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Lisbon Treaty implementation

Germany (Gesa-Stefanie Brincker and Jochen Eisenburger)
Implementation of the Lisbon Treaty: a question of leadership?
Gesa-Stefanie Brincker and Jochen Eisenburger
Having originally been one of the supporters of the creation of this new post of a President of the
European Council in order to give the European Union (EU) a face and the work of the European
Council more continuity and coherence, the German government in the end only supported a rather
unimpressive politician to fulfil this important and demanding position. Thus, it became clear that the
Merkel government did not want to install a personality ambitious to dominate EU policy making and
able to attract a lot of media attention. It was rather a calm personality, possibly not being a “media
rival” and political competitor to the heads of state and government in the European Council, who was
finally preferred.
The German media explained the following advantages of Herman Van Rompuy’s calm character: as
he has no desire for media attention, he could be able to moderate behind the scenes and thus more
easily balance the different interests of EU member states.1 Not least journalists praised the
compromise between France and Germany that he was able to push forward in the context of the
Greek crisis in February 2010.2 One proof that Angela Merkel and Nicolas Sarkozy appreciated these
moderating qualities could be the fact that they agreed to install a working group under Van Rompuy’s
chair that is supposed to evaluate the lessons learned from the financial crisis by the end of 2010.
In general, German political actors attribute Van Rompuy the role of a facilitator of negotiations. They
agree to his main function of chairing and preparing the European Council meetings and brokering
member states’ interests in advance. Similar to other EU Heads of State, Merkel (Christian Democratic
Union – CDU) seems to enjoy the growing influence of this new European institution, which is in part
due to Van Rompuy’s promotion of the European Council negotiations. At the same time, the political
weight of the European Commission and the Council of Ministers is, at least from an outside point of
view, diminishing. With regards to German EU politics, the more active role of the European Council in
the European crisis management and the exclusion of the foreign ministers from European Council
meetings caused a power shift in the German foreign affairs system from the German Federal Foreign
Ministry and its Minister Guido Westerwelle (Free Democratic Party – FDP), who is no longer an
official member of the European Council according to the Lisbon Treaty, to the German Federal
Chancellery and thus to Chancellor Merkel herself.
Whereas the German political actors did not concentrate on a debate about the new post of a
European Council President nor on Van Rompuy himself, researchers strongly focused on the
question of the unclear future institutional balance between the several EU heads that could lead
rather to conflicts and discontinuity instead of the originally intended clarity via the installation of a
stable EU president. Thus, conflicts on the question of competence could arise: Firstly, between the
rotating EU presidency and the stable European Council President; secondly, between José Manuel
Barroso, Catherine Ashton and Van Rompuy regarding the external representation of the Union;
thirdly, between the European Commission President and the European Council President in the
context of formulating new ideas on the underlying currents for the EU’s future development.3 Any
changes of the role of the rotating council presidency are linked to the respective EU member state
and its political leaders who could either refrain from taking a leadership role and leave the moderation
floor mainly to Van Rompuy, Ashton and Barroso or behave in concurrence to these EU personalities.
Due to her political affiliation, Catherine Ashton aroused less criticism than Van Rompuy from German
opposition party members. Nevertheless, Social Democrats (SPD) and Greens, as well as the leftwing party DIE LINKE, questioned whether she would be able to fulfil the high variety of challenging
tasks that lie ahead. DIE LINKE mainly demanded more involvement of the European Parliament in
European foreign affairs.4 In fact, incorporating the position of formerly two posts, High Representative
and Foreign Affairs Commissioner, or even three (if one also considers her future chairing of the
Foreign Affairs Council, formerly presided by the rotating EU presidency) proves to be difficult.
Consequently, German Member of the European Parliament (MEP) Elmar Brok expressed his fears
that Ashton could end up not sufficiently supporting European common interests, but instead getting
stuck in Council matters and thus getting lost between various national interests and personalities.5
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Furthermore, not only could the EU’s national foreign ministers get into a rivalry with Ashton, but
Barroso could also become an awkward partner when it comes to the EU’s external representation, as
the German daily Süddeutsche Zeitung underlines.6 Being institutionally placed between the
intergovernmental Council and the supranational European Commission, Ashton might face ongoing
tensions between the competences of these two bodies in European foreign affairs that she would
have to balance. Initial prove for this were the discussions about the competences of the European
External Action Service (EEAS) that would conflict with the Commission’s formerly exclusive fields,
such as development policy.
The EEAS has already been discussed among German actors in the context of the Lisbon Treaty
deliberation. Then, in the context of Ashton’s “Proposal for a Council Decision establishing the
organisation and functioning of the European External Action Service”, the questions about the
EEAS’s institutional set-up and about the political control of this new diplomatic service became
subject to debate again.
Westerwelle criticised Ashton’s proposal for being unclear concerning the division of competences and
saw a need for further negotiations. He emphasized the necessity of having an institution that would
not only establish a double structure, but that should be able to speak with one voice for the European
Union (EU).7 Furthermore, members of the German government emphasised their will to reinforce the
use of the German language on equal footing with English and French as official languages in the
context of the EEAS’s work and the recruitment criteria for the diplomatic personal of the EEAS.
In general, the German parties followed the position of their European complements. Accordingly, the
parliament faction of the conservative CDU/CSU (Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social Union)
argued similarly to Elmar Brok, German member and rapporteur of the European Parliament for the
EEAS and spokesman of the European Peoples Party (EPP), that the EEAS should be closely linked
to the communitarian European Commission instead of the Council in order to ensure a more effective
control by the European Parliament. The SPD basically shared this view and emphasised that the
European Parliament should exercise more budgetary control over the EEAS.8 MEP Franziska
Brantner and German Member of Parliament Manuel Sarrazin (both Greens) were disappointed by the
proposal because it would create double structures in the field of development cooperation, thus
hindering an efficient and coherent acting in external crisis management. A closer institutional link of
the EEAS to the Council of Ministers or a more independent diplomatic service did not find any
support in the debate, though. A more critical opinion on the EEAS proposal was held by DIE LINKE
underlining that the Bundestag would run the danger of losing its competence and control of German
military missions. Jürgen Wagner, working for Informationsstelle Militarisierung (IMI), shared this
criticism and stated that Ashton’s proposal would fail to establish mechanisms of parliamentarian
control. Moreover, his organisation holds the opinion that, by integrating all military structures into the
EEAS, the institution could be dominated by security policy interests. Other decisive elements, such
as development policy or the promotion of human rights, might thus become subordinated.9 In general,
the idea of integrating the development policy sector in the EEAS’s structures aroused special
attention in Germany and was criticised in the last months by several German non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) and think tanks. For instance, VENRO (Verband Entwicklungspolitik deutscher
Nichtregierungsorganisationen), a German association that represents about 120 NGOs in the
development cooperation sector, argued that European development policy would need an
independent institutional structure that would be able to articulate its interests independently.10
The public consultation process that was opened by the European Commission regarding its proposal
defining the rules and procedures for the European Citizens’ Initiative (ECI) was actively received by
German political parties, the Parliament and non-governmental organisations (NGOs). Some of the
German Landtage, the regional parliaments, adopted resolutions on the ECI as well and forwarded
them to the Commission.11
The majority of German political parties shared the same expectations for the ECI. It was regarded as
being a new instrument for the participation of EU-citizens in European policy-making and an
opportunity to reduce the distance between the Union and its citizens. Moreover, the ECI was
expected to contribute to the promotion of transnational debates on European issues. Only DIE LINKE
criticised, with reference to Article 11 (4) Treaty on European Union, that the planned ECI regulations
would not aim at a direct participation of EU citizens in EU politics and thus no contribution to
overcoming the EU’s democratic deficit was undertaken. The governing FDP, as well as the opposition
SPD and Greens, saw the need to facilitate some of the criteria planned for a successful ECI,
especially concerning the minimum number of countries represented by the ECI and the quorum for
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each member state. In addition, the Greens called for the right for initiators of an ECI to challenge
decisions by the Commission, the right of public consultations, the introduction of data protection
measures and the obligation for initiators of ECIs to reveal their financial sources. On the contrary, the
party of Chancellor Merkel, the CDU, supported the Commission’s proposal and regarded an
intervention of the Bundestag as unnecessary.12
German NGOs were sceptical towards the Commission’s proposal: For instance, the NGOs Mehr
Demokratie e.V.,13 the Young European Movement14 and Greenpeace Deutschland criticised the
formal criteria of putting forward an initiative as being too difficult to reach. The idea of using the
identity card number or social security card number as a measure for verification of votes is rejected.
In sum, the mentioned NGOs shared the concern that the ECI runs danger to become an empty shell
that would be unable to fulfil the high expectations connected to it.15

1

Cf. Bilger, Oliver: EU-Ratpräsident, Schöngeist mit Schlagkraft, Süddeutsche Zeitung, 21 November 2009.
Cf. e.g. Stabenow, Michael: EU-Ratspräsident Van Rompuy: Anlaufstelle für Merkel und Sarkozy, Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, 9 April 2010.
3
Cf. Kietz, Daniela/Von Ondarza, Nicolai: Willkommen in der Lissabonner Wirklichkeit, SWP Aktuell 29, March 2010, p. 2-3.
4
Cf. Lösing, Sabine: Tabula Rasa: Ashton nur ein leeres Blatt Papier?, press statement, 2 December 2009.
5
Cf. Busse, Nicolaus: EU Außenbeauftragte, Sagen Sie mir die Richtung, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 2 December 2009.
6
Cf. Winter, M.: Einsame Kämpferin in Brüssel, Süddeutsche Zeitung, 3 March 2010.
7
Cf. Handelsblatt: Streit um EU-Außenpolitik eskaliert, 31 March 2010, available at: http://www.handelsblatt.com (last access:
15 July 2010).
8
SPD AG Angelegenheiten der Europäischen Union: Europas Außenpolitik demokratisch mitgestalten, press statement 867, 22
June 2010.
9
Cf. IMI-Standpunkt 2010/008: Ein Militärisch-Auswärtiger Dienst für Europas imperiale Machtpolitik, 29 March 2010, available
at: http://www.imi-online.de/2002.php?id=2090 (last access: 15 July 2010).
10
Cf. VENRO: Entwicklungspolitik muss eigenständig bleiben, 26 April 2010, available at: http://www.venro.org (last access: 15
July 2010).
11
See inter alia the resolution of the Bavarian Landtag, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/secretariat_general/citizens_initiative/docs/bayern_landtag_de.pdf (last access: 15 July 2010); and the
Resolution of Landtag of Saxony-Anhalts, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/secretariat_general/citizens_initiative/docs/lt_sachsen_anhalt_de.pdf (last access: 15 July 2010).
12
For the transcript of the debate on the European Commission’s Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and the
Council on the Europeans Citizens’ Initiative in the German Bundestag on 20 May 2010 see Document number 17/43, available
at: http://dipbt.bundestag.de/dip21/btp/17/17043.pdf, as well as the speeches of Thomas Dörflinger, Karl Holmeier, Michael
Roth, Dr. Stefan Ruppert, Dr. Dieter Dehm and Manuel Sarrazin.
13
Cf. Mehr Demokratie e.V.: Stellungnahme zum Vorschlag der EU-Kommission für eine Verordnung des Europäischen
Parlaments und des Rates über die Bürgerinitiative vom 31.3.2010 (Stand 7.5.2010), available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/secretariat_general/citizens_initiative/docs/mehr_demokratie_de.pdf (last access: 15 July 2010).
14
Cf. Junge Europäische Bewegung: Stellungnahme der Jungen Europäischen Bewegung Berlin-Brandenburg e.V. zum
Verordnungsvorschlag der Europäischen Kommission über die Europäische Bürgerinitiative, 5 April 2010, available at:
http://jeb-bb.de/fileadmin/files_jef-d-bb/2010/EBI/100405_Stellungnahme_der_JEB_zur_EBI-VO.pdf (last access: 15 July 2010).
15
Cf. Mehr Demokratie e.V.: NGOs fordern Nachbesserungen bei der Europäischen Bürgerinitiative (EBI), 11 May 2010,
available at: http://www.mehrdemokratie.de/752.html?&tx_ttnews[backPid]=276&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=7274&cHash=08d16dcf7a40c6f8ca2462d38fcae10a
(last access: 15 July 2010).
2

This report is part of EU-27 Watch No. 9. For citation please use the full report available at: www.EU-27watch.org.

Neighbourhood and enlargement

Germany (Katrin Böttger and Daniela Caterina)
Germany more realistic and less enthusiastic of further enlargements; Neighbourhood Policy
projects assessed positively
Katrin Böttger and Daniela Caterina
Of the three current accession candidates Croatia, Macedonia and Turkey, only Croatia is expected to
be part of the next enlargement round. Macedonia is not mentioned much in the public debate and
Turkey is a special case of concern in Germany due to the Turkish minority living in the country. In
addition, Iceland is expected to join soon. As for future enlargements, the general opinion in Germany
is that it has to be done “by the book”, which means in a controlled and not turbo way. This resonates
in the government’s coalition agreement of the new conservative/liberal government which backs an
“enlargement policy with a sense of proportion”.1
Recently, less favourable voices are on the rise. In general, the German public views a membership of
more than the current 27 member states critically. 66 percent of Germans (compared to 46 percent of
Europeans in average) are against further enlargement of the EU.2 For example, at his acceptance
speech on the Sonning Prize, the German author Hans Magnus Enzensberger criticised the EU’s
enlargement frenzy.3 However, the former Commissioner Günter Verheugen assumes that the
enlargement waves will continue and cannot be stopped since the process has a dynamic of its own.4
Croatia – fighting corruption and privatisation seen as most urgent
After talking with the Croatian Prime Minister Jandranka Kosor, German Chancellor Angela Merkel
pointed out that a date for accession will not be set before all criteria are fulfilled. The most important
aspects to be dealt with are the fight against corruption and privatisation regulation. Overall,
Chancellor Merkel is more reluctant than the other heads of state and government in the EU: “After
Bulgaria and Romania’s entry in 2007, landing the EU with unresolved corruption and organised crime
problems, enlargement became deeply unpopular in Germany, and is considered a serious vote-loser
in Ms Merkel’s own Christian Democrat Party [CDU].”5
The internal changes and especially the presidential elections in Croatia have been the subject of
many newspaper articles and analyses by political foundations.6 For the whole region of the Western
Balkans, Croatia’s accession is seen as setting a good example, a view shared by German Members
of European Parliaments (MEPs).7
Iceland – a newcomer welcomed warmly
In the case of Iceland, Germany’s parliament (Bundestag) was the first to pave the way for opening
membership talks.8 It thus made use of the new Lisbon Treaty’s accompanying law, according to
which the government now has to ask the parliament’s consent in order to agree to accession talks.9
Following a motion by the governing coalition’s fractions, these latter gave their consent, while the
Social Democrats (SPD) as well as the Greens abstained and the left-wing party DIE LINKE opposed
the motion. Nevertheless, all five parties generally supported the beginning of membership
negotiations10 in motions of their own, which emphasised different aspects of Icelandic membership.11
However, cautious voices could also be heard which appealed not to repeat earlier enlargements’
mistakes, when new members were taken in too early.12 More specifically, these voices addressed the
fisheries, unanimously identified as the most problematic field for membership, in which Iceland should
not be given opt-outs though possibilities for transition. In addition, it was seen as problematic that the
Icelandic population, with a total of 93 percent, overwhelmingly voted “No” against an international
agreement dealing with the Icesave case.13
On the whole, however, much like in the context of Croatia, the stance is generally positive.14 Some
German politicians underlined the fact that accession should be prepared under the strict conditionality
of the Copenhagen criteria; moreover, no dates should be named too early and neither packet deals
should be made nor enlargement waves envisaged too hastily.15 Initially, the Christian Social Union
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(CSU) warned that it is not the EU’s role to save bankrupt countries; however, it later supported
Iceland’s accession in the German parliament.16
Concerning the countries, which are not expected to become members in the next enlargement round,
the accession process in the Western Balkan states is considered to be too slow and the membership
negotiations with Turkey have slowed to a crawl due to various reservations from the EU member
states, ranging from specificities concerning trade with Cyprus to the general question of membership.
Western Balkans – cautious enlargement at a snail’s pace
Enlargement and stability in the Western Balkans region is in Germany’s interest, an estimated 50
percent of deputies are said to be knowledgeable in the region.17 However, in a discussion on a
motion by the Social Democrats on the Western Balkan countries’ European perspective, Marieluise
Beck (Green Party) warned that there is a danger of the Western Balkan states being forgotten by the
EU.18 This motion stressed the need to continue pressing ahead with the political and economic
stabilisation of the region. In addition, it asked to react quickly, but only if conditions are fulfilled.19 The
albeit slow progress shows the importance of a membership perspective for the stabilisation process
in the Western Balkans. In this case as for future enlargements, the general opinion in the German
political sphere is set both against short cuts on the fulfilment of the accession criteria and against an
automated membership perspective.
Turkish accession remains point of contention
One of the countries not expected to become a member in the next enlargement round is Turkey, and
discussions on the subject remain frequent and heated. In general, the government’s coalition
agreement sees the membership talks with Turkey as an open-ended process. Moreover, the question
of Turkey’s membership perspective is strongly combined with the process of integration of the three
million strong Turkish minority into German society.
The German-Turkish interactions in the reporting period were intense due to a visit by Chancellor
Merkel to Turkey in March 2010. This gained high visibility due to the word battle preceding the visit,
where Recep Tayyip Erdoğan and Merkel continued to distance themselves from the other’s opinion
on Turkish schools in Germany, Turkish EU membership and sanctions against Iran.20 Already on the
way to Ankara and Istanbul, the German delegation struck a different tone, stressing the fact that the
personal relations between the two politicians were excellent.21 In a speech at the German-Turkish
Economic Forum, Angela Merkel called for pragmatism concerning the question of Turkey’s full
membership to the EU.22 Furthermore, she identified the Ankara Agreement as the largest barrier
inhibiting the opening of negotiation chapters. Therefore, Turkey first has to clarify its situation with
Cyprus.23
One statement by Angela Merkel has been repeated in German media many times, namely that she
has now understood that the expression “privileged partnership” has a negative connotation in Turkey.
This does not mean, however, that she is shying away from the concept,24 which she understands as
a special relationship – a better and more intensive one than with other third states. She also called for
consideration on whether full membership should still be aspired to by Turkey or not.25 However,
despite the fact that her opinion on full membership differs from the Turkish one, she stressed the
circumstance that “pacta sunt servanda” and that the negotiations should be continued.26
The German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle also spoke on the EU-Turkey relations, demanding
the country’s commitment to reforms.27 Being from a party with a more positive stance towards Turkish
EU-membership, he stressed the fact that Turkey has a right to fair negotiations and that the EU
should stick to its contracts.28 He also referred to the coalition agreement to point this out.
Furthermore, he called for a new dynamic in the accession negotiations, which would have to start
with settling the disagreements with Cyprus.29 As for other German politicians, while Ruprecht Polenz
(CDU) says that it would be better to have Turkey in the EU, but only if it fulfils the criteria,30 the social
democrat Frank-Walter Steinmeier (SPD) stresses the fact that there is a promise to be kept as
regards Turkey.31
ENP and presidential elections in Ukraine
In general, the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and its two regional projects, the Union for the
Mediterranean and even more so the Eastern Partnership, are positively assessed in Germany. The
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coalition agreement supports a further development of these policies, especially of the Eastern
Partnership, based on common values.32
Due to the presidential elections in Ukraine, this country was a focal point concerning the ENP during
the reporting period. In an article in the Financial Times Deutschland, Guido Westerwelle, together
with the Czech Foreign Minister Jan Kohout, stressed the fact that the newly elected Ukrainian
President, Viktor Yanukovych, wants to and should anchor Ukraine even more strongly within
European norms and values.33
According to Cornelia Pieper, Minister of State at the Federal Foreign Office, the German government
has a considerable interest in a stronger political and economic rapprochement of Ukraine to the EU
and would welcome a near conclusion of the negotiations on an association agreement.34 However,
although Ukraine is an important partner in the Eastern Partnership, a membership perspective is not
on the agenda.
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Economic policy and financial crisis

Germany (Julian Plottka)
Europe’s paymaster is on a budget
Julian Plottka
While the Eurozone is facing the most severe crisis since the founding of the Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU), the economic situation in Germany seems to be recovering faster than expected. The
newest estimations of the expected Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth vary between 1.9 percent
and 2.3 percent for 2010.1 Experts expect the number of employees on short time work to decrease
until the end of 2010 and the total unemployment to drop to the lowest level since 1991. Anyway, due
to the costs of the economic stimulus programmes and decreased tax revenues, the German
parliament, the Deutsche Bundestag, agreed to finance 80.2 billion Euros of the 2010 federal budget
by revenue obtained by the borrowing of funds. This is the largest revenue obtained by the borrowing
of funds in the history of the Federal Republic of Germany.2 To fight the steadily increasing national
debt, “limits of borrowing” were introduced into article 115 of the German basic law. According to this
article, the “revenue obtained by the borrowing of funds [may] not exceed 0.35 percent in relation to
the nominal gross domestic product.” To comply with article 115 of the basic law, which enters into
force on 1 January 2011, the federal government agreed on an austerity programme for the next four
years. Opposition parties and labour unions criticised the austerity programme as being too
burdensome for people with low and middle incomes, while wealthier people hardly contributed.3 The
German debate on European economic policy and the Euro crisis has to be judged against this
background.
Government coalition did not stand up against populist debate
In Germany the published opinion on the Greek financial package had a quite populist undertone.
Walter Wüllenweber wrote in the magazine Der Stern a letter of complaint to Greece. He blamed the
Greek people for spending German money. Furthermore, he underlined that the only reason to rescue
Greece is that in a Greek bankruptcy German banks would loose 30 billion Euros.4 Even some
politicians from the governing Christian Democrats (CDU) voiced populist ideas: the Member of
Parliament (MP) Josef Schlarmann proposed that Greece could sell its islands to pay its debts.5
Causing tensions between the German and Greek government, these blindfold ideas were not the
core problem. Neither the opposition parties nor the government clearly argued against this populism.
Renate Künast, leader of the Green faction in German parliament, asks, where was Ms Merkel? Why
did she not say: “Not this way!”6 One interpretation was that the government coalition was afraid to
lose the regional elections in North Rhine-Westphalia.7
But the votes in the German parliament, the Deutscher Bundestag, on the so called WährungsunionFinanzstabilitätsgesetz8 make obvious that none of the two large parties (CDU and Social Democrats
– SPD) took a clear stance on the financial help for Greece: 391 MPs voted for the law, 72 MPs were
against the law, while 139 abstained from the vote. From the government coalition of the CDU, the
Christian Social Union (CSU) and the Free Democratic Party (FDP), which had initiated the law, five
MPs voted against the law. From the opposition SPD four MPs voted for the law while the others
abstained from the vote. The SPD faction decided to abstain, because the coalition government was
not willing to vote for a resolution calling for the introduction of a financial transaction tax.9 From the
other two opposition parties, the Greens (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) voted for the financial package,10
while the left-wing party Die Linke voted against it.11 Four SPD MPs criticised their party indirectly:
e.g., Eva Högel reasoned that she had to vote for the package agreed on, because there is no
alternative to this solution and that it is necessary to send a signal of solidarity to Greece.12
Another type of criticism is the constitutional challenge to the European stabilisation mechanism
currently hanging on at the federal constitutional court in Karlsruhe.13 Most prominently Peter
Gauweiler, CSU MP, who already filed a suit against the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in Germany,
challenges the mechanism as not being in line with the European primary law.14 The federal
constitutional court has not finally decided on the case, but refused to issue a temporary injection on
the German parliament’s agreement to the mechanism.15 What will be interesting during the
proceedings is the question, whether the German federal constitutional court will follow its path,
started by its decision on the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, to empower itself to decide on European
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law or not. Already in May 2010 the German federal constitutional court refused to issue a temporary
injection on the first financial help granted to Greece. A group of professors, who had appealed to the
German federal constitutional court in 1998 to stop the introduction of the common currency in 1999,16
argued the financial package conflicts with the principal of the welfare state (article 20 basic law) and
transforms the European Union into a federal state.17
Too late to help?
The evaluation of the decision making process is made on two levels. On a more general and
theoretical level the trade off between output and input legitimacy is discussed. On a more concrete
level the direct implications for the Eurozone are evaluated. On the theoretical level it is argued that
the bargaining in Brussels and the parliamentary decisions later on take too much time to react to
international financial markets.
Faster decisions are needed to give clear signals to the markets.18 On the other hand, the time
pressure on the German parliament was criticised: were the MPs able to deliberate and decide on the
package for Greece and the European stabilisation mechanism or did they just do what the
government told them?19 Furthermore a debate on the unbalanced representation of consumers’
interests and the interests of actors on the financial market started.20 Some Members of the European
Parliament (MEP), among them the German Green MEP Sven Giegold, started a “call for a finance
watch”. They try to create a consumers’ rights organisation with expertise in the field of financial
market regulation to counter balance the influence of the financial market actors on the decisionmaking processes.21
During the first half of 2010, the leadership of Chancellor Angela Merkel was criticised in general:
during quarrels between the three parties of the government coalition, the debate on the austerity
programme, and a nearly failed presidential election, many commentators missed Merkel’s
leadership.22 That Merkel had to give up her position that the Union will not take any common
measures to help Greece, but that everything had to be done on a bilateral basis during the
negotiations on 9 May 2010, was regarded as a further sign of the decline of her leadership. Werner
Mussler illustrated this by describing how Merkel left through the back door while French President
Nicolas Sarkozy declared to journalists that the reached agreement contained 95 percent French
ideas.23 Furthermore, criticism has been voiced with regard to the preparations by the federal
chancellery for the negotiations on the European level that all possible economic scenarios have not
been taken into account.24 During the electoral campaign to the regional elections, the SPD party
leader, Sigmar Gabriel, accused Chancellor Merkel of lying to the voters. Gabriel presented her as an
iron lady expecting reforms from the Greek government before negotiations on financial help start,
while the Federal Minister for Finance Wolfgang Schäuble was already negotiating the financial
package. Hans-Werner Sinn, head of the ifo institute Munich, agreed with the Chancellor’s hesitant
strategy to withhold financial help until Greece agreed on an internal austerity programme. According
to him, the financial help is the only pressure to force the Greek government to save money.25 Other
economists criticised this strategy because it does not give a clear signal to the financial market that
Europe is willing to support Greece.26
Lesson learned, but clear cut concepts still missing
On 6 May 2010 the French President and the German Chancellor declared in a common letter: “The
next thing we have to do is strengthen economic policy coordination in the Eurozone.”27 Thus the
German government does not reject the idea of “European economic governance” in general
anymore. But as the agreed wording “cooperation” indicates that this closer cooperation in the field of
European economic policy does not refer to the policy of “dirigisme” often associated with the French
idea of “European economic governance”. The opposition, e.g., the Green party, is in favour of the
idea of European economic governance and called on Chancellor Merkel to not block this deepening
of European integration in March 2010.28 The Social Democrats are in favour of it, too, but put a
special emphasis on the complementation of the European economic governance by a coordination of
social policies.29 But neither the government nor the opposition parties have yet presented a clear-cut
concept on what they understand to be increased cooperation in European economic policy. For the
opposition parties it is much easier to present ideas, as they do not have to face the other heads of
state and government during the negotiations on European policies. Thus, the SPD together with the
Party of European Socialists (PES) proposed ideas ranging from the harmonisation of tax policy to
introducing a minimum wage in Europe.30

The German federal government fully supports the reform of the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP).31
The Federal Minister of Finance, Wolfgang Schäuble, plans to discuss the following nine points in the
task force on economic governance: 1) tightening budgetary control; 2) improving budget discipline in
the Eurozone; 3) introducing limits of borrowing on the national level (like article 115 of the German
basic law); 4) temporarily freezing structural funds for states not complying with the rules of the SGP;
5) introducing obligatory midterm budget objectives for states with debts higher than 60 percent of
GDP; 6) suspension of the voting rights of states violating the rules of the SGP; 7) discussing
aberration in terms of economic development more openly; 8) monitoring of economic policy in the
member states could be more transparent and include possible sanctions; 9) a permanent stabilisation
mechanism to cope with crises, which includes a procedure for state insolvencies.32
Some of these ideas are heavily contested. For example the Social Democratic ministers from the
German Länder were against the limits of borrowing in article 115 of the German basic law, as they
saw the budget right of the regional parliaments violated,33 and the labour unions and the party Die
Linke saw the ability of politicians to act decreasing.34 Thus it seems to be unlikely that national
parliaments all over Europe will accept such a limitation of their budget right. A second issue heavily
debated in Germany is the question of introducing a financial transaction tax. The Social Democrats
strongly support the introduction of a financial transaction tax. Together with the Austrian Social
Democrats, the SPD even planed to initiate a European Citizens’ Initiative on that issue.35 After the
opposition parties and the government coalition could not agree on a wording to introduce the financial
transaction tax in the so called (monetary union financial stabilisation law), as mentioned before, the
coalition parties convinced Chancellor Merkel to support such a type of tax on the global level.36
Europe 2020 Strategy: implementation will become crucial
Compared to the debate on the crisis the Eurozone is facing at present, the Europe 2020 Strategy is
hardly discussed in Germany. Chancellor Merkel received some attention by criticising the draft
version of the Strategy. Her major points of criticism were the high number of targets, the plan to
introduce country specific objectives, and the close link of the Strategy’s economic targets to
compliance with the requirements of the SGP. According to a letter Merkel wrote to José Manuel
Barosso, these steps “would make fiscal surveillance ‘unnecessarily political’”, as the media
reported.37 But the overall assessment of the renewed strategy by the German federal government
was positive. Non-governmental organisations, such as the Europa Union Deutschland, debated the
major failures of the old Lisbon Strategy: the unsolved compliance problem and the too narrow focus
on growth and international competitiveness.38 The Umbrella Organisation of German Industry (BDI)
and the Federation of German Employers’ Associations (BDA) contrarily point out that growth and
international competitiveness are not self-sufficient but are the basis for social progress; however, they
agree that the Lisbon Strategy failed to achieve its main objectives and that the question of
compliance to the targets of the Europe 2020 Strategy will be crucial for its success.39
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Climate and energy policy

Germany (Severin Fischer, Meike Löhr and Julian Schwartzkopff)
Scapegoat European Union?
Severin Fischer, Meike Löhr and Julian Schwartzkopff
In Germany, the outcome of the Copenhagen conference led to a variety of different interpretations.
Chancellor Angela Merkel and the German government described the result with “mixed feelings”,1
while environmental associations and opposition politicians called it a “disaster”2 with a “disillusioning
and insufficient result”.3 Europe gave up its leading role on climate protection without even fighting for
it, Reinhard Bütikofer (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) argued,4 whereas the Social Democrats (SPD)
accused China and the United States of not being cooperative enough.5 Hubert Weiger, head of
BUND, one of Germany’s most influential environmental NGOs, clearly expressed his disappointment
about the EU being responsible for Copenhagen’s failure. The EU should have been an example for
others, but stranded.6 Germanwatch, another environmental NGO, argued that the “negotiating poker
failed due to the misguided strategy pursued by central actors”.7 Accordingly, the EU did not take over
a leadership role.
Before the beginning of the Copenhagen conference, the media criticised the EU for not being able to
put a concrete offer on the table on how to finance mitigation and adaptation measures in developing
countries.8 During the conference, the EU was blamed for the absence of a common European
position in general.9 After the summit, the EU was accused for having negotiated clumsily.10 This also
corresponds to the German call for improvements in the EU’s strategy and policy. On the one hand,
the EU has to avoid misjudgements of global interests and true intentions in the future, especially
regarding China and the United States, in order to bring its influence to bear.11 On the other hand,
changes have to be made on CO2 emissions reductions, as the EU failed to set concrete medium- and
long-term targets, as environment Minister Norbert Röttgen, Christian Democratic Union (CDU), put
it.12 He claims that the EU now has to take further steps and propose an unconditional 30 percent CO2
emissions reduction by 2020 instead of sticking to its hitherto decided 20 percent reduction in CO2
emissions.13 Germany’s national target, however, goes even further, aiming at a 40 percent reduction
by 202014 in order to benefit from early investments in low-carbon technologies.15 This 40 percent
target is generally backed by the government, although some ministers such as Rainer Brüderle,16
Free Democratic Party (FDP), fear negative impacts for the economy.17The Social Democrats (SPD)
also support the target, while even aiming towards a 80-95 percent CO2 reduction in the long-term.18
The Left Party (DIE LINKE) aspires to a reduction of at least 50 percent by 2020.19 At the same time,
the Federation of German Industry (BDI) warns about setting a 40 percent target.20 BDI-President
Hans-Peter Keitl argues that it would negatively affect the competitiveness of German companies,
cost jobs and would not improve global climate protection in general.21 In order to tackle the problem
of carbon leakage and accelerate low-carbon investments outside of Europe, France and Belgium
started a discussion about the introduction of a carbon border tax. Environment Minister Norbert
Röttgen describes trade restrictions as an inappropriate instrument for achieving environmental aims22
and Matthias Machnig (SPD), economy minister of Thuringia, also disagrees with the effectiveness of
this proposal, calling it “eco-imperialism”.23 In Germany, most politicians prefer other instruments to
create a level playing field with international competitors.
There is a clear preference for a binding agreement within the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) on the part of the German government.24 Environment Minister Norbert
Röttgen (CDU) is still optimistic and sees the climate conferences to be held this year in Bonn and
Cancún as essential steps towards such an agreement.25 At the same time, the government admits to
having misjudged the real distribution of power in Copenhagen and plans to forge new alliances.26
Developing countries and emerging economies in particular should thus be engaged more actively by
the EU in order to contest China’s role as self-proclaimed leader of the developing world.27
In order to rectify these mistakes and give new impetus to the UN negotiations, Germany hosted the
Petersberg Climate Dialogue together with the Mexican government from 2-4 May 2010 in Bonn,
Germany. This informal conference of the 43 countries representing the major negotiating blocks
during COP15 was set up to reinvigorate international climate policy and to rebuild trust among the
negotiating parties.28 The parliamentary opposition nevertheless claimed this informal summit to be a
failure. According to the Social Democratic29 and Green30 parliamentary groups, the conference has
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not produced any concrete results. On top of that, they argue that the governing coalition is cutting
back on climate protection at home and has accordingly lost credibility on the international stage. Civil
society groups like Germanwatch, Oxfam and Greenpeace largely agree that the government’s
climate policy undermines the international negotiations.31 At the same time, even the critics concede
that the informal process itself has the potential to bring the UNFCCC negotiations forward.32
While the government stresses the need to keep negotiating within the UNFCCC, some media
commentators criticise the UN process as “inefficient”, “time-consuming” and prone to
instrumentalisation for “anti-western propaganda”.33 They argue that climate negotiations should
instead be conducted in the G20 or some other small forum.34
The German government affirms its willingness to support developing countries in their fight against
climate change. Immediately before the Copenhagen conference, Germany offered to provide 420
million Euros per year from 2010 to 2012.35 This figure stands as the German contribution to the
overall EU commitment to provide 7.2 billion US-Dollars over the same period. Originally, the German
government had refused to provide clear figures for climate finance before Copenhagen. Officials
feared that this would weaken Germany’s capacity to extract concessions from third countries.36
Therefore, the EU as a whole was not able to enter the Copenhagen conference with a concrete offer
on financing, as requested by the Swedish Presidency.37
The German financial commitments are heavily criticised by the opposition and civil society groups.
According to the current preliminary national budget, only 70 million of the climate-related funds for
2010 are new and additional.38 The bulk of the money will be taken from existing budgets, primarily
from development assistance funds. The Social Democratic Party,39 the Green party40 and NGOs like
Germanwatch41 and Oxfam42 all agree in the assessment that this diminishes German credibility
abroad and sets an alarming precedent for other industrialised countries.
The Federation of German Industry, on the other hand, argues that Germany, as a country with high
emissions reduction targets, should not be expected to provide a disproportionately high amount of
assistance to developing countries.43
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Current issues

Germany (Christoph Kornes)
The mission in Afghanistan and the recent federal and regional elections
Christoph Kornes
Since the German parliament has sent soldiers to Afghanistan, there has been a controversial debate
in Germany about the meaning and purpose of the mission of the Bundeswehr (German armed
forces). The Kunduz Province in northern Afghanistan, which was regarded as relatively safe, has
developed into a dangerous area for German soldiers. Since 2002 a total of 43 soldiers of the
Bundeswehr have died.1 In April 2010 seven German soldiers were killed whereby the operation is
becoming increasingly unpopular in the German population. A poll conducted by ARD television in
April showed that 70 percent of the respondents demand a withdrawal from Afghanistan.2 The
Bundestag, however, agreed on a new Afghanistan mandate for one year in February 2010 and
increased the staff ceiling of 850 soldiers to 5,350.3 In a government statement from Thursday, 22
April 2010, Chancellor Angela Merkel (Christian Democratic Union – CDU) defended the operation
and called voices for an immediate withdrawal, as demanded by the Left Party (DIE LINKE),
irresponsible. She also called for more support from society for the soldiers.4
The air strike in September 2009 on two tanker trucks in Afghanistan, ordered by Colonel Georg Klein,
killed 142 people including many civilians and caused a preliminary proceedings from the Office of the
Federal Prosecutor; moreover, it provoked international criticism of the Bundeswehr from the foreign
ministers of Sweden and France, as well as from the Spanish Prime Minister José Luis Rodríguez
Zapatero.5 The preliminary proceedings have been stopped now and the Union parties – CDU and the
Christian Social Union (CSU) – call for a swift end of the Kunduz-Inquiry.6 The attack caused the
resignation of Minister of Labour and Social Affairs Franz Josef Jung (CDU) in November 2009, who
was Minister of Defence at the time of the incident. The reason behind this decision can be traced
back to the wilful default of information by the Federal Ministry of Defence about civilian casualties,
which had been kept secret despite Jung having knowledge of them.7 In this regard, the present
Minister of Defence zu Guttenberg (CSU) has changed his former position and has now declared that
the air strike was “militarily inappropriate” after reviewing all documents.8 To this day the question of
guilt has not been fully answered.
With the elections to the Bundestag on 27 September 2009, the grand coalition ended and the new
government of Christian Democrats and Free Democrats (FDP) began its work. The two parties
formed a coalition government under Chancellor Angela Merkel, who regained power for the second
time. The CDU won, together with its sister party CSU, 33.8 percent of votes, the Social Democrats
(SPD), with 23 percent of votes, achieved their lowest result since the Second World War.9 Crucial to
the next elections to the Bundestag and the majority in the Bundesrat, the upper house of the German
parliament, was the regional election in North Rhine-Westphalia on 9 May 2010. Already in August
2009, the last two governments exclusively formed by CDU in Thuringia and Saarland were voted out
of power in German regional elections, endangering the majority held by CDU/CSU and FDP in the
Bundesrat. After the electoral defeat of the ruling CDU-FDP coalition in North-Rhine Westfalia in May
2010 the governing parties have lost their majority in the Bundesrat. This has a significant effect on the
national political landscape in Germany, because the government will need the support of the
opposition parties for major policy changes, such as tax cuts and reforms in the public health sector.
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Questionnaire for EU-27 Watch, No. 9
Reporting period December 2009 until May 2010 – Deadline for country reports 21 May
All questions refer to the position/assessment of your country’s government, opposition, political parties,
civil society organisations, pressure groups, press/media, and public opinion. Please name sources
wherever possible!
1. Implementation of the Lisbon Treaty
On the 1 December 2009 the EU-reform ended with the entering into force of the Lisbon Treaty. However, the
new treaty provisions still have to be implemented. Some procedures and conditions have to be determined. In
other cases, procedures, power relations, and decision-making mechanisms will change due to the new
provisions.
 How is the work of the new President of the European Council, Herman Van Rompuy, assessed in your
country? Which changes to the role of the rotating council presidency are expected?
 How is the work of the new High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy,
Catherine Ashton, assessed in your country? Please take into particular consideration both her role
within the European Commission and her relationship to the Council of the European Union.
 On 25 March 2010 a “Proposal for a Council Decision establishing the organisation and functioning of
the European External Action Service” was presented. How is this concept perceived in your country?
Which alternatives are discussed?
 On 31 March 2010 the European Commission presented a proposal defining the rules and procedures
for the European Citizens’ Initiative (ECI). What are the expectations for the ECI in your country? What
are the various positions concerning the rules and procedures?
2. Enlargement and European Neighbourhood Policy
The European Commission has given its opinion on Iceland’s application for EU-membership and a decision from
the Council is expected before the end of June. Croatia seems to have settled its border dispute with Slovenia.
Against this background:
 Which countries does your country expect to become members of the European Union in the next
enlargement round? What are the opinions in your country on the membership of these countries?
 How are the membership perspectives of those countries discussed, which are not expected to become
a member in the next enlargement round?
The Eastern Partnership and the Union for the Mediterranean were the last major projects dealing with the
European neighbourhood:
 How are these projects assessed in your country?
3. European economic policy and the financial and economic crisis
The European Council agreed on 25/26 March on the key elements of the Europe 2020 strategy, the successor of
the Lisbon strategy. While not being on the formal agenda the economic and financial situation in Greece was
discussed. The European Council agreed on a finance package combining bilateral loans from the eurozone and
financing through the International Monetary Fund.
 How is the finance package for Greece assessed in your country? Are there any opinions on the
process, how the agreement on the package was reached?
 Which lessons should be drawn from the Greek case for a reform of the Stability and Growth Pact?
 How is the idea of “a strong coordination of economic policies in Europe” perceived in your country?
What concepts of an European economic governance are discussed in your country and which role do
they assign to the Euro group?
 How is the Europe 2020 strategy discussed in your country? What are the priorities for the Europe 2020
strategy from your country’s perspective?
4. Climate and energy policy
The climate conference in Copenhagen took note of the Copenhagen Accord but did not reach a binding
agreement. The next conference of the parties (COP 16 & CMP 6) will take place at the end of November 2010.
 How is the Copenhagen conference assessed in your country? Please take into consideration the
negotiation strategy of European Union and the results of the conference.
 Does the European Union need to change its own energy and climate policy in order to give a new
impulse to the international negotiations?
 Is a global agreement within the UNFCC the best strategy to fight climate change? If not, which
alternative strategy should the European Union follow?
 What is your country’s position on financing mitigation and adaptation efforts in developing countries?
5. Current issues and discourses in your country
Which other topics and discourses are highly salient in your country but not covered by this questionnaire?

