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Ulrike Guérot and Jacqueline Hénard
Introduction

At first glance, “What does Germany think about Europe?” might seem a
strange question. However, it is one that Germany’s neighbours are increasingly
asking themselves — and understandably so. After many years at the heart of
the European project, Germany seems to have lost interest in it. The primacy
that Europe once assumed in German foreign policy has gone. Berlin now
coolly calculates the costs of integration and views its European future with
unromantic sobriety. Nobody there still seems to believe in the idea of “ever
closer union”, as it was enshrined in the Treaty of Maastricht.

Other European countries view this change of heart in their midst with feelings
that range from irritation to concern. What do the Germans want? What do
they think about European integration? Is there any vision left? The frustration
with Berlin reached a peak in May 2010, when help for Greece was agonisingly
slow to materialise. Ever since then, Germany has been acting like the strict
economic taskmaster of Europe, attracting unfavourable headlines across the
continent in the process. Less than a year after the Greek crisis, Berlin again
provoked bemusement and anger by distancing itself politically from its
European (and Atlantic) allies during the Libya crisis. More recently still, its
abrupt abandonment of nuclear power after the Fukushima disaster upset some
of Germany’s friends. Meanwhile, Germany’s relations with the so-called BRIC
states are intensifying. Some Europeans now fear that Berlin sees its future with
the BRICs rather than with Brussels. British historian Niall Ferguson recently
summed up a widely held sentiment when he wrote that, in the future, people
will say it was Germany that killed Europe.*

1 Niall Ferguson, “Murder on the EU Express”, Newsweek, 3 April 2011, available at http://www.newsweek.
com/2011/04/03/murder-on-the-eu-express.html.



What is missing amid the recrimination is understanding. Just as German
policymakers have failed to grasp why their behaviour is alienating their
European counterparts, Germany’s neighbours do not fully understand the
shifting dynamics within that country that are underpinning decisions in Berlin.
There has been, as a recent ECFR policy brief argued, a “dialogue of the deaf”.2

The aim of this anthology is to break out of that dialogue, and to help
overcome the current, mutual sense of incomprehension by facilitating a
better understanding of Germany from the inside out. It seeks to explain what
currently motivates Germany, what it thinks about Europe and why the debate
has become so difficult. To do this, we have brought together 11 leading figures
from various backgrounds, who attempt to explain the German debate about
Europe in five sections: economics, politics, law, media and society. In each case,
we wanted to try to bring out the fault lines in the debate, and have therefore
selected two contributors with contrasting views. In particular, we have tried
to give space both to the new Eurosceptic voices in Germany and to those who
defend the EU and argue that Germany has benefited from the single currency.

Of course, Germany is not alone in its changing attitudes to Europe. In this era
of crisis, the debate over the common project has become more difficult in all
European countries, and nationalist sentiments are on the rise everywhere. But
the shift in Germany is particularly noteworthy for two reasons. Firstly, because
of that nation’s size and consequent economic and political weight. What
Germany thinks inevitably has huge consequences for Europe. Secondly, the
change is remarkable because it represents such a departure from Germany’s
historical approach to Europe and its own role within it.

Until reunification, and well after it, European integration was effectively part
of the Federal Republic’s raison d’état. Germany’s interests overlapped with
those of Europe and prominent German politicians dreamed of a European
federal state. However, in recent years, Germany has increasingly seen itself as
“normal” and, having overcome the burden of history, felt it should be able to
talk about its own interests — as other countries do.

Fundamental changes in its external relations were well underway before the
euro crisis began. In foreign policy terms, participation in the 1999 Kosovo

2 See Ulrike Guérot and Mark Leonard, The New German Question: How Europe can get the Germany it needs,
European Council on Foreign Relations, Policy Brief, May 2011, available at http://www.ecfr.eu/page/-/ECFR30_
GERMANY_AW.pdf



war was the first major shift from established positions, and triggered an
important debate in Germany that linked responsibility for the past and the
future. Germany’s NATO partners welcomed its participation in the operation
as a signal that Germany was assuming the responsibilities that came with its
size and economic power.

That “normalisation” in foreign policy was mirrored in the domestic sphere.
After a decade of passionate internal debates on national identity and memory
politics following the fall of the Berlin Wall, Germany began taking more
decisions based on domestic considerations and its global economic interests,
rather than subsuming these interests in the common European good. When
the financial crisis hit in 2008 therefore, it intensified a recently adopted view
of Europe as a source of burdens and obligations. The German public seemed
increasingly certain that it was doing everything right — limiting debt, pursuing
austerity and focusing on exports — and it became frustrated by others’ failure
to behave similarly. It apparently occurred to few people that the German
government could be part of the problem or that German solutions might not
work in other countries. While Germany’s European partners waited to be
“saved” by Germany, Germany effectively wanted to be “saved” from Europe.3
An opinion poll conducted by the Allensbach Institute in January 2011 found
that more than 50 percent of Germans have little to no faith in the EU, and over
70 percent do not see Europe as the future of Germany — a finding that almost
all the authors in this collection cite.

To many in Germany, it is simply now behaving as other countries always have.
To its critics, however, Germany has lost its inner compass: it no longer knows
whether it should be “European” or go it alone in global politics. If it listened to
outside voices, Germany would hear many complaints that it lacks a strategic
vision, that trade policy has become a substitute for foreign policy, and that it
behaves like a “big Switzerland” in the middle of the continent instead of providing
leadership. For Europe to get the Germany it needs — as it must, at this critical
time — the two sides in this conversation must stop talking past each other. It is in
that spirit that we publish What does Germany think about Europe?

We begin the volume with two views of the euro crisis and the economic
dimension of the German discourse on Europe. Pride in economic success and
a stable currency have been central to German identity ever since the legendary

2 Ibid.



currency reform of 1948. Against this background, Michael Wohlgemuth
speaks for many Germans when he defends Germany’s insistence on austerity
and its principled approach to financial policy, which he sees as a model for the
rest of Europe. Henrik Enderlein, on the otherhand, argues that the euro crisis
was caused not by a lack of a “stability culture” but by the flawed architecture
of the single currency — for which creditor countries such as Germany were as
responsible as other indebted member states. The only solution, he says, is to
“dare to be more European” and integrate economic policy.

The two contributions by politicians are both by members of the smaller parties
that frequently hold key foreign policy positions in Germany. Christian
Schmidt, who is currently parliamentary secretary of state in the defence
ministry, is a member of the CSU — the Bavarian Christian Democrat party that
has a reputation for being Eurosceptic. He goes back to the party’s origins after
the end of the war to defend its attitude to Europe and, like several other authors,
insists that Europe needs to develop a better relationship with its citizens. On
the other hand, Viola von Cramon, a Green member of parliament, attempts
to develop a new narrative for Europe based on the environment, climate
change and sustainable economic development.

The third section picks up the legal debate following the Constitutional Court’s
controversial verdict on the Lisbon Treaty in June 2009, which limited further
integration and criticised the EU’s “democratic deficit”. Klaus Ferdinand
Girditz and Christian Hillgruber argue in a revised and shortened version
of an article published shortly after the verdict that the court had little choice
but to reach the verdict it did. Christian Calliess, on the other hand, is more
critical of the verdict in particular and of the terms of the legal debate over
Europe in general. He laments the — as he sees it, almost tragic — focus of the
Constitutional Court on international law, which tends to play off the principle
of democracy against the goal of European integration.

Since the outbreak of the Greek crisis, the “fourth estate” has played an
important and problematic role in the debate about Europe. Klaus-Dieter
Frankenberger, foreign editor at the conservative Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, suggests that the German tabloid press expressed a justified sense of
anger and frustration about the Greek crisis in the first half of 2010. On the
other hand, Cornelia Bolesch, who is both a media specialist and a long-
time Brussels correspondent for the centre-left Siiddeutsche Zeitung, criticises
the way that German newspapers are dominated by stereotypical criticisms of
8  Brussels that create an impression that Europe is effectively a “foreign power”.



Bolesch suggests that a big part of the problem is a lack of communication
between Brussels correspondents and editors based in Germany, who tend to
have an insufficient understanding of how the EU works.

If generational change is also a big part of the shift in attitudes in Germany
towards Europe, what do young Germans think? Claus Leggewie, a leading
sociologist who belongs to the so-called 1968 generation, argues that young
people in Germany don’t attack the EU like some members of his own generation
do, but also tend to take the EU for granted. In the 1990s, Leggewie wrote about
the so-called 1989 generation — in other words, the young Germans who were
teenagers at the time of the fall of the Berlin Wall. Alexander Cammann is
a member of this generation, but grew up in the GDR, which may explain why
he is not quite as disillusioned with Europe as Leggewie suggests the 89ers
generally are. However, Cammann also rejects the idea that Europe is in crisis
and he therefore does not see the need for further integration.

The philosopher Jiirgen Habermas — who has long been a supporter of
further European integration - concludes this collection with an analysis of
the dilemma Europe faces following the euro crisis. In this essay, based on a
speech he gave in Berlin in April, he argues that the series of measures taken by
eurozone governments during the last year to coordinate economic policy risks
exacerbating the democratic deficit from which the EU already suffers. “The
process of European integration, which has always taken place over the heads
of the population, has now reached a dead end”, he writes. Habermas calls for
a “new pact” to frame a necessary shift towards political union and some sort
of fiscal entity. In his conclusion, he reminds us that, in the light of new global
challenges, Europe integration is not only a necessity but may also be a minor
exercise compared to the task of creating a new system of global governance.

This essay collection makes no claim to comprehensiveness. But we hope it
will give readers a glimpse of the complex debate in Germany about Europe
and offer hints about the domestic pressures that are forcing German foreign
policy to evolve. The essays do not suggest that Germany is abandoning Europe
for an alternative future with the BRICs — in fact, there is not a single mention
of China, on which German exporters are increasingly focused. But they do
suggest that, 20 years after reunification, Germany is redefining its position
in Europe. We hope that, by contributing to a better understanding of debates
about Europe in Germany, this collection will help the rest of Europe to help
Germany to do so.
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Michael Wohlgemuth 1
Kant was no stickler
for principles

Thinking of Germany in the night
Puts all thought of sleep to flight.

Heinrich Heine wrote these lines in exile in 1843. These days, however, Germans
are more likely to lose sleep at night from thinking about Europe than about
Germany. The reasons are primarily economic ones. Their fear of inflation and
overwhelming debt, rooted in the bitter experience of the 1920s and ’30s, is now
accompanied by a sense of helplessness: the deutschmark has gone and they have
little control over their national budget either. The explicit and implicit pledges of
German taxpayers to pay for the debts of other eurozone nations could amount to
as much as Germany’s own annual budget.

This explains why Germans have seldom been as Eurosceptic as they are today.
According to a survey published in January 2011, the percentage of Germans who
have little to no faith in the European Union has risen from 40 percent in 2002 to 677
percent in 2011. The majority of them regret the introduction of the euro. Experts
are sceptical too. In one survey, 9o percent of German economics professors reject
the euro bailout to which, according to German and European politicians, there
is “no alternative”. Their fear centres on the idea of “moral hazard” — the way it
creates perverse incentives for politicians and banks in the eurozone.

The bailout should not have been presented as a solution to which there was “no
alternative”. German economists proposed rescue measures that, though they
had their own risks and side effects, would have been a more effective treatment
for Europe and would have reduced the chance of a future relapse. It must be
possible for nations to undergo a regulated insolvency process leading to debt
restructuring, for which private and institutional investors (who have earned
good money from higher risk premiums) would initially assume liability, before
innocent and/or unborn tax payers are burdened with it.

On this issue, experts are in line with the public in Germany: innocent bystanders
must not be forced to accept responsibility for the mistakes of strangers. More so
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than in other European countries, there is an underlying suspicion that haggling
in Brussels leads to a collective lack of responsibility or a consensus for which
others have to pay. Often, it’s the Germans — whose role as “paymaster of Europe”
is threatening to expand on an unprecedented scale — who have to pay. At the
same time, former chancellor Helmut Kohl’s idea of Europe as a matter of war
and peace has less and less traction. Germany’s post-war generation thinks
pragmatically but also categorically. Like her predecessors, Chancellor Angela
Merkel is part of a tradition of more recent German thought and action that
centres on terms such as “regulatory policy” and “social market economy”.

The social market economy and European integration

The “social market economy” can be precisely traced to the conjuncture of
monetary reform and price deregulation on 19 June 1948. It is thus one year older
than the German Basic Law (1949) and nine years older than the Treaty of Rome
(1957). It was not until the Treaty of Lisbon that the “social market economy” was
explicitly dignified as a goal of the EU (in Article 3) — a legal status it was never
accorded in the German constitution. However, it would be premature indeed to
interpret this as the triumph of the “social market economy” in Europe. The past
few decades of European integration have been an ambivalent achievement from
the perspective of German regulatory policy.

If Ludwig Erhard, the father of the social market economy, had had his way,
Germany would not have even signed the Treaty of Rome. Erhard was horrified by
the thought of a European economic community consisting of just six members,
and was inspired by the French desire to wall off the community from the outside
and to promote systematic social and industrial policy from the inside. Erhard’s
vision was of a free-trade zone with convertible currencies and freedom of
movement for people, goods, services and capital. His goal was a free market for
the free West, including Great Britain and North America if at all possible. Konrad
Adenauer saw this as a snub to reconciliation with France and in 1959 prohibited
Erhard from voicing any further criticism of the European Economic Community.
But Erhard was not one for avoiding controversy. In 1962 he wholeheartedly
dismissed the European Commission’s proposal for a far-reaching “fusion of
policies” as “primitive planification.”

Erhard’s gloomy predictions have been partly confirmed and also partly
contradicted by events. The acquis communautaire — the 100,000 pages of
rules and regulations for EU-wide binding standards and an EU budget, the vast



majority of which is devoted to planned economic measures — may have even
exceeded Erhard’s fears. On the other hand, Erhard could hardly have imagined
that principles such as free and undistorted competition, the banning of state
subsidies and, above all, the enforcement of basic human rights would outlast the
declarations of intent of the Treaty of Rome. They have become general principles
of European law that have frequently been more consistently enforced by the
European Commission and the European Court of Justice (ECJ) than would
probably have been the case even in a country like Germany. Moreover, it was only
through the detour of European integration that member states were persuaded
to begin breaking up their (state) monopolies in the telecommunications, energy
utility, banking and road transport sectors.

Regulatory policy is more effectively overseen by independent institutions that
do not have to consider goals or party political disputes. Thus, monetary policy
and competitive market policy were in better hands when they were regulated
by the Bundesbank and the German Federal Cartel Office than by the parliament
or government ministries. These competencies have now for the most part been
“Europeanised”. But institutions such as the European Commission and the ECJ
have been able to pursue an open market policy and a monetary policy more
effectively than Europe’s national governments and parliaments not so much in
spite of as because of their “democratic deficit”.

While the Treaty of Rome was concluded under a Rawlsian “veil of ignorance”,
that veil should have long since lifted. The veil of ignorance (we do not know our
future strengths) should be replaced by a conscious commitment (we are already
aware of our weaknesses) to create opportunities for European regulatory policy.
Whether the current crisis represents a kairos, or opportune moment to make
a groundbreaking decision, is debatable. However, Europe would do well right
now to follow the example of a wily and successful Greek — Odysseus — who knew
he would lead himself and his fellow travellers to their doom if he succumbed
to the temptations of the moment. Commitment to the political process means
politicians must allow their boats to be tied to legal (constitutional) masts that ex
ante prohibit them from giving in to temptations or at least make them pay dearly
for it. Only those who have to say “no” are able to say “no”.

This logic was behind the German “debt brake” (the clause in Germany’s
constitution that requires the federal government to reduce its structural deficit
from the current level of about €70 billion to €10 billion by 2016). It may seem
paradoxical that in such things as monetary stability, budget discipline, fair
competition and free trade, the interests of the general public have to be protected
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from the people’s representatives and occasionally even the systematically
distorted opinions of voters. However, it is justifiable for a democracy to constrain
itself in this way once it acknowledges that it is in the interests of both politicians
and voters.

“Germany Kant Kompete?”

One of the most persistent critics of German regulatory policy has been the
economist Paul Krugman. In an article in Fortune magazine in 1999, entitled
“Why Germany Kant Kompete”, he criticised Germany’s obsession with principles
and categorical imperatives.' He said Germans were “more conservative” than
Americans because “they do believe in sound money and sound budgets”. But
the real difference between them was a philosophical one: “Immanuel Kant’s
categorical imperative vs. William James’ pragmatism”. Germans were sticklers
for principles, while Americans were philosophical and personally “sloppy”.
While the Germans had not done too badly in the past, as evidenced by the export
successes of German engineering companies or the country’s lower inflation rate
during the 1970s and ’80s, the world was now a different, more dynamic place
that would reward American “flexibility” and made German “discipline” a threat
to the “project of a more unified Europe”.

In hindsight, it would be easy to point out that discipline in both the private and
public budget management of Europe, and certainly in the USA too, would have
helped avoid the past few crises. The problem today is no longer “Why Germany
Kant Kompete”, but rather the increased relative competitiveness of the Federal
Republic of Germany, which in parts of the EU is wrongly considered “unfair”.
Nevertheless, it is true that Germans place more emphasis on regulatory policy
commitments than some of their European counterparts. Germans often act as
the spoilsports when it comes to (even more) flexibility and freedom of action
in determining and interpreting economic policy schemes and rules. Examples
of this are German competition law, the “debt brake” and Germany’s initial
insistence on the “automatic” imposition of sanctions on excessively-indebted
eurozone countries.

The pragmatism of William James also has its benefits — particularly as a
decentralised, experimental discovery process. Regulatory policy should not

1 Paul Krugman, “Why Germany Kant Kompete”, Fortune, July 1999, available at http://web.mit.edu/krugman/
www/kompete.html.



presume to know the “true” rational principles applicable to every specific situation
and make them binding once and for all on a “one size fits all” basis. Universally
applicable principles are also of little help, even once they have acquired
constitutional status, if they are not culturally and politically acceptable — as the
abrupt removal of the “no bailout” clause most recently demonstrated . When
I once quoted the German “debt brake” as a model for Europe at a conference,
former British Chancellor of the Exchequer Alistair Darling retorted: “You
Germans always want to set everything in constitutional stone. Yet, ultimately,
it all comes down to one thing and one thing only: political will.” That may well
be true, but what happens when there is a lack of political will? When people are
“sloppy” in their private lives, they bear the consequences themselves. But it is
very risky to put one’s faith in political “flexibility” and the hope of a “political will”
that is incontrovertibly and sustainably committed to serving the greater good. In
the end, others will have to pay for such a bet.

My theory is: Kant Kan Kompete! German regulatory policy, with all its binding
rules, is amodel for Europe. Kant’s 1795 essay, “Perpetual Peace”, which was aimed
at Europe, addresses not only international law but above all the principles of a
“republican constitution”. The great thing about it is that it does not presuppose
“a nation of angels”. However hard it may seem, the problem of organising
a state can be solved, even for a race of devils, if only they are intelligent. This
is why: “Given a multitude of rational beings requiring universal laws for their
preservation, but each of whom is secretly inclined to exempt himself from them,
[the idea is] to establish a constitution in such a way that, although their private
intentions conflict, they check each other, with the result that their public conduct
is the same as if they had no such intentions.” In short, credible commitment
(regulatory policy) does not require idealistic altruism, only enlightened self-
interest.

Regulatory policy capable of binding participants to categorical principles and
to the enforcement of universally applicable rules — even when it does not seem
opportune to do so — is not only more ethical in the long run, but also more
appropriate, more competitive and more successful than “sloppy” pragmatism. Is
this what Germany thinks? Certainly not in a strict Kantian sense — but perhaps
as a gut feeling. And, with a little “enlightenment”, these principles that the
German theory of order has worked hard to embrace over the years might well
have universal — or at least European — applicability.
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Henrik Enderlein 2
More faith in the euro?

The crisis of spring 2010 relentlessly exposed the design faults of monetary
union. Many EU member states that want a common currency are at the
same time unwilling to accept any internal stabilisation mechanisms or far-
reaching coordination of their finance policies. This has proved to be largely
unworkable — primarily not as a result of the misguided policies of individual
member states but because of the existing architecture of the eurozone. For,
while some individual countries did not stick to the agreed rules, they are not
the only countries now considered to be the weak spots of the eurozone. For
example, Spain and Ireland respected the rules of the Growth and Stability Pact
prior to the crisis, but the spotlight is now suddenly on them as the “debt-ridden
countries”.

Countries such as Germany, Austria, France and the Netherlands, on the other
hand, have failed to show respect for the rules in the past, yet are now among
the “stable countries” of the eurozone. The above list shows that the lack of a
“stability culture” that is often lamented by Germany in particular cannot be the
only explanation for the crisis. Nor will the tightening of stability rules that is
currently being debated be sufficient to prevent similar disasters in the future. It
is far more important to recognise that the architecture of the eurozone itself is
responsible for the current instability. Any answers to the crisis should therefore
start with a close examination of the building’s overall structure rather than the
location of the smoke detectors.

In retrospect, it is clear that the introduction of a common currency was linked
to the illusion that it would be the end point of economic integration in Europe.

2 This is a slightly revised version of a text that appeared in Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, 42/2010, 25 October 2010.
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Even though greater coordination of economic policy was on the agenda again
and again in the past decade, the crucial steps were never taken. Europe clung
to the fallacy that a common currency zone could work without integrating
economic policy. Economic policymakers were happy to leverage the benefits
of a common currency and ignore the obligations. Reverting to our national
currencies now would be a backward step. Adopting a uniform monetary policy
will also create problems, but the cost of doing so should on no account tempt
us to jeopardise the whole European project.

The bailout

What happened during the first 10 years of monetary union? The most
important observation probably relates to the growth and inflation tendencies,
which are sharply diverging trends. The European Central Bank (ECB) sets one
interest rate that reflects the average of the eurozone. For all of those member
states whose cyclical position deviates from the average of the eurozone, such
a monetary policy is thus inappropriate. Over time, two blocs have gradually
formed: a low-inflation bloc with high real interest rates and a tendency towards
lower growth and employment rates — notably Germany — and another bloc
with high inflation, very low or negative real interest rates, high growth rates
and almost full employment — such as Spain, Ireland and Portugal and, to some
extent, Greece as well. The ECB makes the right monetary policy for a country
in the middle that simply does not exist. It cannot bring these two opposing
blocs together.

It is only a hop, step and a jump from such cyclical disparities in the eurozone to
the credit crisis. When the economic boom phase in the high-growth countries
suddenly reversed into a recession, the countries concerned found themselves
confronted with a refinancing challenge that was practically insurmountable.
Take Spain and Ireland. Although the debt quota of both countries as a
percentage of GDP prior to the crisis was significantly below the maximum
threshold of the EU guidelines, these countries, due to sharply declining
growth rates, were almost incapable of handling their own debt burden (in both
cases primarily due to the banking system). The financial markets responded
to this problem by immediately charging even higher interest rates. That set
a dangerous interest-deficit spiral in motion. A similar scenario applies to
Italy and Portugal too — even if both were already struggling with budgetary
consolidation and the European Commission had instigated deficit proceedings
against both countries long before the crisis began.



Greece is something of a special case. Its debt level had reached record European
proportions even before the national debt crisis occurred. The false statements
made about its budgetary position only increased the degree of scepticism
already levelled at Greek economic policy. It is therefore no wonder that
Greek government bonds steadily dropped in value from the turn of the year
2009/2010 and its interest burden rose so rapidly within a very short space of
time in the spring of 2010. In view of this, it would have been perfectly justifiable
to treat Greece as a special case before the actual crisis even broke. Although it
is pointless to speculate in retrospect, a very early and quick restructuring of
Greek national debt as far back as February or March 2010 would probably
have helped to stabilise the entire eurozone. By the time pressure on the euro
had significantly increased in late March and the Greek national debt problem
had threatened to morph into European wildfire, a bailout of the country was
inevitable. But because the rescue package was only begrudgingly announced
and implemented, a wave of speculation then swept in, to the detriment of
former growth countries.

The eurozone then had two options: either accept the inevitable state bankruptcy
not only of Greece but also of Spain, Portugal and Ireland — and possibly even
Italy — thus putting the survival of the euro at risk, or relax the “no bailout”
clause, a central element of the Maastricht Treaty that stopped the EU or
individual states becoming liable for the national debt of other states. From an
economic perspective, the major rescue package agreed in May 2010 was the
right signal at the right time. The combination of a total of €750 billion — a sum
that, even for capital market participants, seemed unimaginably high — and an
openly announced but furtively implemented market stabilisation mechanism
through the direct intervention of the ECB achieved the desired effect.

The bailout could be described as the largest-ever “all-in”. If things go well,
they will go really well. But if they fail, the euro could become history. So far,
the deterrent factor has worked, not least because the “all-in” is now firmly
enshrined in the EU Treaty. However, this leaves us with two questions. First,
has the crisis been averted in the medium term? Second, how will the structural
problems of the common currency zone be resolved?

More Europe

The Greek bailout and the rescue package were the correct short-term response
during the acute phase of the crisis in the spring of 2010. But they did not solve
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the medium- to long-term problem. Firstly, it is not clear that there has to be a
restructuring of Greek national debt after all. Secondly, there is no certainty that
the funds announced as part of the EU rescue package will be made available, as
is currently planned, if there is a further setback in the financial market situation.
Thirdly, it cannot be assumed that the eurozone architecture described above
will be any more stable in the coming years than in the past decade.

What alternatives are there? Neither the dissolution of monetary union nor the
withdrawal of individual countries is an option. So really the only alternative
left is to take the bull by the horns. The answer to the eurozone crisis must be:
more Europe.

Reverting to national currencies would be economic suicide. This applies to all
eurozone countries. The re-introduction of the drachma, for instance, would
not alter the national debt of Greece one iota, which would continue to exist
in euros and grow even bigger. Even so much as a debate about the exit of
individual countries would lead to massive problems for European financial
and capital markets — especially in the countries concerned. Until the currency
actually changed, the euro would remain available in the affected country, and
afterwards it would continue to be legal tender in the rest of the eurozone. The
inhabitants of any country that wanted to revert to its former currency would
have to close their savings accounts within a very short space of time and
take their savings home with them in cash. The run on the national banking
system would inevitably lead to a collapse. From a legal perspective too, such
a “solution” would probably be impossible. Monetary union was specifically
designed to stop capital being attributable to a single country. Which current
euro debts would then be converted into drachma debts? Which assets would
be euro assets? It seems almost impossible to come up with a legal answer to
such questions. As far as hard cash is concerned, any such distinction would
definitely be out of the question.

This means the only option left for Europe is to take the bull by the horns. The
widely held view to date that a common currency zone could exist without
common economic policies has proved to be a fallacy. If Europe wants to avoid
disasters like those of 2010 in the future, the European aspect of economic
policy must be substantially strengthened. This applies first and foremost to the
European Commission.

The European Commission must be strengthened to become a genuine
governance arm of national economic policies. Instead of concentrating on



deficit and debt figures, it must assess the economic policies of member states
from a much wider perspective and include in its deliberations such variables
as tax revenue, consumption rates, savings rates, foreign trade and the labour
market. However, this will only work if the commission returns to being an
independent political body and takes its political tasks seriously. (Incidentally,
no treaty change would be required for such a realignment of the role of
the European Commission. Article 121 of the EU Treaty already envisages
widespread monitoring of the economic policies of member states by the
commission. It has simply chosen not to make enough use of these options in
the past.)

Asanaside, anyone who thinks that ultimately only national interests ever prevail
in Europe and the European sphere is irrelevant is quite mistaken. If national
governments only ever pursued their strict national interests, we would never
have experienced the European integration process in the first place. Europe has
demonstrated its strength time and time again and championed developments
that nobody saw coming. Even in the mid-1980s, the euro was an unthinkable
notion. However, it is not a matter of giving the European Commission rights
over national parliaments in a hierarchical sense, which would turn Europe
into a classic federation. It is too early for that. The commission must exert
some political pressure via the public arena to ensure that Europe heads in the
direction of an “optimal currency zone”. A currency zone must emerge that is
defined less by the differences between the economic structures or business
cycles of individual member states and more by a homogeneous whole.

The euro crisis is not just about a currency. The euro is a central part of what
has been developed in Europe over the past few decades. If the euro fails, the
European project as a whole is at risk of failing. Instead of returning to a Europe
of national states and national currencies, the solution must be to dare to be
more European. We have to accept that the transfer of sovereignty in the case
of our national currency was only the beginning. For the necessary sovereignty
concessions to succeed in other areas, not even treaty amendments or new rules
would be necessary in the first instance. It is much more important that the
governments of the member states adopt a clear European outlook. If there is
no common willingness to advance the European project, it will fail.

This European outlook is needed in Germany more than in most other nations.
Though nostalgic die-hards may demand the return of the deutschmark, it is
the role of any intelligent German government to make the European apparatus
more stable and robust — and convince people of the added value of Europe in
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general and monetary union in particular. No country has benefited more from
the euro than Germany. Now Germany’s European policymakers must bring
more to the European table than ever before.
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Christian Schmidt 3
Is Europe a community
of fate?

Germany’s Christian Democrats are in favour of a united Europe. However, we
feel there is considerable need for clarification of the structures and objectives of
the European project. Many of the questions currently being raised by Christian
Democrats about the degree of European integration, stability and identity have
been around for a long time but have lost none of their relevance. Constant
reassurance is required in the form of answers to these questions. The project of
European integration would be discredited if it were reduced to an elite project
with various motivations and consequences that are neither acknowledged nor
understood. This is why a backward glance can simultaneously be a constructive
forward glance, particularly when it comes to monetary union, its democratic
legitimacy and the functionality of a European body with 27 member states, as
well as its expansion and security policy. The following is an attempt to examine
some of these aspects.

Inits first manifesto in December 1946, the CSU (the Bavarian Christian Democrat
party) declared: “We stand for the creation of a European economic and monetary
union.” It may come as a surprise to today’s readers — but should not — that back
then the CSU was already addressing the same questions of European integration
that still concern us today. Inspired by the disaster of the great European war
and the goal of creating a new supranational order, they proposed a pragmatic
and rational approach to European integration, but also believed that it should
be driven by the nations of Europe, which should not lose their own values in a
flattening process of integration. Thus, there was an inherent tension in the way
the party approached European integration.

Two generations after these founding statements, European integration is now an
uncontroversial issue within the CSU. Ideological divisions within the party — for
example, between “Atlanticists” and “Europeans” — have become less significant.
The truth is that the hotly debated question of whether a European federal state
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or a European confederation of states was preferable never really touched the
hearts and minds of CSU politicians. Despite the apparently fundamental nature
of the question, it soon became less significant for two reasons. First, the post-war
yearning for a stand-in “European nation” to replace the defeated and discredited
German nation initially did not seem realistic because of the dominance of the
United States in security policy, and it has since become irrelevant. Second, it
soon became apparent that there was a need for European structures capable of
pro-active decision-making.

However, the debate about a “confederation” or “federal state” re-emerged in a
diluted form in the debate over the Maastricht and Lisbon treaties, between those
advocating an integrated approach and those preferring an intergovernmental
approach in which the member states would play a dominant role as suggested in
the 1946 manifesto. In my view, this dispute is good for the Christian Democrats
and the European project as a whole in two ways. Firstly, it increases awareness
of the need for European collaboration and integration, and the political and
legal construct of European institutions that are based upon it. Secondly, it draws
attention to the necessity of building a Europe for all citizens rather than an elite
project that would lack any long-term stability.

Christian Democrats have discussed at length the question of the extent to which
sovereignty can be transferred to a European structure. They did not suffer
from a lack of vision of centrally organised and established states with a vertical
distribution of power, since they had had plenty of their own experience of
federalism. But the fear that the “EU juggernaut” would increasingly usurp state
powers was — and still is — a widely held concern. The principle of subsidiarity
is extremely important to the CSU, an explicitly federal organisation. But, to
this day, the subsidiarity clause that rank and file Christian Democrats fought
hard for does not seem to be understood in Brussels. Worryingly, the European
Commission sometimes has a mechanical approach to matters of competence and
fails to consider the fact that added value or adherence to the “betterment” clause
must be derived in a political sense as well as from the transfer of competence to
Brussels.

While Christian Democrats were unanimously in favour of the introduction of the
internal market, the issue of monetary union was controversial within the CSU
from the outset. For example, at the party conference in Fiirth in 1992, there was
a debate about the Treaty of Maastricht and monetary union. On one side were
those who, with each additional transfer of competence to Europe, saw a problem
of insufficient democratic legitimacy and linked doubt about the economic benefit



of monetary union to the question of constitutional legitimacy — and, in other
words, posed the sixty-four-thousand dollar question of European politics. On
the other side was the generation whose lives had been changed by war and a
lack of freedom in Europe, who wanted to seize the German “mantle of history”
and European unity no matter what. Fully convinced that, in the end, the books
would surely balance in both a political and economic sense, they felt it necessary
to invest in this project even if the costs were not entirely predictable.

This was one of the biggest rifts within whatis, in general, a very homogeneous party
that is deeply rooted in conservative, Christian social principles. The scepticism in
parts of the CSU found media expression in Peter Gauweiler’s term “Maastricht
Esperanto money”, which still has some traction among Christian Democrats and
within the CSU in particular. The party does not question monetary union as such
and there is no sign of Euroscepticism dominating it. But Christian Democrats,
including the Europhile followers of Theo Waigel (former chancellor Helmut
Kohl’s finance minister), will vehemently oppose any soft monetary policy, lack
of budgetary discipline or other forms of negligence, especially in the wake of the
disastrous financial market events of the past few months.

This is the crux of the Christian Democrat view of European integration:
predictability and stability are the watchwords. This also separates the CSU very
clearly from other political parties in Germany. By contrast, the “red-green”
government under former chancellor Gerhard Schroder relinquished stability
for the sake of growth when it broke the terms of the Stability and Growth Pact in
2001. The Christian Democrats want to make transgressions like this impossible
once and for all. This must also be a matter of party policy because Christian
Democrats also believe that we need European integration in almost all policy
areas. In January 2011, the CSU made a clear commitment to a stable Europe,
which concluded with the following words:

The idea of an EU of stability comes from European insight rather
than a German diktat.

We all know that the nations of Europe can only succeed in the globally
competitive marketplace by working together. Europe needs the
persuasive power that comes from its single currency and its economic
strength to make its voice heard in the world.

Another point of contention among the political class in Germany, the question
of enlarging the EU to include Turkey, has united rather than divided the CSU.
Although Edmund Stoiber, the Christian Democrat candidate in the general
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election in 2002, suggested a form of partial membership of Turkey in the EU,
for foreign and security policy purposes, he nevertheless rejected the idea of full
EU membership for Turkey, which is still the CSU’s position. Apart from a few
Christian Democrats such as Volker Riihe, Ruprecht Polenz and Friedbert Pfliiger,
there is now a broad consensus around this position, particularly in view of the
problematic stance of Turkey under its current prime minister, Recep Tayyip
Erdogan. This does not rule out the kind of fundamentally open and cooperative
position that has often been formulated by Christian Democrats in the past, but it
would also require a degree of cooperation from Turkish quarters.

Beyond the issue of Turkey, the security policy of the EU, or rather its member
states, is viewed as an increasingly important task. The Christian Democrat
ethos of stability has also taken on security policy dimensions. Closer inspection
has revealed that our national resources are no longer sufficient for a credible
defence and security system capable of addressing a host of different risk
scenarios. Primarily driven by this conviction, the Christian Democrat Defence
Minister Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg launched a project under the Ghent
initiative to achieve the best possible European defence capability with limited
national resources.

A citizens’ Europe or an elite project?

In the debate about the European constitution, Christian Democrats probed the
question of the democratic legitimacy of the EU. Helmut Kohl and Theo Waigel
showed great foresight in redefining the European project after the fall of the
Berlin Wall in a form that survived everything from the Single European Act and
the Treaty of Maastricht through to the Treaty of Nice. But the question of who
decided what in Europe remained unclear to the tentative, democratic purists
among us. Primarily thanks to the initiative of Christian Democrats such as
Wolfgang Schiuble, Karl Lamers and Reinhold Bocklet, and the establishment
of a consensus about core values through the work of Roman Herzog, a certain
degree of calm ensued.

Nevertheless, many Christian Democrats have reservations about the pragmatic
approach of seeking “ever closer union” in terms of European integration. This
is why even integrationists within the CSU tend to accept the objection of Peter
Gauweiler to the Treaty of Lisbon and to the verdict of the Constitutional Court,
and even see it as pro-European. It was very much in the tradition the CSU, which



in 1973 appealed against the German-German treaty that created the state of
Bavaria. The appeals against the Maastricht and Lisbon treaties are not part of a
destructive pattern, but rather a logical, constructive continuum, especially when
one considers the ground-breaking verdict of 1973, with its significant effect on
the process of German reunification less than 20 years later.

Christian Democrats thus have a certain constructive, constitutional ambivalence
about Europe that is also discernible in the verdicts of the Constitutional Court. It
is very important that Europe is not simply a matter of a few elite representatives
putting their heads together, but rather a concerted approach to build a Europe for
all its citizens. The programme of the Adonnino Committee of 1984 is therefore
still on the political agenda. The European Council said it was necessary to realign
the pro-action of the elite with the expectations of ordinary citizens in the various
states of Europe, but this has yet to be accomplished in some areas. While the
Lisbon Treaty has made progress by introducing the European Citizens’ Initiative
and shoring up the rights of the European Parliament, the role of national
representatives of the citizens still needs critical support. A particular litmus test
will be the legal and political guarantee of a European stability culture.

It must be possible to establish a sustainable way to represent national and
European citizens. Many Christian Democrats expect that this will also lead to
a reduction in the volume of political issues requiring regulation at a European
level. All too often, cases arise where regulation at a national or regional level
should be sufficient or regulation of any kind is totally unnecessary. We shouldn’t
underestimate the explosive potential of these questions. A clear commitment
to Europe is a good basis to work from, but the ability to engage in constructive
criticism is vital. Having a self-limiting EU is also a good starting point in order to
prevent renationalisation and to distinguish it from the necessary repatriation of
competencies on the basis of the principle of subsidiarity.

The internal party debate about European integration is starting to regain
momentum. It focuses less on fundamentals and more on the question of how
much political and financial investment Europe should be costing us. As such
discussions can very quickly lead to hard-line anti-European positions, pro-
Europeans must come to the table well-armed with sound arguments and a
purposeful vision. It will not be a quick sell, but it is a realistic prospect. In this
way, Christian Democrats will remain the political motor of European integration.
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Viola von Cramon 4
Europe’s future is sustainable

If you take elections as a guide to public opinion, Germany is sending out
some very contradictory signals about Europe. On the one hand, the turnout
at European elections is lower than at any other type of election. On the other
hand, unlike many other member states, German voters are not sending any
professed anti-Europeans to the European Parliament. Entrenched anti-
European feelings are generally only manifested in relation to issues that
make people protest at the national level too: cumbersome bureaucracy, lack
of public consultation and wasteful use of taxpayers’ money. However, it is
much easier to crusade against these three failings when the perpetrators are
so far away that they are generally convicted in their absence.

The German government should rebut anti-European sentiments with
arguments rather than simply ignore them. We should not tolerate members of
parliament routinely spreading baseless accusations about European politics
simply because they are assured of good media coverage as a result. Railing
against the cost of agricultural policies or incomplete infrastructure projects
in other member states is part of the negative political culture of Germany,
particularly among conservatives. Good politics generally appeals to the mind
rather to feelings, but it should not be overlooked that, for many people, the
success of European integration is also a matter of the heart.

In that sense, a key task for German politicians should be to lobby for stricter
criteria over the allocation of structural resources and agricultural subsidies.
In particular, agricultural reform should not be left out of the current debate
about the switch to renewable energy sources, which is now hopefully
inevitable. This is a “European project” of global proportions, which is about
combating climate change, overcoming world hunger, the use of genetic
engineering and, ultimately, the fair distribution of resources. Agricultural
policy also plays a significant role in regional development. European
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agricultural policies based on ecological compatibility and local added-
value may unleash new perspectives for rural areas and give entrepreneurial
farmers the right incentives for environmentally sensitive farming practices.
This could help the Common Agricultural Policy shrug off its negative image
and develop into a positive lead project for the EU that might even help to
persuade young people to become more involved in European politics.

Europe needs excellence

European politics was and is very demanding. It is always a matter of
balancing regional and sectoral or urban and rural interests. In view of the
great competence and skills required to strike such a balance, it is hard to
understand why second-class candidates are increasingly being appointed
to positions in EU institutions. If relocating to Brussels is perceived to be a
backward career step, there is something wrong. The situation will not change
until national governments stop using European Commission posts as a way
to offload any personnel whom they no longer want.

Just as the EU needs the best people in its governance and administrative roles,
the economic foundation of Europe also depends on excellence in research and
development. The EU must address the challenges of the knowledge economy
much more strategically than it currently does, and recognise the potential to
be derived from a European research community. This applies to Germany in
particular, where the federal structure contributes to fragmentation. A strong,
common European research region depends on the mobility of students,
graduates and researchers. Many more of our young people should therefore be
gaining experience abroad — either as graduate interns or during their studies
— for the purpose of learning, teaching or undertaking research. The Bologna
Process, however, has unwittingly led to a decline in the mobility of students.

Europe needs a financial basis

It would certainly be a plus for our democratic culture if we more frequently
examined the truth of the many negative clichés about Europe. Then, for
instance, we could finally dispel the popular misconception that Germany is
just Europe’s “paymaster”. Unfortunately, it is only industry that talks about
how much our country has benefited economically from the common market

and the common currency. It is hardly surprising that an export economy



such as ours would benefit from open markets and a common currency. The
German government should acknowledge this fact and express it on a regular
basis in order to highlight the benefit of the EU to Germany in particular. No
other country benefits as much as Germany from the internal European market
and the common European currency. More than 60 percent of Germany’s net
exports are from the EU.

It was clear from the debate about stabilising the euro that Germany’s strong
position presents some problems for the eurozone as an economic region.
The response of the German government was neither appropriate nor helpful.
With the so-called Pact for Competitiveness, the chancellor is trying to impose
German solutions on other member states. Irrespective of the content, it must
be said that such an approach cannot be in the best interests of Germany or
Europe. If the euro is to survive, European economic governance is inevitable.
But the intermediate phase of sovereign nation states has been extended for
the umpteenth time now as a result of Germany’s prescriptive requirements.
In that sense, the desired non-committal content of the treaties acts as a
stability mechanism for Europe.

However, Europe is of course much more than an economic community. It
would therefore be a grave mistake to highlight only the economic benefits
of the EU. From my reading of the situation, some new lines of argument
are required to firmly anchor the idea of European integration within the
German population. For the generation that lived through the Second World
War, reconciliation and the elimination of hostilities between nations was and
still is the driving force for European integration. But the younger generation
needs new and different incentives to make further progress in building a
“common European home”.

As is the case for all other construction projects, there is also no getting
around the issue of finance. In the past, the finance debate was often used in
Germany to discuss everything that should not be funded by Brussels. Again
and again, we hear comments that Germany has reached the limits of its
ability to bear the financial burden. Constructive suggestions for sustainable
financing of the EU, on the other hand, are very hard to come by. But without a
stable, quantifiable financial plan, the EU will not be able to master the major
challenges ahead of it. After all, how can the EU develop if the financial basis
of that very development is constantly being eroded? Instead of making funds
available for upcoming projects, other financial obligations of member states
are being offloaded at the EU level, like expenses for the European Parliament.

35



36

The German government should also face facts. Germany has reduced its
contribution to Brussels in percentage terms in the past few years. There is
also a tendency for the specific national discounts enjoyed by big member
states to be swept under the carpet. Equally, in discussions about the financial
basis of the EU, there is seldom any mention of the substantial returns flowing
into Germany from agricultural and structural resources, which in many cases
take the form of direct subsidies to major operators.

The EU faces many further challenges. It will have to prove it is gaining
public acceptance for its work within the member states. At the same
time, the member states must apply some impetus of their own to further
European development so that people identify more with European projects.
If the EU wants to compete in the global marketplace, more money needs
to be invested in infrastructure projects such as energy networks, grids for
renewables and state-of-the-art internet connections. The densely populated
regions of Asia already offer the fast broadband networks that are essential
to business decision-making. The aim for the EU should be to generate the
resources for all these transnational projects from its own taxation sources in
the foreseeable future.

Europe’s global responsibility

The EU is a historic achievement that shows how to bring peace to a continent.
But we cannot rest on our laurels. The EU must bring its experience to bear
on regions of acute conflict. Foreign policy has clearly been one of the areas in
which it has long made sense to have a more unified and integrated approach.
The historic mission and the obvious need for action are, however, blatantly
at odds with the current situation. The EU has failed dismally in the area of
foreign policy. It has not even begun to meet the expectation that it would
speak with one voice following the appointment of a High Representative for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. In fact, the high representative has not
even managed to get all the member states to sing from the same hymn sheet,
let alone produce any semblance of unity. This applies equally to strategic
partnerships and the different responses of member states to the recent
upheaval in North Africa and the Middle East. If Europe is to do justice to its
global political responsibility, an end must be put to the dominance of foreign
policy by the member states.



Germany is not helping integration in this area either. Not unreasonably, many
in the EU want it to assume a leading role based on a cooperative approach
and a sensitive antenna for the needs of smaller member states. In its foreign
policy, Germany — more than other nations — tends to opt for civilian and
preventative measures. Therein lies the potential for leadership from which
the whole of Europe could benefit. But instead of consulting, listening and
feeding its experience into European governance, Germany has wavered. This
damages the EU as a whole. External observers, especially those in areas of
conflict themselves, tend to see the multiplicity of views on foreign policy
in general and the unilateral measures of Germany in particular as internal
political posturing at their expense. A good year after the Lisbon Treaty came
into force, the disappointment is palpable.

When it comes to key issues — and Europe is a key issue — government policy
plays a crucial role in public awareness. It has to set the tone and, above all else,
show some direction. Over the past few months, there has been an unusually
high number of very complex European problems to solve. Yet Germany
has never given the impression of making a concerted effort to encourage
pro-European attitudes. On the contrary, there is no longer any trace of the
community method pioneered by Jean Monnet. Situations in which Germany
initially adopted an anti-European attitude have been the rule rather than the
exception. A government that acts in this way causes lasting damage to idea
of European unity.

The future of the EU and its acceptance by the general population will depend
heavily in the next few years on economic and financial issues. However, the
question of enlargement will also define how people in this country think
about Europe. The two options of enlargement and integration should not
be played off against each other. It is not a matter of an either/or decision
in favour of consolidation or expansion, but about strategic expansion and
stronger integration at the same time.

There is one final thing that we should not forget. Rationality may be desirable
in politics but, at the same time, cooperation between the countries of our
continent also requires the ownership and conviction of the people in the
various member states. A real sense of European identity must be generated.
The process of European integration must not be restricted to a project for the
elite or a forum for self-serving profiteering. We cannot create more common
ground and more Europe until transnational cooperation becomes a matter of
course at as many levels as possible. That will only succeed if there is consensus

37



on major European projects. These include climate change initiatives,
financial market regulation and affirmation of our common European values
on the world stage.
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Klaus Ferdinand Gdarditz and 5
Christian Hillgruber

Should Karlsruhe be the
guardian of the Basic Law?3

In its historic verdict of 30 June 2009, the Federal Constitutional Court
ruled on the constitutionality of the Act Approving the Lisbon Treaty and the
accompanying law.4 Even though the court found only the accompanying law to
be unconstitutional, it made some fundamental statements about the underlying
principles of European integration from a constitutional perspective. It
reinstated the democratic decision-making authority of the national parliament
in the context of the European integration process, mobilised ordinary citizens
to be the individual “guardians of democracy” and made itself the jointly
responsible overseer.

A guarantee of German statehood

The German Basic Law guarantees an individual right to elect the Bundestag
and have the constitutional principles of electoral law upheld.> However, the
Constitutional Court argues that the act of voting would lose its meaning if
“the elected state body did not have a sufficient degree of responsibilities and
competences in which the legitimised power to act can be realised”. The Basic
Law thus “excludes the possibility[...] of depleting the content of the legitimation
of state authority and [...] exercise of that authority provided by the election, by
transferring the responsibilities [...] of the Bundestag to the European level to
such an extent that the principle of democracy is violated”.

3 This is an abridged and updated version of an article that originally appeared as “Volkssouverénitit und Demokratie
ernst genommen — Zum Lissabon-Urteil des Court”, Juristenzeitung, 2009, pp. 872-881.

4 CourtE 123, 267 ff., available in German and English at www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de. The recital numbers
quoted here (R. xx) refer to the online version.

5 CourtE 89, 155 (171).
6 R.175.
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Based on this individual right to democracy, the court’s verdict on the Lisbon
Treaty limited Article 23.1, the clause in the Basic Law that empowers the
Federal Republic to integration empowerment, much more clearly than its
verdict on the Maastricht Treaty in 1993. It allows Germany to participate in a
supranational system of cooperation, but the “autonomous” authority of the EU
exercised according to treaty law must be anchored in the “constitutional law of
the member states”, i.e. it may only be such political rule as is derived from the
member states and therefore limited in nature.” Article 23.1 only legitimises
the transfer of individual, suitably defined and thus factually limited powers
to a treaty-based community, not the all-encompassing full sovereign power
of the stat