further projects
include a new Energy Saving Regulation (Energieeinsparverordnung) for
buildings, and a voluntary agreement on climate protection between the
German government and the German business sector. In this agreement,
business committed itself to reducing its own specific CO2 emissions by
28 percent by 2005, compared to 1990 levels, and its specific emissions
of all greenhouse gases by 35 percent by 2012, compared to 1990 levels.
The government also made a commitment to reducing its own CO2
emissions by 25 percent by 2005 and 30 percent by 2010 (BMU 2000).

As a result of the aforementioned initiatives, coupled with economic
decline and a different energy mix in the new Länder following German
reunification, greenhouse gas emissions in Germany declined by more
than 18 percent in the 1990s (SRU 2002: 335). This makes Germany
one of the few countries likely to achieve the emission goals set out in
the Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Kyoto Protocol.
Accordingly, this development is welcomed by almost all sources: “The
German federal government has been able to keep and extend its inter-
national role as a pioneer in the field of international climate protection.
Especially with regard to the Bonn negotiations on the Kyoto Protocol
in July 2001, the German delegation took a leading role in guaranteeing
that the negotiations would finally come to a successful conclusion”
(BUND 2002: 33–34).

However, both the German Council of Environmental Advisors (SRU)
and the German Institute for Economic Research (DIW) strongly criticize
the ongoing subsidies for the coal industry—the most CO2-intensive
energy source. The current policy to secure the coal stores is not compat-
ible with the ambitious German national climate protection program,
which requires a fundamental review of the energy supply system, focus-
ing ideally on the long-term phase-out of fossil energy sources (Böckem
2000; DIW 2000: 5–6; Bundesregierung 2002a; SRU 2002: 393–97).

Additional criticism articulated by Friends of the Earth—with
Greenpeace and the SRU both agreeing—is that it is crucial for
Germany’s long-term development to finally incorporate into its national
climate protection strategy the mid-term goal of reducing CO2 emissions
by 40 percent by 2020. This would show Germany’s sincere commitment
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to its international responsibility in this area. The opportunity to establish
an ambitious European-wide climate protection target would increase,
and other European countries would be more willing to accept a common
reduction policy.

A third point of criticism, particularly emphasized by environmental
groups, refers to the lack of concepts for environmentally friendly
mobility in the transportation sector, and reducing emissions generated
through the renovation of old buildings in the construction sector.
According to the respective NGOs, both areas contribute a high share of
CO2 emissions, and neither are given due consideration in the current
programs (Greenpeace 2002: 12–13). The transportation sector, in
particular, needs to be given stronger attention, because its share of
national CO2 emissions has grown steadily from 17 percent in 1990 to
21 percent by 2000 (Brouns and Treber 2002: 13).

In climate change policy Germany was active internationally prior to
the 1998 elections. As early as 1990, an ambitious CO2 emissions reduc-
tion program was introduced, and a voluntary agreement between
government and industry was negotiated. The national CO2 reduction
target of 25 percent by 2005 was the highest among the pioneering
countries (the Nordic states plus Germany). From an international
perspective, Germany was the most successful country regarding the
reduction of CO2 and the other five greenhouse gases (although it must
be noted that almost 50 percent of this reduction owed itself to so-called
wall-fall profits, meaning that the collapse of the East German economy
after reunification accounted for a large portion of the decrease in emis-
sions, particularly by the mid-1990s) (Scheich et al. 2001: 364, 378).

In the 2002 coalition agreement, the SPD and the Greens agreed to
carry forward their efforts in climate protection and in maintaining
Germany’s pioneer position. There is mutual consent within the coalition
that environmentally harmful subsidies be subject to revision or removed
altogether (e.g., the value-added tax exemption for inner-European
flights). Nevertheless, and despite vigorous critique, the coalition part-
ners agreed to ensure continued funding of the hard coal mining sector
up to 2010 (although this will go hand-in-hand with further restructur-
ing of the sector and steadily decreasing federal subsidies).

Responding to the claims of NGOs and environmental experts
mentioned earlier, the new coalition agreement contains a commitment
to a 40-percent reduction target for greenhouse gas emissions in the
1990–2020 period. Albeit this commitment is tied to a simultaneous
concession by the other EU countries, Germany insists that the other
EU member states agree (in the framework of the Kyoto Protocol) to an
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EU reduction target of 30 percent within the same period. Thus, in the
new Red–Green legislative term, Germany once again presents itself as
an international and EU forerunner in climate protection; at the same
time Germany is also pushing for European solutions.

National Strategy for Sustainable Development—Germany 
Lagging Behind

The concept of sustainable development has its origins in the 1987
report of the Brundtland Commission. In this report sustainable devel-
opment was defined for the first time as development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future genera-
tions to meet their own needs (World Commission on Environment and
Development 1987). Based on different international conferences and
agreements sustainable development was made the guiding principle for
all future efforts in these fields and since then serves as the basis for all
measures to be taken. Following the Rio agreement, the UN General
Assembly passed a resolution in June 1997 in which all signatory states
were requested to complete a national sustainability strategy by 2002
(Stephan 2001; Umweltbundesamt 2002).

As only initial steps toward a national sustainability plan were taken
by the former coalition government, the new Red–Green government
formally integrated “sustainability” as a goal in its coalition agreement.
The agreement states that the primary aim of “ecological moderniza-
tion” is to be based upon the principle of sustainability, with Agenda 21
serving as the main guideline. It was agreed that the government would
work out a national sustainability strategy with concrete goals and prac-
tices by the end of the legislative term and, in this way, it would create
an instrument to promote ecological innovation and the implementa-
tion of Agenda 21 (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 1998).

In the course of four years, the new government has taken definitive
steps toward this goal, including the establishment of a “Green Cabinet”
within the government and the German Council for Sustainable
Development (Rat für Nachhaltige Entwicklung, RNE). The 16 members
of the Council represent industry, environmental NGOs, trade unions,
consumers’ rights groups, the churches, and the scientific community.
In December 2001 the first proposal for a national sustainability strategy
was presented; after some modifications the final version was adopted in
April 2002 (Bundesregierung 2002h).

The German national sustainability strategy contains three main
elements, namely, an underlying concept upon which strategy is based,
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a management concept for sustainable development, and a set of
programmatic priorities. The underlying concept is the core of the strat-
egy determining the political and societal actions necessary to guarantee
sustainable development. Four aspects of this concept are of fundamen-
tal importance: (1) justice between generations, (2) quality of life,
(3) social cohesion, and (4) international responsibility. The management
concept for sustainable development consists of management rules, a
number of specified and, in part, also quantified goals for sustainability
in different sectors, a number of indicators to measure progress by
continuous monitoring, and review of performance. The programmatic
priorities encompass eight areas in which goals and measures were
further developed than elsewhere. In the field of environmental policy,
the following four areas receive special attention: (a) climate protection,
(b) environmentally friendly mobility, (c) agriculture, environment, and
nutrition, and (d) land use.

In examining the final outcome of the process of formulating a
national sustainability strategy in Germany, from the perspective of the
two coalition partners, the results are not as positive for the Greens as
they are for the SPD. By considering the position of stakeholders who
explicitly point to the equal value of the three dimensions—economy,
social issues, and environment—within the concept of sustainability, the
SPD, with a hard focus on the economic dimension, functioned as
broker and sought to strike a balance between various positions. A
number of elements of the new strategy reflect the differing approaches:
for instance, the establishment of indicators and goals for a review
of performance was a concession to the ecological proponents in
the coalition, while the importance attached to improving efficiency
clearly reflects the main argument of the economic proponents in the
coalition.

The general tenor of the discussion on the impact of the new national
sustainability strategy is ambivalent. Despite some innovative elements
in its overall approach, the national sustainability strategy has failed to
deliver a comprehensive plan of action with the potential to steer future
development in the direction of sustainability (Jänicke and Volkery
2002). The evaluation by the German Council of Environmental
Advisors emphasizes some positive aspects—for instance, the convincing
institutional design, the positive role of the management rules, and the
formulation of quantitative goals that can be directly controlled.
Nevertheless, it has also been shown that the strategy lacks several
important elements and fails completely in other aspects. One impor-
tant point here is that the few formulated concrete goals concerning the
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status of the environment are by no means sufficient. Additionally, the
integration of the recommended 40-percent reduction in greenhouse
gases by 2020 into the strategy was not taken into consideration. Also,
raising environmental awareness among polluters has only just begun
and needs to be developed further. In addition, the selection of indica-
tors is not always appropriate, because some do not meet the require-
ment of representativeness; some goals are far too ambitious in relation
to existing capacities for implementation of the management concept
within the government (SRU 2002: 220).

Friends of the Earth, one of the leading German environmental orga-
nizations, argues, for example, that the government has failed altogether
to produce an integrated approach; they claim that the government has
instead merely proposed a catalogue of measures in the areas of energy
consumption, agriculture, and mobility, reflecting only the specific
interests of particular departments. Moreover, so Friends of the Earth
claims, the measures indicated are composed almost exclusively of initia-
tives already incorporated into official government policy and do
not represent any new or innovative long-term concepts (BUND
2002: 5–6).

In sum, the Red–Green government has fulfilled its goal of formulat-
ing a national sustainability strategy by the end of its legislative period,
but it has not presented an approach that really offers any new ideas or
that demonstrates its sincere commitments to initiating far-reaching
reforms toward comprehensive sustainability in Germany. Nevertheless,
it is positively recognizable that a start has been made, which can be
built upon.

Looking at the introduction of national sustainability strategies in
OECD countries, the conclusion to be drawn is that Germany has never
been within the group of pioneers in this field. Although first steps to
establish such a strategy were taken under the Christian–Liberal govern-
ment, no strategy was approved in Germany until the Red–Green
government came to power. In contrast, the approach of strategic, goal-
oriented environmental planning spread very rapidly in the 1990s
among the industrial countries, but also in newly industrialized and
developing countries. Within a decade of the adoption of the first
national environmental plans in Denmark, Sweden, Norway (1988),
and the Netherlands (1989), more than two-thirds of OECD countries
had adopted national environmental plans or sustainability strategies
(Jänicke and Jörgens 1998; Kern et al. 2001a). Thus, only future devel-
opment can reveal whether Germany will eventually take a proactive
approach to sustainability policy or remain a laggard in this area.
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Types of Strategies in Red–Green Environmental Policy

Following our indepth look at four different policy issues in Germany
and the Red–Green initiatives undertaken in these areas, we now turn to
table 10.3, which shows how the selected policies can be placed in the
scheme developed here (see table 10.1). Starting from the legacies of the
Christian–Liberal government and based on (1) the scope of policy
change and (2) the position of Germany as a pioneer from an interna-
tional perspective, we can draw the following conclusions.

In the case of a radical policy change, the policy window provided by
the last elections finally resulted in a change of policy path. Although the
overall impact of such radical changes cannot be estimated within a
single legislative term because the implementation of the decisions takes
much longer than four years, what we can say is that radical changes did
occur in energy policy and ecological taxation policy. In contrast, for
climate protection policy and the introduction of a German national
sustainability strategy, only moderate policy changes could be observed.
In addition, Germany’s international position vis-à-vis environmental
policy underwent a shift, and this shift is relevant for both cases where
radical changes occurred (in energy policy and ecological taxation).

In the area of energy policy Germany is considered a pioneer today.
Radical policy change helped Germany attain an international pioneer
position. Although innovative approaches in the area of renewable
energy resources existed before the Red–Green government came to
power, these initiatives were systematically pursued and resulted in an
extremely dynamic development. The phase-out of nuclear energy as
well as the initiatives to support renewable energy sources have already
had impacts on the policy of other countries.

Regarding eco-taxation, a radical change was facilitated by the fact that
this issue was part of the election manifestos of both parties (Lightfoot
and Luckin 2000: 165). Although Germany cannot be placed in the group
of pioneers in the area of eco-taxation, Germany’s international position
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International position Scope of policy change (1998–2002)

Radical change Moderate change

Pioneer Energy policy Climate protection policy
Laggard Eco-taxes National sustainability strategy



has certainly improved due to a successful strategy of catching up to other
comparable countries.

In climate protection the legacies of the Christian–Liberal government
are decisive for the leading role of Germany in the international arena. In
this area, a staying-ahead strategy could be observed and Germany has
managed to maintain its leading position in climate protection policy.

Finally, a national sustainability strategy was developed and decided
upon during the first legislative term of the Red–Green government.
However, the legacies of the Christian–Liberal government combined
with the policy of the Red–Green government have ultimately resulted
in Germany lagging on an international level. In contrast to its forerun-
ner status in climate protection policy, Germany still lags behind many
other countries such as the Netherlands, who have introduced more
innovative approaches within the last few years.

To sum up, during the legislative term of the Red–Green government
in Germany, radical change in environmental policy occurred in several
areas, particularly energy policy and eco-taxation. This development was
most likely to take place in these areas, as both issues were always high
on the Green agenda and, therefore, became part of the coalition agree-
ment. The phase-out of nuclear energy especially can be considered as
one of the main goals of many Greens to be accomplished within their
legislative term (Lees 2000: 112).

Conclusions

In their first legislative term, the Red–Green coalition set the coordi-
nates for a new priority to environmental policy. The role of the Green
coalition partner as the “driving force” and “watchdog” in this field
shows the importance of the innovative capacities provided by Green
parties in governments. Despite all—yet justified—criticisms, the
Red–Green government’s performance in the environmental policy field
remains remarkable, especially in light of the strong and stormy opposi-
tion the German Ministry of Environment and its head, Jürgen Trittin,
faced in the first years of the new government. Such developments,
combined with the high priority of certain issues on the “green” agenda,
triggered radical path changes. It seems that such changes are only pos-
sible if national driving forces are strong enough. The case studies do
not provide evidence that such changes can be initiated by international
factors alone. Although several countries had introduced eco-taxes,
Germany did not adopt such innovations prior to the 1998 election. It
does not seem likely that a Christian–Liberal government would have
supported such policy changes.
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There are different types of global policy convergence: It can be the
result of harmonization processes within the EU or internationally bind-
ing agreements. Besides such “hard law” there are also the soft mecha-
nisms of policy diffusion. Path changes are facilitated by innovative
strategies of other countries because foreign models can be used by
policy entrepreneurs as a point of reference.

Furthermore, a pioneer can influence the policy of other countries. In
this respect, a striking feature of Red–Green environmental politics is
their striving to achieve multilateral arrangements and international
agreements, as evidenced by their efforts to push for national and
international solutions. This international orientation is a tribute to
Germany’s status; its purpose is to defend the top position the country
has achieved in some areas of environmental policy. By pressing other
countries to commit to similar policies and implement comparable stan-
dards, Germany increases acceptance for its approach and thus avoids
the risk of isolation and competitive disadvantage on international
markets. In certain fields Germany serves as a catalyst for the diffusion
of advanced environmental policies.

Regarding the perspectives of the Red–Green government, it can be
stated that fundamental changes were brought about in formerly
neglected areas, yet successful policies continued and expanded. Judging
from recent developments, the government seems determined to proceed
on the path that they have taken. Since the main environmental projects
were launched in the last legislative term, the government will now have
to deal with mainly safeguarding and expanding the policies, moving
toward the “ecological modernization” of Germany. While in 1998 radi-
cal policy changes could be expected in at least some areas, it can be
assumed that the second legislative term of the Red–Green government
will be characterized by a period of stabilization. Therefore, in contrast
to the previous four years, similarly vociferous public controversies are
less likely; but, as a side effect, public and media attention given to envi-
ronmental issues may decline. Despite their success in the 2002 elections,
the Green party will have to struggle to secure its influence in the coali-
tion. It has already become apparent that Germany’s poor economic
performance will alter the political agenda to the disadvantage of Green
policies like eco-taxation or new environmental regulations.

Notes

We are grateful to Manfred Binder, Helge Jörgens, Claudia Koll, Stefan Niederhafner,
Danyel Reiche, Werner Reutter, Kerstin Tews, and Helmut Weidner for helpful
comments.

Environmental Policy ● 205



1. Besides Germany, there are only four other countries where Green parties
became part of a governing coalition: Finland (1995), Italy (1996), France
(1997), and Belgium (1999); on the impact of Green parties on coalition nego-
tiations and governmental policy in general see Müller-Rommel (2002: 9).

2. Although the introduction of renewable energy sources and eco-taxation can
be considered as part of the German climate protection program, they are
separately analyzed here, because of the marked differences regarding the
scope of policy change as well as Germany’s international position.

3. Gesetz zur geordneten Beendigung der Kernenergienutzung zur gewerblichen
Erzeugung von Elektrizität (Bundesregierung 2001, 2002a).

4. The indication of the year 2023 as the first year in which realistically all
nuclear power plants will be phased-out, refers to the agreement on the
amount of electricity still to be produced at each nuclear plant. The average
productivity of each power plant was estimated at 95 percent, while the data
for 2000 show that the average productivity was only about 86 percent. This
lower percentage is also confirmed by the data of the preceding years. Since
95 percent served as the basis for the calculation of the amount of electricity
still allowed to be produced, the operating time might be extended to 34 or
35 years (BUND 2001a).

5. The amendment of the Nature Conservation Act is a similar case and falls in
the same category of “catching up.” The instrument of the class action suit
for associations (Verbandsklage) had been introduced in many other countries
before an equivalent decision was taken in Germany.

6. By 1999, CO2 emissions in Germany had decreased by 15.3 percent,
compared to 1990 levels. All six greenhouse gases mentioned in the Kyoto
Protocol had decreased by 18.3 percent, again compared to 1990 levels.
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PART FOUR

Germany and the World: European 
Politics and Foreign Policy



CHAPTER 11

From “Tamed” to “Normal” Power: 
A New Paradigm in German 
Foreign and Security Policy?

August Pradetto

The following analysis discusses central aspects of the foreign and
security policy of the Red–Green government in Germany between
1998 and 2002. I begin by addressing efforts by the Red–Green

coalition to strengthen common European Foreign and Security Policy
(EFSP) within the framework of European integration. Second, I assess the
transatlantic dimensions, and finally, the policy vis-à-vis the UN and the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).

For decades Germany has regarded European integration as the focal
point of its foreign and security policy. Since the conclusion of the
Maastricht Treaty in 1992, the implementation of a Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) has acquired primary importance. Based on
the Amsterdam Treaty, which came into effect in May 1999, the
Red–Green coalition attempted to advance these goals according to
decisions drawn by the EU at the Cologne (June 1999) and Nice
(December 2000) summits.

Since the very inception of the FRG, special ties with NATO and the
United States of America have played into this European effort. While
the significance of these ties had already began to diminish even prior to
the dissolution of the Cold War and concomitant unification of
Germany, they remained a constitutive element of German foreign and
security policy after 1990 as well. In this regard, the first Red–Green
coalition, as the first German government run by Social Democrats since



Germany underwent unification and gained full sovereignty, raised both
distrust and new expectations among various constituencies. The Greens
did not have a reputation as being amicable with either the United States
or NATO, and a Green party member was to become foreign minister.
Yet both NATO and the United States played a special role in German
foreign and security policy during the 1998–2002 term of office. It is
intriguing to research this role, which conflicted with Germany’s previ-
ous political intentions and—in contradiction to the governmental
party’s agenda—contributed to the most dramatic transformation in
German foreign and security policy and its military instrument, the
Bundeswehr.

With these considerations in mind, it becomes particularly urgent to
explore how the politics of the Red–Green government developed vis-à-vis
the UN and the OSCE. It is not only the Social Democrats and the
Greens, but also the conservative parties in Germany—namely, the CDU,
CSU, and the more liberal FDP—which have cultivated the tradition of
multilateralism and juridification in international relations. Given the
catastrophic history of German foreign policy until 1945, the foreign and
security policy of the FRG remained focused upon the realization of
objectives established by the international community in the Charter of
the United Nations in 1945. Germany’s foreign and security policy thus
sustained an “institutionalist” orientation that contrasted with the more
“realistic” or pragmatic tradition pursued in British and U.S. foreign
policy. However, Germany’s participation in the 1999 Kosovo and the
2001/2002 Afghanistan war created dilemmas for the Red–Green govern-
ment. I, therefore, focus not only upon how Red–Green politics have
played themselves out within the UN and the OSCE, but also on the
general course of German foreign and security policy.

European Foreign and Security Policy

In determining strategic and operational tasks, the Red–Green coalition
gave top priority to European integration, stressing that the incorpora-
tion of Germany into the EU was “of central importance to German
politics” (Coalition agreement 1998: ch. XI, item 2). Emphasis was also
placed on Germany’s future willingness to join the integrative-multilateral
sphere of the EU, despite its increased power potential and its consider-
ably more important position in Europe and the world since unification
in 1990. While Federal Chancellor Gerhard Schröder invoked the
term “national interests” more often than other politicians and sought
cross-party legitimacy for his political platform by more strongly
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emphasizing “German interests” (Schröder 1999b, 2002c), this has
by no means undermined an accentuation of integrative-multinational
orientation in German foreign and security policy. The federal govern-
ment regarded European integration as essential to the realization of
national, European, and international security, and the Red–Green
coalition was fully cognizant of the fact that Germany’s power and influ-
ence primarily rested in Europe (Fischer 2001b). Foreign Minister
Joschka Fischer, in particular, devoted himself to drawing up a European
basic rights charter (Fischer 2000c). The EU enlargement policy
progressed to the level of concrete accession negotiations and dates for a
whole series of Central and East European as well as Mediterranean
countries (Schröder 2000).

The coalition agreement proclaimed that the CFSP created through
the Amsterdam Treaty was empowering the EU to act in international
politics and to further the safeguarding of common European interests.
The federal government would continue to strengthen the “communiti-
zation” (Vergemeinschaftung) of the CFSP, since the intent behind the
CFSP was to increase the EU’s capacity to prevent civil crisis and resolve
conflicts peacefully. The Red–Green coalition would therefore support
majority decisions, more foreign authority, the strengthening of the
European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI), and would work toward
further developing the Western European Union according to the terms
of the Amsterdam Treaty. The coalition would furthermore exert its
influence within the EU to strengthen the OSCE and UN through “joint
action” (Coalition agreement 1998: ch. XI, item 3).

Common Foreign and Security Policy, the Nature of European
Security and Defense, and the European Forces

After four years of Red–Green government, progress on the issue of
security and defense has been minimal and accompanied by much
ambivalence. Despite partial rapprochement with the European
Community (EC) regarding the overall institutional framework, and 
in particular, the incorporation of the European Parliament (EP) and
Commission, the CFSP is still divided into an intergovernmental 
“2nd pillar” distinct from the supranational “EC pillar.” This means
that, for the time being, each member state is still responsible for its
own foreign policy. The intergovernmental nature of the CFSP is also
reflected particularly in the decision-making procedures that are subject
to the principle of unanimity while majority decisions have already
become a common feature in other areas of the EU.
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When the EU took more radical steps and deliberations with regard to
the CFSP, it was not just in response to the negative experiences encoun-
tered by the Europeans amidst the warring factions in Kosovo and/or
Yugoslavia in the spring of 1999 (Pradetto 1999) and later, but in
response to unilateral actions pursued by the United States following the
11 September 2001 terrorist attacks—actions that the Europeans felt
were self-serving. At the same time, the lack of consensus in European
foreign policy became particularly evident during these crises in 1999.
France, Great Britain, and Germany vacillated between different posi-
tions, undermining the spirit of cooperation in foreign policy among
Europeans. Joint projects such as the formation of European crisis reac-
tion forces were motivated more by the fear of a possible withdrawal of
U.S. forces from Southeastern Europe than by any coherent political
strategy. This resulted in the decision that Europeans should have opera-
tional joint forces. The reasoning was that the Europeans should be able
to act independently in accordance with their own security and defense
policies, in the event that the United States withdrew from European
crisis regions such as Southeastern Europe or commit insufficient forces
(Arnold 2002).

The Red–Green coalition’s attitude toward this issue was variously
characterized as unbalanced, ambivalent, double-strategic, coherent, or
complex. Within the framework of a further “Europeanization” of
Europe, it sought to strengthen common politics and common institu-
tions, especially in the deficit-ridden area of foreign and security policy.
Yet for both financial and political reasons, the SPD–Green government
also sought to avoid the possibility of competition between the
European forces and NATO that had surfaced under former govern-
ments. Given the limited resources available for defense in Europe, the
doubling of force and command structures would be most imprudent. It
was reasoned that the European forces should be linked to the NATO
structure in terms of forces and policy-making, and be available as
modules for deployment by the EU (Volle and Weidenfeld 2000).

The Red–Green government thus more or less continued what has
become a tradition of European political ambivalence about foreign and
security policy. On the one hand, the government wanted considerably
more “Europeanization,” but by no means as much as France, resulting in
the pursuit of more independent EFSP while also supporting the U.S.
presence and NATO. The perception of the necessity for greater European
independence intensified during the Kosovo War, as the German govern-
ment and the minister of defense felt not just poorly informed, but
even ignored and duped by decision-makers in Washington. Yet the
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government was also anxious not to jeopardize close ties with the United
States as it engaged in debates on a Europeanization of the EFSP.

Of course, German diplomacy also had to contend with Great
Britain, a country that had traditionally exerted strong support for the
predominance of NATO in European security and military issues and
continued to do so following the radical continental changes in
1989/90. All London governments regarded the United States as a safe-
guard for maintaining a balance of power in Europe. That a mutual
social-democratic rapprochement was able to take place between Tony
Blair and the Schröder/Fischer team is historically unique, but the
British position never went so far as to reduce the importance of NATO
in favor of European security policy and European forces.

While some may feel that the Red–Green government implemented
the Maastricht, Amsterdam, and Nice decisions at “a snail’s pace,” some
progress in controlling the CFSP was made under the Schröder/Fischer
term of office. The further development of the CFSP is now essentially
the responsibility of the General Affairs Council, in which all foreign
ministers of the 15 EU member states hold representation. The Council
normally meets once a month, and now has some tools at its disposal for
exerting control over the CFSP as defined in the Amsterdam Treaty. So,
in summary, following implementation of the Amsterdam Treaty and
the peaking of the Kosovo War, an attempt was made to stimulate the
progress of the development of both the CFSP and the European
Security and Defense Policy (ESDP).

The Kosovo War had a catalytic effect on the common EU foreign
policy formulated in the Amsterdam Treaty, and the 11 September 2001
attacks became a litmus test for the procedures thus far established.
Following the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington, the EFSP
witnessed a major throwback to nationally oriented foreign policies,
with member countries of the EU largely acting independently and/or
in bilateral consultation with the United States. The EU had to confine
itself to internal crisis management—very much in contrast to the orig-
inal intention of giving the CFSP a face and voice in serious crises. The
task now became one of trying to minimize the consequences as Great
Britain, France, and Germany lapsed into nation-state patterns of crisis
management.

In a special session in Brussels on 21 September 2001, the European
Council adopted an action plan aimed at strengthening judicial cooper-
ation, preventing funding of terrorism, increasing flight safety, and incor-
porating the fight against terrorism more effectively into the CFSP, in
particular, and the EU, in general. At the same time, the member states
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disavowed common foreign policy measures and no signs of uniform
action pursued by the EU could be discerned. For example, Britain’s
foreign Minister Straw traveled to Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and Syria
immediately following the terrorist attacks without consulting with other
EU members. It also became evident during this crisis that among all the
EU member countries, France, Great Britain, and Germany would be the
major decision-makers in determining the CFSP (Algieri 2002: 597),
once again evincing the discrepancy between programmatic definitions
and real politics within the federal government when it came to military
crisis management. It fits perfectly well with this overall assessment that
the coalition agreement made no reference to the military components of
a CFSP and that respective ideas were summated only via very brief and
vague statements on “civil crisis prevention,” “peaceful conflict settle-
ment,” and “strengthening of the OSCE and UN.” Concrete develop-
ments, then, went far beyond the problems identified and intentions
expressed in the coalition treaty; as mentioned earlier, the Kosovo War in
particular had a catalytic effect in this area.

Civilian Crisis Prevention and Peaceful Conflict 
Settlement in Southeastern Europe

After the Balkan region had been stabilized with the leadership and
support of the United States, the EU indicated with its Stabilization
Pact for Southeastern Europe that it considered itself the political
authority qualified to determine the future of the Balkans, premised on
the conviction that prospects for peaceful coexistence and the preven-
tion of further violent conflict could only be secured through a long-
term commitment and the establishment of civil structures. That the
Europeans would have to bear the major portion of the burden was self-
evident. Following the Kosovo conflict, Germany’s government actively
worked to ensure that the EU would address these challenges.

The decision-making process within the Union aimed at placing
Kosovo—for several years, if not decades—under an international
administration formally supervised by the UN, but, in practice, funded
and organized by the EU. In this respect, the German presidency during
the Red–Green tenure made a major contribution toward defining at
least the conceptual framework for such a solution (Krause 2000). The
Germans had initiated the Stabilization Pact for Southeastern Europe
even before the end of the Kosovo War, and under their leadership, the
EU accepted a political role that complemented the military one carried
out by NATO in the settlement of the conflict (Katsioulis [n.d.]).
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In January 2000, the EU Agency for Reconstruction officially took up
its work in Kosovo and thereby became the successor of the TAFKO
(Task Force Kosovo), which had initiated immediate relief measures such
as demining, restoration of housing and power supply, as well as setting
up local governments immediately following the end of the hostilities.

The EU has taken over a leading role in the implementation of the
Stabilization Pact for Southeastern Europe and represents one of its finan-
cial pillars. Between 1991 and 2000, it made available more than
5.1 billion euro in relief funds, not including the bilateral payments made
by individual member countries. An estimated 80 percent of the Kosovo
Force (KFOR) personnel came from EU countries, with a contingent of
800 European police officers that is subject to increase. The EU has
managed to maintain its high level of aid during the new decade as well,
making available approximately 852 million euro for the five Western
Balkan countries, with Germany contributing the largest individual share.
In addition, the EU and Germany participated in a number of NATO-led
operations like “Essential Harvest” that was seamlessly followed by oper-
ation “Fox.” Apart from protecting the international observers with
approximately 1,000 security personnel, the EU has agreed to also bear
the expense of 38 million euro per year needed to station 500 police offi-
cers from EU countries, including 115 from Germany, in Bosnia
Herzegovina. In conclusion, I would note that EU and NATO success in
reducing economic, social, and political problems in Southeastern Europe
was due not in the least to substantial contributions from Germany. These
tasks could be tackled only by a historically unprecedented institutional
and military commitment whose end remains nowhere in sight.

The interrelationship of civil and military crisis management should
be discussed in this context. In the early 1990s, the federal government
under Kohl/Genscher had promoted the dissolution of Yugoslavia by
recognizing Slovenia and Croatia. However, the Yugoslavian wars
confirmed concerns traditionally harbored by France and Great Britain
about the need for a territorial status quo policy to guide German and
European politics. But this approach confronted both the German
government and the EU with the dilemma of continuous military
commitment as a precondition for civil crisis management in
Southeastern Europe. They faced opposition from political elites on the
Balkan who did not want to relinquish their claim for nation-building
(and, thus, for change of the territorial status quo and existing borders),
and to date the situation has improved only incrementally. The civil and
military commitment extended by Germany and the EU to Southeastern
Europe is fraught with complications, having inspired a chain reaction
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among other political elites also seeking to exploit the Western military
conflict settlement to enforce their own interests.

Military conflict resolution has thus become caught up in the whole
dilemma (Pradetto 2002a). While NATO and the EU understandably
wanted to maintain the territorial status quo, large portions of the elites
in Southeastern Europe tried to capitalize on the collapse of Yugoslavia
and to complete their own nation-building. This implied either rectify-
ing territorial borders along ethnic boundaries or maintaining the terri-
torial borders in those instances where ethnic minorities demanded
autonomy or even independence. NATO and the EU, in contrast, placed
their hopes in public policy to install properly functioning multicultural
and multinational societies in Southeastern Europe (Pradetto 1998b).

To the extent that one regards Western policy appropriate, the means,
the objectives, and the consequences of military crisis settlement are
legitimate. Conflict settlement by NATO and by military means are
justified to the extent that the priority lies in maintaining a condition of
nonwar and maintaining the territorial status quo while establishing multi-
national societies. If, however, the peoples’ right of self-determination
is regarded as a precondition for the internal legitimization of existing
states and thus, also for maintaining peace, cooperation, and security
in the region, military conflict resolution will perpetuate the type
of renewed struggle for nation and territory endemic during the past
decade in the Balkans.

Western military crisis settlement has thereby become nearly a
precondition for effecting more far-reaching public policy needs result-
ing from the Western status quo policy. The divergent interests put forth
respectively by the western guardians of military conflict resolution and
by many elites in the former Yugoslavia have confronted NATO and the
EU with an extremely difficult task, namely, state-building. The situa-
tion is most dire in Bosnia-Herzegovina, where military conflict settle-
ment has resulted in a constitutional situation requiring allocation of
unprecedented resources to establish a properly functioning state, even
as these measures have not yet met with much success. Furthermore, it
has become particularly evident during the Red–Green term of office
that the political strategies applied in Southeastern Europe resulted in
expansion that went far beyond the aim of containing violence.

NATO and the United States

The coalition agreement stipulated: “The new federal government
considers the Atlantic Alliance an indispensable instrument for stability
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and security in Europe and for the establishment of a lasting peace
order” (Coalition agreement 1998: ch. XI, item 4). The government also
declared that—in continuity with the policies of its predecessors—U.S.
involvement in the Alliance and its presence in Europe remained
“preconditions for security on the continent.” In the next sentence,
however, the Red–Green government stressed the particular desire to
incorporate Russia and to cultivate partnership with this country in the
interests of European security. They also promoted blending other coun-
tries of the postcommunist region with “western structures” such as the
Ukraine, and with “the other participants in Partnership for Peace,” and
with NATO. The federal government also stressed that “the door to the
Alliance” would remain open for other democracies, as it aimed for a
stable pan-European peace order. Already agreed upon were the admis-
sion of the three Eastern Central European postcommunist countries,
Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary, and the date of their official
membership, namely, the Alliance’s Jubilee Summit on the occasion of
its fiftieth anniversary in April 1999. Thus, the government’s program-
matic statements on NATO politics could be interpreted as being insti-
tutional in nature, with the intention to contribute to a pan-European
security and peace order through increased incorporation of the post-
communist region into NATO. The description of the relationship of
NATO with the other European security institutions could be under-
stood in this sense as well. The federal government vowed to promote
“close cooperation, effective coordination, and reasonable division of
tasks” between NATO and other institutions responsible for European
security (Coalition agreement 1998: ch. XI, item 4).

Otherwise, there was nothing else in the coalition agreement—let
alone in the election programs of the two parties—indicating a special
commitment to the further development of NATO or to limiting
NATO’s eastward expansion. NATO was identified as an “indispensable
instrument” of European security; its real meaning in the government
parties’ thinking became relative by the other statements made in this
context. This stood in clear contrast to the U.S. government’s intentions
to give NATO a greater political and military significance and a more
global sphere of activity. The brief statements issued by the Red–Green
government about the Alliance and its inclusion in an overall context of
security political organizations effectively countered the U.S. govern-
ment’s plans for the Alliance.

At the same time, the brief remarks contained in the coalition agree-
ment seem to accept that NATO was evolving from a defense commu-
nity to a security and interest organization prepared to deploy its
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military for more than merely defensive purposes. Of course, by asserting
that the federal government would make efforts within the framework
of a forthcoming NATO reform toward “binding the tasks of NATO
outside Alliance defense to the rules and standards of the UN and
OSCE” (Coalition agreement 1998: ch. XI, item 4), the Red–Green
coalition moved toward a further “juridification of international relations.”
At first glance, this would seem to be a redundant declaration of the
terms of the original NATO Treaty of 1949, which explicitly refers to
the Charter of the United Nations and regards itself as an organization
operating within that framework. However, the need to reassert this
declaration is more understandable in light of the heated debates in
1998 regarding NATO’s future tasks, in which the United States pressed
for a decoupling of the Alliance from the UN and possible military
involvement in tasks going beyond Alliance defense and the original
restriction within the Alliance area of NATO.

In the coalition agreement, the United States was identified as “the
most important non-European partner of Germany” and as an “indis-
pensable constant of German foreign policy.” Another expression of
mild enthusiasm asserts, “a close and friendly relationship with the
USA (is based) on common values and common interests” (Coalition
agreement 1998: ch. XI, item 4). The wording about NATO gave the
impression of a compromise between Red and Green, with the Greens
accepting the Alliance as “indispensable” and thus “foreign policy-
capable,” on the condition (stipulated by the SPD, as well) that Alliance
policies would be bound to international law and the UN. It was
furthermore assumed that NATO would engage in “coordination” and
“reasonable division of tasks” with other institutions responsible for
European security, such as the UN and OSCE. In practice, however, the
Red–Green government had to completely reorient its NATO policy
very swiftly when the international political environment changed in
fundamental ways and other key players attached more importance to
Alliance policy than the two ruling parties had originally assumed and
expressed in the coalition program.

This reorientation started before the new government was even sworn
in. The turning point was arguably evinced in Germany’s agreement to
participate in NATO military action under U.S. leadership, in the event
that Milosevic refused to comply with the ultimatum issued by U.S.
Special Commissioner Richard Holbrooke requesting removal of the bulk
of the Belgrade troops and militia forces from Kosovo. The decision was
announced on 16 October 1998 under the Kohl interim government,
which conducted business until the election of the new government by
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the Bundestag at the end of October, in close cooperation with SPD and
Green leaders. Thus the Red–Green coalition nolens volens gave prefer-
ence, first, to military threats rather than the preferred “preventive
policy” and, second, to NATO Western military Alliance rather than to a
pan-European multinational organization such as the OSCE. Third, the
incoming government parties (in accordance with the opinions of SPD
and Greens) abandoned their previous request for a mandate by the UN
Security Council, which at that time held exclusive power under inter-
national law to adopt such measures.

Committing NATO to Rules and Standards 
Established by the UN and OSCE

Similar tendencies could be observed in Germany’s support of the U.S.
negotiations at Rambouillet. Here, too, the expressed war threat was
intent upon ignoring the UN, against valid international law.
Participation in the Kosovo war against the mandate of the UN repre-
sented the most flagrant violation of highly valued principles. Although
the authorization of NATO missions was controversial in Germany, the
lack of a mandate for the Kosovo mission was tolerated in the Red–Green
coalition with the exception of a few Green MPs and even fewer SPD
members of the Bundestag.

An analogous change of course is amplified in the approval of the new
Strategic Concept adopted by NATO at the Washington Summit on
23/24 April 1999, which established principles for determining objec-
tives, tasks, and future operational actions of the Alliance. Beforehand,
three controversial issues needed to be clarified (Pradetto 1999; Alamir
2000). First, the future core function of NATO was in question: origi-
nally, back in 1991 it had been agreed that security, the transatlantic
alliance, and collective defense would remain NATO’s focal tasks. While
this still remained valid, it is true that collective defense had assumed
center stage. There were diverging opinions regarding whether to uphold
these central tasks or whether to assign equal significance or even higher
priority to new tasks pertaining to international crisis management.
Closely linked with the dispute over core function was, second, the ques-
tion of geographic range and/or responsibility. Should NATO become an
instrument of worldwide crisis management, or should it, as advocated by
a majority of European countries and Germany in particular, be confined
to its previous treaty area, that is, crises and conflicts within Europe?
Third, there was the problem of mandating NATO for non-Article 5
operations; that is to say, administering crisis management tasks outside
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the realm of collective defense. Here, particularly France (and in the
beginning Germany) took the view that non-Article 5 activities should be
strictly contingent upon authorization by the UN Security Council. The
United States, on the other hand, regarded such a legal binding of out-
of-area-operations restricting the Alliance’s ability to act effectively.

In other words, the issue came down to the future tasks and powers
of NATO in three aspects: its functional parameters (for defense or,
beyond that, for military crisis management), its geographic parameters
(as limited to the treaty area or unlimited to surroundings of the
“transatlantic area”), and finally, its duty to international law (whether
bound by the mandates of the UN Security Council or considered “self-
mandating”). As the new Strategic Concept indicates, a decision was
made in favor of canceling previous restrictions in the three areas
outlined. While the UN is still regarded as a “primary agent” in
the preservation of international security and peace, an exception was
made permitting military action outside these parameters, that is, outside
the established treaty area, outside the state of defense, and outside the
jurisdiction of the UN Security Council.

Efforts were made to camouflage the manner in which this decision
contradicted earlier principles (and the foreign policy credo of the SPD
and Greens) by emphasizing the “exceptional character” of, for example,
the measures taken in Kosovo and of the programmatic statements made
in NATO’s new Strategic Concept. In effect, it was asserted that princi-
ples were not being abandoned and European and world peace remained
the “responsibility” of the OSCE and UN. In addition, they consulted
formulations of international law and suggested that there was agreement
between the previously shared principles and the new contradictory
measures; the latter were simply “further developments” of international
law or “new adaptations under customary law” (Hippler 1999). In real-
ity, however, even as NATO underwent reform it had not been commit-
ted to the rules and standards of the OSCE and UN reform. Instead, the
earlier rules and standards were retroactively adapted to the new princi-
ples and policies of NATO laid down in the new Strategic Concept.

The United States was also successful in implementing the new
Strategic Concept because nobody else had ever thought to demand such
a reorientation. The consent of the Red–Green government is especially
remarkable in this regard. The Kosovo War that started five months after
the election of the Red–Green government was an example of the appli-
cation of those new principles. The federal government justified partici-
pation in the Kosovo War as the need to become active out of area, out of
UN, and out of defense. Both the war itself and the definitions in the
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doctrine were declared an exception, with the Alliance’s defense function
remaining the main task. But in reality, given the existing balance of
power and the changed political and military conditions, only a 
non-Article 5 and out-of-area operation was conceivable in the foresee-
able future. Defense against an attack on the countries of the NATO
Alliance became an unlikelihood.

This reorientation was evident in the deployment of the Bundeswehr
in the operation “Enduring Freedom,” aimed at repelling al Qaeda
attacks and bringing about regime change in Afghanistan—again, by
circumventing the UN (Pradetto 2002c). In this instance, the federal
government referred to the casus foederis (Art. 5 of the Washington
Treaty) invoked by NATO, even though this clause was itself of dubious
legitimacy, given the legal issue of self-defense until the UN Security
Council takes the required measures (Bruha and Bortfeld 2001). But an
“emergency case” was declared in light of the international problems and
the complaints at the grass roots level of the two government parties,
herein forcing an “adaptation” rather than a change of the rules.

However, the government and particularly the Green foreign minis-
ter vigorously tried to bring the UN (and the OSCE, if necessary) “back
into the game,” inviting the UN to end the military conflicts and bring
about a “political solution,” as had happened following the first bomb-
ings supervised by NATO in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in late
March 1999 and also after a brief period of war in Afghanistan. An
effort was made to reverse the marginalization of the UN for which
Germany had been in part responsible during the pragmatic search for
compromises and multinational solutions to violent situations, and also
in the interest of internationally distributing the tasks that still needed
to be accomplished in Kosovo and in Afghanistan after the war.
However, the SPD and Greens abandoned this approach when faced
with poor opinion-poll results for the federal elections on 22 September
2002, reverting to their platform of foreign policy principles and harshly
criticizing the Bush administration’s declaration of a war against Iraq.
Widespread domestic and international rejection of an “Iraqi adventure”
gave the SPD and Greens as antiwar parties the license to attack politi-
cians of the opposition parties who had not unilaterally ruled out
Bundeswehr participation in a U.S.-led war against Iraq.

NATO Enlargement to the East

The Alliance decided in July 1998 to permit the enlargement of NATO
and received the nations of Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary in
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April 1999. This was the first enlargement to take place since the end of
the Warsaw Pact, the Cold War, and the East–West conflict. Discussions
about the war in Kosovo and evident disagreement within the Alliance
about the use of military technology pushed other security issues into
the background and lent urgency to the need to develop a common
ESDP. Germany, in particular, sought to exert decisive influence on the
development of the ESDP. Attempts among some postcommunist coun-
tries, especially the Baltic States, to put the issue of enlargement back on
the agenda were unsuccessful. The Schröder government was very
reserved about the Baltic States because of the deteriorating relations
between NATO and Russia during the war in Kosovo and because of the
general reluctance of the United States to engage more actively in
NATO and Eastern European matters. This reserved stance was preva-
lent not only among the parties in power but also among the opposition
parties, which were not interested in any measures leading to the inclu-
sion of other countries into NATO.

The situation did not change until George W. Bush became president
of the United States. While differences in opinion in Washington and
Moscow were growing increasingly divergent on topic of the American
enlargement plans, the German government remained skeptical about a
new round of NATO enlargement, barely reacting to the Baltic States’
increasingly vociferous requests to accede to NATO. The Baltic States
were considered a “sore point” because their accession to the Alliance
would create a direct border between NATO and Russia. Whereas when
Poland joined NATO, the Alliance had only had to contend with border-
ing the Russian exclave of Kaliningrad, if the Baltic States were acceded
into NATO, Kaliningrad would be surrounded entirely by NATO terri-
tory and cut off from Russia proper. During his visit to the Baltic States
in October 2001, Rudolf Scharping, then German defense minister,
declared it was still too early to discuss the possibility and procedures for
a second round of NATO enlargement, but that decisions about possible
enlargement of the Alliance should be made during next year’s NATO
summit. Only Slovenia’s possible membership in NATO did not involve
any points of contention.

It was only after the terrorist attacks of 9/11 and the subsequent
improvement (virtually instantly) in relations between the United States
and Russia, did circumstances seem fertile for German politicians to
resume this security-related integration strategy—all the more so, as the
unilateralization of U.S. policy and concomitant marginalization of
NATO became evident. Inclusion of new members into the Alliance
promised the continuation of the security-related stabilization policy by
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means of a NATO-enlargement already pursued by a growing number of
the political elite in Germany since 1993/94. In addition, it was hoped
that including new members would strengthen NATO’s institutional-
political dimension, which had been strengthened under Germany’s
then-chancellor Helmut Kohl and particularly emphasized by the Social
Democrats throughout the 1990s. It was moreover hoped that accepting
a fair number of states would compensate for the Alliance’s growing loss
of status. The Red–Green coalition also considered such a development
advantageous for the pan-European security policy because it dovetailed
with the efforts in Washington and London to include Russia more
extensively in the Alliance.

Thus, what the SPD and the Green party share in their fundamental
attitudes is a conviction that NATO should be utilized as an institution.
Through intensified cooperation with the former communist countries
in Eastern Europe and their increasing integration into the Alliance,
NATO was to contribute to a pan-European security structure and, in
so doing, provide an institutional basis for the earnestly desired security-
related multilateralism. Only the future will reveal how much can really
be achieved. Efforts to draw former communist countries closer to
NATO represent an important basis not only for European security but
also for a geographically extended multilateralism reaching across
North, Central, and Southeastern Europe. However, cooperation
between Russia and NATO is largely contingent upon the relationship
between Washington and Moscow and therefore on the respective poli-
cies and situations of the top political echelons in both capitals.

Now, the transformation of the Alliance from a collective defense orga-
nization to a selective organization of intervention among participating
nations is being advanced. If the former communist states were included
in NATO, this would result in a general strengthening of the American
position within the Alliance, since the postcommunist countries tend to
have a strong affinity with the United States. Unlike the majority of the
“old” NATO members, they would likely support a unilateral intervention-
oriented global policy as currently pursued by the United States and act as
their partner in case of an intervention. This is probably one of the
reasons why Washington pursued its pro-enlargement policy, giving high
priority to “national interests” when pursuing foreign policy, and engag-
ing in an intense struggle in recent years to maintain dominance in
NATO, so as to retain influence on European security policy and avoid
competition with an increasingly independent Europe.

It is simultaneously evident that NATO is (and will remain) an
“apparatus of consultation and consent.” Even during the Cold War, all
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efforts to convert the organization into an instrument serving particular
interests remained unsuccessful. The marginalization of NATO in the
worldwide U.S. military campaign following the terrorist attacks of 9/11
confirms that it is impossible to use NATO as an instrument if impor-
tant members disapprove. This was also evident in spring and summer
2002 during the debate pursued by the Bush administration on regime
change in Iraq by means of military intervention.

The United States

The relationship between the German Red–Green coalition and the
United States has been fraught with contradictions from the very begin-
ning. Although statements issued by the SPD and the Green party in
their election manifestoes and in their coalition agreement did not
explicitly correspond with views in Washington, decisions made by the
German government were quickly brought into line with the stance
taken by the U.S. administration. This was, in part, attributable to the
affection many Social Democrats and Greens felt for President Clinton
as someone whose manners and political vision seemed agreeably differ-
ent from the American cliché. More importantly, the new German
government, as the first Left-oriented constellation of leaders, felt
obliged to demonstrate its loyalty. Indeed, it sought to demonstrate
particularly to the United States but also to all other partners as well as
neighbors and countries in Eastern Europe that it would adhere to the
principles of “continuity” and “reliability.” Both these key terms were
assigned a central position in the foreign policy rhetoric employed by
the Red–Green coalition during the initial stage of their term of office
(Fischer 2001b).

Yet, the government maintained that it needed to break away from
traditional principles in foreign and security policy due to the extreme
violation of human rights taking place in Kosovo, which was similar to a
civil war and which resulted in refugees entering Central Europe and
eventually also Germany. This was also the explanation for the Red–Green
government’s approval of an approach that, while it did not have the
consent of the UN, was adopted by the United States, Great Britain, and
eventually also by NATO. Even before the Red–Green government was
elected by the Bundestag and sworn in by the federal president, they were
“caught on the hop” by the Clinton administration, which firmly
requested Germany’s participation in NATO military actions in the event
that Milosevic should fail to meet the aforementioned demands stipulated
by U.S. special envoy Holbrooke. In contrast to the protests of the Green
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party, the coalition parties regarded this political move as a means to prove
their loyalty and reliability.

Newly elected Green Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer, contributed
to the discussion of a new Strategic Concept for NATO by pushing one
of the few concrete points of the Red–Green coalition agreement: specif-
ically, the right of first use of nuclear weapons, which the Alliance had
claimed in all military doctrines since its foundation because of the
Soviet Union’s conventional superiority in relation to Europe. Fischer
sought to rescind this part of NATO’s military strategy in light of the
radically changed international environment since the end of the Cold
War, and reasoned that this could represent the first step in the interna-
tional disarmament policy proclaimed by the Red–Green coalition.1

However, not only the United States but also other nuclear powers
became annoyed with this proposal, so Fischer had to quickly abandon
this unique effort to formulate alternate strategies. It also became clear
that the insistence on first right to use nuclear weapons was aligned with the
U.S. global commitment and its goal of further globalizing its military
capabilities and therein engaging in power projection. Since any U.S. or
NATO troops would be quite vulnerable if deployed to areas outside
Alliance territory, the threat of first use of nuclear weapons could serve as
deterrence to potential enemies. In this context it is worth noting that
the interpretation of military power involved only marginal references to
“defense” as understood in the Cold War era. Indeed, during this debate
the concept of defense was revoked and replaced by the idea of “security”
and the interests of the Western Alliance (Lovelace and Young 1998).

Of course, the Red–Green government’s participation in formulating
these adaptations and strategy definitions for the NATO should not be
understood to imply that the German armed forces will regularly parti-
cipate in missions such as that in Kosovo or in Afghanistan. Nor will
Germany’s government or the NATO completely reverse their general
foreign, security, and military policy. As stressed earlier, the debate
about the consequences of the war in Kosovo and the events of 9/11
indicates that NATO has essentially remained an organization poised to
take action only with the consensus of a majority of its members. While
this was the case with the “Essential Harvest” mission in Macedonia in
late summer 2001, it did not apply in the reactions to the terrorist
attacks of New York and Washington. The war in Afghanistan effectively
made clear that the differences between the United States and the
Western European NATO members have increased. It also revealed that
the United States remained completely uninterested in making decisions
on NATO-level because it might restrict how the United States could
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conduct war.2 From the point of view of American policy, NATO’s
significance could essentially be compared to that of the UN.

However, NATO’s new strategy within the framework of the global-
ization of U.S. military power and its attendant doctrine of power
projection may create new challenges for NATO and its members. With
the increasing global presence of American or other national NATO
forces, the vulnerability of these forces deployed to other countries will
increase, too. It is difficult to predict the ramifications for the Alliance’s
defense capabilities, but the strategy of military expansion has already
inspired the United States to terminate the Anti-Ballistic-Missile Treaty
and to draft alternate plans for a regional missile defense system.

Fischer’s initial suggestion to abandon the right to first use of nuclear
weapons represents the only attempt to define alternatives to U.S. policy
within the framework of NATO. Thereafter, the German government
made every effort to foster cooperative transatlantic relations with the
United States. Simultaneously, however, CFSP and ESDI became even
more central to the security considerations of the Red–Green govern-
ment. This ambiguous political orientation toward the United States
was variously interpreted within the government. A minority, particu-
larly within the Green party, complained that Germany was submitting
to Washington’s wishes, while others regarded Fischer’s conduct as
clever, realistic, and flexible. The latter contingent felt that the foreign
minister was quick to recognize that opposition to the United States
would not result in a larger scope of action but, on the contrary, cause
difficulties and problems.3

Relations between the Red–Green government and the United States
suffered a setback when George W. Bush assumed the presidency in
November/December 2000. Politicians among the Green party publicly
expressed their negative impression of the new president, and a majority of
the German media and the German public shared these views. Among the
first changes enacted by the new administration were an acceleration of
missile defense plans (while accepting the termination of the ABM Treaty),
stepping back from any attempts to interfere in the Middle East conflict,
and threats to withdraw most of the U.S. troops from the Balkans. These
first steps caused uproar and annoyance particularly in Germany. The
generally confrontational military foreign and security policy pursued by
president Bush left many Europeans with the impression that the United
States intended to utilize its superior weapons to fight the enemy and then
leave to Europe the costly, long-term, and hardly prestigious task of restor-
ing peace to the region in the next decades (Bastian 2002).
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As for the ESDP, the German government regarded its increased
commitment as a real opportunity to draw conclusions from the war in
Kosovo, and further sought to strengthen Europe’s position to make it an
equal partner in negotiations with the United States. The relationship
between the Red–Green government and the United States was therefore
characterized by: (1) a desire to maintain the transatlantic relationship
and keep the U.S. armed forces in Europe; (2) efforts to increase European
independence, foreign and security policy, and military capacities;
(3) conflicting sentiments about either pursuing multilateral “European”
structural aims or alternately charting the unilateral approach pursued by
the Bush administration. With such a mixed agenda, the Red–Green
government’s policy toward the United States was virtually destined to
lead to conflict, and an already difficult situation deteriorated even further
as a result of disagreements about the role of the United States and NATO
in the future ESDP, U.S. missile defense plans, the Bush administration’s
rejection of the Kyoto Protocol, and the International Criminal Tribunal,
as well as their expansion of the war on terrorism waged against the 
so-called axis of evil.

The OSCE and the UN

In the coalition agreement, the OSCE was designated as the “only pan-
European security organization” and therefore regarded as irreplaceable.
The new federal government was thus compelled to promote and expand
the legal basis of the OSCE and to enforce “mandatory peaceful concil-
iation of conflicts.” This involved strengthening instruments and compe-
tences of the organization and improving its ability to prevent crisis and
settle conflicts in nonmilitary fashion. The new federal government
championed the design of infrastructure for crisis prevention and civil-
ian conflict resolution that would include financial support of peace and
conflict research (Coalition agreement 1998). However, these objectives
were pushed into the background as the Kosovo conflict worsened and
recourse to a more Realpolitik-oriented approach to events in the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia became necessary. Meanwhile crises surfaced in
other regions of Southeast Europe and, finally, the United States revised
its foreign policy after 11 September 2001, and NATO pursued its
eastward enlargement policy. This trend was supported by political elites
in Eastern Europe who regarded not OSCE but rather NATO as the
primary means to achieve stabilization and democratization in postcom-
munist areas of Europe (Pradetto 1998a; Pradetto and Alamir 1997).
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However, an issue that had not even achieved resolution within the
coalition program was the status of the OSCE as an “irreplaceable”
instrument of European security vis-à-vis other security instruments and
organizations such as NATO. The OSCE was to have a status similar to
the UN. The new federal government therefore deemed it a “special
task” to reinforce the OSCE politically and financially and to transform
it into a body able to effectively solve international problems. For the
purpose of UN missions, “stand by forces” were promised as “indepen-
dent units” for peacekeeping measures. The new federal government
would actively support the preservation of the monopoly of force at the
UN and the reinforcement of the role of the secretary general of the
UN. Germany would retain the option of becoming a permanent
member of the United Nations Security Council if: (1) the reform of the
Security Council was completed as part of a greater regional balance and
(2) the European seat on the Security Council, which Germany in prin-
ciple would have preferred, could not yet be obtained. The federal
government would make sure that the means to enforce economic sanc-
tions were extended and supported by sanction assistance funds
(Coalition agreement 1998). However, despite a brief flurry of extensive
debates, little progress was achieved on any of these issues during the
Red–Green’s coalition’s term of office.

As mentioned earlier, these intentions and objectives failed not only
as a result of broader international transformations taking place at that
time. It was primarily the Kosovo War and the attendant revision of
principles and international law that undermined the authority of the
UN and the secretary general. The UN monopoly of force was chal-
lenged and denied, both implicitly and explicitly, and beginning in late
1998 a clear loss of jurisdiction was measurable in relation to other
alliances, regional organizations, and ad hoc coalitions. However,
Germany’s financial support to the UN has been consistently high: next
to the United States (with 22 percent) and Japan (with 19.7 percent),
Germany is the third-largest contributor to the UN (9.8 percent of the
regular budget in 2002), covering US$109 million in 2001. Mandatory
contributions were also paid to various UN special organizations, with
total German contributions in 2001 being in the area of 646 million
euros (Auswärtiges Amt 2002).

The UN request for more autonomously available military capacities
was not met despite promises made in the coalition agreement. But
during the Red–Green term of office, the FRG, or more precisely, the
Bundeswehr participated to an increasing extent in UN peace missions,
with Germany contributing on average 10 percent of the mandatory
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contributions to every UN peace mission. Even prior to 11 September
2001, Germany was directly involved in 6 out of 18 UN missions/UN-
mandated missions (UNIKOM/Iraq, UNMIBH/Bosnia-Herzegovina,
UNMIK/Kosovo, UNOMIG/Georgia as well as SFOR/Bosnia-
Herzegovina, and KFOR/Kosovo) and provided about 7,600 military
personnel, some 450 policemen, and various civilian specialists. Early in
2002, about 900 troops from the Bundeswehr participated in the
International Security Force in Afghanistan (ISAF); these units were later
reinforced to a strength of 1,400. Germany was thus one of the leading
countries in contributing personnel employed under a UN mandate.
Since joining the largest UN peace force so far, UNAMSIL in Sierra
Leone, which includes a civilian technical support team from the Federal
Technical Emergency Relief Service, the German balance of services has
been increased by another 20 troops. Germany has also financially
supported individual missions (e.g., UNAMSIL, ECOMOG, MONUC)
with millions of euros and provided donations in the form of equipment.

With the war in Afghanistan following the terrorist attacks of
11 September 2001 on the United States, the importance of the UN
further declined; not only legal experts but even the UN secretary
general felt that the system of international law standards had been
further undermined. In the struggle against terrorism, the United States
downgraded the UN to the task of nation-building, relegating it to the
task of follow-up care upon completion of warfare and the change of
regimes (Pradetto 2002b).

Concluding Remarks

Initially, the Red–Green government paid only scant attention to
foreign policy. The Red–Green “project” was ultimately more oriented
toward solving domestic problems, with foreign policy at best a “tail
light” 4 of the coalition pact. It therefore comes as no surprise that the
coalition was afflicted with a serious crisis when faced with foreign
policy “adjustments” such as the wars in Kosovo and Afghanistan. The
Red–Green coalition simply was not prepared for such contingencies.
While it had been clear even prior to the election that the most sensitive
issue for a future Red–Green government would indeed be foreign and
security policy, no one—especially not in the Green party—anticipated
such a dramatic and cumulated need for decisions on global issues
conflicting most particularly with the Green platform on foreign policy.

This process of reorientation started even before the new government
was sworn in. As mentioned earlier, on 16 October 1998, the Bundestag
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voted in favor of Germany’s participation in a potential military
operation of NATO against Belgrade—even without a UN mandate.
Of course, many hoped anxiously that the operation would not need to
be implemented and that the mere threat of military measures would
cause Milosevic to give in. But after the failed peace negotiations in
Rambouillet and Paris, Germany was to join the ultimatum presented to
Milosevic, which involved the threat to militarily enforce an agreement
on Kosovo. On 25 February 1999, the Bundestag agreed to the possible
participation of the Bundeswehr in such an operation and, in the process,
to contribute 6,000 troops in a military intervention in Yugoslavia not
approved by the UN. However, the federal government was still
convinced that Milosevic would give in, as he had done in earlier
instances. Unfortunately, after several ultimatums had failed, NATO
had to face its first war since its initial founding, and on 24 March
1999, hostilities began against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Now
stakes were laid on the assumption that Milosevic would surely give up
within days, yet even this assumption proved fallacious. The first
combat operation of the German air force dragged on much longer and
turned out to be much more extensive than anyone could ever have
expected.

During the Kosovo War the federal government agreed to NATO’s
new Strategic Concept of April 1999, which had been a controversial
issue right up until its adoption. This involved establishing general
conditions for the employment of German armed forces, as well as
mapping new standard foundations for the deployment of NATO armed
forces involving the option of out of defense, out of area, and out of UN
operations.5

In the course of determining the current and future function of the
Bundeswehr, the first Red–Green government negotiated a drastic trans-
formation of paradigms. From 1998 until 2002, the parameters of the
Bundeswehr’s task in preserving national and collective peace, as postu-
lated within the scope of the coalition agreement, were exceeded in a
manner unprecedented in the history of the FRG. Even during the
discussion of NATO’s new Strategic Concept in the spring of 1999,
the principal task of the Bundeswehr was considered to be national
defense and the defense of the allies. Three years later, the revision of the
doctrine had been largely concluded and the transformation of the
Bundeswehr into an “operative army” was fully underway.6

Just as striking was the contrast between an earlier lack of clarity
about foreign, security, military policy principles, and strategies of
action prior to the assumption of office and the later political practice.
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The vast discrepancy between the Red–Green government’s earlier
theory and later policies were negatively perceived, particularly because
expectations among major groups of the electorate and party members
of the SPD and (most especially) the Green party were so completely
different. The Red–Green government, and above all the Green political
leaders, was burdened with constantly having to justify its specific
foreign, security, and military policy to the electorate. Such explanations
were all the more necessary under paradoxical circumstances that
compelled individual representatives of the CDU/CSU and of other
opposition parties to warn against accommodating Washington’s wishes
and strategies too extensively with regard to, for example, the Kosovo
War; they, furthermore, raised the issue of independent German inter-
ests in the field of security policy. In the course of the so-called war on
terrorism, the federal government was also subjected to reproaches from
conservatives who argued that dispatching forces to Kuwait, where the
United States was preparing for war against Iraq, would risk involving
German armed forces in military activities that the government did not
even condone.

In the aftermath of 11 September 2001, the discussion of public
security policy suffered further setbacks as the federal government
sought to balance the strategy of “unrestrained solidarity” with the
United States, which involved military support, while trying to allay
widespread unease about and criticism of a unilateral U.S. approach.
This balancing act resulted in a policy of denial of knowledge: in spring
and early summer of 2002, the federal chancellor, the foreign minister,
and the defence minister persistently denied that there were U.S. plans
to proceed militarily against Iraq.

During the close of the term of office and amidst the most intense
phase of the election campaign beginning in late August, as sinking poll
results raised doubts for the Red–Green government about its prospects
of reelection in September 2002, the SPD and the Green party chose to
return to the programmatic positions held prior to 1998. They vehe-
mently criticized U.S. plans for military intervention against Iraq with
the objective of toppling Saddam Hussein, and stressed that it was the
responsibility of the UN Security Council to impose sanctions.

This change of German foreign and security policy is also remarkable
in so far as a liberal–conservative coalition would have found it more
difficult to implement such a policy. The coalition agreement repre-
sented a compromise between Red–Green principles of foreign policy
and the pretense of “continuity” of German foreign policy and a contin-
uing “close relationship” with the United States. None of the radical
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changes that took place during the term of the Red–Green government
had been projected in this earlier agreement. Both the party programs of
the SPD and the Greens and the coalition agreement suggest that
the same foreign and security policy pursued by a Liberal–Conservative
government would have raised massive protests and opposition from the
very same parties that put this policy into practice.

One could say that within the history of the FRG the first
Red–Green government has set a new precedent in reorienting foreign
and security policy in Germany and the operational conditions for
German armed forces. But one must also recognize that the transforma-
tion in security policy described here is part of a development already
initiated in the late 1980s and early 1990s. German foreign, security,
and defense policy were no longer threatened either by the Warsaw pact,
or by a rapid increase in the Soviet arsenal, or by a withdrawal of nuclear
protection by the United States. Instead, Germany wrestled with the
collapse of the Soviet Union, the transformation of Eastern Europe, civil
war in Yugoslavia, and the issue of how to respond to and ultimately
prevent crises. Thus, the outbreak of civil war in Croatia, Bosnia, and
Serbia, the ensuing acceleration in transnational migration, and the
increasing number of UN peacekeeping missions led Germany to
conclude that the use of military force was indispensable. In that regard,
the German mission in Kosovo was almost an inevitable consequence.
The missions of the Bundeswehr, first in Bosnia-Herzegovina, then in
Kosovo, and finally in Macedonia, radically posed the question of the
goals and agenda of an army confronted with new tasks and challenges.
After the Kosovo War, with increased responsibility in KFOR, the
Red–Green government had little choice but to pursue reforms initiated
under the Kohl governments.

Both the changes in foreign policy and the Federal Armed Forces
represent a change in paradigms most especially against the background
of the Red–Green foreign policy program, which contrasted sharply
with ensuing practices in Kosovo and in Afghanistan. These actions
constitute a break with the doctrine of German troop deployment valid
until then. However, the war in Kosovo and the mission in Afghanistan
do not represent a change in foreign and security policy in the sense that
the army was ascribed a completely new role as an instrument of
German policy. Instead, the government was confronted with exceptional
cases (i.e., first, the escalation of civil war and failure of diplomacy, and
second, military support for the U.S. campaign “Enduring Freedom”
following the terrorist attacks of September 11), cases not explicitly
intended to establish a new foreign policy approach. This became evident
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not only through the ongoing emphasis placed on the “exceptionality” of
the situation, but also through the stance of the German political elite
during the dispute about a possible war against Iraq in 2002, which was
not exclusively motivated by the ongoing election campaign. The
approach of the Red–Green government is better explained by differently
interpreting their “interests” as expressed through a refusal of the Bush
administration’s strategy of preemptive war in summer 2002, escalating
risks in the Middle East, and a weakening of the international anti-terror
coalition—arguments also brought forward by many Democrats in the
United States.

Moreover, one can ascertain a strong degree of continuity within the
Red–Green coalition with regard to many areas of foreign policy, includ-
ing the very important issue of European policy pursued by Schröder/
Fischer in the spirit of enlargement and deepening of the EU, and
Germany’s commitment to European and global institutions. This
stance is also evinced in Gerhard Schröder’s formulation of pursuing a
“German way” in its relationship with the United States, as postulated
during the debate on Iraq and the German election campaign in August
and September 2002. This phrase was retracted days later in Foreign
Minister Fischer’s remark, “Forget it!” and by Schröder himself who
claimed to have invoked it only to refer to the domestic agenda.

Under the Red–Green government there was an undeniable change in
paradigm for German foreign and security policy and for the use of the
Federal Armed Forces. However, this change should primarily be under-
stood as a means of adapting to a highly volatile environment and the
resulting need for crises management. The first offensive deployment of
the Federal Armed Forces in Kosovo and Afghanistan made apparent that
transformations in German foreign policy and in the conditions for troop
deployment had been underway for quite some time. Essentially, the
FRG adhered under the Red–Green government to the foreign policy
principles it had maintained since the end of the Cold War, principles
that were and remain directed at integration, multilateralism, and the
institutionalization of international relations on the basis of law.

Inasmuch as the FRG—to the extent that it is possible for contem-
porary nation states—has been able to act in full sovereignty since unifi-
cation, it has mutated from a “tamed” to a “normal” actor in
international politics. Germany continues to justify the particularity of
German foreign policy—which stresses integration, multilateralism, and
the institutionalization of law in international relations—through refer-
ence to the past and the responsibility for the course of history, and
herein evinces that the nation does not fully regard itself as a “normal”
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power. But what exactly is “normal”? Acknowledging an awareness of
historic mistakes and of historic responsibility can only enhance the
integrity of national foreign policy.

Notes

1. “Scharping distanziert sich von Fischer. Irritationen um atomaren Erstschlag.
Widerstand Albrights und Cohens. Besuch in Washington,” Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung (25 November 1998): 1.

2. Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (29 September 2001): 2.
3. “Scharping und Fischer finden eine Kompromissformel. Doch der

Außenminister fordert weiter, die Nato-Strategie anzupassen,” Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung (3 December 1998): 2.

4. U. Albrecht, “Neuer Anlauf in der Außenpolitik: Wo bleibt die rotgrüne
Farbe?” Frankfurter Rundschau (6 December 1998): 9.

5. The coalition was faced also with a crisis by the debate about the issue of
providing Turkey with a Leopard 2 Main Battle Tank for test purposes (with
a view to subsequent procurement), which was accepted; critics argue, the
position of the Red–Green government thus hardly differed from the posi-
tion held by the conservative–liberal predecessor governments, which had
been vigorously criticized for such arms exports. The de facto consent was
justified by referring to the minority position of the German foreign minis-
ter at the Security Council.

6. “Die letzte Chance der Nato,” Die Welt (25 July 2002): 3.

234 ● August Pradetto



CHAPTER 12

European Politics of the Red–Green
Government: Deepening and

Widening Continued
Barbara Lippert

European politics represented a challenging policy area for
Germany’s first Red–Green coalition. The new government had to
confront the long shadow of Kohl’s overwhelmingly positive

record in European politics, as well as the widespread bipartisan recog-
nition of his successful policies. Indeed, there was effectively no
compelling demand for change. Notwithstanding Kohl’s reputation as
“Mr. Europe,” some concern had developed about the late Kohl govern-
ment’s commitment to a stronger and more integrated EU following the
disappointing results of the treaty revision in Amsterdam in 1997. This
spurred the Red–Green government to equip Germany as an engine for
European integration by means of a government prepared to pursue a
deepening and widening of policy against the background of structural
changes taking place internationally.1

Continuity and Change: EU Policy-Making and 
Policy-Makers

The first Schröder/Fischer government sought to maintain continuity
for European politics at the level of political orientation as well as in
policy-making. While Chancellor Schröder and Foreign Minister Fischer
were new actors on the EU scene central to policy-making, those who
had followed Fischer’s writings and his speeches in the Bundestag and on



other public occasions were already familiar with his views on foreign
policy and European politics (Fischer 1994, 1999a,c, 2000a,b,d,
2001a). Considered somewhat of an eccentric within the Green party
until 1998, Fischer leaned heavily on mainstream foreign policy convic-
tions in Germany. He adhered to the raison d’être of instinctive multi-
lateralism, pro-integration politics, prudent self-confinement (Fischer
2000d; also Fischer 1998a: 13), pre-eminence of Franco-German rela-
tions, and importance of transatlantic relations. In accord with the
Green party’s program,2 he emphasized the civilian and peace-promoting
nature of the EU and a post-national identity for Germany that would
be compatible with a supra-national Union. Fischer later addressed these
issues in speeches and statements about the finalité politique of the EU.
When taking over the foreign ministry, he talked about a “liquefaction
of conditions” (Fischer 1998b), which would carry risks but also reap
opportunities for further shaping the course of European integration
(Fischer 1998b, 1999a).

In contrast to Fischer, Chancellor Schröder was an unknown quantity
with regard to his views on foreign and European policy. He shared the
complaints expressed by many prime ministers of the German Länder
with regard to “Brussels’ centralism” and criticized the euro-project
(Bulmer et al. 2000: 95; also Schröder 1997). External factors and the
realities of the EU decision-making process drew Chancellor Schröder
onto the EU stage and compelled him to seize opportunities available in
this domain for shaping domestic and foreign policy (Janning 1999). His
political stature expanded considerably during his first term, as did the
attention he devoted to EU issues. Overall, however, the SPD assumed
control of the government with a comparatively limited record of engage-
ment in European politics (Hrbek 1972; Link 1986: 241–57; Link 1987:
277–90; Müller-Roschach 1980) and was possessed of an even poorer
number of experts in this policy field (Bulmer et al. 2000: 33). Chancellor
Brandt (1969–1974) had actively advocated the accession of the United
Kingdom to the EC and recognized the political value of the EC as a
political arena serving to balance Ostpolitik during the late 1960s and
early 1970s. Chancellor Schmidt (1974–1982) figured as a proponent of
European summitry: together with Giscard d’Estaing he initiated the
regular meetings among heads of state and government under the banner
of the European Council (Bulmer and Wessels 1987) and the World
Economic Summit, and also initiated the European Monetary System
(EMS) during the 1970s. Under his chancellorship, intergovernmental
procedures and cooperation in foreign (European Political Cooperation,
EPC) and economic policy were introduced and extended to the EC.
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However, there were few initiatives and reforms of a polity dimension
that originated specifically among the Social Democrats. Aside from
strengthening the democratic legitimacy of the Community through
direct elections among the EP, the overall SPD approach to European
integration found expression through an agnostic view toward “consti-
tution-making” and the overhaul of the political system of the EC/EU.
Indeed, European policy was far less controversial than the politicization
and polarization that characterized aspects of foreign and security poli-
tics in the FRG (nuclear arms policy, “Star Wars,” etc.) until 1989. After
carrying the status of opposition party for 16 years, it was difficult for
the SPD to achieve a specific EU policy profile. Even today it is not easy
to find qualities of excellence, political clout, and popularity among
SPD elite with regard to EU politics. But the Red–Green government
nevertheless pursued a rigid personnel policy whenever filling EU-
related posts; proposals to nominate politicians from the CDU or FDP
(e.g., Schäuble or Genscher as second commissioner in 1999 or as repre-
sentative of the chancellor in the Convention) were consistently rejected
by the Red–Green government, which preferred to pursue a low-key
personnel policy of not sending political heavyweights to Brussels.

Only limited reorganization was introduced into EU policy in
1998. Traditionally, the foreign ministry has the primary role of coordi-
nating European politics and shares it with the Ministry of Economics
(Bulmer et al. 2000: 22–28; Rometsch 1994). Upon assuming office, the
Red–Green government transferred powers from the Federal Ministry of
Economics to the finance ministry under the direction of Mr. Lafontaine,
who was chairman of the SPD party at that time. There is long-standing
controversy in Germany about whether to concentrate responsibilities for
European politics either in a special Europe ministry or in the chancellery
in the form of a state minister, with the aim in either instance of stream-
lining efficient and coherent decision-making (Bulmer et al. 2001;
Janning and Meyer 1998). Within the complex and multilayered German
decision-making system there are many opportunities for vetoing EU
policy, a feature only further reinforced by the strengthened role of the
Länder and the Bundesrat following the Maastricht Treaty. So far, the real-
ities of the federal system as well as of coalition governments in Germany
have hindered any radical shifts toward a concentration of powers. The,
however, limited change in 1998 is also attributable to the personality and
political clout of Finance Minister Lafontaine, together with the expand-
ing role of the Finance Ministry in European policy, although the func-
tion of the foreign ministry in coordinating the three pillars of the EU was
actually strengthened (Bulmer et al. 2001: 245).
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The chancellor’s office, another key player in EU policy-making, has
few resources. Its strategic importance lies in preparing European Council
meetings, conducting bilateral relations with EU partners and respective
joint initiatives, supporting the chancellor’s initiatives in EU affairs, and
resolving interim ministerial conflicts over concrete positions in the
cabinet. Chancellor Schröder’s office was therefore actively involved in
the Agenda 2000 negotiations, in the Cologne summit during the
German presidency, in the Nice summit to complete the Inter-
Governmental Conference (IGC), as well as the series of German/
French, German/British (Schröder and Blair 2002), and other bilateral
initiatives (Bulmer et al. 2001: 242–61). However, EU policy-making
did not fundamentally change under the first Red–Green government,
which means that its weaknesses with regard to decentralization, insti-
tutional pluralism, sectorization, and complex coordination were also
sustained.

Continuity of structures, interests, goals, and Leitbilder of German
EU policy were widely documented in the coalition agreement and in
successive policy statements (SPD and Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen 1998;
Fischer 1998a: 14). However, during the election campaign of 1998 and
during the first weeks in office, the Red–Green government did try out
several new formulas; for example, applying new realism in enlargement
policy (Fischer 1998b), no checkbook diplomacy (e.g., Schröder 1998b),
and standing up for the national interests of a matured country—which
naturally caused some irritation within Germany and among partner
countries.3 This period of experimentation did not last long, for both
the takeover of the presidency within the EU in January 1999—only
three months after the general elections—and the Kosovo bombing on the
eve of the special Berlin summit in March 1999, accelerated learning
processes for the Red–Green government and upgraded the importance of
European policy. Working through the crowded EU agenda demanded
leadership as well as strategy; Schröder expected hard work in the trenches
after the strategic heights had been occupied, particularly after the launch
of the euro/EMU.4 Although the goals of the Schröder/Fischer govern-
ment were humble, insofar as they sought to complete projects, particu-
larly that of enlargement (Fischer 1998b), Foreign Minister Fischer’s talk
of the “completion” (Fischer 2000a) of European integration as a task for
his generation was very ambitious, indeed.

Deepening and Widening: Challenges to the Status Quo

Kohl/Kinkel had left the government during a downswing period with
regard to both deepening and widening the EU. The successor government
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had to cope with many loose ends, most notably policy reforms, financing
enlargement, leftovers of Amsterdam, and an uncertain timetable for
enlargement that made German promises for a swift enlargement increas-
ingly implausible.

Reform of Policies and the Net Payer Problem (Agenda 2000)

The settling of the Agenda 2000 was a key interest for Germany and the
priority for the German presidency during the first half of 1999. The
special summit on Agenda 2000 in Berlin (March 1999) focused on
money and the reform of policies within an enlarged EU. These sensi-
tive issues had to be remedied within a very short time frame. It was
expected that within the period of the new financial perspective
2000–2006, new members possessing large agricultural sectors and a
GDP well below the 75 percent threshold of EU GDP would join and
demand transfers over decades to come. So old certainties of distributive
policy were challenged. In summer 1997 and spring 1998 the EC tabled
proposals for a seven-year financial perspective and the reform of regional
policy and Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which together comprise
nearly 80 percent of the EU budget (European Commission 1997, 1998).
The proposal included a special “ring fenced” budget for up to six new
members that would—as working hypotheses—join in 2002 (Lippert
1999; Becker 2000; Caesar and Scharrer 2000). Conflicts immediately
arose with regard to the financial perspective for the EU 15 and, more
specifically, the reform of policies.

Germany played a central role in finding substantial solutions and,
by assuming the presidency of the EU it also took on the task of moder-
ating potential conflicts. At the same time it sought to distribute the
burden fairly and maintained that simply extrapolating the status quo
into the near future would not be acceptable. The German government’s
ambitious goals were threefold: to reduce its net contributions to the EU
budget, to instate systematic and fundamental reforms on expenditures
(CAP, regional policy), and to save money for incoming new members.
This position posed a challenge to net recipients of transfers (e.g., Spain,
Portugal, Greece), but also to France (because of CAP) and to the
United Kingdom (because of the special conditions of the “rebate”). The
big question was, would Germany, which benefited the most from
enlargement and which was a self-styled advocate for the Central and
Eastern European candidates, relinquish its solidarity and endanger
enlargement or provoke a crisis of the EU 15?

Germany under Kohl held a fine record of applying financial incen-
tives and financial commitments as a means to achieve overall political
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agreements (e.g., the Delors II-package in the 1990s) or to win support
for its specific goals of shaping the EU polity and politics (Political
Union, European Central Bank, Economic and Monetary Union, Stability
Pact). However, the high level of unemployment in Germany together
with the straightjacket imposed by the Maastricht criteria and the costs
of unification considerably narrowed the nation’s ability to extend finan-
cial compensations and incentives during the last years of the Kohl
government. Moreover, since the era of Chancellor Schmidt, complaints
seemed to surface recurrently about the so-called net payer position of
Germany.

The Red–Green coalition adopted the notion of fair burden sharing
from the Kohl government. Whereas former Finance Minister Waigel
had favored changes on the income side of the budget through the defi-
nition of thresholds for maximum contributions (Kappungsmodell), the
new government pushed for thorough changes on the expenditure side.
The Schröder government’s proposal to introduce cofinancing of direct
income transfers for farmers through national budgets immediately led
to a severe conflict with French President Jacuqes Chirac, a former agri-
cultural minister. The German government ultimately had to give up
these ambitions because its role as presidency did not allow for a hard-
liner strategy and because Germany did not want to risk blocking or
slowing down the accession negotiations. Agenda 2000 was ultimately
not so much a triumph as rather a hard earned and expensive compromise
that secured the functioning of the EU 15 for the next years. However, it
spoiled relations between Schröder and Chirac, and without the exter-
nal challenges of the start of the Kosovo bombing and the crisis result-
ing in the resignation of the Santer commission, the antagonisms could
easily have outweighed the imperative to get the act together.

The results of the Berlin summit reflect German interests in estab-
lishing a resources ceiling (1.27 percent of the EU GDP) and introducing
a moderate reduction in the country’s budgetary contribution. As a conse-
quence of the Agenda 2000, Germany’s net payer position improved: in
1995, Germany’s share of contributions to the EU budget was 30 percent,
while in 2002 it was only 23 percent. Agenda 2000 represented at least
a partial progress in the fiscal and political sphere, insofar as it put a halt
to the trend toward big budget. When compared with Southern enlarge-
ment, new members from Central and Eastern Europe will now receive
fewer transfers from the EU budget.

However, the costs of the Berlin agreement were also considerable for
Germany and the EU. The quarrel over the extension of direct payments
to farmers in the Central and Eastern European (CEE) candidate
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countries in the final hours of accession negotiations in 2002 was
grounded in Berlin’s shallow decision to deny any such subvention to
CEE farmers. The Berlin summit used postponement strategies wher-
ever possible, avoiding a realistic assessment of the implications of
enlargement for budget, policy reforms, and modernization of the EU
economies. In the final analysis, the unashamed style and spirit of nego-
tiations—matched only by the Nice European Council—led to many
unsystematic, expensive, and short-lived solutions.

The “Leftovers” of Amsterdam: Power Games at Nice

“Nice” was about the preparation of the EU for enlargement through insti-
tutions and decision-making procedures and revealed both the strengths
and the weaknesses in European politics under the Red–Green government.
The Schröder/Fischer government was successful in setting an agenda for
the intergovernmental conference (IGC) which opened in February 2000
and which led to the Nice Treaty in December. This agenda was basically
restricted to addressing unsettled business from Amsterdam, that is, 
re-weighting of votes in the Council, establishing the size and composition
of the Commission, and allocating seats in the EP for member states for an
EU 27. The government wanted to limit the agenda to these points so that
the IGC could be completed by the end of the French presidency, enabling
the EU to continue and complete the ongoing accession negotiations with-
out further delay. In the process of fighting for a straightforward agenda,
the government also succeeded in loosening the foothold claimed by the
German Länder, which sought to convey their assent via the Bundesrat to
ratify the results of Nice with regard to the distribution of power between
the EU and national level. This downturn of linkage policies by the federal
government was mainly achieved through the “declaration on the future of
the Union” in the Nice treaty, which contained target dates and measures
for continuing the process of reform and constitutionalization, including
the question of distribution of power. The disadvantage of pursuing such a
narrow agenda was that there was little room for package deals and
compensation of interests.

While the Red–Green government pursued well-established German
positions, namely, double majority voting (of countries and population)
in the Council to take account of demographic facts, extension of
majority voting and the co-decision procedure, strengthening the EP
and the Commission, and a more practical formula for enhanced coop-
eration, it also had to come up with concrete preferences and choices at
the IGC. The Red–Green government sought better representation in

European Politics ● 241



relationship to the demographics of the Council and the EP. Given the
size of the German population (82 million compared to 59 in France, 60
in the United Kingdom, 57 in Italy), this was not only a crucial point of
contestation between small and large countries, but also a sensitive issue
between the big countries, most notably Germany and France. Equal
votes among the Big Four countries in the Council had been the norm
in the Community. The German government reasoned that differenti-
ated distribution of votes in the Council of the enlarged EU would also
allow for differentiation between the Big Four. This suggestion for devi-
ating from the historic parity between Germany and France alarmed
Paris and led to severe disagreement and an all time low in relations
(Guérot 2000: 181–82; Guérin-Sendelbach and Schild 2002: 43–45).
Eventually Chancellor Schröder dropped this option in return for a 
so-called demographic safety net. He explained to the Bundestag—just
as he had after the Berlin summit on Agenda 2000—that Germany was
putting its legitimate national interests last for the sake of an overall
compromise and in order to not block enlargement (Schröder 2001a: 1).

Completing the IGC in Nice was an accomplishment in itself because
it paved the way for enlargement and it required the minimum in insti-
tutional adaptation and reform to accommodate the accession of new
members (Lippert 2001b). Schröder’s trip to Warsaw just prior to Nice
underscored the importance of enlargement and of Poland as a future
member, but it also appealed to the Social Democratic tradition of Willy
Brandt’s Ostpolitik (Schröder 2001a). Nice could be regarded as a plat-
form from which the EU could govern effectively and efficiently with
twenty-five or so members. However, it is difficult to speculate on how
the revised rules of Nice will affect the dynamics of decision-making.
The desire to install as many security nets and checks as possible
resulted in more complex rules for qualified majority voting, that is,
majority of weighted votes (73.4 percent) and of states and people (62
percent of the EU population). This scenario has the potential to result
in deadlocks because it increases opportunities to block majorities
(Giering 2001; Lippert and Bode 2001). The Nice results secured parity
between the Big Four in the Council, but Germany became the only big
country that can—because of the size of its population—block decisions
together with two more countries. However, Germany has always sought
to shape politics by creating coalitions and majorities rather than by
blocking decisions.

The summits of Berlin and Nice became a forum presenting a
German government that pursued traditional Realpolitik and framed its
goals in terms of money, status, and power. But the attempts to embed
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these goals within an overall strategy for reforming policies and institu-
tions to achieve a more effective, efficient, and legitimate EU failed.
Like the Kohl government before them, Schröder/Fischer were unable to
make substantial reforms a precondition for enlargement and so use
enlargement as leverage for reforms. They came to realize that there was
no solid majority inside the EU for enlargement that would reach a
consensus on burden-sharing and depth of reforms. The horse-trading,
rough style of negotiations, and inconsistent solutions led many to
conclude that the method of convening IGCs for treaty revision was
inadequate (Jopp et al. 2001; Lippert 2001b). In that regard, the call for
a Convention on constitutional issues was a reaction to the failures of
the Nice summit.

Finalité: From the Humboldt Speech to the Convention

Despite some initial reservation vis-à-vis grand European visions and the
details of institutional engineering that have characterized the function-
alist tradition of European integration, the Red–Green government gave
fresh impetus to reflections on the finalité of an enlarged EU and
improved its capacity to act. Fischer set out the Leitbild for a federation
of nation states (Fischer 2000a) and Chancellor Schröder declared the
necessity of l’Europe puissance (Schröder 1999b). Together, they provided
a setting for the realization of a “renaissance of questions that tackle the
future order of Europe” (Jopp 2001: 830).

While Fischer initially regarded issues about finalité as of minimal
operational importance, he nevertheless stimulated a EU-wide debate
(Joerges et al. 2000) on the further constitutionalization of the EU
(Fischer 1998c). In a speech at Humboldt University Berlin in May
2000, he outlined his idea that “enlargement will render imperative a
fundamental reform of European institutions” (Fischer 2000a: 16) and
presented the alternative of either “erosion or integration” (Fischer
2000a: 22). Although Fischer delivered his Humboldt speech not in his
capacity as foreign minister but explicitly as German parliamentarian,
this programmatic speech was carefully prepared by diplomats of
the Europe department and planning staff in the foreign ministry. It
offered a stimulating blend of both unorthodox ideas and proposals
together with traditional German thinking on European integration.
Fischer furthermore tried to establish a parallel track for talking about
the future of Europe in a wider and more fundamental sense than had
been permitted by the tough bargaining over money (Berlin) and insti-
tutional power in the enlarged EU (Nice).
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Fischer first of all offered a new Leitbild or at least a formula—
“federation of nation states”—to replace the outdated “United States of
Europe” Leitbild, which had envisioned some sort of Bundesstaat for the
EU, preferably modeled on the FRG (Piepenschneider 2001: 329). It
was recognized that it was unrealistic to ever hope to achieve this final
stage of exporting institutions and designs to the EU level, especially
after enlargement to a Union of twenty-five and more countries.
However, Fischer focused upon the necessity for institutional reform not
from a bureaucratic point of view but rather in the context of the final-
ité and a constitution for the EU ( (Marhold 2001: 132–51; Rau 2001).

Second, Fischer managed to offend those who adhered to a function-
alist approach when he declared the end of the Monnet method of
constructing the Community by inching forward incrementally without
a blueprint. In practice, however, the Red–Green government was
following precisely this path at the summits in Berlin, Nice, and also in
Laeken. But Fischer encouraged more visionary and less minimalist
thinking and thus established some points for a debate on the EU
system that would complement the intentionally narrow agenda of the
IGC 2000 (Nice). This created a double track approach and instigated
lively reactions within the EU (Jopp et al. 2001; Joerges et al. 2000).

Fischer essentially opted for a two-chamber legislature (EP and
Council) with a strengthened EP; when he raised the idea for a second
chamber of parliamentarians in addition to the EP, he was adopting
French thinking that pursued a stronger role for national parliaments.
Of course, this was anathema for federalists. The proposal has lingered
on in current ideas for a subsidiarity committee composed of members
of the EP and/or national parliaments and the installation of an early
warning system (Göler 2002; Wessels 2002). Fischer did not restrict
future executive powers to the Commission but conceived of a bigger
role for the European Council. This was closer to French and also
British thinking (Chirac 2002; Parker 2002; Aznar 2002) in stressing
the role of an intergovernmental and superseding institution. Fischer
was initially ambivalent about who should elect the president of the
Commission, that is, the EP—in line with a clearly parliamentarian EU
system—or the citizens directly, which would install a key feature of a
presidential system and cause shifts in the institutional balance between
Council, Commission, and the EP.

In defiance of federalist aspirations, he stressed his belief that nation
states are here to stay and are unlikely to be overcome in the further process
of integration. He demonstrated strong skepticism about the extent to
which one can rely on spillover effects, herein heeding a caution drawn
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from his experience in EU foreign and security policy-making. Fischer’s
insistence on the importance of the nation state also made him more open
to tackling questions about how to reorder competencies horizontally
between the EU institutions and vertically between the EU and nation
state levels. He emphasized the two sources of democratic legitimacy of
EU institutions—direct legitimacy via the EP and indirect legitimacy via
the Council—and herein underlined the sui generis character of the EU.
He stressed that the EU should not be satisfied to muddle its way
through and that enlargement would press the EU to maximize and
improve its capacities on the international stage. The latter was indeed
necessitated through the shock of 11 September 2001.

Thus, Fischer identified the crucial points for a debate that contin-
ued after Nice and Laeken. He displayed a pragmatic, constructive, and
also strategic approach to issues, presenting arguments that went beyond
the doctrine of pure integration and building bridges toward French
thinking.5 The coalition’s successes included both the agreement to start
a post-Nice process and the Laeken declaration (European Council 2001),
which comprises mention of the need for a constitution and which enacted
a Convention dominated by parliamentarians. The IGC 2004 can be
traced back to a joint German–Italian initiative at the Nice summit.
With Chancellor Schröder exerting his influence to back an SPD draft
on European integration (Schröder 2001b), the Red–Green government
demonstrated its keen interest in the future of the EU and in initiatives
of the EU. For Schröder, improving the democratic legitimacy and
general functioning of the EU system has become a stronger priority in
light of recent policy-making in the EMU and challenges to international
security. Schröder has used the expression l’Europe puissance (Schröder
1999c) in a gesture of solidarity with France but also because the term
reflects the notion of “self-assertion of Europe” traditionally supported
by the SPD. The idea of “Europe as a power” involves a vision for Europe
as embodying a certain notion of civilization and a special type of welfare
state, and the perception that European integration is a viable response
to globalization, and furthermore upholds the ambition for Europe to
serve effectively among the key international players.

Despite such leadership on the finalité of European integration,
Germany initially maintained a low profile at the Convention in person-
nel and concrete contributions. Following the general elections of 2002,
Foreign Minister Fischer replaced Mr. Glotz as representative of the
chancellor at the Convention, herein underscoring the massive German
interest in rendering the Convention a success. This produced the hoped
for bandwagon effect, with member states, most notably France, followed

European Politics ● 245



the lead. Maintaining an understanding with France on key questions
about future EU polity, including institutional reforms, will remain a
keen concern. The German government furthermore seeks a strengthen-
ing of the president of the Commission, as a post held through elections
of the EP, and probably tasked to also preside over the European Council.
While France would prefer a president who can operate more indepen-
dently of the European Council it is open to Fischer’s original proposal
to “merge” the roles of the High Representative for CFSP and the exter-
nal affairs commissioner. Solutions of “big and small double hatting” will
remain central in the endgame of the Convention, and an agreement
between Germany and France could represent a major breakthrough.

EU Enlargement as a Political Project

The Red–Green government has shared the creed of the Kohl government
to the effect that enlargement is in Germany’s best interest and central to
establishing democracy, welfare, and stability in the neighboring regions.
Because of Germany’s geographic location, its history, and its willingness
to shape a peaceful continent, the Red–Green government declared itself
prepared to serve as an engine for enlargement. Many social democrats
understood enlargement as a timely continuation of Ostpolitik, one of the
traditions and myths with which most SPD members and adherents
strongly identify. The Greens also emphasized the need for eastward enlarge-
ment and the pan-European dimension of European integration.

This positive approach to enlargement was evident in the coalition
agreement of 20 October 1998 (SPD und Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen
1998) and the first general policy statement of Chancellor Schröder of
10 November 1998 (Schröder 1998b). While Schröder tended to high-
light German economic interests in enlargement while also stressing the
need to protect labor markets and uncompetitive sectors, Fischer referred
to both the history and the future of the European project as defined
through the ambition to secure peace and pursue civilized conflict reso-
lution. As leader of the Green party group in the Bundestag, Fischer had
declared: “Peace and freedom in Europe in the next centuries will
depend on the question of eastward enlargement and the role Germany
will play” (Fischer 1998b quoted in Lippert 2001a: 348), herein recall-
ing Kohl’s dictum at the University of Leuwen that “European integra-
tion is a question of war and peace” (Kohl 1996: 130). Given Germany’s
history and the sense of moral responsibility for Central and Eastern
Europe, eastern enlargement was framed as a matter of the EU’s 
political identity at the end of the Cold War (in general for the 
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EU: Schimmelfennig 2001; for Germany Lippert 2001a). From the
start, Fischer made it clear that enlargement would be a central priority
and pursued this line of reasoning throughout his time in office.

The Kosovo crisis of spring 1999 induced acceleration in broader
thinking. Apparently, the foreign ministry had always tended more toward
a geopolitical paradigm of enlargement while Schröder (and also Kohl)
preferred a more restricted and controlled process that took into account
the specific interests of the German economy. But after the Kosovo War,
even Schröder realized the strategic importance of enlargement and the
ceded “acknowledgement of geopolitical realities” (Fischer 2000a: 15). In
his Humboldt speech, Fischer pointed out the dichotomy in continental
developments: on the one side, we have the Europe integrated into the
West and, on the other, the Europe oriented toward the East with the “old
system of balance with its continued national orientation, constraints of
coalition, traditional interest-led politics and the permanent danger of
nationalist ideologies and confrontations” (Fischer 2000a: 12). Fischer
feels that Germany would be the “big loser” (Fischer 2000a: 12) in a
constellation that would fall back into nineteenth-century foreign policy.
The German government therefore took the initiative to launch a specific
Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe. In light of the Balkan turmoil the
Schröder/Fischer government also changed the German position on Turkey’s
candidacy for membership; together with Commissioner Verheugen, they
supported the decision of the Helsinki summit in December 1999 to grant
Turkey the political status of a candidate for membership and correct the
“mistake” (Fischer 1999c) of the Luxembourg summit. This new position
was assumed independently of the divide that still existed within public
opinion, parliament, and political parties in Germany on this specific issue,
herein proving that the geopolitical paradigm was winning ground in
enlargement policy.

While the Red–Green government strengthened the German commit-
ment to enlargement as a strategic goal of German foreign and European
policy, it was also assertive about the terms of accession. From the begin-
ning, the new government operated under the slogan of “new realism,”
seeking a restrictive approach in negotiations about, for example, the
migration of labor and EU budget expenditures. In this regard, the Social
Democrats were more assertive than the Greens, although the Green party
loyally supported this course. The transitions agreed upon with the candi-
dates with regard to the free movement of labor reflect the essentials of
Schröder’s proposals and claims of December 2000 (Schröder 2000).

However, Germany and other net payers (the Netherlands, Sweden,
the United Kingdom) did not succeed in introducing reform elements

European Politics ● 247



in CAP before enlargement. On the contrary, the upgraded offers to the
candidate countries (phasing-in of so called direct payments) place extra
burdens on Germany. In regional policy, Germany favors a concentra-
tion of transfers within the poorest regions, that is, the new member
states. This will, over the next years, also lead to reduced transfers from
the EU budget to eastern Germany. In return, the Red–Green govern-
ment expects more room for national regional support and subsidy
schemes financed by national budgets. Here the key word is decentral-
ization and less administrative intervention from the Commission.
However, some fear a hidden agenda about watering down EU compe-
tition policy, which in many cases threatens Schröder’s industrial policy
(Schröder 2001b; Clement 2001).

In substance, there is much justification for the demand to limit the
costs of (overly ineffective) EU policies and to use enlargement as a wake
up call for policy reform, and grasp every opportunity to implement a
reform. Moreover, at the Brussels summit of October 2002 the Red–Green
government repeated the experience of Berlin 1999 in concluding that
postponement of reform decisions is the only way to reach an agreement
(most notably with France) and complete negotiations within the calendar
year in December 2002. In any case, eastward enlargement turned out to
be one of the strongest points of the Schröder/Fischer government. Given
the haphazard rate of institutional reforms under the Amsterdam and Nice
summits, enlargement could even be said to be moving in the fast lane. It
remains to be seen whether the Convention and the successive IGC in
2003 will keep pace with the demands of an enlarged EU.

Germany—A “Normal State”?

In reforming policies and institutions and in negotiating the terms
of enlargement with candidate countries, the Red–Green government
followed a foreign and European policy regarded as a course of
“enlightened self-interest” (Schröder 1999a: 575). A more self-confident
and assertive style of policy-making was particularly attributed to
Chancellor Schröder: “My generation and those following are
Europeans because we want to be, not because we must be . . . That
makes us freer in dealing with others . . . I am convinced that our
European partners want to have a self-confident German partner which
is more calculable than a German partner with an inferiority complex.
Germany standing up for its national interests will be just as natural as
France or Britain standing up for theirs.”6 This was understood as the
preparedness to pursue a more “realistic” approach in maximizing 
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so-called national interests and thus become more “normal” with regard
to German foreign policy that is not essentially determined by rational-
ity and self-interest but rather by collective memory (Markovits and
Reich 1997). Fischer did not use this rhetoric, of course, but was more
sensitive toward the power of collective memory, notably in relation to
EU partner countries. He realized the double-bind situation of unified
Germany: if Germany denies a leadership role it will be criticized, but if
it accepts this role, distrust and fear of a hegemonic German position,
“a German Europe,” will also ensue (Fischer 1998a: 12 f.).

At the European summit in Nice, the German government neither
claimed a hegemonic position nor a leadership role. But Nice revealed
shifts in the relationships between member states and their individual
standing, most clearly with regard to Paris and Berlin. Principles and
rules that had never been questioned during the last 50 years of integra-
tion were discussed more openly and directly. The German government,
in particular, raised demands with regard to its status, formal power, and
national interests. Notwithstanding ignorance toward history and the
politico-psychological disposition of France, the Red–Green government
argued for a re-weighting of votes in the Council mainly on the basis of
demography, arguing for formal terms of power without clear reference
to a further political vision or a stimulating project. The non-convergence
between Germany and France on the finalité questions, on the impor-
tance of enlargement, and the next steps toward a political union, made
the German position difficult to sell and hard for partner nations to
swallow. The German behavior in and around Nice was seen as a sign of
Geschichtsvergessenheit typical for both the Berlin Republic and the post-
Kohl generation of German politicians (Janning 2001: 321–22).

The power games in Nice seemed to echo Chancellor Schröder’s
assertion that Germany should behave like any other “normal country.”7

As on other occasions, he touched upon the idea of Germany stepping
out of the shadow of history to stake the same claims as other countries.
However, in substance, the German government neither sought for nor
achieved a singularly powerful or hegemonic position in EU institutions.
This is why the German government is still prepared to redefine the 
rule for double majority (majority of votes or states and majority of
population) at the next IGC. In Nice it was difficult to see how Germany
could capitalize on its traditional approach to shape the regional milieu,
that is, to design compatible institutions, rules, and policy-making
frameworks at the EU level, rather than seek plain power currency or
possession goals. The Red–Green government offered little with which
the partners could make sense of its recent behavior, indicating that the

European Politics ● 249



German government needs to improve its ability to argue with member
states and win their support for its ideas and preferences. Germany
needs to adapt its EU strategy to its increase in formal power as well as
its capacity to achieve Realpolitik goals with regard to national interest,
status, prestige, and the like. At Nice the German government did not
play a coherent and convincing role, instead alternating between
conventional Realpolitik demands and the reflexes of self-confinement.

Conclusions

The four-year term of the Red–Green government was full of important
incidents and decisions with regard to the deepening and widening of the
EU: introduction of the euro, revision of the treaties in Nice, endorse-
ment of a charter of fundamental rights, opening a Convention for a
European constitution and perspectives for the IGC in 2003, agreement
on a financial package for an enlarged EU (Agenda 2000), initiating
accession negotiations with another six countries, and declaration of
Turkey as a candidate for EU membership. Thus, the Schröder/Fischer
government both continued with the integration path set out by its
predecessors and made also some original contributions. This govern-
ment differed from that under Kohl/Kinkel primarily in style and
rhetoric. Other innovations and new accentuations were mainly induced
from changes in the relevant framework for EU politics, which can be
summed in the changing structure of the international system (Link
2001) after the end of the Cold War (multilateralism in a uni/multipolar
international system), new security challenges, and shrinking socioeco-
nomic resources after unification.

All in all, the record is mixed. The government succeeded in core
decisions with regard to the deepening and widening of the EU. The
first term of Schröder/Fischer will be memorable for Fischer’s Humboldt
speech that stimulated a Europe-wide debate on the finalité, as well as
for reinforcing the civilian power of the EU with military capabilities
through an upgraded ESDP, and for the near conclusion of accession
negotiations. It was, however, less successful in coalition building with
key EU partners. Attempts at strategic cooperation did not carry over
from a series of efforts to revitalize the Franco-German tandem. Occasional
coordinated steps with the United Kingdom or with Italy could not
compensate for this deficit.

Moreover, the options were very limited, particularly given the
constraints of German unification, the need to respect the Maastricht
criteria, a sluggish economy, and an unreformed welfare state. Germany’s
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weaknesses on the EU level are mainly grounded in its internal weakness.
After four years under the Red–Green government, Germany is still not
a model for socioeconomic success and has shifted far from its former
image as a model pupil (Musterschüler). However, if Germany’s politi-
cians and policy-makers want to continue successfully with shaping the
development of the EU they “ . . . must try to influence and convince
others and must be familiar not only with their interests, but also with
their perceptions and beliefs—if only to avoid misperceptions when
trying to establish European initiatives or when making policy sugges-
tions” (Jopp 2002: 11). Here German foreign policy is in a transitory
phase of learning to cope with a new environment, while the EU is
learning to cope with a new Germany.

Moreover, Germany today is more inward looking, and the reflex to
go down the “German path” (Schröder 2002a) with regard to labor
market and social policy is strong. But for third countries and EU
partners, it is not really an attractive model. This narrows the impact of
Germany as a structural (Markovits and Reich 1997: 2) or soft power
(Nye 2002) that gets others to want what it wants. Given its aforemen-
tioned constraints and deficits in coalition-building, the Red–Green
government could not exert real leadership inside the EU although it
was indeed a motor of deepening and widening and, as a result of its
geographical centrality, an important player. Fischer, in particular,
succeeded in opening avenues for both pragmatic and strategic innova-
tions within the EU political system. Chancellor Schröder and his party
followed suit, despite their initial preference for policy over polity issues.
The Schröder/Fischer team strategically allocated roles in EU policy-
making, with Schröder appearing as the “modern chancellor” (one of his
campaign slogans in September 2002) of a normal and grown-up
Germany that values the EU as an arena for problem-solving, while
Fischer appeared as a “neo classic” (Ross 2002) in the footsteps of
Chancellor Kohl, sensitive to German history and holding a vision for
an integrated Europe in the twenty-first century.

Germany under the next government will remain an institutionally
“tamed power” (Katzenstein 1997) that must seek a new balance of power
with France as the twin engines of European integration. Germany must
overcome its internal economic and social weaknesses to make other EU
partners join their course of European integration. Germany will increas-
ingly act as a normal “post-classic nation state” (Winkler 2002: 232) and
will try out what this means when confronted with policy choices as well
as strategic decisions. Both the government and the political class must
work together to upgrade the economic and material resources available
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for Germany’s leadership capacities, but also create a viable foreign and
European policy that combines “prudent self restraint” with assertiveness
and normal practices of Realpolitik (Hellmann 2002). Any German
government will witness greater benefits within an increasingly inte-
grated EU and embedded Germany than in an increasingly intergovern-
mental EU of twenty-five and more members. Trends in post-Wall
Europe and in the world seem to indicate that Germany’s role in the EU
will and must change toward comprehensive cooperative leadership.

Notes

1. I do not deal with issues like European employment policy, CFSP/ESDP,
Justice and Home Affairs, etc., which are covered in other contributions to
this book. This chapter benefits from a research project of the Institue of
European Politics in Berlin (IEP) on Germany’s new EU politics in the
period 1989/2001 that resulted in two publications: Schneider et al. 2001
and Jopp et al. 2002.

2. A comparison of party programs highlights the broad consensus and the
evolution of the Bündnis ’90/Die Grünen toward mainstream positions on EU
politics, cf. Korte and Maurer 2001.

3. See: P. Norman, “Integration drive set to continue,” Financial Times
(10 November 1998); also Jopp et al. 2002; Korte 1998.

4. He used this formula throughout the election campaign (also P. Norman,
“Integration drive set to continue,” Financial Times (10 November 1998).

5. For example, he took up the notion of gravitation center from the
“Quermonne-report” (Quermonne 2000), and the notion of Federation of
Nation States from Jacques Delors (Interview with Le Monde), Schneider
1998: 113.

6. P. Norman (1998) “Integration drive set to continue,” Financial Times
(10 November 1998).

7. Schröder shares the school of thought propagating “normalization” of
German foreign policy and Germany as a nation state: Schröder 1998b; also
Bahr 1999. For a critical appraisal see: Hellmann 1999; P. Bahners, “Total
Normal. Vorsicht Falle: Die unbefangene Nation,” Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung (3 November 1998). For a critical position also Fischer 2002.
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