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Allow me to introduce you to the first issue of present, the magazine of 
the Würth Group offices in Berlin. Please accept it with our compliments. 
We hope you enjoy it.

This issue focuses on processes of political communication, processes in
which businesses must, of course, be involved.

It was only natural that we invite a leading light of post-war German jour-
nalism to contribute to the magazine: Friedrich Nowottny. Among the posts 
he has occupied during his long career are director of West German radio 
and TV (WDR) and chairman of the national broadcasting network (ARD). 
Beginning on p. 14, he examines how the media approach the public and 
how the public approaches the media. The conclusions he reaches should 
be taken to heart by all of us. 

How Berlin sees the rest of the country and how the rest of the country 
sees Berlin will feature regularly in the magazine. We view this as a way of
helping to define the city’s role as capital of a reunified Germany and the seat
of the national parliament and government. There is widespread uncertainty
about that role. Jürgen Engert is a Berliner by choice and an outstanding 
journalist who has been TV editor-in-chief at the local broadcasting station
SFB and was founding director of the main ARD studios in Berlin. On p. 24 
he attempts to clarify the capital’s place in national life.

Reinhold Würth, a grand old man of German business, is Chairman of the
Würth Group’s Advisory Board and the driving force behind the company.
Beginning on p. 5, he sketches the history of globalisation as it has affected
international businesses during the transition from the Industrial Age to 
the Information Age.

The Latin saying Vox populi Vox Dei (“the voice of the people is the voice
of God”) gives an idea of how powerful public opinion can be. In our column
“Vox populi” we’ll be reporting and commenting on current matters of public
concern in a critical, sometimes ironic, but always constructive way. We begin
on pp. 6–7 with a call for creative management.

Whether it’s praise, criticism or opposition that you express – 
we would like to hear your opinion of the magazine and its contents.

Manfred Kurz 

Editorial
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Dear readers,

Our Berlin offices have flourished over the past two years to become a familiar
and welcome address in the day-to-day affairs of business and politics, society
and the Press. This is gratifying because, without wishing to be presumptuous,
we would like the Würth Group to be a constant presence in the life of the
German capital.

In our annual report for 2004 I published an article entitled “Globalisierung,
quo vadis?”, which appears here in English translation. I believe this piece
should have a place in the first issue of present, not least because its contents
should generate some lively and fruitful debate.

I wish present, the magazine of the Würth Group offices in Berlin, a wide
readership and I hope that it meets with a positive response.

Yours sincerely,

Reinhold Würth

GLOBALISATION,
QUO VADIS?
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We are now experiencing one of those periods of far-reaching change posit-
ed by the cycle theory developed by the Russian economist Nikolay Kondratyev.
Our times are marked by the invention of the Internet and other advances in
information technology that have promoted globalisation. In 1926 Kondratyev
produced scientific substantiation for his theory that long waves of prosperity
and depression (45 to 60 years) exist within larger economic cycles. The long
waves are generated by groundbreaking inventions – such as the steam engine
in the nineteenth century – and these lead to a reorganisation of society as a
whole. Technological progress is thus a sine qua non of growth and prosperity
in national economies.

According to the long wave theory, Western economies have now embarked on
the fifth Kondratyev cycle: we have made the transition from the Industrial Age
to the Information Age. Whereas the Industrial Age was concerned primarily
with tapping sources of raw materials, with the invention of conveyor belts and
other machinery, and with the building of factories and roads, the Information
Age focuses on the acquisition and processing of information. 

Structural change is only one side of the coin. The other is the fact that since
1950 the world has been spared a third world war – which does not mean, of
course, that there have not been hundreds of local conflicts, large and small, from
Uganda to Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo.  

The superiority of the free market economy            

Even now, at a distance of only five years, we note one very striking thing if we
look back at the twentieth century: the democratic governments of the West
largely succeeded in banishing Fascism and Communism from the face of the
globe. The free market economy finally proved its long-term superiority over
every kind of planned economy, and this put the West in a position to arm Com-
munism out of existence, as it were. The West’s superiority in terms of resources
and technology, especially information technology, enabled NATO to take its
“dual-track” decision in 1979 and, in effect, to put the final nail in the coffin of
Communism. When the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, and when the Communist regime
in the Soviet Union came to an end in 1991, people everywhere were seized with
euphoric hopes for what seemed like an imminent paradise on earth. The year
1989 saw the (almost) ideal fulfilment of the universal ideals of “freedom, liberty
and fraternity” proclaimed in 1789 at the outset of the French Revolution. The
fact that exactly 200 years separate the storming of the Bastille on 14 July 1789
from the fall of the Berlin Wall is almost uncanny.

Reinhold Würth
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Helmut Kohl and Mikhail Gorbachev may have engineered the culmination of
these developments, but that would have been impossible without the democrat-
ically based political influence of our allies France, the UK and the USA, and it
would certainly not have been possible without the economic power of the US. 

German politicians played an important part in realising this ideal of human free-
dom, and it is only fitting that I mention some of them here. Konrad Adenauer,
the first Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany, was the most passionate
advocate of reunification. Willy Brandt, the cosmopolitan political philosopher, set
in motion a pragmatic rapprochement with our neighbours in the East. Helmut
Schmidt, the fighter, overcame the opposition of his own party to win approval
in West Germany for NATO’s dual-track decision. And Helmut Kohl, a vision-
ary for all his pragmatism, seized the opportunity of the moment and, with For-
eign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher, pushed through reunification. Thus, all
the major political parties in the Federal Republic figured in these peaceful devel-
opments that changed the world. 

60 years of history      

At the age of 70, I am one of many who can look back gratefully over the past 60
years. I was ten years old when Nazi Germany was defeated in 1945. Thanks to
my Maker, I have been able to follow the events of the last six decades with keen
interest. Those decades witnessed greater changes than the half-century before:
the second half of the twentieth century was an exciting time to be alive, a period
full of vitality and ruled by a spirit of optimism. During those years I experienced
an era of peace that people after the First World War, in the Golden Twenties,
thought had dawned for them. Certain names automatically spring to mind –
Charles de Gaulle, President Eisenhower, Marilyn Monroe, Elvis Presley, Margaret
Thatcher, Ronald Reagan, Christiaan Barnard and many others, not to forget Jack
Welch, Bill Gates, Deng Xiaoping, John Maynard Keynes, Maria Callas, Pablo
Picasso and Günter Grass. These and other names stand for a kaleidoscope, for a
veritable avalanche of human activity and creativity.  

Globalisation – winners and losers             

For about the past 20 of these wonderful years we have all been talking about
the globalisation of the world. Will this project be successful and who will be the
winners and who the losers? To all intents and purposes, these questions can be
answered on an empirical basis, for today’s globalisation was rehearsed success-
fully in German reunification and, before that, in the Treaty of Rome, signed on
25 March 1957. Analogies drawn from these two seminal events will certainly help
answer questions relating to the effects of globalisation.   

The Treaty of Rome set in motion a success story that, despite all manner of
political differences, delays, tactical manoeuvres and ruses, has led to an irre-
versible alliance of nations in the European Union. However vehemently some

vox populi

Entrepreneurs wanted!  

It’s difficult to believe your eyes when
you read that record profits have forced
a business to make 10% of its work-
force redundant. An astonished public
is told the happy news of the increased
profits in the same breath as it’s
informed that the redundancies, though
naturally regrettable, are necessary to
promote the business’s competitive-
ness. Well I never. 

But wait, the business’s management
may actually be right. After all, they see
things through managers’ spectacles.
But it may also be that those spectacles
are not exactly ideal for getting a broad
view of things. Perhaps they were a
present from a rating agency, and that
would tend to make the view selective,
wouldn’t it? This particular selective
view focuses exclusively on sharehold-
ers’ interests. But of course this isn’t
any old business. We’re talking about a
leading German bank…   

No one seems to have told them that a
less blinkered view of things can also
promote competitiveness. Expanding
your activities, increasing your share 
of the market, devising new and inno-
vative products, nuturing creativity,
working hard and with complete
commitment – in short, the ability to
realise long-term visions – is what’s
needed if Germany is again to become
the “country of ideas” that our Presi-
dent invoked in his inaugural speech
last year. Then it would be possible to
keep on 6,200 employees, to continue
benefiting from their skills and loyalty
and to make a valuable contribution to
a prosperous society. More than that: 
it would then also be possible to envis-
age creating a further 2,500 jobs.

Large-scale redundancies as a means 
of adjusting economic statistics in the
short term are an easy, but not a real
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European countries and citizens may seek to protect their special interests, we
all know instinctively that “strength through unity” is the motto that will give
Europe a stronger voice in the triumvirate USA, China and Europe. Of course
the EU must protect and cultivate the federalist individuality of its member states,
but pragmatic considerations alone should make it clear that we have no alter-
native but to close our ranks. 

The EU to date

What was Europe like when the Treaty of Rome signalled the beginnings of the
EU in 1957? For one thing, there was a strong discrepancy between north and
south. Per capita incomes in France, Belgium and Germany were three to four
times higher than in Portugal and Greece.

The result was a large-scale migration from south to north. People with little
chance of employment in their native countries moved northwards, because in
the UK, France, Germany and Scandinavia they could earn five times as much as
at home. If it had been possible in the 1960s to predict the state of Europe’s econ-
omy in 2005 (with five million unemployed in Germany alone), then businesses
would have taken the sensible step of creating jobs in Portugal and Ireland instead
of sending workers to those countries from France, Germany and Sweden, a step
that did actually begin to be taken in some quarters in the 1970s.   

A similar migrational process, on a smaller scale in terms of the world economy
but none the less painful at a national level, took place in Germany after reunifi-
cation. Even now, 15 years later, young people in what used to be the GDR are
still moving westwards. Encouraged by incentives from the EU and the German
government, more jobs are at last being created in industry in the new federal
states in eastern Germany, taking advantage of lower wage levels and, above all,
attempting to check the exodus of young people from the region. 

A painful process   

The developments just described apply equally well to globalisation. Over the
next 30 years, industrial nations will need to decide whether they wish to trans-
port people from low-wage states to technologically advanced countries, with
all the unpleasant effects which that will entail for all parties, or whether they
should opt for the more sensible alternative of transferring jobs that have become
too expensive at home to countries with high levels of technological know-how
and low labour costs. 

Such globalisation processes are naturally fraught with friction and pain for every-
one involved. Clearly, industrial nations, with their broad-based economic, research
and political provisions, must compensate for loss of jobs at home by creating
still higher quality jobs in research and development, in tertiary education and
especially in the area of geriatrics and care of the elderly.

solution to problems. Anyone can make
people redundant. But not everyone is
prepared to roll up their sleeves and get
down to the task of heading their busi-
ness creatively, not just managing it.
Creative management, too, will bring
about stable share prices, but its non-
material value is infinitely greater,
because it can generate the kind of
reputation that enables subsequent
generations to look forward confidently
to a bright future. And that puts paid to
all the smart young investment analysts
employed by brokerage firms who make
a successful living out of advising people
to buy shares in companies they them-
selves have just advised to make drastic
reductions in their workforce.

The prospect of having to make people
redundant will make the hair of any head
of an established family firm stand on
end. Redundancy is a last-ditch measure.
It hinders future expansion and, worse
still, it amounts to an admission of
defeat, which any self-respecting busi-
nessman will register as a personal defeat.
The head of a family firm does not need
to be reminded that Article 14 of the
German constitution states that property
imposes a duty to serve the public good.
Heads of such firms know that Article
backwards, because they recognise that
no business can exist for any substantial
length of time if it’s at odds with the
society of which it forms a part. Share-
holder interests are structural interests.
The one is conditioned by the other.
They cannot be separated.

Manfred Kurz
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Developments in the target countries – those countries now taking over industrial
jobs – are remarkably positive. Increases in prosperity and decreases in unemploy-
ment are promoting the development and stabilisation of democratic systems of
government on a large scale – and as a matter of course, because democracy with-
out prosperity is unthinkable. 

Globalisation is irreversible  

I am writing this in the aftermath of the tsunami disaster of 26 December 2004
in the Indian Ocean, a global catastrophe the like of which the world had not
seen since the earthquake of 1628 BC. The disaster has highlighted the effects of
globalisation, for it was not only those living closest to the epicentre of the earth-
quake who were affected, but effectively people everywhere, as a result of the
mass of tourists and holidaymakers who are constantly criss-crossing the globe.   

After this disaster politicians the world over, including the German President,
were unanimous in emphasising in their statements that we all live in the same
world and that we all bear responsibility for this world and for the people living
in it. The feeling of togetherness was overwhelming. The Würth Group donated
s 500,000 to the German Red Cross and the Red Crescent. This sum was aug-
mented by donations from the Group’s companies and their employees – the
Gaisbach works alone donated about s 38,000. The willingness world-wide to
make donations of such magnitude would certainly not have been as great if most
of us had not numbered friends or friends of friends among the dead and missing
in the regions hit by the tsunami. 

Globalisation is irreversible. The lingua franca of our times is English, however
much we Germans or our French friends may regret the fact. Würth is now a
global player, and English has been our second language for decades. Over 30%
of top management conferences, colloquiums and symposiums are held in Eng-
lish, and Würth is no exception. 

The world as global village     

The new media and telecommunications technology have obviously played a cru-
cial part in turning the world into a global village in which everyone is within
communicating distance of everyone else. We must grasp the opportunities offered
by the Internet, by mobile phones, Intelsat, Inmarsat and Iridium and make sure
we complete the globalisation process in the shortest possible time – say, 20 to
30 years.

Two difficult decades lie ahead for Germany and for Europe as a whole. So Chan-
cellor Schröder erred when he called the programme of reforms drawn up by his
government “Agenda 2010”. “Agenda 2030” would have been a more realistic
estimate and a more suitable name.
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Let me, as a German businessman, address the attendant problems of globalisa-
tion from a national perspective. A country that has deteriorated to the extent
that Germany has, cannot be put right in the space of ten to twelve years; at least
30 to 40 are needed. General models for effecting the required changes do exist.
Take the United Kingdom. During her premiership (1979–90) Margaret Thatch-
er began the work of healing what was then the “sick man of Europe”; 20 years
later, a Labour Prime Minister, Tony Blair, is able to reap the benefits of what
Thatcher sowed amid much suffering and social turmoil. Today, the UK is a model
of prosperity and stability for the rest of Europe. With unemployment levels below
5%, the country enjoys virtually full employment. 

The German Chancellor’s curious distinction

Thatcher’s model is now being applied in small, sometimes miniscule, doses in
Germany. Among many moves in the right direction are the reform of the tax
system, now almost complete, and the welfare reforms nicknamed “Hartz IV”.

Chancellor Schröder’s firmness of purpose and ability to achieve his ends, appar-
ent also in his dealings with critics in his own party, almost places him on a level
with Helmut Schmidt. If he continues to pursue his present policies, he may
achieve the curious distinction in the history of European politics of being the
first left-wing head of government to sow seeds that could be reaped by a conser-
vative government in the form of a well-ordered, flourishing and prosperous
national community. If that happens in Germany in 2018, it is likely to have been
preceded by a period of considerable social tension. Let us hope that we are at
least spared conditions resembling civil war. 

Is Communism dead?

I wish to close by reminding you that in old age Erich Honecker, the penultimate
head of state in the GDR (followed only by Egon Krenz), declared that the fall
of the Berlin Wall in 1989 represented nothing more than a battle that Commun-
ism had lost. Communism itself, he maintained, was not dead.

This idea should not simply be waved aside. The philosophies developed and
promoted by Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, Rosa Luxemburg and others exert too
strong a fascination for that. Yet they disregard the full implications in our time
of the basic human instinct for survival. In a world that has become small, this
instinct can be satisfied only if democracy and the kind of social market economy
implemented by the Minister of Economic Affairs in post-war Germany, Ludwig
Erhard, are geared to globalisation as the successful mode of survival. ^
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BUSINESS AND
POLITICS MUST
ENGAGE IN 
AN ONGOING
DIALOGUE 

Christine Scheel, MP; 

Hermann Sturm, 

President of the Union 

of Small Businesses; 

and Friedrich Nowottny

Photo: Andreas Amann,

Berlin
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In the 1950s there was a saying in
the USA that “What’s good for Gener-
al Motors is good for America”. That
was hardly a subtle way of voicing vest-
ed interests, and although there is an
element of truth in the assumption that
only well-organised businesses that
make a profit can fulfil their social obli-
gations, it remains the rule that a com-
pany, especially a major corporation,
should not only represent the interests
of its shareholders, but also accept inter-
nal structural obligations on a long-term
basis.

Structural obligations 
or vested interests?

The Würth Group currently employs
48,000 people in 315 businesses in 88
countries around the globe. The com-
pany has thus moved far beyond the
local importance it enjoyed in the
regions of Württemberg and Franconia
when it was set up in Künzelsau. Würth
recognises that its flourishing health and
especially its character as an internation-
al corporation entail responsibilities, but
also give it a right to voice opinions not
only on economic affairs, but also on
matters of political and social impor-
tance. The level of ability in the “top
league” plays a decisive part in how
nations come to grips with future devel-
opments, and with all due modesty
Würth wishes to make a contribution
in this area.  

Briefly, we would like to take part in
debates about the direction to be taken
by society in the next 20 or 30 years,
which I believe will be crucial. The
expansion and restructuring of the
European Union is granting business an
especially important role as a motor of
change. After all, one pleasant – and
occasionally unpleasant – feature of
business activity is that it can create new
sets of circumstances at such speed that
parliaments can give them a legislative
legal framework only after the event.
For that reason alone business and pol-
itics must engage in an ongoing dia-
logue.

Voters have a right to know
exactly who politicians are
working for

The dialogue should be conducted in a
transparent and fair manner, without
recourse to self-serving middle-men,
like PR agencies who control access to
ministers and make sure they profit by
playing the mediator. When the best 
tailor in town starts becoming part of
the deal it’s time to put a stop to what
amounts to deception. At this point, we
need to ask what kind of democracy
we’re dealing with. Or, to put it blunt-
ly: how much does arranging a meet-
ing with a minister cost, and what cur-
rency are we using – three-piece suits,
sheep, camels?

Manfred Kurz
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Our mass-media-oriented society loves
a scandal and obviously needs to be fed
as many as possible. Currently, it’s the
supplementary incomes of members of
the German national parliament that’s
exciting everyone’s interest and indig-
nation. My position on this is clear.
There can be no objection to such in-
comes as long as everybody is kept
informed. And I mean everybody, in-
cluding the Inland Revenue Office. MPs
quite rightly enjoy a privileged position
in society, but they must realise that
theirs is not just any old job, but one
that involves full accountability. In an
enlightened society voters have a right
to know exactly who politicians are
working for.    

Life without trust 
is not worth living

MPs who neglect their political duties
because their businesses might other-
wise suffer like to cite the example of
colleagues who are themselves business-
men or lawyers. But I believe a parlia-
mentary committee should be set up to
review all supplementary incomes. This
committee could consist of the Federal
President, the Parliamentary President,
the Chairman of the Federal Constitu-
tional Court in Karlsruhe and a business
notary. It would be empowered to pro-
nounce binding judgements in every
instance, including borderline cases and
ones that establish a precedent. 

This would restore trust and offer a safe
way out of the current minefield. Any-
way, it’s the only realistic solution. Or
does anyone seriously want to appeal
to our religious leaders? In our secu-
larised society, even if it is desperate 
for an answer to the problem, they are
surely better employed fulfilling their

apostolic mission… And it would do us
good to have a little more trust in 
the efficacy of our political institutions.
Wasn’t the extent of the supplementary
income problem disclosed by parliament
itself in a process of self-cleansing? And
in any case, life without trust is not
worth living.

I also think it’s wrong to focus exclu-
sively on MPs. Let’s not forget the staff
of government ministries, authorities
and administrative offices. As the fourth
pillar of democracy, they perform the
immensely important task of imple-
menting democratically passed resolu-
tions. Their work must not be under-
mined by vested interests – as happened
once in the Ministry of Defence in
Bonn, when a permanent secretary who
was on the payroll of the armaments
industry was blithely promoting the
allocation of orders to that self-same
industry.

I believe we need something like the
Corporate Governance Codex devel-
oped by the Cromme Commission.
The kind of regulations designed to
improve the accountability and trans-
parency of joint-stock companies sure-
ly wouldn’t be out of place in the con-
text of allocating public commissions.

An honest “newsbroker”…

It would certainly improve communica-
tion – and that’s the chief focus of our
activities at the Würth Group’s offices
in Berlin. All of us whose activities have
a bearing on social policy must talk to
one another. We are willing to do so and
we shall. And let us hope that these dis-
cussions will be a model to others. 

Elizabeth von Bredow; Klaus von der Heyde,

President of the Berlin Union for Trade 

and Industry; and Leopold Bill, former German

Ambassador and President of the German

Society for Foreign Affairs

Photo: Andreas Amann, Berlin
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Few people are more fully aware of the
pitfalls involved than Friedrich Nowott-
ny, a man of immense knowledge and
experience. Once, when the former Ger-
man Chancellor Helmut Schmidt arrived
at a foreign destination, he heaved a sigh
on leaving the plane because he saw the
familiar faces of a group of journalists
and photo-reporters who had travelled
from Bonn to meet him. You can fly
half-way round the world, he moaned,
and what do you see? – the same old
faces for the umpteenth time. Nowott-
ny, one of the waiting journalists, retort-
ed: “Mr Chancellor, that’s just how we
feel.”  

This little anecdote isn’t just an amus-
ing example of Friedrich Nowottny’s
quick-wittedness. It’s also an apt descrip-
tion of the relationship between politics
and the Press – at least, as it was then.
I think relations between politicians and
journalists used to be more generally
beneficial than they sometimes are now.
The two got on each other’s nerves,
each in their own place, each doing their
own job. Only rarely was the boundary
between their fields of activity blurred
or crossed.

Back then, you barely sensed the help-
lessness, the craving for admiration and
the occasional clumsiness that now
exist at the point where politics and
journalism intersect. And in those days
we’d never have dreamed that such fac-
tors would be enough to sustain an
entire profession – that of the political
and press adviser. There were only three
channels on German TV. First in black
and white, later in colour, they broad-
cast at certain times, not day and night.
News items broadcast on TV almost
automatically acquired the status of
events of national importance. 

…who can be relied on 

The vast majority of TV journalists
were aware of the responsibility this
entailed and met that responsibility. Of
no one is that more true than Friedrich
Nowottny. If the term “honest broker”
were acceptable for a journalist, Nowott-
ny would be among the first to whom
it would apply. This “newsbroker” did-
n’t appear as the politicians’ right hand,
joining them in the fabrication of news
and helping them to establish their pres-
ence in the media. When Nowottny
reported news on the TV you could
rely on it being true. And if he felt that
something wasn’t true, then that was
true too. Let’s take that as a model.^

Gabriel Busquets d'Aparicio, 

Spanish Ambassador to Germany, 

and Hans-Ulrich Jörges, 

Deputy Editor-in-Chief, Stern magazine

Photo: Andreas Amann, Berlin

Wolfgang Klein, ARD TV editor, 

and Friedrich Nowottny

Photo: Andreas Amann, Berlin
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The media are part of the machinery of power. They’re a gigantic haulage
firm engaged in transporting news, rumours, expectations and hopes. They con-
vey facts along with conjectures and accusations. They publish all this after care-
ful research, or after none at all. The media are part of our everyday lives. 

And the media don’t just feed us with information etc.; they’re fed themselves,
kept alive by news agencies, correspondents and leaks. A Federal Minister once
gave me an explanation for his constant presence in the media: “Many people read
what’s on my desk”, he said. Some of those people make sure the media find out
what they’ve read. It’s the same everywhere. We live in a talkative country.

But there are “official” sources as well, of course – the federal government, state
governments and local authorities, political parties and associations, trade unions
and employer organisations. Then there are the various groups voicing their inter-
ests – the ecologists, the marine divers, the doctors, the pharmaceutical indus-
try, and so on and so forth. They all want journalists to help them achieve their
ends. The amazing thing is that such “watchdog” organisations are actually given
media coverage. And a lot, too.

THE MEDIA 
IN THE
INFORMATION
AGE 

Friedrich Nowottny
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A network can easily turn into a roped party 

Politicians and journalists are linked by a series of networks. Generally, these are
all but invisible, yet they work. After all, each side needs the other. But if journal-
ists allow themselves to become pawns, sooner or later they lose their credibil-
ity. A network can easily turn into a roped party. We all know that. It’s the same
everywhere, at all levels, wherever power is at stake.

It’s a fact of day-to-day political life that you set about discrediting an opponent
by finding someone in the media to help you. That way, what people are whis-
pering among themselves gets printed or broadcast. “According to well-informed
sources” is the customary form of camouflage for sources who don’t want to be,
or can’t be, named. This way of attacking rivals is not peculiar to politics, by the
way; it’s not unusual in business either.

It was my pleasure to report on current affairs in Bonn for almost 20 years. (Not
even Helmut Kohl was Chancellor for as long – not that I wish to put my job
and function on a level with his.) Today, I’m a political observer in Berlin and
write on political affairs. One major change has taken place over the years.

Politicians watch the media and adjust their image accordingly 

Briefly: the media used to watch politicians and write or broadcast their stories on
the basis of their observations; now, politicians, lobbyists, advisers, press and
communications managers watch the media and adjust their image accordingly.
They’re all out to make a big impact. We see the results almost daily on TV.

First, they put up the blue walls in front of which the Chancellor, ministers, party
chairmen and secretaries of all ranks stand when making their generally cheerful
announcements. They do that every day, if possible. And preferably in time for the
major national news bulletins. Political parties, too, can usually be relied on to
appear on TV daily with some announcement designed to inspire confidence. 

When Helmut Schmidt or Helmut Kohl needed to make statements they did so
in the entrance hall of the Chancellor’s Office in Bonn. Kohl introduced a lectern
bearing a splendid federal eagle as a sign of his office. That’s all. These days, the
daily struggle to establish and maintain a radiant presence can be exhausting in
itself.

Among the tedious new developments in Berlin media presentation are the
“chance” encounters with the Press. If the Chancellor wishes to offer what he
hopes you’ll think is an off-the-cuff remark, or if Angela Merkel or any other
member of the opposition wants to vie with his “spontaneity”, you can be sure
that a mass of TV microphones will just happen to be in front of the right door
at the right time, along with the news agencies and the radio stations. The ball
starts rolling immediately – a few words become a news item and sometimes
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more than that. I find this an odd way to serve governments and political parties,
not least because what usually gets said outside these doors is so insignificant that
we could well do without it.

Chancellor Schröder is an undisputable master of the pithy message designed to
grab attention. He knows the length required to assure him a place in the news bul-
letins. Whether it’s 35 seconds or a full minute, he can be relied on to deliver the
goods. What he says is clearly of less importance than the time it takes to say it.

The “media Chancellor’s” motto: “I need the tabloids 
and the box on my side”

Gerhard Schröder presented himself to us as the “media Chancellor”. Sometimes
beaming, sometimes serious, as the occasion requires. When journalists annoy
him, he punishes them by ignoring them, walking straight past the microphones,
at most with a faint smile on his lips. A strange game, I reckon.

The number of the Chancellor’s media allies varies considerably. His motto for
safeguarding his power used to be: “I need the tabloids and the box on my side.”
The motto was simple, but it broke down when Schröder temporarily became
dissatisfied with the tabloids. 

This breach now seems to have healed, at least partly. But in any case, the Chan-
cellor’s chosen partners had begun to vacillate. His declining popularity caused
them to go over to the other side. Better be on the safe side, they’ll have thought,
and promptly unleashed a veritable broadside of attacks on the government and
the Chancellor. The outcome was predictable. “Pour water over me if you want,
but don’t expect me to drink it”, said an angry Schröder. 

When politicians are seen reacting to headlines, you ask yourself who the real
policy-makers are – the newspapers with their headlines or the Chancellor?

The media like to bask in the power of others 

Once Gerhard Schröder’s reputation as “media Chancellor” began to decline, so
did the number of his allies in the media. That’s a familiar pattern. Previous Chan-
cellors experienced the same thing – Adenauer, Erhard, Kiesinger, Brandt, Schmidt.
The number of favourably disposed journalists decreases the moment the opin-
ion polls register a decrease in a politician’s popularity. 

That’s how it is. The media like to bask in the power of others. If someone’s
power declines, so does the strength of the media’s attachment to them. And not
just with regard to politics. Such dubious transfers of affection also occur in media
treatment of the business world. Here, too, certain figures will be praised to high
heaven, but if the climate of opinion in the country changes, they’ll find them-
selves attacked mercilessly. The victims know that the media are capable of inflict-
ing very deep wounds.
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Experience shows that a politician’s power, and the power 
of politics itself, ends at the point where it has to be sanctioned

by the voters – by the people affected, positively or negatively, by
political decisions.

“Agenda 2010” : a disastrous failure 
of communication

Take the reform programme called “Agenda
2010”. No one really understood the full impli-
cations of this monster, because the government
showed itself incapable of explaining it. So what
happened? Savage Press attacks swept the coun-
try, people took to the streets to demonstrate
and many of the those whom the government
relied on for its parliamentary majority began
to have doubts. It was this government’s most
disastrous failure of communication. 

Because the same sort of thing is likely to hap-
pen again in the future, there’s an increasing

reluctance on the part of the media to adopt a clear
standpoint. It’s easy to see why: those affected by “Agen-
da 2010” might be their own readers, listeners or view-

ers. And those are the people who guarantee the media’s survival.

So it may well be that relations between politics and the media have entered a
kind of stalemate. That could be dangerous for politicians seeking to bring about
change. Abandonment of the outdated philosophy that the State will ultimately
take care of everything and everyone has hit many people where it hurts most:
their pockets. And reactions to the “Agenda 2010” debacle revealed helplessness
– on the part of those affected and on the part of the Chancellor, who stepped
down as chairman of his party, the Social Democrats (SPD). 

No Chancellor has been brought down by the media

Schröder made this surprising move overnight, together with Franz Müntefering,
who became his successor. The media were not involved. And I should point out
that no Chancellor in the history of the Federal Republic of Germany has been
brought down by the media. That’s generally been the work of opponents, some-
times within the same party and occasionally hitching the media to their cart by
feeding them with information calculated to harm the Chancellor. In this way
opponents protected their flanks and exerted pressure via the media, who were
only too willing to help.

Friedrich Nowottny speaking at the 

Würth Group offices, Berlin,

15 February 2005

Photo: Andreas Amann, Berlin
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Only once has a Chancellor been brought down by a vote of no confidence. On
1 October 1982 Helmut Schmidt was voted out of office and replaced by Helmut
Kohl as Chancellor by a coalition of the Free Democrats (FDP) and the conserva-
tive parties CDU/CSU.

And only once has a Chancellor been voted out of office at a general election –
Helmut Kohl in 1998. He was no “media Chancellor”. His view of things was
simple: someone was either a friend or a foe. And that went for the media, too.
From 1976 on he refused to give interviews to the news magazine Der Spiegel.
Other weeklies were treated in the same way. Kohl drew his strength from his
party, the Christian Democrats (CDU), which he led firmly and with the aid of
the widest-spun network imaginable. He ruled by telephone. He was the “tele-
phone Chancellor”.

The electorate was his downfall – and they voted him out because after 15 years
of indecision he had finally begun making adjustments to the social security sys-
tem. In 1997 he took steps to reform pensions and health insurance, limiting con-
tinued wage payments and restricting protection against wrongful dismissal in
accordance with demographic developments. That was his undoing. 

Speed rules the media

Speed has always ruled media activity. None of us can remember the days when
carrier pigeons bore good or bad tidings. The route from smoke signals and
drums via telegraph wires to mobile phones, computers and the Internet was a
long one. News is now transmitted at incredibly high speeds. Within seconds
information has passed round the entire globe. And because every world-wide
media organisation wants to be the first to exploit news items the moment they
come in, things can go wrong. 

On 14 April 1964, for example, the world – a world still operating at a relatively
slow pace – was alarmed to hear that the General Secretary of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, Nikita Khrushchev, had died suddenly. For a few sec-
onds, the world held its breath. What would happen now? Who would succeed
him? Would the Cold War rage more furiously as a result? An angry denial from
Moscow resolved the uncertainty and everyone breathed a sigh of relief. The red
tsar was still alive.

What had happened? A correspondent in Moscow had asked the dpa if they
could confirm news that Khrushchev was dead. He’d sent his enquiry the usual
way, by Telex. At the dpa central office an assistant tore off the page so that some
lines went missing. The message now read: “Nikita Khrushchev dead”. Without
further consultation, this line became the news flash that shocked people every-
where. The dpa was forced to close its Moscow office for a time. The correspon-
dent was sent back home. 
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Obviously, special care must be taken with news items relating to the life and
death of major figures. Since that day in 1964 controls have been instituted that
supposedly prevent something similar happening again. They are meant to ensure
that such sensational pieces of false information never reach the public, but the
controls don’t always work.

News is hot property and it’s traded like any hot property. In addition to the big
news agencies operating on a world-wide basis, a dense network of correspondents
and reporters makes sure that the flow of information never dries up (an aver-
age-size newspaper receives approximately 2,000 news items daily from a single
agency, while the best-known news programme on German TV, the “Tages-
schau”, receives around 10,000 items from five agencies and its correspondents).

The impact of images determines what we remember 

In our modern technological age major events are generally shown live on TV
around the world. Think of 11 September 2001, of the two wars in Iraq, the repul-
sive images of torture in that country and the breathtaking pictures of the first
landing on the moon.

It’s the impact of images that determines what we remember. We have access to
events, happy or sad, wherever they’re taking place – that’s how the media achieves
its power and impact. Whether it’s the Olympic Games, a world fair, world cham-
pionships, earthquakes, floods, conflagrations, kidnappings – if we want, we can
watch them all as though we’re eye-witnesses.

Remember the appalling pictures of the Vietnam War in the late 1960s and early
1970s? They led to world-wide indignation, to a huge outcry in the US and ulti-
mately to the end of a bloody drama that had been played out in part on TV
screens. Here, the power of the media was clear and effective. By contrast, the
first Gulf War was presented to the world as a “decent” war. The military decid-
ed how it appeared on TV. No journalists allowed!

In the second Iraq conflict “embedded” journalists travelled with fighting troops
on their advance to Bagdad. Careful control was exerted over what the journal-
ists showed and what they didn’t. In a sense, the whole thing was staged. And
unrestricted reporting hasn’t been possible during the ongoing conflict between
Israel and the Palestinians, because the Israelis impose strict regulations on jour-
nalists’ activities.

Media networks as disaster promoters

In our Information Age the media figure as a second front in wars and other
forms of conflict. They are available to everyone involved, including Bin Laden
and his terrorists. Bin Laden chose to attack the World Trade Center because he
wanted to strike the US at its nerve centre and because this would guarantee him
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maximum media coverage. Media networks often help to promote disasters and
atrocities.

I assume we all know that we don’t live in an ideal world, whatever we may mean
by that. As an integral part of our world, the media’s printing and broadcasting
can’t improve the circumstances of our existence. You might say it depends on
which news items the media choose to offer us. But don’t we ask ourselves almost
daily whether the sentence that provides a motto for many an editorial office is
true: is it really the case that “Only bad news is good news”? In other words,
that “Dog Bites Man” isn’t news, but “Man Bites Dog” is? But when does a man
ever bite a dog?

It’s certainly true that bad news outweighs good in all the media. That’s only nat-
ural. We know that thousands of planes fly over Germany every day. That’s noth-
ing new. What interests us is if something goes wrong. We want to know how,
when and where a crash happened, and why. The same is true of all areas of life.

Keyhole journalism transgresses norms 

Of course, day-to-day reporting on political affairs and major events is not the
only type of news. Germany, too, has its tabloids and comparable TV pro-
grammes. Then there are the so-called society magazines. Supposedly only read
by women at the hairdresser’s, these report on everything from high society to
the demimonde. It seems that some journalists are not exactly fastidious in their
treatment of facts and ignore established norms of professional behaviour. These
people aim to squeeze the maximum profit from verbal and visual news prod-
ucts. It’s hardly surprising that the victims occasionally fight back, in the form of
legal action taken by royalty, by princely families or by Kohl whenever he sees a
chance of winning his case. 

In the early 1970s keyhole journalism discovered politics. Ever since, courts of
law, the Press Council, the boards of radio and TV broadcasting organisations –
everyone empowered to supervise media content – have constantly had to address
cases that transgress existing norms, norms that also apply to journalists. 

There’s one other thing we should consider: journalism and its consumers exert
self-censorship of one kind or another. This happens in editorial offices, but it is
also exercised by readers, listeners and viewers. Reflecting on her job, Barbara
Sichtermann, a wise colleague at the German weekly Die Zeit, noted: “Just as
someone buying sausages avoids a shop that once sold him a rotten salami, so
the public mistrusts newspapers, broadcasting stations and journalists who have
been caught lying or lining their pockets and makes them pay for it according-
ly.” Even critical readers can be attracted to the newspapers with the large print,
but they read them sceptically, if at all.
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The dictates of decency have been deliberately ignored 

The constitution of the Federal Republic of Germany (the “Basic Law”) accords
the media a privileged status, one that has been upheld in judgements pronounced
by the Federal Constitutional Court in Karlsruhe. Of course, journalists don’t
walk around with a copy of the Basic Law under their arm. But Article 1 of that
law should be strictly observed by each and every one of them at all times. The
Article is brief, unambiguous and applies not just to the media. It reads: “Human
dignity is inviolable.” 

My observations lead me to suspect that some journalists no longer automati-
cally observe this basic principle. Some reporters’ sensationalist accounts of the
killing of pupils and teachers at the Gutenberg-Gymnasium in Erfurt scarcely
bears thinking about. Then there was the appalling chase after the thieves who
robbed a bank in Gladbeck in 1994, during which journalists vied with the police
on roads and motorways to reach the robbers first. And let’s not forget Sebnitz,
where the media hyped up the case of a boy whose drowning had allegedly been
engineered by young right-wing extremists.

In these and other instances the dictates of decency have been deliberately ignored.
There can be no excuse for this. Freedom of the Press is not the same thing as
freedom to do whatever you want.

“Informatisation”: the third industrial revolution

We’re in the middle of the third industrial revolution. Its name is “informatisa-
tion” and it is affecting all communications industries. No one is spared, be it the
printed mass media or their electronic counterparts. Newspapers, magazines, TV,
radio, advertising – in all these areas established modes of production are being
ousted by a mania for ever greater speed. As a result, a mass of news items,
rumours, speculations, facts, hopes and expectations often obscure our view of
reality.

Germans are swamped annually by 4.3 billion newspapers and magazines. Adult
Germans consult the media for an average of 8 hours and 27 minutes every day.
TV is the most popular, followed by the radio and newspapers; the Internet has
already reached fourth place. Each of them conveys their own view of events.
They create a media reality not always identical with actual reality.

If you’re linked up to the cable network in Germany you can receive 32 to 34 TV
channels. And digital pay TV will soon be offering up to 200 channels to any-
one who wants them. Viewers will need to rearrange their daily schedules com-
pletely – or learn to press the Off button.
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We ourselves choose what we want to read, listen to and see. Our choices deter-
mine success or failure in the mass media. So we should be discriminating when
selecting news, entertainment and educational information from the vast quanti-
ties available.

Are there any taboos left? 

We’ve all known for a long time that TV is no day nursery. Far from offering gen-
uine advice, most talk shows and the immensely popular afternoon courtroom
programmes basically represent an unscrupulous exploitation of everyday human
problems. And things like Big Brother and live cosmetic surgery are surely noth-
ing more than attempts to remove the last taboos relating to the private lives of
ordinary people. Can it really be that TV “superstars” are now the trendsetters
in our society? Incredible! 

But these people are with us all the time in the media, day in, day out. And they
welcome media coverage as a way of increasing their market value. In Germany,
at least one of them, Verona Feldbusch, has joined the ranks of the millionaires.

Because this is a fact of life, because the TV ratings are usually high, because the
yellow press has its readers, because people buy millions of tabloids every day,
because the customers exist and enjoy wallowing in the supposed glamour or
the alleged squalor of the lives led by celebrities – because of all this, there will
always be journalists willing to satisfy fantasies and expectations of this kind.
Levels of shamelessness are higher than ever before. 

Consumers can always take refuge in the media’s serious products. These are
many and varied, but we must never stop questioning the credibility of words
and images, whether printed or transmitted electronically. The relatively high
number of cases of sloppily researched “revelations” that actually reveal nothing
more than the poor quality of the media involved should put us on our guard.
That’s not to suggest that printed and electronic organs of outstanding quality
don’t exist. They most certainly do.

The power of the media is an abuse of power 
if not accompanied by credibility

There can be no doubt that although the mass media may not be the fourth power
in the land, they are a power. They can promote or terminate careers. They take
their watchdog function seriously. If it weren’t for alert journalists with a good
nose and access to sources, many a dubious political practice would never be
brought to light. 

Of course there are deliberately engineered Press campaigns, but they’re easily
seen through. Helmut Kohl used to be a favourite target of such campaigns among
German politicians. That didn’t stop him being Chancellor for 16 years. Clearly,
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voters trusted him more than so-called investigative journalists, who regard them-
selves as an elite among their colleagues. The power of the media must be meas-
ured against the strength of politicians, and the strength of politicians is the real
source of power in the country.

Wherever it’s encountered, the power of the media is an abuse of power if not
accompanied by credibility. Our claim to credibility presupposes a sense of respon-
sibility – responsibility for printed or broadcast words and images. This respon-
sibility must be felt by anyone engaged in media activity, whether reporter, editor
or publisher.

So, ladies and gentlemen, be sure to engage your critical faculties when reading
the newspaper, watching TV, listening to the radio or consulting the Internet. In
the end, you still have to make up your own mind. And remember: your opin-
ions are important not only to you, but also to all those trying to influence you
in your capacity as voters, customers or travellers between the real world of your
existence and the world of the media.^
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I’m from Künzelsau. But if I think about it, I’m really from
Künzelsau in Berlin. Because, you see, Künzelsau exists in Berlin
as well. So does Zwickau. And Kötzschenbroda. You name it
– it’s there in Berlin. That’s because Berlin isn’t a city. It’s a
space, a vast space of 890 square kilometres with signposts
you can swap around at will. In this space anyone can estab-
lish a town or a village. Even bridges can be a roof over your
head – and there are lots of bridges in Berlin. And because it
can be a bit like a rubbish tip, everyone has to take turns clean-
ing, just like back home in Künzelsau.  

What is a “big city”? It’s variety. And chaos. It’s never stand-
ing still, always being in flux, whatever happens. And because

that’s the state of the country as a whole, Berlin
is the mirror of Germany and the Ger-

mans. Not that they enjoy looking
into it. What they see there is not

at all to the liking of your good,
upstanding citizens. Quite the

opposite. It reinforces their
nostalgia for Bonn, a cute
little place that represent-
ed a cute little republic
that didn’t bother about
the future because it saw
it as an endless prolonga-
tion of the present. But

things are like that – the
wind blows how and when 

it will, bringing change when
it’s least expected. Good God,

Berlin! Onwards, comrades – but
we’d turn back if we could! Mind you,

it’s our fault that all this happened. To pre-
serve at least something of our previous identity, we

even divided Berlin a second time, deciding that the future cap-
ital of the country would share some government functions
with Bonn – six ministries beside the Rhine, nine beside the
Spree. The benefits? Huge expense accounts, that’s all. Not
that that deters the advocates of this arrangement, who cling

Jürgen Engert  

GOOD GOD,  BERLIN !
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desperately to the monstrosity they brought about. You see,
no one likes doing something for its own sake more than we
Germans.  

Why have Berlin as the capital at all, if business head-
quarters can be anywhere, if being in Berlin is no
longer the sine qua non of a successful career, if a
fashion designer in Munich can gain admittance to
the august ranks of national celebrities by wash-
ing and setting his hair a certain way? 

Because capitals must be representative, that’s
why. And no other place encapsulates the history
of the German nation from unification in 1871 to
division and reunification better than Berlin. The
Reichstag building, the Brandenburg Gate and the
Holocaust monument are incomparably powerful
symbols. In Berlin, there’s no need to visit a museum
to find out about the ups and downs of German history
– it’s all there in the architecture. The buildings tell us where
we’ve come from and where we’re going.

The telephone didn’t succeed in abolishing cities, and com-
puter networking won’t either – because the more indirect
communication there is, the more people long for the direct
kind. And that, too, is what Berlin is about. It’s a pub for the
whole of Germany, a huge imaginary bar at which people in
search of freedom can meet without social pressures and social
controls. In lively exchanges at the bar, these people condense
and clarify what people throughout the country are thinking
and feeling. Even if those thoughts and feelings are ones of
bewilderment at the “Berlin republic”– the new Germany that
emerged in 1990, when the post-war era came to an end and
was replaced by a system that no longer came with a built-in
safety guarantee. This still appals those who hanker after the
post-war idyll, the people who wrapped themselves cosily in
the status quo and have been forced to stand by and watch all
sorts of revolutions take place. They’re summed up perfectly
by the words of the famous Berlin character Nante: “Curricu-
lum vitae, I await you!”^
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Egon Eiermann would have reached the age
of 100 last September. To mark the occa-
sion, three major institutions have collab-
orated on an exhibition devoted to the
architect’s work. First shown in Karlsruhe,
the exhibition can now be seen in Berlin 
and in the summer will travel to Nuremberg,
a previously unscheduled venue.

The Bauhaus-Archiv is showing Egon Eier-
mann (1904–1970): The Continuity of Mod-
ernism until 16 May 2005. The exhibition
explores the wide variety of Eiermann’s
work in sketches, plans and models.

Eiermann’s well-known German pavilion at
the 1958 Brussels world fair comes to life
again in the form of a computer simulation,
while letters and other contemporary 
documents offer insights into the day-to-day
workings of his architectural practice. 

Egon Eiermann was born near Berlin in
1904. After studying architecture under
Hans Poelzig at the Technical College in the
city’s Charlottenburg district, he worked 
for the Karstadt company and for the local
electricity authority. In the 1930s he focused
on industrial and commercial buildings. 
In 1947 Eiermann was appointed Professor

of Architectural Planning and Design at 
the Technical College in Karlsruhe. He
continued to teach and maintain a practice
in Karlsruhe until his death in 1970.

Eiermann’s best-known buildings include 
the Kaiser Wilhelm Memorial Church on
Breitscheidplatz in Berlin, the Olivetti build-
ing in Frankfurt am Main, the German
pavilion at the 1958 Brussels world fair, the
German Embassy in Washington, D. C., 
and the former government building known
as the “Langer Eugen” in Bonn.

His work was seen abroad mainly as evi-
dence of a new, democratic Germany. Many
aspects of his modernist buildings seemed 
to embody the ideals of the fledgling Federal
Republic of Germany. Transparency, for
example, had been a despised quality during
the Third Reich, and the clarity of design
evident in Eiermann’s plans and elevations
reflected the democratic foundations of 
the new state.

Egon Eiermann rightly ranks as one of the
finest architects of post-war Germany. He
firmly believed that the architect’s field of
activity encompassed both art and technol-
ogy. The specific requirements of each
project determined whether the artist or the
engineer was more to the fore. 

The exhibition is a must not just for archi-
tecture buffs. Visitors with no specialist
knowledge will acquire valuable insights into
how architects can influence the appearance
of the world in which we lead our daily lives.

The exhibition catalogue, published in a
German and an English edition (Hatje/
Cantz, 224 pp., 308 ills.), costs s 24 in the
museum (hardcover s 39.80).

The exhibition is on show until 
16 May 2005 at 
Bauhaus-Archiv/Museum für Gestaltung
Klingelhöferstrasse 14
D-10785 Berlin
Tel. +44(0)30 254 00 20
Wed. – Mon. 10am – 5pm   
www.bauhaus.de

Berlin Tip

Egon Eiermann 
at the Bauhaus-Archiv

Egon Eiermann with his model of the Kaiser

Wilhelm Memorial Church in Berlin, 1958

© Ullstein Bild
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Laws governing inheritance and testamen-
tary provisions are one of the last bastions
of European national legal and tax systems.
Yet Franco Frattini, Vice President of the
EU Commission and the member respon-
sible for Justice, Freedom and Security,
recently stated: “In a Europe without
internal frontiers, where individuals are free
to travel and settle where they wish, buy
goods in different countries, contract
marriages or similar partnerships, and have
children who in their turn may live in
different Union countries, it is essential for
rules to be laid down in Community law to
make it easier to settle successions.”   

Commissioner Frattini has launched a
Green Book containing proposals for such
rules, including regulations that would
make it easier for heir status to be recog-
nised throughout the EU. Comments and
suggestions can be submitted to the Com-
mission until 30 September 2005, and we
urge you to do so. 

Please make use of this opportunity, not
least because competitive taxation within
the Community is pushing the Federal
Republic of Germany to the bottom of the
economic league table. In order not to
worsen our competitive position still fur-
ther, we urgently need to work towards a
reduction in and a harmonisation of death
duties, especially with regard to capital 
and property assets. 

German law imposes death duties above
the Community average. In combination
with fiscal policy inimical to the distribu-
tion of assets, this resembles a straightfor-
ward expropriation more than a fair,
acceptable contribution to the treasury.   

Companies are thus deprived to an exces-
sive degree of capital necessary to their
survival. This, in turn, makes successions
even less attractive – in small businesses
with skilled staff, for example. This state 
of affairs must cease if we wish to avoid

further business relocations to Austria,
Switzerland and elsewhere. For the Würth
Group this is reason enough to make our
voice heard. Please follow our example.

www.europa.eu
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