Great Coalition and National Democratic Party

The Current West German Scene
KLAUS EPSTEIN

However, it also arouses concern because
TWODEVELOPMENTS, both completely unthe NPD would become the major benefiexpected as recently as half a year ago,
ciary of the Great Coalition’s failure to
dominate the West German political situsolve Germany’s outstanding problems.
ation in the winter of 1966-67: the elecIn a country unburdened by Germany’s
toral success of the neo-Nazi National
past, the rise of the NPD would scarcely
Democratic Party (NPD) in provincial
be alarming. It received 7.8 per cent of
elections in Hessen and Bavaria, and the
the vote in Hessen on November 6, 7.4 per
formation of a Great Coalition in Bonn
cent of the vote in Bavaria on November 20,
between the Christian Democratic Union
1966.’ Foreign commentators have forgotten
(CDU) and the Social Democratic Party
too kasily that in both provinces more than
(SPD) . The two developments, though
I
92 per cent of the voters supported demoseparate in their origins, have inevitably
craiic parties, and that a crackpot fringe
become connected with one another and
of/less than 8 per cent is by no means
merged in the public mind. The rise of the
unusual in democratic communities. For
NPD evokes bitter memories of the Nazi
example, the Poujadist movement in
past, and arouses grave anxieties about
many ways strikWest Germany’s future; the formation of a ’France in the 1950’s-in
Great Coalition evokes hopes that long-neg- ,,’ ingly similar to the NPD-received
more
lected poblems can now be attacked in ,’ than twice as many votes, yet it disapa spirit free of narrow partisan. politics.,/ peared after a few years without leaving
Modern Age

I

LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED

161

any significant imprint upon French polimer feel special resentments connected
tics. It is important to note, furthermore,
with their expulsion. It is stronger among
that the NPD has been comparatively modProtestants than among Catholics, in part
erate in its neeNazism and that its sucbecausc nationalisni has traditicjnally been
cesses-limited as these are-are without
strongest among Protestants, in part bequestion connected with its moderation.
cause Catholics have special reason to feel
The leading figure of the NPD, an
satisfied with the Bonn Republic in which
ex-officer named Adolf von Thadden,
they play a far more prominent role than
had a half-sister executed by the Nazis in
under earlier German regimes (Wilhel1944 for suspicion of resistance activity
mine Empire, Weimar Republic, or Naagainst Hitler. Thadden and his colleagues
zism). The NPD has had a special appeal
feel insulted (or at least, claim to feel into small shopkeepers who have been hard
sulted) when they are accused of being
hit by rising interest rates and economic
neo-Nazi or anti-Semitic. They go out of
stagnation. It is far stronger among peastheir way to affirm their loyalty to West
ants and lower middle-class elements than
Germany’s democratic institutions, and
among the industrial working class, partly
forswear any path to power which is not
because the former stand in an uneasy restrictly constitutional. No doubt they are
lationship to the modern world of capitalist
strengthened in this prudent attitude by
industrialism in all countries, partly befear cif being outlawed by the German Sucause the latter have a psychological and
organizational shelter in the SPD, which
preme Court under a constitutional provihas traditionally been in Germany a “way
sion which requires the s u p p r e d n of anti-democratic parties (Both the Commuof life” as much as a party.
nist party and several minor neo-Nazi parIt should be stressed, however, that
ties have already fallen victim to this prowhile the NPD has had its greatest success with people between 25 and 35, refvision). Whatever the reason, it is imporugees, Protestants, shopkeepers, peasants,
tant to note that the NPD seeks nothing
more than participation within the existand members of the lower middle class, it
ing framework of German p o l i t i c e a
is the natural home of discontented and
“national revolution” in the style f 1933.
resentful people from all classes. It is essentially
a party of protest with a purely
Preliminary surveys have shown hat the
negative
program. An old-fashioned xenoNPD appeals to broad strata, tho gh not
phobic
nationalism
is the core of the NPD
exactly a cross section, of the We t Geroutlook. While sharply hostile to commuman population. Its greatest stren h is
in the age group between 25 and 35 this
nism, it is also critical of Germany’s Western allies because they have done nothing
group is too young to have experi nced
to promote German unification. The NPD
the horrors of Nazism and war di tly
condemns the (alleged) lack of dignity
and consciously, yet feels itself expose to
a n t i G e r m a n sentiment throughout
shown by the politicians of Bonn in their
world-sentiment
rooted in memory of
(alleged) willingness to renounce the Easte m territories lost in 1945, and their genNazi crimes for which it does not feel iteral failure to stand up for national honor
self to be responsible. The NPD is strongagainst foreigners. The conception of honer among refugees from the Eastern terri.
or championed by the NPD is, to put it
tones (now held by Russia, Poland, and
Czechoslovakia) than it is among West \ mildly, intellectually naive and morally obGerman natives-no wonder since the for- ‘\tu%. Its leaders deny that Hitler’s Ger’
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many was primarily responsible for the
outbreak of the second World War, citing
the “famous American historian” David
Hoggan (who remain% justifiably, quite
unknown in America) as their crown witness. While not defending the destruction
of European Jewry, they find emotional
satisfaction in relativising its enormity by
pointing to “parallel” crimes perpetrated
by the Soviet Union and the Western Allies (for example, the brutal expulsion of
millions of Germans from the Eastern territories, the barbarous Anglo-American air
raid upon the civilian quarters of Dresden, as well as current American methods
of warfare in Vietnam). They castigate
the injustice of trying o d y German war
criminals after 1945, and clamor for the
indiscriminate release of the few convicted
war criminals still in jail.
In all these ways the NPD reveals an utter
incapacity to come to grips with the
unique horrors of Germany’s Nazi past.
Its leaders and followers are genuinely surprised and indignant about the survival
abroad, from the Nazi era, of anti-Geman
sentiment. They are furious when Nazi
crimes are “exploited” to keep Germany in
a secondary status in the free world (for
example, in the question of access to nuclear weapons) and to require heavy restitution payments to Israel (NPD speakers
insist perversely that Germany has no moral ,obligation since there is little direct connection between the Jewish victims of Nazism and the present state of Israel-a state
which did not even exist at the time). The
NF’D is very hesitant to accept any moral
obligations owed by Germans to any part
of the world; it opposes foreign aid to under-developed countries on the ground that
such aid disappears in an “operation rathole,” and that the money can in any case
be more usefully spent at home. The NPD
reveals its narrow chauvinism by being
concerned (admittedly in the good compaModern Age
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ny of General de Gaulle) about the danger
of American capital investment in Germany, which it calls “alien domination of native industry”; and it flies equally in the
face of economic rationality in opposing
the introduction of foreign laborers to
staff undermanned sectors of the German
economy. Its leaders are stern critics of the
66
extravagant and incompetent” fiscal and
economic policies pursued by the Bonn
government during the last few years, and
they skillfully exploit grievances connected
with inflation, unemployment, and high
interest rates. The NPD also claims to be
the guardian of law and order: it calls for
more effective police work against criminals and adolescent gangs; and it prides
itself on defending old-fashioned German
morality against beatniks and other “alien” influences.
The most notable fact about this program-if
a farrago of unconnected resentments may be dignified with the name of
a program-is
that its sponsors, in their
pharisaism and provincialism, are quite
unaware of Germany’s true position in the
world. They fail to understand that Germany bas become a second-rate power desvictim than the masational politics; a second-rate
ably burdened by the liabilizi past, which means that Gere measured by a special standas those memories survive with
It is paradoxical, int a force like the NPD serves
to keep these memories alive. It
a vicious cycle is beginning
re Germanophobia gives enthe NPD at home, and the
ives encouragement to Germakes the NPD a serious sympn-despite its small
ting strength and programmatic sterility-is
that it represents, in open and
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blatant form, resentments which are increasingly widespread, although in a subsurface and muted form, in circles inaccessible to the direct appeal of the NPD. It
is not too much to say that the West Germany of 1967 is in a condition of general
malaise composed of frustrated hopes, disappointed expectations, and profound puzzlements. Most conspicuous among the
frustrated hopes is the failure to achieve
any progress on the road to unification.
The Adenauer-Dulles policy of “unification
through strength” has been proven bankrupt. The West is neither able nor willing
to compel the Russians to abandon their
Communist puppets in East Germany; the
East German Democratic Republic,is an inescapable fact, and one with which the
(West) German Federal Republic must
inevitably come to some kind of terms.
The policy of pretending that it \does not
exist, because it ought not to exist1 has become increasingly hollow. The inevitable
increase in diplomatic contacts \between
the Federal Republic and the
Republic on such topics as t
and access to West Berlin are
for many West Germans to swallo
they all involve an “upgrading” of
German Communist regime and
solidation. Most important of all
er, is the increasing West Germa
nition that unification has become
an pipe-dream, and that 18 millio
Germans are doomed to live in
under Communist tyranny.
Quite apart from the bleak pr
unification, the international s i t u a
looks grim when viewed from
American alliance-long
the
West German policy-has gone emoti
ly sour although its importan
to be realized as an intellectual nece
Germans from Adenauer on down de
America’s absorption in Vietnam
neglect of European. affairs. They resent

President Johnson’s apparent intention of
seeking better relations with Russia
through the abandonment of further support for German reunification. They feel
sorry for themselves because they are
placed squarely in the middle of the Franco-American struggle concerning the futdre of NATO; and they have a sneaking
admiration for what President de Gaulle
is “getting away with,” and wonder whether a strident assertion of independence is
not a better way to secure Washington’s
respect than deferential loyalty to alliance
obligations. Germans resent acutely that
they are too often “taken for granted;”
<c
considered expendable,” or browbeaten
by their American ally. For example, they
were pressured by the U. S. govemrnent to go out on a limb on the question
of an Atlantic multilateral nuclear force,
only to see it abandoned by its American
sponsor in the face of English and French
opposition. They resent the obligation to
purchase unwanted and unneeded arms in
America under the “off-set agreement” negotiated to prevent U. S. forces in Germany from constituting a drain on the American balance of payments. Some think
that Robert McNamara sometimes confuses his role as Defense Secretary with
that of lobbyist for the U. S. export trade
in arms. It is also argued that Germany is
discriminated against by the very principle of the “off-set agreement,” since the
U. S. would not dream of charging Britain
for the dollar drain created by the stationing of American air force units on its soil
(The merit or demerit of these German
contentions cannot be argued here; howev:
er controversial, they do without question
contribute to the present German discontent).
Apart from the failure to secure unification and ‘the souring of the GermanAmetican alliance, many Germans are disby the setbacks experienced by
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the European unity movement. The successful practice of old-fashioned nationalism by Gaullist France has encouraged imitation in Germany, and one now hears nationalist noises-not just ‘from NPD politicians-which would have r e m a i n e d
muted even a few years ago. That nationalism is a potentially explosive force in a
partitioned country is too obvious to require elaboration. The inevitable frustration of Germany’s legitimate national aspirations can have incalculable consequences; this frustration is compounded
by resentment that Germany does not play
a role on the international scene commensurate to its real strength. Though economically the third most powerful state in
the world, it carries far less political
weight than either England or Francequite apart from the intrinsic psychological problem it shares with England and
France, that of adjusting from Great Power to Secondary Power status.
Germany’s junior role in the Western
alliance is, of course, an inevitable legacy
of the Nazi era which left foreigners distrustful of Germany and Germans preoccupied with unification at the expense of
other questions. It should be stressed, furthermore, that weariness with the entire
“undigested” Nazi past is a major feature
of the present German malaise. When travelling abroad, young Germans who feel no
personal responsibility for Nazi crimes resent the anti-German attitudes they encounter. They feel saturated with constant
reminders of Nazi horrors, such as the
prolonged Auschwitz trial which dragged on
for half a year. They resent the constant
defamation of the Federal Republic as a
hotbed of Nazism, neo-Nazism, nationalism, and imperialism, undertaken by Communists and other Germanophobe elements; also, the consequent magnification
of every symptom to be found of the survival of these elements (For example,
Modern Age
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much of the Western press attached more
importance to the 8 per cent neo-Nazis in
Hessen and Bavaria than to the 92 per cent
democrats). Germans of the older generation find themselves frequently embarrassed when they are reminded of their
own Nazi past. Actions explicable in the
German mood of 1933 still appear quite
inexcusable in the international mood of
1966. Thus the new Chancellor Kiesinger
received an unfavorable foreign reception
because he had taken out Nazi party membership in 1933. The candidacy of Albert
Pfitzer to become head of Erhard’s Chancellery in September 1966 failed at the last
moment because it was discovered that he
had been a member of the SS (needless
to say,, of one of the relatively innocent
branches of this polyglot organization) in
1934. Most Germans feel that denazification wqs done (indeed, overdone) in thti
first y e 9 after World War 11, and that no
useful purpose is served in ferreting out
ex-Naz+ now-unless,
of course, a person
e specific crime. They feel
y, however, that membership
or one of its auxiliary organcannot be considered ipso facto
1, and they resent it when most fora very different attitude.
prospects for unification, the
international situation, and
reminders of the Nazi
e only constituent elements
y’s dispiritedness. The fall
government of Ludwig Erhard was
It of a widespread feelaffairs had been serimismanaged during the last few
Erhard had made his career as the
ct, or at least the symbol, of the SOGerman “economic miracle.” He aced Germans to expect a continuous
mprovement in living standards as a normal fact of life and nothing to be particularly grateful about. When the economio
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boom began to taper off in the spring of
1966, and Germany began to have an unfavorable balance of trade-Germans characteristically callcd it “a touch of the English sickness”-the
sense of disappointment was very great. It was soon compounded when a structural crisis in the
coal industry of the Ruhr-connected with
the world-wide shift from coal to oil-led
to some actual unemployment and the fear
of a great deal more. At the same time, irresponsible fiscal policies contributed to
inflationary pressures which led to a 5 per
cent increase in the cost of living in 1965.
It should be noted that Germans) are the
spoiled children of their economic miracle. Twenty years ago they were engaged
in a desperate struggle for survival against
hunger and cold; ten years ago thky were
still relieved and surprised by the restoration of economic “normalcy.’y To&y they
are, just as much as the peoples of‘the
I underdeveloped world, victims of the “revolution of rising expectations.” Eve when
living standards rise they are disco tented
because they do not rise fast Tough,
while even a small set-back appears intolerable and a violation of the natu
The fear that the “economic mir
ending proved a major reaso
striking gains made by the
provincial elections in North Rh
phalia on July 12, 1966 (in which
did not compete). Chancellor
unwisely and unnecessarily st
sonal prestige in those electio
symbol of the economic mir
fronted by that miracle’s failure, he
his usefulness to his party. His fellow-1
ers had hitherto accepted
because of his splendid record as an
toral locomotive,” although they all
privately with Erhard‘s predecessor
nauer that the Chancellor was “too we
and too much of a “rubber lion” to fill his
post effectively.

f

I

I

I

166

Konrad Adenauer had accustomed West
Germans to strong and resolute leadership.
He had used, with general success, ruthless methods to force his policies upon a
sometimes unwilling party, parliament and
country. Though his rule was democratic
in the Sense of being endorsed by the majority of the electorate in four successive
elections, it also appealed to the authoritarian yearnings of a country with poorly developed traditions of self-government. Erhard proved incompetent because he was
too decent and too little avid for power to
rule in Adenauer’s style. He allowed the
powers of the Chancellor’s office to atrophy; permitted Cabinet meetings to degenerate into bull sessions; and was unable to
check ferocious factionalism within his own
CDU. His feeble manner of holding the
reins earned him ridicule and contempt,
and it first confused, then troubled, and
finally disgusted a public attuned to strong
rule.
Erhard‘s inability to provide resolute
leadership became evident when he could
not cope with the “fiscal mess” left by Adenauer upon his retirement in 1963. Adenauer, with a sovereign contempt for economics, had been a complete opportunist
in his economic policies. Though a conservative in his instincts, and capable of
talking the rhetoric of “fiscal responsibility” with apparent conviction, he showered
“election gifts” upon the electorate before
every election in the form of increased SOcial welfare benefits and a fantastic array
of subsidies. This irresp.onsib1e policy
could be financed without undue difficulty
SO long as tax revenues rose steadily with
the expansion of the economy. Difficulties
became inevitable when tax revenues
slowed down with the levelling of the economic boom. Certain anachronistic Ieatures of the constitution of the Federal Republic increased those difficulties. The
constitution demands that the budget be
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balanced-a remarkable feature in an age
when Keynesian compensatory fiscal policies are accepted by most economist-and
it provides that the Lander (provinces) receive between 61 and 65 per cent of the
revenues collected under the Federal income tax. A realistic attack upon the German “fiscal mess” required a triple program of cutting subsidies and welfare payments, increasing taxes, and amending the
constitution-in short, a highly controversial and unpopular program.
Erhard, his prestige already eroded by
economic difficulties, the SPD gains in the
North Rhine-Westphalian elections, and a
crisis in the German army (too complicated to analyze here), was not the man to
carry out a stem fiscal program. His government broke up in late October when the
CDU’s coalition partner, the Free Democratic Party (FDP), refused to go along
with some proposed tax increases which
would have hit its middle-class voting clientele with special severity. The intransigence of the FDP was no doubt promoted
by the widespread feeling that Erhard
“was through.” Why not garner a bit of
glory by killing the “rubber lion” now that
he had already been deflated? The departure of the FDP from the “Bonn Coalition”
(CDU-FDP), which had ruled the Bonn
Republic almost continuously since its
foundation in 1949, left Erhard with an allCDU “minority Cabinet” holding only 245
out of 496 seats in the Bundestug (Federal
parliament). Since neither cif the two .other
parties represented in the Bundestug, the
SPD and the FDP, were willing to form a
new coalition with the CDU so long as the
discredited Erhard retained his leadership,
the CDU was compelled to find a new leader quickly lest it be forced to go into opposition.
Its parliamentary party thereupon nominated a comparative outsider, Kurt Georg
~Kiesinger, Minister-Prudent (governor)

Modern Age

of Wiirttemberg-Baden, as its Chancellorcandidate with 137 out of 244 votes after
a spirited competition with Gerhard
Schroder, the Foreign Minister, and Rainer Barzel, the CDU parliamentary leader.
Schrijder, who received 81 votes in the
party caucus, was too much of a North
German Protestant and too closely identified with Washington’s anti-Gaullist policies to make an effective leader of an interconfessional party with a strong South
German Gaullist wing. Rainer Barzel was
too young (43), too brash, too ambitious
and had been too disloyal to Erhard (who
retained a certain sentimental following)
to be acceptable to the party; to everybody’s surprise (including his own) he receivedionly 26 votes. Kiesinger, who had
left Bonn eight years ago to become governor in Wiirttemberg, had lacked the opportunity to make enemies recently; he
combiied a reputation for high-minded
intellectuality with a blank record on many
contro ersial issues; and he was favored
by Fr, nz Josef Strauss, the hefty chieftain
of thy 50-man-strong Christian Social Unite independent Bavarian wing
CDU) Strauss supported Kiesinger
e intention of returning to the Cabich he had been compelled to leave
in connection with the Spiegel afen he had been guilty of arbitrary
and had lied to parliament about
No doubt he also had hope of reKiesinger eventually in the Chanp. Apart from the fact that Strauss
younger than Kiesinger, it
noted that the latter does
the reputation of being a strong
an. In the week of his election he was
as “the most beautiful Erhard that we have”-referring to his photogenic qualities (an important political
attribute in the age af TV) and also to the
wide-spread belief that he shared some of
Erhard’s weaknesses. His age (62) and re-
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puted “softness~’made it appear unlikely
that he would become the dominant figure
in German politics for a prolonged period; some old-timers wcre reminded, however, of the fact that Adenauer had become
Chancellor in 1949 under the general impression that he would prove a “transition
Chancellor.”
The CDU commissioned Kiesinger as
their new Chancellor-candidate, to negotiate simultaneously with both the SPD for
a “Great Coalition” (CDU-SPD) and the
FDP for the restoration of the old “Bonn
Coalition” (CDU-FDP) which had just
broken apart. It will be recalled that the
CDU, while the strongest party in the Bundestag with 245 out of 496 seats, lacked
4 votes for an absolute majorihy, and
therefore could not govern alone. A! Great
Coalition would have an overwhelming
majority (CDU 245 and SPD 202 for a total of 447 out of 496 seats), the Born COalition a safe working majority (CD,U 245
and FDP 49 for a total of 294 out ’of 496

\

seats).
It became quickly evident that the\ Bonn
Coalition (CDU-FDP) could n
stored because of cumulative m
opinion about the tax issue whi
to the fall of the Erhard gover
theoretical possibility of a ‘
tion” between the SPD and the F
holding 251 out of 496 seats-was
ly discussed and was favore
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rangement. It was, however, quite im
sible because its parliament

certainty, that thc FDP le
count upon every member on the secr
ballot leading to the new Chancellor’s investiture) A majority of 6 was simply not
sufficient to conduct an effective govern-

.

ment, especially in a situation which required tough and unpopular measures.
The parallel of Harold Wilson’s British La.
bour government of 1964, with its 3-man
majority, was irrelevant because Wilson
had a majority without Liberal support,
and was obviously headed for an early
election. The leaders of the SPD were,
however, understandably eager to avoid
early elections because of the ominous rise
of the NPD. German electoral law excludes
parties with less than 5 per cent from rep;
resentation in the Bundestag; a wise provision which has hitherto excluded neoNazis and other splinter parties from the
Bonn scene. The NPD had just won, however, more than 7 per cent of the vote in
provinces as different as Hessen and Bavaria, and politicians feared it would make
its appearance in the next Bwzdestag if
early elections were held-thereby further
complicating a parliamentary situation already difficult enough.
Herbert Wehner, the ‘‘strong man” of
the SPD, saw from the beginning that a
Great Coalition was inevitable; it appears
probable that he negotiated with the FDP
about the Mini-Coalition only in order to
strengthen the SPD’s bargaining position
toward the CDU. Wehner had to overcome
formidable opposition within his SPD; at
least 40 per cent of the parliamentary party
favored risking the adventure of a MiniCoalition. The arguments against a Great
Coalition were indeed formidable. Such a
coalition meant that the SPD would “bail
out” the CDU now that its fiscal and emnomic policies (and perhaps its foreign
policy as well) had become bankrupt. Since
the CDU was numerically the stronger coalition partner and filled the Chancellor’s
office in the person of Kiesinger, there
could not be any abrupt change in policy;
must swallow a large portion of
rhetoric as the price of coaliof Strauss to Cabinet office
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was especially hard to .swallow, since
Strauss was widely considered, since the
Spiegel affair (not just for SPD members),
the incarnation of political irresponsibility
and moral obtuseness. The Left wing of the
SPD, and the independent intelligentsia
headed by Tin Drum author Giinther Grass,
was outraged by the SPD leadership’s sitting around the Cabinet table with Strauss
and moderating its policies to permit coalition with the long-despised CDU. A party
split could probably be avoided, but it appeared bad for the SPD to alienate its zealous activists in the name of “responsibility.”
Significantly, there were student demonstrations against the SPD “capitulation”
in nearly every German university city. In
Berlin Willy Brandt’s eldest son was photographed among the demonstrators,
which elicited the father’s comment: “It
is easier to persuade politicians than
members of one’s own family.”
An additional argument against the
“Grand Coalition” was that the absence
of effective parliamentary oppositionhenceforth confined to 49 FDP deputies
-would make for flaccid, complacent, and
incompetent government. The example of
Austria, where a “Black-Red Great Coalition” of Catholics and Socialists had ruled
for 21 years from 1945 to 1966 with the
disastrous result of assigning all jobs in
accordance to party proportions rather
than competence, was frequently cited as
a horrifying scarecrow. Under a Great Coalition, mutual interest in the practice of
“you scratch my back and I’ll scratch
yours” meant toleration of each other‘s
nepotism, padded payrolls, and inefficiency.
The absence of a vigorous opposition with
the ability to form an alternative government could easily lead, moreover, to widespread political apathy and the enwuragement of extra.parliamentary radicalism. In
the specific case of Germany it must be
feared that the Great, Coalition will give

encouragement to the NPD by confirming
the suspicion of its potential sympathizers
that all the parties in Bonn are engaged in
a collusive conspiracy against the real interests of the German people.
These arguments against the Great Coalition are, in fact, so weighty that it is
hard to avoid an uncomfortable feeling
when one views its formation; but it was
nevertheless inescapable in the light of the
composition of the existing Bundestag and
the generally admitted undesirability of
new elections in the fall of 1966. Supp6rters of the Great Coalition hope that its disadvantages can be minimized if it is clearly
understood as a temporary alliance (say
for 2% years until the next parliamentary
elections are due in 1969) to deal with a
temporary emergency: the acid test of the
Great Coalition will be whether it can
make itself superfluous within a comparatively brief span of time. Since it is supported by some 90 per cent of the Bundestag, it cannot plead inability to pass l e g
islation as an excuse for failure.
To become superfluous the Great Coalition must show courage and success in coping with the problems which confront the
Federal Republic today. Some of these are,
of course, not capable of solution. For example, no German government can bring
about unification or bridge the gap which
exists between the American and French
conceptions of NATO. Other problems are,
however, soluble: for example, the fiscal
mess which finally toppled Erhard‘s government. Kiesinger’s government has a
highly energetic Finance Minister in the
person of Strauss, and it possesses a constitution-amending two-thirds majority
which can reorganize the relationship between the Federal government and the provinces in the light of modern fiscal needs.
Much requires to be done in the field of
economic policy, an area which has become
the responsibility of SPD-Professor Karl
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Schiller, the new Minister .of Economics
(the post from which Erhard launched the
great career which has now come to such
a pathetic close). It is significant that the
stock market did not respond negatively
to the appointment of a Socialist Minister
of Economics-the SPD has long since
foresworn nationalization or other radical
experiments. Schiller will be judged by his
vigor and success in handling the structnr.
a1 crisis of the coal industry, and his ability to exercise a restraining influence upon the trade unions whose excessive wage
demands have promoted “cost-push inflation,’ in recent years. Incidentally, the
mere fact of the formation of a Great Coalition did much to restore German industry’s
sagging confidence in the government.
Another field where the Grand Coalition
can do constructive work is in the long
postponed definition of the emergency
powers of the Federal government to deal
with external or internal crises. The Bonn
Republic is probably the only modem
state in which the government lacks such
p o w e r s f o r understandable reasons: the
Weimar Republic was wrecked in the years
1930 to 1933 by the misuse of the emergency powers which President Hindenburg
possessed under Article 48 of the Weimar
constitution. The controversy concerning
emergency powers has dragged on in Bonn
for the last eight years, because the CDUdominated governments of Adenauer and
Erhard could never achieve the support of
a suspicious SPD, whose votes were necessary to secure the essential constitutionamending majority. The Great Coalition is
an ideal instrument for resolving this longfestering problem through an agreement
between the two great parties.
Other fruitful fields in which the Great
Coalition can show its mettle are military
policy, foreign policy, and relations with
the German Democratic Republic of East
Germany. The CDU-dominated govern-

ments never convinced foreign opinion
that Germany had genuinely renounced the
ambition to become a nuclear power.
While atomic renunciation is a serious
matter in a world where status is enhanced
by possessing nuclear weapons (witness
De Gaulle’s France), it appears nonetheless imperative that this sacrifice be made
by the German people in view of Germany’s past record and her geographical position at the border between the Communist
and the Free World. The Socialist members
of the new governments are in a position
to strengthen the CDU elements which favor atomic renunciation against those who
have hitherto opposed Germany’s signing
of the pending non-proliferation treaty;
though it should be remembered that all of
Germany’s leading politicians, irrespective
of party, insist that the treaty be so drafted
as to preclude interference with the civilian
uses of atomic energy.
The most crying need in foreign affairs
is a more conciliatory attitude toward
Eastern Europe. The new Foreign Minister, SPD-leader Willy Brandt, is in a good
position to make some progress in this direction. Germany’s Eastern policy has
been hitherto paralyzed by two shibboleths
from the past: the refusal to recognize the
Oder-Neisse boundary between Germany
and Poland, drawn by force in 1945, and
the refusal to have full diplomatic relations
with any country (other than Russia),
which maintains diplomatic relations with
the German Democratic Republic. This SOcalled “Hallstein Doctrine” is based upon
the morally understandable, but politically
impracticable, proposition that the Bonn
Republic is the “only legitimate Germar
state.” The main factor behind the long
standing refusal to recognize the new
boundaries has been fear of the refugee
vote, i.e. the votes of the 13 million expellees
from the Eastern territories. This fear had
gone to the preposterous length that the
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Ronn government had refused hitherto to
formally renounce the Munich Agreement
of 1938 (under which Hitler’s Germany acquired the Sudeten territories of Czechoslovakia), lest the 2 million Sudeten Germans now living in the Federal Republic
feel antagonized. A Great Coalition government was in a far better position to make
concessions to the East than a government
dominated by either the CDU or the SPD;
it can develop a new policy with the assurance that its coalition partner will not appeal demagogically to the refugee vote
against it. This will be done, admittedly,
at the risk that irreconcilable refu,gee voters will turn to the NPD; but the risk does
not appear excessive in view of the SUCcessful integration of most refugees into
the life of the Federal Republic.
The first significant foreign policy steps
of the new government-apart from the
optically overdue, but not intrinsically
very important, improvement of relations
with France-were in fact aimed at Eastern Europe. Kiesinger’s policy declaratiop
of Dec. 13, 1966, sought to conciliate
Czechoslovakia by formally admitting the
invalidity of the Munich Agreement. The
“Hallstein Doctrine” was geographically
diluted, though not in principle completely
abandoned, as regards what used to be
called the Russian “satellite states” of
Eastern Europe. These states had originally recognized East Berlin at a time when
they were complete Russian puppets-a
situation completely different from a state
of the neutral world which might decide
to open diplomatic relations with the German Democratic Republic now. The latter
would still be considered an unfriendly
act toward the Bonn Republic, subject to
economic or diplomatic retaliation ; the
former is now accepted as a regrettable
fait accompli. West Germany opened diplomatic relations with Rumania, in recent
years the most independent country of

Eastern EurDpe, in January 1967; Hungary
was expected to follow next. The fact that
there will henceforth be two German ambassadors in Bucharest-ne
from Bonn, the
other from East Berlin-has been accepted
with equanimity in Bonn; all the more SO
since some members of the CDU (headed
by former Eoreign, now Defense Minister,
Schroder) had long favored a more flexible policy toward the East, and had indeed supported the establishment of trade
consulates in several Eastern states since
1963. The “normalization’y of relations
with Poland remains, unfortunately, impossible in the foreseeable future in view
of the unresolved “Oder-Neisse question.”
The appointment of Herbert Wehner to
the All German Ministry heralds some longoverdue steps in the revision of West Germany’s policy toward the German Democratic Republic. While the official nonrecognition of the latter’s government is certain to survive formally, it is unlikely to
dominate practical policy to the extent that
it has in former years. Wehner has come
out publicly in favor of negotiations on
the ministerial level (if necessary) on
such questions as trade,. travel, and cultural contacts. He has even pr.oclaimed the
desirability of an economic federation between East and West Germany, a rather
impracticable proposal but one welcome
for breaking certain taboos in West German thinking. The road from ministerial
negotiations to effective reunification is of
course long, bumpy, and probably filled
with insuperable obstacles, but the Great
Coalition government can at least overcome the sterile negativism which has
marked Bonn’s attitude toward East Germany in the past.
A difficult question confronting the
Great Coalition is whether to reform the
electoral law. At present Germany elects
the Bundestug in accordance with propor171
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tional representation, subject to the reservation that only parties which win 5 per
cent of the national vote secure representation. The S per cent “excli~sion
clause” has been successful in eliminating all small parties except the
FDP, which fluctuates in voting strength
between 6 and 12 per cent; but
the result has been that the FDP has usually held the balance of power between the
‘two great parties, CDU and SPD. It has in
fact possessed influence out of all proportion to its numerical strength and political
wisdom-while
suffering from a “profile
neurosis” for fear that the voters might
forget about its separate existence and look
upon it as a mere appendage of the CDU,
with which it has been usually allied since
1%9. FDP leaders have often confused the
assertion of independence with sheer opportunism. Moreover, the existence of the
FDP has prevented the establishment of
clear-cut lines of party responsibility,
which can only be achieved in a two-party
system, with the chance that government
and opposition can exchange roles.
The CDU and SPD, united in the Great
Coalition, are tempted to eliminate the
FDP by changing from the proportional to
the majority voting system (as practiced in
Britain and the United States, under which
the strongest party wins a given constituency and minority votes are “lost”). The
FDP has never won more than 20 per cent
in any constituency; its survival depends,
therefore, upon the maintenance of proportional representation. To “massacrey’ a
party with a considerable following
through manipulating the electoral system
appears, of course, immoral and a political
evil; but to permit the FDP to remain in
the Bundestug after 1969-possibly joined
by the NPD-is
also a political evil. It
may, for example, compel the Great Coalition to continue on a permanent basis,
with all the disadvantages outlined above.

If, on the contrary, d l parties except the
CDU and SPD are eliminated from the
Bundestug, then the way is open for the alternation, in government and opposition,
between the two surviving parties. This appears highly desirable provided intolerable
resentments are avoided among “disfranchised” FDP and NF’D voters. Apart from
the introduction of the majority system
there may be other methods to eliminate
the FDP such as raising the 5 per cent
clause to say 10 per cent, or requiring the
winning of one or more direct mandates
to qualify for proportional representation.
The entire question is extremely complicated, but it must be faced by the Great
Coalition in one way or another.
It should be clear from this catalogue
that great tasks confront the Great Coalition. Whether it proves successful will depend upon Kiesinger, who is an unknown
quantity in national affairs; above all
upon whether he can force strong men
like Strauss, SchrGder, Brandt, Schiller,
and Wehner-previously bitter enemie-to
work together as an effective team. One
favorable result of the Great Coalition is
inherent in its very formation: it has given
the SPD a “certificate of respectability”
from its enemies. In the Adenauer era the
SPD was constantly denounced for being radical, crypto-Communist, anti-Western, and generally unfit to govern, while
the CDU claimed for itself a practically exclusive proprietory stake in the Bonn Republic. The ending of this defamation and
this exclusive identification constitutes a
long-overdue purification of German politics. It may prepare the way for an all or
predominantly SPD government after the
1969 elections. No one should be alarmed
by this possibility, since agreement on fundamentals exists between the CDU and the
SPD ever since the latter veered to the
Right in the Bad Godesberg Program of
1959. Seventeen years of continuous powSpring 1967
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er have led to a great deal of dty rot in the

CDU; a period in opposition would probably do it, and certainly Germany, much
good. It remains to be seen, of course,
whether the Great Coalition will in fact
prove a stepping-stone to an SPD government; it may prove just as well a rescue
operation for the CDU. Many SPD leaders fear that the burden of co-responsibility for a mess created by the CDU may
prove an electoral liability for the party,
whereas continued independence might
have led to an independent majority in
1969 even without any change in the electoral system. CDU leaders naturally hope
that the achievements of the Great Coalition will primarily benefit their party because those achievements will be associated
in the public mind with CDU-Chancellor
Kiesinger. The outcome must be reckoned
very uncertain, but the SPD will in either
case have emerged from the moral ghetto
into which it had been placed by Adenauer
and Erhard alike.
The Great Coalition also represents an
act of national reconciliation in a broader
sense. Kiesinger, who joined the Nazi
party in 1933, is Chancellor; Brandt, whom
the Nazis drove into emigration in 1933, is
Vice-Chancellor and Foreign Minister. Wehner, who was a Communist in 1933 and remained one until 1945, is Minister for All
German affairs. It cannot be said that the
danger implicit in this kind of reconciliation-sweeping the past under a rug, and
acting as if it did not exist, and blurring
moral distinctions-has been avoided; but
it is also true that a nation, not even the
Germans after Nazism, can permanently
discriminate against broad categories
guilty of error rather than crime. No one
seriously contends that Kiesinger was
guilty of anything personally criminal,
though it is regrettable that he not only
joined the Nazi party, but also held ah influential post in the radio division of RibI

bentrop’s Foreign (Mice during the
war (a post high enough, as his defenders
point out in a rather double-edged argument, to permit him to attempt to moderate the anti-Semitic character of some aficia1 broadcasts).
While Kiesinger’s Nazi past is a liability abroad, Brandt’s past as an CmigrC is a
domestic liability in circles extending far
beyond NPD voters. Brandt’s record., unlike Kiesinger’s, is entirely beyond reproach to any mind not blinded by narrow
chauvinism. Following courageous underground work against Hilter, he emigrated
to Norway and built for himself a new life
as a Norwegian citizen. When the Nazis invaded his newly adopted country he
donned a Norwegian uniform as the best
way to escape detection; it throws a deplorable light upon present-day German circumstances that he has been forced
to deny, at great pains, that he ever fired a
gun at the German invaders. He served in
post-war Germany for some time as a Norwegian diplomat before resuming German
citizenship. Many German veterans are
still outraged about the Norwegian uniform, many chauvinists about the temporary renunciation of German citizenship. It
is a refreshing fact that a man with this
kind of background has been placed at the
head of the Foreign Office, an institution
generally reputed to have more than its
fair share of old-fashioned conservatives.
Herbert Wehner was a dedicated Communist high in party councils during the
Nazi era; he broke with communism only
in 1945. It is a deplorable fact that millions of Germans consider a Communist
past to be far more incriminating than a
Nazi past, and for years the Right-wing
press had the shabbiness to question the
sincerity of Wehner’s break with communism. In fact, however, Wehner gave complete support to Kurt Schumacher, the first
post-war SPD leader, in his uncompromis173
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ing hostility to communism; in the last
decade he has been the decisive influence
upon the SPD’s abandonment of all its
Marxist intellectual baggage, Wehner
knows that his Communist past, especially
when combined with his non-conducting
personality, make it hopeless for him to
aspire to either the party leadership or the
eventual Chancellorship ; he has loyally
backed the more “presentable” Brandt for
both positions.
The national unity achieved by the cooperation of figures as diverse as Kiesinger, Brandt, and Wehner, and parties as
traditionally antagonistic as the CDU and
the SPD, reflects the single most important
fact about today’s West Germany. It is a
country with a “consensus’ on fundamentals” in which no organized force-not
even the NPD-challenges the existing
democratic parliamentary structure of government. How different was the Weimar
Republic with its irreconcilable Right-wing
monarchists, Left-wing Communists, and
sui gem& Nazis, three groups which together held at one time (in 1932) nearly
two-thirds of the parliamentary seats,
thereby making parliamentary government
completely impossible. The consensus of
the Bonn Republic extends beyond governmental institutions to the basic structure of
society, with CDU, SPD, FDP, and NPD
all accepting welfare-state capitalism; political controversies are confined to questions of more or less taxes, welfare benefits, wages and profits. The consensus in
foreign policy behind Germany’s Western
alliances and European integration includes
all parties except the NPD. There is of
course the constant danger that consensus
will degenerate into intellectual lethargy
and political immobility, but it must never
be €orgotten that consensus is, nonetheless, the prerequisite for a successful functioning democracy. Unity in essentials,
partisan controversy about details: Ger-

many has at last caught up with older democracies in achieving this fortunate condition.
In this writer’s opinion it is wrong, or
at least premature, to talk about a crisis of
West German democracy in the Spring
of 1967. Certain cumulative resentments,
long present below the surface, have at last
found open expression in the NPD. The
less than 8 per cent of the German electors
who gave their support to this disreputable
outfit in two provincial elections are a confused and resentful group, strong in negations but lacking any positive program.
They go out of their way (indeed, are
forced to go out of their way by the pressure of public opinion and the threat of
legal prosecution) to affirm their loyalty
to the existing democratic structure of SOciety. Their success, limited as it has been,
has been due to their moderation; they lack
the power, the will, and the Blan to seriously threaten the existing German order.
The formation of the Great Coalition
constitutes a sensible, indeed the only possible, way out of the parliamentary impasse created by the longsmoldering feud
between the CDU and FDP. It presents
great dangers because it provides fuel for
the intransigents on the Left wing of the
SPD, and the discontented of the nationalist “Right” rallying behind the NPD;
moreover, the lack of effective opposition
may lead to incompetence and complacency. It also offers, however, great opportunities for new departures in foreign, German, economic, and fiscal policy. The leaders of both the CDU and the SPD know
that the Great Coalition simply “cannot afford to fail.”
Neither the change of government in
Bonn, nor the electoral successes of the
NPD, constitute justifiable cause for
alarm. West Germany remains basically a
healthy country with well-functioning democratic institutions and an economy which
Spring 1967
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provides well-distributed prosperity. It is
firmly enmeshed with the democratic West
through the NATO alliance and the European Common Market. Many of the resentments which have exploded in the NPD are
likely to be relieved by wise governmental
policies. The one over-riding problem
which defies solution, reunification, has
been with Germans ever since the war, and
they have learned to live with the intolerable remarkably well. The fears often heard
abroad, that they will succumb to quixotic
policies-ranging from a deal with the Russians to invading East Germany to liberate

their fellow-countrymen in the German
Democratic Republic-appear
entirely farfetched. West Germany remains, in short,
what it became through the successes of the
Adenauer era: a safe, sane, and somewhat
dull country in which little happens that need
be of major concern to the outside world.
It is a country which, though still overshadowed in many areas of life by its Nazi
past, is nonetheless far removed from the
Nazi era in the temper of its public life,
the general outlook of its population, its
relative position in the world, and its capacity for making trouble.
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Castro and The New York Times:
An Image in Transition
CARL

D.

MCMURRAY

CHARLES W.

Too much of the regular output of the
press consists of a miscellaneous SUCcession of stories and images which
have no relation to the typical lives of
people anywhere* Too Often the result is meaningless, flatness, distortion
and the perpetuation of misunderstanding among widely scattered groups,
whose ollly contact is through these
media.l

IT IS commonplace to note that newspapers
and other mass media play a leading role
in the development of public images of famous personalities. The images are created over a period of time through reports,
apparently authoritative, which give the
reading, viewing, and listening public pictures of the prominent ones in terms of
physical makeup, likes, dislikes, ideals,
goals, and a variety of personality quirks.

DUNN

The impressions generated may or may
not be accurate portrayals of the models.
But, accurate or inaccurate, the images do
affect the way individuals
the mass
audience react to the names, statements,
and actions of “real” persons.
Without any effort to describe the connection between foreign policy and public
opinion, it seems reasonable to assume that
when an image of the leader of a foreign
nation has been created for popular consumption in the United States, the nature
of this image will influence public opinion
and consequently set limits within which
policy makers must operate when dealing
with that person. The exact nature of these
limits is not a concern in the following account of The New York Times’ development of the Castro image; but the reader
should recognize the potential significance
Spring 1967
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