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We were flattered to receive compliments from many readers of our first issue,
present 1/2005. Thank you. Your positive response has encouraged us to pur-
sue the same approach in the current issue, and we will develop it further in the
future. So continue to expect unconventional views, forthrightly expressed, on
important social and political issues. Würth will always take a stand on these
matters.

One reader thought some articles should have been shorter. Point taken, but
this is not a magazine to rely on headings and captions for information. Not all
our topics can be dealt with briefly. We believe that some things simply must be
discussed in depth, whatever the pressures of everyday life. So we will continue
to make sure that adequate space is given to subjects of major importance.

In this issue, that applies especially to the article by Germany’s Foreign Min-
ister Joschka Fischer. As part of a regular series of events at the Würth head-
quarters in Berlin, Mr. Fischer spoke about the current crisis in the European
Union and indicated ways in which it could be overcome. On pp. 6–19 we print
those passages that contained the essence of his analysis. “Ways to Europe” he
called his speech; we have indicated that some of these are proving to be byways.

On pp. 4–5 the distinguished publisher Michael Klett takes a polemical look
at Berlin from the perspective of someone based in Stuttgart. He asked us to
agree to this approach because he felt that the polemic as a form of discourse
was threatened with extinction. We naturally gave him the go-ahead, and we
feel sure you’ll approve of our decision. 

The voice of the people is never more important than in politically turbulent
times. Our “vox populi” column on pp. 20–21 therefore addresses the issues
surrounding the German national elections planned for September.

2005 is Einstein year. Our “Berlin tip” on p. 27 describes a major contribu-
tion to the celebrations – the exhibition “Albert Einstein: Chief Engineer of the
Universe”. We hope our review will provide readers with an excellent excuse to
visit Berlin! 

I hope you’ll find present 2/2005 an informative, stimulating read. Feedback
from our readers is always welcome, so please let us have your comments or
suggestions. 

Manfred Kurz
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Berlin is worth a visit. It always has been, ever since
it was united with Cölln to form a single city in the early
eighteenth century. I first set foot in Berlin during the Cuban
missile crisis of 1962. Most of its inhabitants had vivid mem-
ories of the horrors of the Third Reich, but what made a
deep impression on me was their vital energy and wry sense
of humour. A few months later, President John F. Kennedy

paid his legendary visit. That was when he expressed
solidarity with the city and its population in the

immortal words “Ich bin ein Berliner!”, spoken
in impeccable US German. This was regard-

ed as a truly historic occasion by everyone
who heard him, and there can indeed be
no doubt that it was a landmark event.

There’s always been a lot going on in
Berlin. Think of the influx of French
Huguenots after the revocation of the
Edict of Nantes in 1685. Or the military
campaigns of Frederick the Great and

the renowned French intellectuals who
made such an outstanding contribution

to life at his court in the eighteenth cen-
tury. Or the occupation of the city by

Napoleon in 1806, the subsequent reforms in
Prussia and the revolution of 1848, with its disas-

trous consequences for Germany. Or the part played
by the city as the capital of a unified German after 1871. Or
its role as a brilliant cultural and intellectual centre after the
First World War, as the epitome of the “Golden Twenties”.
And so on and so forth. Even without all this, Berlin’s status
as the capital of Prussia, accompanying the drama of its rise
and fall, would have guaranteed it an important place in his-
tory.

Over the centuries Berlin has resembled a stage on which
the scenery has constantly been shifted around or changed
completely. It was once a capital and has now become one
again. But has it ever really been Germany’s premier city?
Maybe in the Third Reich, when it was the centre of oper-

Michael Klett
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PROVINCIAL 
BUT GRAND

They embody an overblown promise that has not been
fulfilled, and they are reminders of an affluence long since
gambled away.

Now and again, though, it’s a pleasure to dive into Berlin’s
world of beautiful ugliness. Like a magnet, this city seems
to attract all the drama and vibrancy of human life. It will
always be a focus for people for whom boredom is a fate
worse than death. ^

The Gendarmenmarkt 

in Berlin, 1928
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ations for a megalomaniac dictator. Yet it was never really
the kind of city that made everywhere else in the country
seem provincial. 

And it still isn’t. Nobody in Germany looks to Berlin for the
latest fashions, whether it’s clothes, life styles or slang you’re
interested in. And don’t imagine that the city is the centre of
the nation’s Press or the site of every major corporation’s
headquarters. So is Berlin just as provincial as any other place
in the country? Or, to put it another way, could it be that
no German city is provincial? Perhaps Germany is the sum
of its cities, with Berlin no more than one among many. 

And what about the future? Sixty years after the end of the
Second World War, Berlin is in a position to become a cap-
ital city like other European capital cities. Countries
from across the globe have their embassies
here, and Germany’s own federal states
are well represented in the city. But
where are the other essential ingre-
dients of a true capital – a wide-
ranging intelligentsia, an estab-
lished indigenous population
notable for its sophistication
and a political class capable of
ministering to the existential
needs of the people? 

Surely, Berlin has stood for
the deterioration in the coun-
try’s fortunes from the moment
it was made the capital of a
reunified Germany twenty-five
years ago. Can this downhill trend
be reversed? The new government
buildings certainly seem to proclaim the
country’s political health and success. But cur-
rent reality suggests that their outsized monumentality
amounts to little more than a democratic version of the
architecture that Albert Speer designed for the Nazi regime.
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The very foundations of the European
Union seemed to shake. At a stroke, the
French and Dutch No swept aside the
European constitution, at least for the
time being.

The chief reaction among politicians was
helplessness. To advocates of the consti-
tution a vote in its favour at the two ref-
erendums seemed virtually a foregone
conclusion. So unprepared were they for
a No that weeks afterwards it still
appeared that they didn’t know what to
do next.  

At our request, the German Foreign
Minister and Vice Chancellor Joschka
Fischer made a first attempt to point the
way ahead. In his speech at Würth Haus
in Berlin he painted a realistic picture of
the current state of the EU, not shying

away from the significance of recent
developments. He made it clear that
progress with European integration can
be achieved only by deploying econom-
ic creativity and dynamism. The fact
that Mr Fischer was offering his thoughts
on the situation at the behest of a large
company, and in a building belonging
to it, only served to underscore the close
relations between economic and politi-
cal health.  

Politicians, representatives of trade and
industry, diplomats and members of
social organisations listened closely to
the Foreign Minister’s words. Phoenix
TV broadcast a full-length documentary
about the evening and gave people
everywhere the opportunity of catching
a glimpse of this view from inside the
Foreign Ministry.

A speech given by the 
German Foreign Minister 
Joschka Fischer at Würth Haus 
in Berlin on 28 June 2005.

WAYS (AND
BYWAYS) TO
EUROPE: 
OLD AND NEW
PERSPECTIVES



Ladies and gentlemen,

[…] Today I received a visit from a colleague from the Caribbean. Our second
topic of conversation was China. On my last visit to Latin America I encoun-
tered Chinese delegations everywhere. And one thing became clear in my dis-
cussions with members of governments in Chile, Brazil and elsewhere: a new,
omnipresent factor has come into play, and that factor’s name is China. At the
same time, the price of oil has been rising dramatically. It has now reached over
$50 dollars a barrel, and it’s impossible to estimate where it will finally settle.
Enthusiastic about the prospect of increasing exports, our steel industry is con-
sidering building coking plants in China. 

In Berlin, employers’ associations and the national government have held their
first joint conference on raw materials, not least because middle-sized businesses
had been complaining about the adverse effect of exploding costs in this area.
There can be no doubt that this is the result of reverse movements in world trade
involving new competitors as an important factor. So developments in China and

India were again the main topic of discussion during my most
recent visit to the West Pacific, to Australia, New Zealand
and South-east Asia. Though reversals in the direction of
trade certainly have positive aspects, they have not only
brought about a massive increase in the cost of raw mate-
rials, but have also had notable ecological consequences.

Economic readjustment 

In other words, we are witnessing a new
phase in the development of the world
economy. The participants in this phase
are of a previously unheard-of magni-
tude. Until now, the formula 80/20 has
been applied to the world economy,
meaning that approximately 20% of
the world population takes an active
part in the economy, reaps the ben-
efits and causes global problems.
Within about the next two decades
this formula looks set to change to
40/60 and eventually to 60/40.

2/2005 present 7
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I would like to discuss these developments with regard to ourselves and our
European neighbours. Reverse movements in world trade, the “suction effect”
of the mega-economies developing in South Asia, East Asia and elsewhere, nat-
urally raise a number of issues. Chief among them are access to resources, the dis-
tribution of power and the place of the German economy and that of the other
EU countries. 

Where will our opportunities lie in the future? A lot depends on finding the right
answer. Jobs depend on it, income and profit levels, the financing of the social
security system, education and training – in short, everything that goes to make
up what’s called an affluent society.

It would be foolish to ignore the ecological consequences of these developments
by permitting ourselves ecological “time out”. I believe that would be more than
short-sighted – it would amount to total blindness. A visit to Beijing must make
it clear to anyone what the challenges are in this area. 

All this will have massive repercussions for international security, so it ought
really to be clear to everyone that only a firmly united Europe will be capable
of effectively promoting economic interests – whether here in Germany, in Italy,
France or the new member states – and of creating a new balance of power in the
concert of nations. Only a strong EU can offer the necessary safeguards, backed,
of course, by healthy transatlantic relations.

The crucial question is: will the rapid rise of some countries lead to destabilisa-
tion, as the rise of Germany did in the pre-First World War period? Should we
be thinking in terms of large-scale conflicts? In my opinion that view is thor-
oughly outdated. What would these conflicts actually be about? In view of the
magnitude of the stakes, the winners would in any case be losers and vice versa.
The idea that one country could acquire resources at the expense of others with-
out the matter being regulated by increased prices is obsolete. The disintegra-
tive effect on the world economy would be so great that the winner would
become a loser and the losers winners. I mention this because the factors that
come into play here are vital in assessing the necessity of European unity. 

Security considerations 

A second major issue with regard to our neighbours is the challenge to secur-
ity. Although I’ll be leaving Africa out of consideration here, I do wish to point
out that we should not lose sight of our neighbouring continent. For one thing,
Europe would be affected directly if Africa began exporting its conflicts. So we
should beware of treating it as the “forgotten continent” and, however difficult
the conditions, do our utmost to promote economic cooperation and democ-
racy. Despite the terrible tragedies, crises and conflicts that have occurred in
Africa, I believe there is a realistic chance of making progress, especially in view

Ways (and Byways) to Europe
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of recent developments in the African
Union and the notable change of out-
look among the leading players.

The eastern Mediterranean region
will be the decisive factor in our
national security. Just as the freedom
of West Berlin was of vital import-
ance for the whole of Europe during
the Cold War, so the central security
issue now is whether cooperation or
confrontation will prevail in the east-

ern Mediterranean. With greatly increasing populations, the states in this region
have weak national economies, low levels of trade, little exchange and less
dynamism. 

What has happened to investment in these countries? Despite abundant natural
resources, notably oil and gas, there is not sufficient investment to satisfy the
huge demand for jobs on the part of very young populations. Earlier attempts at
modernisation failed economically and socially, and further efforts have been
consistently blocked. In addition, these countries are the scene of ideologically
explosive conflicts, old and new.

The Middle East 

One old conflict is, of course, that between Israel and the Palestinians, which
now exists side by side with the new threats of the jihad and the terrorism of
Islamic extremists. This explosive constellation represents a great challenge. The
USA responded by taking on responsibility and invading Iraq. The German gov-
ernment doubted the wisdom of this policy because we were not convinced that
the US was really fully aware of what it meant to take on responsibility – includ-
ing political responsibility – for this region. 

Even the briefest glance at this part of the world will reveal how unstable it is
and how great are the challenges facing us. There is not simply the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict. There is also the conflict between Israel and the Arab world as a
whole and the need to make real progress towards modernisation and democ-
racy. Lebanon has begun moving in the right direction. But what about Syria?
Egypt’s increased openness is welcome, but will it continue and what will be its
consequences? How will the Maghreb develop? Saudi-Arabia clearly also has
difficulty implementing change. Will Iraq acquire a stable democracy despite the
terrorists, or is the unity of the country seriously at threat? And what will be
the outcome of Iran’s nuclear plans, which obviously reveal large-scale ambi-
tions within the region.
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All these centres of conflict are close to Europe and they represent a threat to
our security, which can be safeguarded only by a politically effective EU. The
role of the EU in the Middle East has been underestimated. The part it has played
in attempts to resolve the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians, for ex-
ample, is generally ignored. Let us not forget that the “roadmap” resulted from
a European initiative; it was a European idea. Successful measures implementing
change in the Middle East, in security and other areas, have been supported pri-
marily by European money and effort. Without our help with modernisation,
without our stability pacts and other agreements, without our economical and
political organs, the outlook in the region would be far bleaker and, in my opin-
ion, it would be far less stable.

Yet much remains to be done. Europe’s scope for action is limited by the rota-
tional principal governing the presidency of the EU. Every six months, a new
set of nationally defined aims and emphases, perfectly legitimate in themselves,
comes into operation. Our partners outside the EU are also frequently confused
by the fact that the EU has three voices – not only that of the country holding
the presidency, but also those of the European Commission and the European
Council. In the interests both of the member states and of other countries, the
creation of a joint security and foreign policy should thus be among our most
pressing concerns. 

Foreign policy always has a strategic dimension

I’m deeply concerned about recent developments in Iran. Which way is the coun-
try going? Negotiations have been extremely difficult, but provided the Paris
agreement is kept to and the nuclear plants are closed down under the supervi-
sion of the IAO, those negotiations must certainly be continued. And they should
not lose sight of Iran’s role in the Middle East conflict or of the issue of human
rights in this strategically vital country. Turkey, let me remind you, is among its
immediate neighbours. 

I will have something to say later about the debate concerning Turkey’s future
role that has flared up again recently. The point I wish to make at the moment
is that foreign policy always has a strategic dimension, and that thinking stra-
tegically in this context means safeguarding security and promoting peace. Should
we really leave Turkey to fend for itself in the current situation? With European
interests at heart, I can only say I find that attitude short-sighted. I well under-
stand the emotions aroused by this issue, but I still maintain that this is too sim-
plistic a view. 

Europe’s strength lies in its cultural diversity and shared history 

Other factors come into play here as well. Take the slowing down in the expan-
sion of the EU. When I look at security in terms of the EU’s strategic environ-

Ways (and Byways) to Europe
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ment, and when I see that important new
players have emerged who will be a major

factor in the world order of the twenty-
first century, then I am deeply con-
cerned that Europeans seem not to
realise that the role they must play
is a joint role. 

Of course Europe is heteroge-
neous. We Europeans will never
form a united whole in terms of

language and national identity.
Europe’s strength lies in its cultural

diversity and shared history. Mean-
ingful unity can be achieved only with national individuality as a catalyst. Who-
ever doubts this, threatens to destroy the work of European unity.

Diversity can be a particular strength in a multi-polar, multi-lateral world in
which seven billion people must attempt to coexist peacefully. Our political elite
had this in mind when they drew up the treaty for a European constitution as a
means towards greater integration. It has been rejected by a democratic vote.
The project as a whole therefore still lacks ultimate democratic authorisation.
We must accept that. 

This crisis seems familiar 

The consequences are inescapable. The irony is that the constitution treaty con-
tains stipulations designed to improve the very things attacked most by critics of
the status quo. I will leave out of account the domestic reasons for the French and
Dutch rejection of the treaty. But doesn’t the crisis caused by their negative vote
seem familiar? We Germans have experienced the same kind of thing with the
two parts of our country in the aftermath of reunification. Let me call it the
“European unification crisis”. 

A decade and a half after the fall of the Wall, the expansion of the EU has caused
a crisis in relations between new and old member states – that, at least, is the
view that has been expressed widely in both official and private contexts. To
me, many of the arguments involved resemble those advanced during the unifi-
cation process between eastern and western Germany. The emotions are virtu-
ally identical. Fears in western Germany were the same as those now expressed
by old member states of the EU: “they” will take jobs away from us, “they” are
a threat to our standard of living and “they” will increase competition in the job
market. As Germans, we should know that the opening of borders creates a
new economic reality that represents not only a handicap, but also a wealth of
opportunities for everyone.
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Comparison of trade figures in the fifteen old member states of the EU with those
in the new member states shows that considerable progress has been made. Any-
one active in business, trade and industry knows only too well how important
diversification is, how new markets can open up new perspectives. New partners
give increased opportunities for mixed budgeting and profitable manufacture,
which in turn safeguards jobs at home. After all, pressure on our job markets has
been created not by the accession of new member states, but by the abolition of the
division within Europe. The new reality of this situation has simply asserted itself. 

Long before the Czech Republic and Hungary joined the EU, German car 
manufacturers had opened factories in low-wage countries – and with good rea-

son. Such moves provide opportunities for the host
countries to catch up with developments and
take an active part in their future course. The
resulting increase in economic performance
and income levels can only be of benefit to
the process of European integration. 

But we must face the facts of recent
developments. It was definitely
my impression that a leading
issue in the run-up to the vote
on the constitution in France
was the latest expansion of the
EU (Turkey, interestingly,
seemed a less pressing con-
cern). Bearing this in mind, I
am concerned about the
upcoming election campaign
in Germany. Should we 
really halt expansion and not
honour commitments? Should
we really not ratify treaties that

have already been signed? That is what statements in some quarters seemed to be
suggesting.

Overcoming nationalism 

Let me remind you of the strategy we adopted in the western Balkans. In 1991
war returned to Europe after the collapse of Yugoslavia. By contrast, when the
Czechoslovakian state broke up the matter was settled in a way appropriate to
the twenty-first century – by a process of peaceful, democratic negotiation. The
difference was that nationalism had gained the upper hand in the former
Yugoslavia, the kind nationalism that once prevailed throughout Europe. If ever

Joschka Fischer (right) with fellow member 

of the Green party Rezzo Schlauch

Photo: Andreas Amann, Berlin
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there was a good reason for setting up the EU then it was to overcome nation-
alism. I don’t mean individual nations and their special characteristics, but nation-
alism as an ideology, the ideology that almost completely destroyed Europe in
the first half of the twentieth century. 

We Germans know what we’re talking about here. The criminal National Social-
ist regime plunged our country (and others) into a disastrous war and five decades
of internal division. And the dividing line that went through our country and
through Berlin ultimately also went through Europe. That fact was well known
when the Balkan crisis broke out in 1991. Yet one thing was overlooked: our
success in solving major problems has always depended – and will always depend
– on viewing things from a European perspective.

In my five years as Foreign Minister I have noticed a change in awareness, begin-
ning with the Kosovo conflict. Even two years ago it would have been unthink-
able for me to be invited to a meeting of foreign ministers in Albania, with col-
leagues from Macedonia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia-Montenegro
– unthinkable for all of us to sit at the same table discussing all the major issues.
[…] 

Long-term perspectives 

The processes involved are unavoidably protracted because we need to think
long-term if we are not to succumb to destabilising tendencies. This applies not
only to the accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the EU, but also to the entire
western Balkans. 

The expansion of the EU became a historical challenge and necessity with the end
of the Cold War. The alternative is a return to armed conflict and to national-
ism. Unlike the CDU/CSU [the union of Germany’s two leading conservative
parties], I have never envisaged Ukraine joining the EU in the near future. Nev-
ertheless, Ukraine’s firm integration into the West is of immense importance for
our future relations with Russia and the concomitant issue of security. A relapse
into imperial ways of thinking would be disastrous. Independent peoples with
freely elected governments throughout Europe – that must be our aim. The ver-
dict of future generations will be damning if we make the wrong decisions on
such central issues. We simply cannot afford to throw away historic opportuni-
ties that will not arise again soon. […]

Europe has natural borders in the north, south and west – the North Sea, the
Mediterranean and the Atlantic respectively. Where does its eastern border lie?
De Gaulle once said at the river Ural. But that is an arbitrary choice and no more
inherently convincing than the Volga or Yenisey river – which would put the
border in the middle of Russia. Ultimately, Europe must define its eastern bor-

Ways (and Byways) to Europe
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der politically and culturally, rather than in terms of natural features. History
will play a part in this, but so must the pursuit of well-founded interests. The
creation of an intermediate region sandwiched between the EU and Russia (and
other powers) should certainly be avoided.

We must not let countries down that have legitimate European claims. And I
wish to make it plain that those countries include Turkey. […] At present, Turkey
is certainly not ready to join the EU. But without the prospect of membership it
has no real chance of modernising. It would become entangled in a mixture of
Pan-Turkish illusions, retrograde Islamism and an unfulfilled desire for integration
into the Western world. And let me remind you that this would occur in the
context of the explosive strategic situation I have already outlined. […]

French and Dutch rejection of the EU constitution is a serious matter

I touched earlier on the issue of democratic authorisation for a united Europe. We
cannot just continue voting on the constitution until we get a result we find sat-
isfactory. And let us not forget that the negative votes came from two founder
states of the EU. That is why they are such a serious matter, especially the French
No. We cannot simply proceed without France. France is the mother of the
whole European project. So we are in a very difficult situation. […]

The French and Dutch rejection of the constitution treaty has plunged us into a
discussion that I believe can be understood only in dialectical terms. And if Tony
Blair demands adjustments, then not entirely without reason. 

Demographic developments as practical constraints 

As you know, difficulties experienced by the government coalition in Germany
have led to the vote of no-confidence due to be held this coming Friday. The
difficulties have arisen not because we have been busy doing nothing, but rather
because our “Agenda 2010” reforms affect the interests of millions of voters and,
for many people, go against traditional Social Democratic principles. This fact
is now being exploited in a populist fashion by Messrs Gregor Gysi and Oskar
Lafontaine [leaders of a recently formed left-wing alliance in Germany].

Everyone would love to leave pension arrangements just as they are. But we
cannot ignore far-reaching changes in the age pyramid and hence in the structur-
ing of costs in pension schemes. 

Hardly any parents of children in my primary school class reached the age of
sixty. Manfred Kurz’s father, for example, died as early as 1966, the same year as
mine. Today, it’s more a question of who won’t reach ninety. That naturally has

Ways (and Byways) to Europe



an impact on health service costs, because older people are
more susceptible to illness. And that, in turn, affects the
job market because the health service is financed from gross
wages. So we are just not in a position to leave pensions
alone and carry on as though nothing had happened. That
does not mean, however, that we should encourage crude

individualism of the “each man for himself” kind. That would invite social strife,
with disastrous political consequences. 

Everyone knows that this country will need more immigrants – at the latest by
the end of this decade, but probably earlier. But no one dares says so because
it’s an unpopular fact. And everyone knows that we should be doing more for
children. But priorities remain unchanged. […] 

What can the EU do?

What can the EU do to improve matters? It can increase competitiveness. Ger-
many must become more competitive, and so must our Italian and French friends,
and all the other member states. Of course, that will not solve all Europe’s prob-
lems. Take the polemical debate about agricultural policy. We fought for years to
reduce the agricultural budget from 80% to 40%. (And if you’ll permit me to
say so, agriculture payments to the UK are not exactly ungenerous.) I believe
there are realistic mid-term prospects for a figure of below 30%. But let us not for-
get that spending on agriculture is an important factor in increasing competi-
tiveness. EU agricultural policy has benefited Polish agriculture, for example, to
an extent that would not have been possible on the basis of purely national fund-
ing. Indeed, that policy played a major part in Poland’s decision to seek member-
ship of the EU. 

Turning to funding for research, there has been criticism that Germany invests too
little here. But if EU funds are added to our own spending on research, Ger-
many does not emerge at all badly from comparisons with other EU countries.
Please don’t misunderstand me: of course I wish more funds were made available
in this area. After all, I’m not advocating retaining the agricultural subsidies. […] 

Modernisation is indispensable

There is no way round modernisation. It must be accomplished primarily at a
national economic and political level. Why, then, were the Bolkenstein guide-
lines on liberalising public services in the EU felt to be such a threat, so much
so that they were one reason why the French and the Dutch rejected the con-
stitution? We need to find an answer to this question.

2/2005 present 15
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Basically, economic modernisation in Europe has been progressing successfully
and we can point to a number of first-rate and wide-ranging accomplishments.
Seeing the Italian ambassador in the audience, reminds me how, as a member
of the Opposition, I fought for the lira to become the euro. For many countries,
the introduction of the euro promoted modernisation of their economies by
encouraging greater fiscal discipline, and that process is still continuing. 

Imagine what the present currency fluctuations would have meant if we still had
the deutschmark as a national reserve currency, along with the whole currency
snake. Think of all the revaluations and devaluations would we have had to cope
with and of all the currency speculation, with the friction that would have
entailed. Then compare that with our present position with the euro. 

Why do people feel threatened?

But we still need to understand one vital thing: what worries people about the
EU, over and above the current crisis? Why do they perceive increased economic
liberalisation as a threat? 

I must admit that I feel a certain amount of concern about developments in Ger-
many, because I register a trend towards a mixture of social populism, xeno-
phobia and euro-scepticism. This is the trend represented by Oskar Lafontaine,
standing on the shoulders of the PDS [the successor to the communist party of
the GDR]. If the mixture is successful it will force other political parties to change
course. That’s my very real concern. Because then Germany might be tempted
away from its long-standing policy of political integration within Europe. Com-
bined with the French No to the constitution treaty, that could have very serious
consequences indeed. 

Clearly, Europe and Germany are undergoing a process of readjustment. It has
been caused not only by unemployment, but also by a general feeling of in-
security resulting from the loss of institutions ties.

The lack of institutional security 

When I went school it was clear that if you didn’t go to a Gymnasium you did
an apprenticeship with Daimler, Bosch or one of the other big companies in
Stuttgart. You went to the firm where your father been trained and, in many
cases, your grandfather as well. Such institutional security is on the way out.
Today people can’t know whether they’ll be able to pursue the same line of work
for even ten years. Or whether they’ll get a proper start in the first place. 
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Working lives have changed enormously. If we put our trust in radical individu-
alism we may provoke opposition of a kind we would do well not to arouse.
That’s why the countries of Europe must maintain modern social services. If
overcoming nationalism was a matter for the EU, then at a national level concern
for both social and economic welfare proved to be the right way forward. This
was called the “social market economy”. Not all social and economic policies
can be forced to fit this label, however, and if millions of people suddenly become
convinced that the economy is a market economy but no longer a social mar-
ket economy, then we’ve got a problem on our hands, whether it suits us polit-
ically or not.

I drew your attention earlier to the necessity of limiting welfare spending, and I
am fully aware of the stiff economic competition that we face. On the other
hand, we require a social security system that offers more than the minimum
needed to safeguard against poverty. This issue has only just begun to be debat-
ed. If the outcome favours the populists, then I believe there will be negative
consequences for European integration. The long-term result would probably
be polarisation within the EU, which is something we must avoid. That’s why a
democratic debate has started. Not just here in Germany. This is a general prob-
lem. If we want to find solutions we must subject the methods used to achieve
authorisation of the constitution treaty and the substance of the treaty itself to
careful analysis. This evening, I can only outline some of the possibilities. 

Authorisation procedures within the EU 

The positive aspect of the French referendum on the constitution was that it
sparked the first-ever genuinely European debate. This was a national debate
that also took place throughout Europe, and the repercussions of the resulting
No were far more than purely national. The Dutch have said that they would
have voted in favour if the French had. Governments in the UK and elsewhere
wouldn’t have abandoned their plans for a referendum. These were direct con-
sequences of the method employed. Would another be preferable? The Por-
tuguese Prime Minister raised this question at the latest sitting of the European
Council in Brussels, and I believe he was right to do so. We need to rethink the
procedure. It’s not possible just to carry on putting things to the vote until you
get the outcome you want. But the member states need to reach some form of
agreement, so in future we’ll need a democratic procedure that can operate on
a national or a European level. What kind of procedure? That’s the sort of thing
we’re only just beginning to discuss. 

Procedures also need to be addressed with regard to the contents of the consti-
tution. Little can be said about this at present, but it seems to me that in 
re-examining certain basic issues – above all, a joint European foreign and se-

Ways (and Byways) to Europe
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curity policy, the strengthening of democracy in Europe and the subsidiarity
principle – the parliament of each member state must acquire a twofold responsi-
bility. They should not simply vote Yes or No, but also make a creative contribu-
tion and back the results. Dovetailing public organs at a national and a European
level would grant greater responsibility to the European Parliament and affect the
policies adopted by the European Commission. The next European elections are
quite a long way off, but all parties, especially those sometimes called the “large
families”, will need to show that they are capable of drawing up convincing pro-
grammes for Europe and of campaigning across the whole of Europe. Because
European integration must really be a political process. […]

I have just mentioned some key points regarding the substance of the constitu-
tion. There are other major issues, among them finances and modernisation.
Can the EU play a leading part in these areas? I believe the responsibility will
have to lie largely with individual countries, but coordination will undoubtedly
become increasingly important, especially within the EU. And that may well
lead to many a rejected proposal and protracted negotiations.

No reason to be pessimistic 

I hope I haven’t given you the impression that I’m pessimistic about Europe’s
future. I’m not. I have merely attempted to paint a realistic picture of the cur-
rent state of the EU. All the major issues will play a part in our national poli-
tics. With national elections likely to take place in the immediate future, my wish
is that short-term tactical considerations do not lead politicians to adjust their
policies. I hope that Germany will continue to serve European interests and to
promote European integration. We would pay a high price, economically and
in terms of security, if the process of integration were allowed to slow down,
let alone stagnate. That would be a real setback. And that is the last thing the
EU should permit itself at the present moment in time.

Democratic rights have just been asserted in Europe in no uncertain terms. We
must respond to that. Certainly, the only way to make good the lack of author-
isation for the constitution is to respond by democratic means rather than stub-
bornly continue along the same path, as though nothing had happened. With
regard to political substance, I believe we must continue along the same path.
But with regard to procedures, that is now no longer an option. The people of
Europe, in the form of national democracies, were asked and they have given
an unequivocal reply. We should accept that fact. “We mustn’t do it that way
again” is an inadequate response. We must pursue the aim of an effective Euro-
pean democracy with a basis in strong national governments.
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That’s the challenge we’re now facing. I hope that business, trade and industry
will play a vital part in responding to it. Last but not least, Europe will need to
rethink its social policy. Competitiveness, justice and freedom: these three prin-
ciples must be combined effectively if we are to succeed. Pursued on their own,
each of them tends, I find, to bring into play aggressively antagonistic forces.
That is why I hope that the democratic debate we must now conduct will result
in a new equilibrium. This would equip us to play a successful part in tomor-
row’s world, in the interests of the people, the member states and their joint
project: the European Union. ^

Ways (and Byways) to Europe
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Parliamentary democracy: a recipe for boredom            

If only they’d make up their minds. Does a majority of German MPs have confidence in
the Chancellor or not? Is thinking one thing and voting another really an acceptable way
of bringing about national elections? True, the state elections in North Rhine-Westphalia
last May brought the situation to a head. It was now difficult to see how Germany could
be governed effectively on a long-term basis. But parliament’s vote of no-confidence in
the Chancellor highlighted one of the least attractive features of present-day democracy:
majorities are “created”, and not just inside parliament. In this particular case, the custom
of creating rather than achieving a majority was actually the ultimate cause of the crisis.

We’ve become accustomed to politicians announcing and debating policy decisions in
the media rather than in the committees and other parliamentary bodies which exist for
that purpose. And we all know that phone calls between Berlin and the state capitals,
along with wheeling and dealing in backrooms and local party organisations, have
effectively replaced parliamentary debate as ways of achieving a majority. 

Add to this the pressure to conform exerted on MPs by parliamentary parties (the
pressure increased by trial votes), everyone’s habit of thinking in terms of political
alignments and MPs’ concern about losing their seats, and you end up with a parlia-
ment that has virtually allowed itself to be gagged. Poorly attended debates have
become a familiar sight in the German parliament, and the binding power of majority
resolutions would seem to be correspondingly weak.

Werner Schulz, MP, has attacked the way in which the dissolution of parliament was
brought about. Whatever you think of Schulz’s politics, it’s difficult to disagree with his
criticism, and the complaint he intends to lodge with the Constitutional Court is clearly
not unfounded. Germany’s Basic Law emphasises that all MPs must be independent,
accountable in the first instance to their own conscience. That’s too rarely taken into
account in the day-to-day workings of parliament. Whatever decision the Constitutional
Court comes to, the judges will surely reassert this basic principle. 

There’s a German saying “If you ask a lot, you go wrong a lot”. This seems to have
inspired many a bill drafted in the country’s parliament. Is it then surprising that the
need to get things done quickly and efficiently makes circumventing long-winded
preparation in parliament an attractive proposition? How else do you go about things
when parliament seems to be little more than a permanent mediation committee, with
party political interests constantly preventing swift, effective action? So the country’s
leaders get their way, and parliament nods its assent after listless debates that are little
more than academic exercises.

People’s ideas of parliamentary debates are therefore dominated by masses of empty
seats (including those on the government benches), by MPs on the back benches who
have basically resigned themselves to their fate and by endless speeches. Is it any won-
der that observers get bored and wander off in the middle of a debate to have a drink?
Who can blame them? 

vox popoli

?
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But debates on fundamental issues are much too important to be terminated by prior
arrangement or by one person exercising his authority. Our society is too complex to
be approached in the simplest and quickest way. And too articulate, thank God. Bun-
dles of reforms like the “Agenda 2010” profoundly affect our social welfare legislation
and our ideas about the kind of society we live in or want to live in. It just won’t do 
to make them the subject of an announcement by the Federal Government Press and
Information Office and leave it at that. Voting on individual measures isn’t enough. 
A broad consensus is required for basic changes of direction. That consensus can be
achieved only by debate, by presenting arguments that offer a convincing vision for the
future. And that’s where parliament is absolutely essential. A major error of Gerhard
Schröder’s government was its use of the media to present the so-called Hartz reforms.
The intended benefits to the country were ultimately submerged in a sea of confused
and sometimes violent reactions to the reforms. 

There is another, still more important issue at stake here. Bit by bit, parliament’s power
is being eroded. Laws are no longer made in parliament. Voters can no longer monitor
how their interests are being represented by following parliamentary debates. Parliament
is no longer the scene of real debates, the kind of debates in which MPs fight for their
convictions, in which cogently argued positions can make or break a majority, in which
society is reflected in all its variety. And where have all the passionate beliefs and rhet-
orical skills gone? Deeply felt exchanges have not been seen in the German parliament
since it discussed whether to transfer the seat of government from Bonn to Berlin and
whether to send troops to Kosovo. Great occasions of that kind are now in woefully
short supply. 

A strong parliament is a sine qua non of a healthy democracy, not least because it
promotes integration and identification with the state. Lively debates with an uncertain
outcome foster interest in parliamentary democracy for the simple reason that they are
enjoyable. If you want to see how current debates affect people, just look at their faces
as they come out of the Reichstag building, especially the schoolchildren. The relief at
being able to cross this item off their list of things to do in Berlin is almost tangible.

What a missed opportunity. Any employer will tell you that a well-informed employee 
is a better employee, all the more so if he or she can identify with the company’s aims.
What’s true on a small scale is true on a larger one – just substitute “state” and “citizen”
for “employer” and “employee”. And it’s never truer than when things are not going
well. At such times, collective and mutual understanding is necessary to forge the social
consensus without which major tasks cannot be accomplished at a national level. This
requires both farsightedness and an eye for detail, both vision and patience. Those are
not impossible demands for people with the courage of their convictions.

Manfred Kurz 
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Kurt Beck, Prime Minister of Rhineland-
Palatinate, receives the 2005 Prize 
for Trade and Industry from the Union 
of Middle-sized Businesses

From grapes and turnips to economic growth and increased exports

“Prime Minister, you’ve turned the state of Rhineland-Palatinate upside down.”
That’s how Burkhard Schwenker, Chairman of the Board at Roland Berger Strat-
egy Consultants, summed up the achievement of Kurt Beck, Prime Minister of
the federal state of Rhineland-Palatinate, when presenting Beck with the 2005
Prize for Trade and Industry of the German Union of Middle-sized Businesses
(Union Mittelständischer Unternehmen; UMU). 

Schwenker went on: “A few decades ago, Rhineland-Palatinate was a nice, peace-
ful place chiefly notable for grapes and turnips. You have transformed into a
state with a rate of economic growth and export figures matched in Germany
only by Baden-Württemberg and Bavaria.” 

Chancellor Schröder speeks 

Chancellor Gerhard Schröder and leading representatives of business, trade and
industry attended the prize ceremony on 23 June 2005, which was taking place for
the second year running at the Würth Group’s Berlin
headquarters, Würth Haus. The Chancellor praised
his fellow Social Democrat above all for his unswerv-
ing commitment “to issues and to people. He came
from a humble background and apprenticed as an
electrician. His career eventually took him to the
highest political office in the federal state of
Rhineland-Palatinate, but he has never lost
touch with the people he serves. He
calls it ‘staying tuned to people’.” 

Left to right: Hermann Sturm, President 

of the German Union of Middle-sized 

Businesses; Kurt Beck, Prime Minister of

Rhineland-Palatinate; Gerhard Schröder,

German Chancellor 



Hermann Sturm, President of the UMU, addresses the gathering

In his speech, the President of the UMU, Gerhard Sturm, pointed to evidence
that the national government’s bundle of reforms “Agenda 2010” was beginning
to show results. “These are moves in the right direction,” he said, “making reduc-
tions in a social welfare programme that can no longer be financed.” Sturm criti-
cised plans for a “tax on the rich”, calling it a “tax of the envious” that had no
doubt been dreamt up in neighbouring Saarland, where the Christian Demo-
crats are in power. 

Sturm thanked the Würth Group for once more letting the UMU uses its Berlin
premises for the prize ceremony. He expressed the wish that this would become
a regular fixture.

A speech on behalf of the Würth Group

The head of Würth Haus, Manfred Kurz, made a speech outlining the Würth
Group’s position on the current state of German politics. As Würth’s represen-
tative and, in a wider sense, as a representative of trade and industry, Kurz praised
the Chancellor for his courage in tackling even the most sacred cows. “Politi-
cians think in terms of the next elections,” he said, “but statesmen think in terms
of the next generation. Please stay with the second approach, Mr Chancellor. If
doing the right thing means losing the next elections, then there is consolation
in the fact that progress in society is always the work of minorities. Majorities
maintain the status quo. Majorities beget dogmas. Majorities induce lethargy.
It’s strange how conservative people can become when they stand to lose some-
thing, however little. They should know that rejection of any form of change
eventually results in the loss of the very things they wish to preserve. That is
short-sighted conservativism.” 

Kurz continued: “Managers think in terms of the next balance sheets, but employ-
ers thinks in terms of a long and prosperous future for their business. The state
and its politicians have a right to expect that of employers. At Würth we cer-

tainly intend to continue putting that kind of thinking into practice – not pay-
ing lip service to it, but acting on it every single day, with 50,000 employ-

ees working towards giving our Group a long and healthy life. That
requires hard work from management and a company capital level of
around 50%. Only long-term planning can establish rock-solid founda-
tions like that. Employees should do their duty. Employers should do
more than their duty.” 
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Prizewinner Kurt Beck and

Chancellor Schröder enjoy a joke

Photos: Andreas Amann, Berlin

Left to right: Hermann Sturm; Michael Schilling,

shareholder representative of Bankhaus

Reuschel & Co., Munich; Gerhard Schröder
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Gerhard Schröder and Hermann Sturm 

in conversation with Bettina Würth

An evening that belonged to middle-sized businesses 

The evening at Würth Haus belonged to middle-sized businesses. Without their
taxes, innovative ideas, training courses and job-creating efforts the national
economy would lose much of its dynamism. 

One thing everybody agreed on, whatever their party political allegiances: who-
ever forms the next national government must relieve the burden on middle-sized
businesses by freeing them from the current crippling burden of regulations, by
lowering trade tax and by relaxing the laws on inheritance and testamentary pro-
visions. This would help to make the German economy more productive and
more competitive, areas in which middle-sized businesses already make a major
contribution.

The prizewinner’s achievement 

Kurt Beck realised all this long ago and made it the basis of his economic policy
in Rhineland-Palatinate. Winning the UMU’s 2205 Prize for Trade and Industry
is but one mark of his success. The Würth Group offers him its warmest con-
gratulations. 

Left to right: Dr Peter Sparry, Josef A. Geyer 

and Dr Matthias Schürgers of the German

Ministry of Economics and Labour

Kurt Beck says goodbye to Manfred Kurz at the end 

of a successful evening in Würth Haus, Berlin

Photos: Andreas Amann, Berlin

Gerhard Schröder and Dr Werner Baumgart,

Chairman of the Board of Directors, SGW

Multiversa AG
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The French writer Jean Rouaud has advised
his countrymen to undergo psychotherapy:
“The whole nation belongs on the couch!”,
he said. 

Rouaud is not the only one to shake his
head in disbelief at the contradictions
inherent in France’s oscillation between an
“everything will come right in the end”
attitude to the future and a constant invoca-
tion of the country’s past as the “La Grande
Nation”. This is an irrational attitude,
inconsistent and lacking in clear objectives.
By voting against the EU constitution, the
French people no doubt gave vent to
national discontent. But although the blow
was probably aimed more at France’s politi-
cians than at the European Union, it ended
up striking Europe – from behind, through
the heart and straight in the eye. 

This may be a case of French-style dialec-
tics. The immediate consequences, though,
are pretty disastrous. France has moved
from being a progenitor of the European
Union to a country that has increasingly
cold-shouldered Europe. In effect, France
has rejected its own child, a child that
would never have learned to walk without
the experience of two world wars and the
enmity between nations suffered by its
parents, France and Germany. It took more
than forty years to overcome nationalist
thinking in Europe, an achievement associ-
ated with such great names in European
history as Charles de Gaulle, Konrad
Adenauer, Robert Schuman, Helmut
Schmidt, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, Helmut
Kohl and François Mitterand. Have all their
efforts been in vain? 

A European constitution is the logical
consequence of years of unanimously
agreed multilateral treaties and agreements.
It represents a kind of official naming,
putting the seal on the existence of the
European child. But the name has now
been brusquely rejected. The baptism had
seemed well prepared. The child had been
dressed in fine clothes and the Treaty of
Rome had given it an intellectual and
spiritual framework in which to flourish.
The help of healthy, reliable god parents
had been enlisted. And then, at the last
moment, the mother refused to take part,
running out of the church in hysterics.
What do you do? 

Well, we all know how to deal with people
who loose their nerve. On no account
should we lose our temper, not now. Just
tell them to calm down and take it easy.
Once peace has been restored, we can
explain clearly and patiently how the child
came by the name and so on and so forth.
In referendums people often answer ques-
tions that haven’t been asked, responding
instead to issues of current concern stirred
up by the media. It’s fairly safe to assume
that few people in France who voted
against the European constitution knew a
great deal about its contents. In other
words, it’s time everyone read the constitu-
tion carefully and found out what it actu-
ally says.

It’s already too late for some German MPs.
A not inconsiderable number of them – and
not by any means the least well-known –
have shown themselves incapable of
describing the contents of the constitution
either in general terms or in detail. At least
that didn’t stop them supporting it to the
hilt and securing for it an overwhelming
majority in the upper chamber of the
German parliament, the Bundesrat. This
enthusiasm may have resulted from an
emotional endorsement of the “European
idea” as embodied in the preamble to the
constitution. This envisages a union of
nations that draws “inspiration from the
cultural, religious and humanist inheritance
of Europe, from which have developed the

Think Europe !

Read the constitution 
carefully and try again
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universal values of the inviolable and
inalienable rights of the human person,
freedom, democracy, equality and the rule
of law”. The preamble further expresses the
conviction that, “while remaining proud of
their own national identities and history,
the peoples of Europe are determined to
transcend their former divisions and, united
ever more closely, to forge a common
destiny”.

Could it be put better than that? So, let’s
reread the constitution and try again. The
goal is certainly worth reaching. And let’s
not forget that everything achieved up to
now has been achieved without a constitu-
tion. The European child will just have to
stay nameless for a while. That’s unlikely to
curb its vitality – not least because that
vitality has been nurtured and maintained
by business and by trade and industry ever
since the days of the European Coal and
Steel Community and the European Eco-
nomic Community. And those forces will
continue to work towards increasing pros-
perity in every country of the European
Union. Würth is doing its share in all
twenty-five member states and in another
fifty-five countries across the globe.

Economic activity, especially when operat-
ing internationally, can effect change so
quickly that government is able to give it a
legal basis only after the event. This, too, is
provided for in the European constitution.
Part Three, Section 2, Article III-279 obliges
the EU and its member states to encourage
“an environment favourable to initiative and
to the development of undertakings
throughout the Union, particularly small
and medium-sized undertakings ... [and]
favourable to cooperation between under-
takings”.

So nothing can really stop Europe’s
progress towards a prosperous, self-deter-
mined future. With twice the population of
the USA, Euroland is already responsible
for 25% of the gross world product.
Healthy, confident and conscientious, it is
waiting to transfer responsibility to the
next generation. Eventually, the mother of
this vibrant child is bound to turn up at the
baptism. We’ll wait for her. And for the lady
from the Netherlands, too. 

Manfred Kurz

Think Europe !

Think Europe !
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“The state exists for the people, not the
people for the state.” The German Chan-
cellor, Gerhard Schröder, has had this
statement by the physicist and Nobel
prizewinner Albert Einstein emblazoned
across the facade of his official residence,
the Bundeskanzleramt in Berlin. This is his
way of drawing attention to the fact that
2005 is “Einstein year” and of paying
homage to one of the twentieth century’s
greatest scientists. He also intends the
words to be understood bilaterally, as a
mark of respect to the populace outside
and as an exhortation to those working at
the centre of government never to forget
that the state depends on its citizens – a
dialectic that lies at the heart of any liberal
democracy. Hats off to the Chancellor!

The idea embodied in Einstein’s words is
expanded on in “Albert Einstein: Chief
Engineer of the Universe”, an exhibition
devoted to his life and work on show only
a kilometre away from the Bundeskanzler-
amt, in the Kronprinzenpalais at Unter den
Linden 3. This is a part of Berlin where
buildings erected by three German states
proclaim the very opposite of a liberal
democracy – the all-powerful state. 

The prime focus of the exhibition, which
closes on 30 September 2005, is naturally
on Einstein’s achievements as a scientist,
but it also addresses his political and social
activities. The aim is twofold – to make the
scientific revolution Einstein set in motion
understandable to non-specialists and to
convey what it was about him as man and
scientist that made him such an outstand-
ing figure. Gerhard Schröder is acting as
patron of the exhibition.

The exhibition was devised by the Max
Planck Institute for the History of Science
in Berlin, headed by Jürgen Renn, and
mounted in cooperation with the exhibi-
tion architects Iglhaut + Partner, Berlin.
Together, they have succeeded in present-
ing even the most complex scientific mat-
ters in such a clear and entertaining way
that children, too, can have a lot of fun
learning about Einstein and his work. So
it’s not surprising to find plenty of school
classes and children accompanied by their
parents in the rooms in the Kronprinzen-
palais. The show is major contribution to
the events worldwide marking the hun-
dredth anniversary of the theory of relativ-
ity and the fiftieth of Einstein’s death.

The exhibition catalogue, volume one of a
three-volume work being published in
connection with the show by Wiley-VCH,
appears in a German and an English edi-
tion. 

The exhibition is on show until 
30 September at 

Kronprinzenpalais
Unter den Linden 3
D-10117 Berlin 
Tel. +44(0)30 2266 7222

Wed. – Mon. 10am – 8pm 

www.einsteinausstellung.de 
(in English and German, 
with information on additional events)

www.einstein-online.info
(in English and German)

Berlin Tip

“Albert Einstein: 
Chief Engineer of the Universe” 

Albert Einstein, 1920

E=mc2


