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This is the hour of Europe – a unique 
opportunity to unite a divided con-
tinent by showing that unity is the 

fi rst line of defense in a dangerous world. 
But thus far there is a continent-sized gulf 
between the European government’s rheto-
ric on global disorder and the unambitious, 
technocratic initiatives it has launched. 
There is still much time remaining to close 
it.

A thought experiment: Imagine it was 
still 2007, and you were asked to identify 
the most extreme scenario that would 
lead Europeans to take seriously the idea 
of providing for their own security. You 
might have suggested that they would 
wake up if, say, Russia invaded two of its 
neighbors and annexed their territory; or if 
the European neighborhood was affl icted 
by a string of proxy wars, driving millions 
of people from their homes, including over 
a million refugees to Germany alone; or if 
many European countries would become 
victims of terrorist attacks; or if cyber war 
had traveled from science fi ction novels to 
the front pages of newspapers. And if what 
foreign intelligence agencies were fi ghting 
information wars inside the EU, and even 
trying to hack our elections? And if one of 
the EU’s two nuclear powers – the one with 
the highest share of the EU’s defense spend-
ing – chose to leave the EU? And then to top 
it all off the United States began retreating 
from many theaters and even questioning 
its commitment to NATO?

Most people in 2007 would have had to 
suspend their disbelief about any of these 
fantastic developments. Upon doing so, 
they might have predicted that European 
countries would be trying intently to tackle 
their vulnerabilities and launch a major 
new initiative to build strategic auton-
omy. And that is actually what happened 
– at least in speeches. When the horror 
scenarios unfolded, every one from Jean-
Claude Juncker and Federica Mogherini 
to Emmanuel Macron and Angela Merkel 
have tried to awaken the “Sleeping Beauty 
of European Defense.” Unfortunately, the 
rhetoric does not yet match reality.

There are two dominant paradigms for 
pondering European defense: promoting 
integration and building capabilities. But by 

trying to pursue both goals within its fi rst 
few steps, the EU risks achieving neither.

The launch of Permanent Structured 
Cooperation (PESCO) triggered a big 
debate between the pro-integration and 
the pro-capability camps. PESCO now has 
25 members, including some whose stated 
goal is to block EU integration (such as 
Hungary) and those whose principle goal 
is to obstruct cooperation with NATO 
(such as Cyprus). Maybe countries that 
fail to make progress will be expelled at 
some point – but that seems unlikely. As 
an analogy, imagine how much progress 
would have been made if member states had 
been allowed to join the euro before making 
reforms to meet the Maastricht convergence 
criteria. It is clear that the adopted model 
does not build capabilities.

But PESCO is equally unlikely to build 
unity. The development of real capabilities 
could have rebuilt solidarity in a union 
divided between north, south, east and 
west by showing how Europe can make a 
difference on the matters that most con-
cern its citizens, from Russian aggression 
and uncontrolled borders to terrorism and 
cyber attacks. But the “fake inclusivity” 
of PESCO means that these issues will be 
addressed by small-scale technical projects 
rather than by a political initiative that 
could capture imaginations. More signifi -
cantly, putting unity above effectiveness 
forces countries that are serious about 
European defense to join coalitions outside 
EU structures, like France with its newly 
launched European Intervention Initiative.

How can EU leaders launch a real secu-
rity initiative to turn things around? First, 
Europe must look more carefully at remov-
ing the barriers to investment in military 
capabilities. The EU should exclude invest-
ment in European defense capabilities from 
the Maastricht rules and include a defense 
component in the next Multiannual Finan-
cial Framework (MFF). EU money could 
be used to form a compensation fund for 
defense industrial losses caused by joint 
procurement as well as for more generous 
support of states participating in EU and 
non-EU European military operations.

We have known for some time that the EU 
could achieve more capabilities for the same 
price by pooling and sharing its equipment. 
The diversity of EU weapons is six times 
higher than that of the US – for every model 

of US destroyer or frigate, the EU has seven. 
But most governments are more interested 
in the job-creation potential of procure-
ment than in capability. Moreover, as long 
as governments or parliaments of member 
states retain veto power over deployment 
of their forces – which I support – a com-
plete pooling and sharing will not increase 
capabilities, but rather paralyze Europe.

The famous “European army” is there-
fore out of the question for now. How-
ever, common investment and acquisition 
is much easier to push in terms of newer 
technologies such as cyber, drones and arti-
fi cial intelligence (AI). As these technologies 
have not existed for long, there are fewer 
national idiosyncrasies to overcome. 

The second component should be the 
development of a fl exible European security 
force. Macron’s proposal for a European 
Intervention Initiative is a promising start, 
but it is likely to fail if other member states 
perceive it simply as a vehicle to rally 
other nations to fi ght France’s post-colonial 
wars. This initiative should be widened 
into a broader European Security Initiative, 
designed explicitly to address other nations’ 
security concerns.

Part of this could include the establish-
ment of a combat-ready European military 
force made up of soldiers from different 
European member states who train together 
and use the same equipment. This force 
should eventually comprise up to 100,000 
soldiers and include its own separate capa-
bility. States wanting to join this force 
should face ambitious entry requirements, 
including a minimum contribution of troops 
and minimum defense spending. These 
thresholds must move beyond the fl aws 
of PESCO. 

This could be established in parallel to 
a stabilization and civilian component – 
including police, border guards and other 
facilities.

This would not be a European army but 
rather a fl exible force, and more impor-
tantly would leave fully functional national 
military forces intact. The gulf between the 
rhetoric of European autonomy and the 
reality of small-scale technical projects not 
only harms our security, but also threatens 
the legitimacy of the European project and 
the possibility of re-establishing solidarity 
through a union that protects. The EU must 
close this gulf now.
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First defense
Time to bridge the gulf between rhetoric and reality,

time for a real European security initiative

Extra time
The SPD has given the green light to the next 

grand coalition with Merkel’s Union

Germany is back. Almost six 
months after the inconclusive 
federal elections last Sep-

tember, after tortuous negotiations 
between fi ve of the seven parties in the 
Bundestag and after heart-wrenching 
soul-searching among the Social Dem-
ocrats on whether to team up once 
more with the CDU and its Bavarian 
sister party CSU, another grand coali-
tion has been given the green light. 
On March 14, Angela Merkel will be 
sworn in as chancellor of the Federal 
Republic for the fourth time. 

It will be her last stint in offi ce – and 
it is quite possible that she won’t even 
serve out the term. In many regards she 
is a diminished fi gure. The coalition 
agreement saw her make important 
concessions to the Social Democrats; 
according to some analysts, 70 percent 
of the government program betrays the 
handwriting of her junior partner.

In addition, she was constrained to 
relinquish six ministries to the SPD, 
chief among them the weighty foreign, 
fi nance and labor departments. As the 
CDU/CSU had garnered a third of the 
vote in the elections, and the SPD only 
20.5 percent, this caused considerable 
uproar in the party. Merkel had to 
placate her critics by rejuvenating the 
cabinet – by 15 years on average – 
and appointing Jens Spahn, her young, 
dynamic and ambitious challenger, to 
the health ministry. She will no longer 
be able to lay down the line unques-
tioned.

The agenda of the new grand coalition 
is contained in the 177-page agreement 
hammered out by the party negotiators 
– a document chock-full of good inten-
tions, but also dreary detail. Managing 
immigration and the integration of 
the 1.2 million refugees who recently 
fl ocked to Germany is an urgent task. 
The country’s “welcome culture” is a 
thing of the past; some 200,000 new-
comers a year will be its future limit.

Digitization – a fi eld in which Ger-
many is shamefully lagging – is another 
priority issue. So is job security and 
social justice in a world of rapid auto-

mation and robotization. The diesel 
scandal revealed that the country is also 
far from meeting its goal of reducing 
toxic emissions. The future of work, 
education, pensions, healthcare and 
elderly care all require much atten-
tion. Rescuing the dilapidated public 
infrastructure – roads, bridges, schools 
and universities, railways and army 
barracks – from further decay, mod-
ernizing the tax system and boosting 
domestic security pose additional chal-
lenges.

Fortunately, Germany is buoyant. The 
rate of employment is at its highest ever, 
and unemployment at its lowest since 
reunifi cation. Exports have reached a 
record high. The economy is running 
on a budget surplus of €36 billion. Yet 
lurking in the small print of the coali-
tion agreement are lots of hidden costs 
that jeopardize the “black zero” prin-
ciple of Germany’s budget policy. For 
this reason, strife and friction between 
the coalition partners can’t be ruled out.

Foreign policy is a different story. 
Irrespective of who will be the next 
foreign minister, Germany’s diplomacy 
will be marked by continuity and con-
sistency. Europe will again be the top 
priority. Her fi rst trip abroad will take 
Chancellor Merkel to Paris. President 
Emmanuel Macron will fi nally get a 
German response to his ambitious plans 
to push the EU project forward. While 
Paris and Berlin do not yet see eye to 
eye on a fair number of issues, they will 
leave no stone unturned in building a 
stronger, more effi cient EU, revamping 
the eurozone and beefi ng up Europe’s 
defense confi guration.

And there are other quickly evolving 
challenges they need to tackle: averting 
– or girding themselves to fi ght – a trade 
war with Donald Trump’s America; 
confronting an aggressive Russia and an 
ever more assertive China; handling the 
Brexit negotiations; coping with Italy’s 
malaise; containing the bleak illiberal-
ism of Viktor Orban’s Hungary and 
Jaroslaw Kaczynski’s Poland; securing 
Europe’s Mediterranean borders; and 
removing the causes of migration in 
North Africa. There is plenty to do. 

Germany is back in the game. The 
hard work can now begin.

COMING BACK

A steadily growing number of Israelis 
are moving to Berlin. Some are even 
opening up great new restaurants. 
Franziska Knupper checked out the 
dishes and the people preparing them.

page 15

RUSSIAN EVOLUTION

Putin is widening his footprint across 
the globe. Katja Gloger looks at the 
elections on March 18 and charts 
Russia’s path to superpowerdom.

page 3

REFUGEES BETRAYED

Summer of 1938. Delegations from 
32 countries met in Evian to discuss 
how and by whom Jews fl eeing the 
Nazis could be helped. The ten days 
at the spa town ended with a defeat 
for civilization. Looks a lot like 
today, thinks Peter H. Koepf.
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LIGHTS OUT

After the end of World War II, the 
Allies dismantled Berlin’s industrial 
facilities and large corporations fl ed the 
fault line of the brewing Cold War. The 
German capital has suffered the conse-
quences of war and division ever since, 
writes Benjamin Walter.

page 12

COAL TRUTHS

In 2018 the last two German coal 
mines will have to shut down. The 
end of brown coal is approaching 
as well. Hannes Koch reports on the 
drawn-out crisis of the German coal 
industry.

page 11

BREAKING EVEN

The Wall divided Berlin for more 
than 28 years – and now it’s been 28 
years since it came down. Wearing 
the weight of the past and reveling in 
its present glory, the city is coming 
into its own, says Frank Hofmann.

page 13

In Germany, we are proud of our 
constitution – and rightfully so. 
After the terror regime of the 
National Socialists, the authors of 
the German Basic Constitutional 
Laws decided that it was of 
utmost importance to create a 
constitutional democracy in which 
the protection of human dignity, 
fundamental human rights and 
civil liberty was guaranteed and 
enforceable.

Freedom of the press, speech, 
opinion and information are 
secured in Article 5 of the 
Basic Law, and carry a special 
importance. This is because a 
democracy that truly deserves 
the distinction is unimaginable 
without independent and diverse 
media. The media communicates 
and conveys democratic processes 
to the people. Citizens can use 
the media to inform themselves 
of current events, and to join 
discussions on relevant topics. 
Indeed, citizens are dependent 
upon critical, factual and 
responsible media to be able to 
fully exercise their rights.
However, what appears self-
explanatory from a German 
perspective is vastly diff erent from 
the reality beyond our national 
borders. 

HYPER 
TENSION 

CRITICAL
Democracy remains 
unimaginable without 
freedom of the press 

Diagnosis: The US president 
and his “America fi rst” policies are 
a shock to the international system. 

What treatments should be prescribed?
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BY LUTZ LICHTENBERGER

The wait is over. The Bundestag is 
poised to form a new government. 
President Frank-Walter Steinmeier 

has formally proposed to the German par-
liament that Angela Merkel once again be 
elected federal chancellor in a vote sched-
uled for March 14, 2018.

In the six months since the federal elec-
tion on Sept. 24, 2017, Germany has wit-
nessed many exciting events, including a 
spectacularly ill-fated attempt to form a 
so-called “Jamaica” coalition, followed by 
prolonged and problematic negotiations 
between Merkel’s Christian Democratic 
Union (CDU) and its former and future 
coalition partner, the Social Democratic 
Party (SPD). The SPD was obliged to ask its 
members to vote on whether they should in 
fact form a new coalition government with 
the CDU, and those members responded 
with a subdued yet decisive “yes.” This 
paved the way for a new, not so “grand” 
coalition made up of the CDU – in concert 
with its sister party, the Bavarian Christian 
Social Union (CSU) – and the SPD. Together, 
the parties would occupy 399 of 709 seats 
in the Bundestag.

As compared with 2013, the new grand 
coalition has diminished in size. While five 
years ago the CDU/CSU and SPD boasted 
504 of 631 votes, giving them a majority of 
more than two-thirds, they will now have 
only 53.4 percent of votes.

Yet these lean numbers do not reflect the 
entire spectrum of dramas – both big and 
small – that have played out on Germany’s 
main stage and behind the scenes in the past 
six months. It has been an extraordinary 
time for what is usually a rather orderly state 
of affairs in German politics. Indeed, the 
country experienced a series of nail-biting 
nights worthy of a storyline on House of 
Cards.

The first breathtaking moment came when 
Merkel failed – after several long and tense 
weeks in November 2017 – to form a new 
government with a “Jamaica” coalition. The 
Caribbean reference comes from the colors 
of parties that would have matched the 
black, yellow and green of Jamaica’s flag: 
the center-right CDU/CSU, the pro-business 
Free Democrats (FDP) and the left-leaning 
environmental party known as Alliance 90/
The Greens. Prior to the breakdown of the 
Jamaica talks, all parties in the Bundestag 
had simply assumed that the four parties 
involved would be able to agree on a govern-
ment coalition. However, just before nego-
tiations were set to end, the FDP announced 
it was backing out, complaining that Merkel 
had not paid them enough consideration, 
and retreated hastily in a collective sulk. 
They even posted an image on Facebook that 
had been prepared days before: “It is better 
not to govern than to govern badly,” it read.

This was followed by more weeks of 
preliminary and exploratory talks between 
the CDU/CSU – referred to as the “Union” 
parties – and the SPD. After experiencing 
a traumatically low score in the September 
election, the Social Democrats had been 
enthusiastic about becoming the official 
opposition. But now, suddenly, they were 
back in demand. In fact, a new grand coali-
tion between the Union parties and the Social 
Democrats was the only conceivable option 
left on the table.  

However, this was precisely the scenario 
the SPD did not want. A renewal of the 
forced marriage between itself and the 
powerful Chancellor Merkel – whom they 
blamed for their significant loss in voter 
confidence in the previous election – was 
seen as a great burden. With Martin Schulz 
as their candidate, the SPD had achieved a 
paltry 20.5 percent of the vote, a decline of 
more than 5 percentage points. This result 

had made the party’s desire to “come alive 
again” in the role of official opposition even 
greater.

After the surprise end to the Jamaica 
talks, the SPD found itself being courted by 
its erstwhile political opponent once again, 
this time with the Christian Democrats 
appealing to them to keep in mind their 
“responsibility” to the country. The SPD 
was by no means interested in carrying out 
this “service” to Germany, nor did they wish 
to enter into yet another loveless marriage 
with the CDU/CSU. It took some strong 
words and a strict reminder from President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier – himself an SPD 
member and former foreign minister in a 
grand coalition until 2017 – to persuade 
them not to frivolously and categorically 
refuse the offer. 

Steinmeier also let it be known that he 
would not be issuing the endorsement 
required to call a new federal election. For 
their part, the CDU and CSU ruled out the 
option of a minority government, arguing 
that Germany could not be an effective 
leader in Germany and Europe without a 
stable government at home. 

Steinmeier’s words had the desired effect 
on the SPD, which then began talking with 
the Union, but first and foremost with itself. 
Eventually, an SPD party congress came 
back with 56 percent in favor of coalition 
negotiations. The result of those negotiations 
came quite quickly in the form of a 179-page 
coalition agreement, a political document 
whose contents are not legally binding. The 
deal contains many soft phrases that express 
the parties’ “intent” and “plans” to carry 
out good and sensible policies, while at the 
same time deferring or simply disregarding 
other pressing issues.

In the realm of foreign relations, the 
agreement states that Germany’s security 
policy should become “more independent 
and capable of taking action”; that the 
defense budget should increase in line with 
expenditures in development aid that the 
number of soldiers in Afghanistan should 
exceed the currently mandated limit of 980 
soldiers; that the training of Kurdish fight-
ers in northern Iraq should come to an end; 
and that future foreign policy there should 
be more focused on stabilizing the situation. 

The deal also expresses the coalition part-
ners’ openness to the euro reforms suggested 
by French President Emmanuel Macron, 
but fails to make any suggestions of its 
own. It states that the EU budget should be 

strengthened, but leaves open exactly how 
this should be accomplished. The deal also 
expresses a desire to make Europe more 
attractive as a business location, stating 
that all coalition partners are in favor of 
coordinating the taxation of companies in 
Europe. The deal contains a fundamental 
rejection of protectionism, isolationism and 
nationalism; however, it does not foresee a 
quick expansion of the EU. 

In the realm of refugee policy – the most 
volatile political issue of the day – the coali-
tion partners are in agreement on certain 
steps that appear to lead to a cautious restric-
tion in the number of refugees. However, the 
agreement states that no changes be made 
in terms of the basic right to asylum. The 
document assumes that the total number 

of immigrants in the coming years will be 
around 180,000 to 220,000 individuals. 
These numbers are to include war refu-
gees, those in temporary need of protection, 
family members coming to live with indi-
viduals already in Germany and relocated 
persons. The numbers would be reduced by 
those individuals forced to return to their 

home country, voluntary repatriations and 
migrant workers. The highly contentious 
term “upper limit” does not appear any-
where in the deal. 

The coalition agreement sees asylum pro-
cedures as being carried out at so-called 
“anchor facilities” – arrival and return cen-
ters where all new immigrants would have 
to stay until their identity is established. 
According to the deal, the duration of their 
stay should not exceed 18 months, and in 
the case of families with children, a half-
year at most. Refugees with good prospects 
of staying would then be able to leave the 
central facilities, although it is not yet clear 
exactly when. The deal also foresees making 
deportations more efficient and declaring 
Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia to be safe 

countries of origin. So far, so good – at least 
for business as usual. 

Late that night in February, things finally 
got exciting when Merkel’s CDU, Horst See-
hofer’s CSU and Schulz’ SPD began divvying 
up federal ministries. The SPD demanded 
three of the most prestigious posts, includ-
ing foreign minister, finance minister and 
minister of labor and social affairs. The 
Union was unwilling to concede all three 
to the Social Democrats, at which point the 
entire endeavor began to teeter on the edge 
of collapse. The silence coming from both 
sides must have been deafening: “I had no 
idea people could be so quiet for so long,” 
Seehofer would later remark.

After meetings that lasted well into the wee 
hours, the CDU/CSU ultimately gave in. To 
placate Seehofer, who had wanted one of the 
three large ministries for himself, the Interior 
Ministry was expanded to include the realms 
of building and Heimat (homeland). 

The coveted position of minister of foreign 
affairs was reserved by Schulz for himself; 
this, however, would have catapulted Sigmar 
Gabriel – the SPD stalwart who currently 
holds the position – out of the game. Embar-
rassingly for Schulz, back in November, not 
only had he attempted to exclude the pos-
sibility of a new grand coalition by issuing 
a resolution in the party presidium; he had 
also said he would never join any cabinet 
under the leadership of Merkel. But now, 
after negotiating with the Union, Schulz 
was willing to give up his party presidency 
to Andrea Nahles in return for the position 
of foreign minister. However, he lacked 
support in his party on this issue and had 
already lost a significant amount of prestige 
and credibility in the space of only a couple 

of weeks, whereby he had had to revise one 
hasty statement after the other. 

Nevertheless, Nahles and newly designated 
Finance Minister Olaf Scholz went along 
with the deal. Together, Nahles and Scholz 
constitute the new power center of the SPD, 
and the fact that their inner-party rival 
Gabriel would be out of a job suited them 
just fine. However, on the morning after 
the announcement of the ministerial shuffle, 
pressure from the regional associations of the 
SPD grew enormously; only two days later, 
an exasperated Schulz gave in and renounced 
any claim to a ministerial post. This most 
likely marked the end of his political career, 
less than a year after having been hailed as 
the savior of the SPD in March 2017. 

Still, even this abdication – which was 
clearly anything but voluntary – did not help 
to pacify the party. The battle for the foreign 
office flared up again; Gabriel is well-liked 
among Germans in general but valued less 
in his own party. Yet his popularity couldn’t 
prevent him from losing the office he had 
so visibly embraced since becoming foreign 
minister in January 2017. (A decision about 
his successor will be made after this paper’s 
editorial deadline.) 

In the meantime, Chancellor Merkel has 
managed to make a number of course-setting 
personnel decisions, thus placating many 
critics in her own party and simultaneously 
maneuvering the candidate she wishes to 
succeed her into a strategic position. Merkel 
designated Annegret Kramp-Karrenbauer, 
until recently minister-president of Saarland, 
a small federal state in southwestern Ger-
many, as the new general secretary of the 
CDU. (The position most closely resembles 
that of a national party chairman in the US; 

however, party organizations play a larger 
role in German politics, which means that the 
position is seen as much more prestigious.) 
Berlin’s political community has read Merkel’s 
decision as a clear indication that she wishes 
Kramp-Karrenbauer to be her successor.

Also interesting is the rather cautious 
manner in which a growing section of 
Merkel’s CDU has begun to push for her 
departure from the political stage. The 
chancellor has been in office since 2005, 
and her liberal approach to the refugee 
crisis and Europe’s various financial pre-
dicaments has long since ruffled the feath-
ers of many in the conservative wing of 
her party. They blame Merkel for the rise 
of the far-right populist party known as 
Alternative for Germany, which received 
12.6 percent of the vote in last September’s 
election. 

One of the chancellor’s sharpest critics in 
the CDU is the ambitious 37-year-old Jens 
Spahn, who hails from the right wing of the 
party and has openly considered himself 
to be a potential candidate for chancel-
lor. Merkel has now designated Spahn to 
become minister of health, not the most 
coveted post, in her new cabinet. It is highly 
likely that as soon as Merkel launches her 
fourth term in office, both Kramp-Karren-
bauer and Spahn will have already started 
trying to outmaneuver one another into a 
position to succeed her. Merkel has stated 
her intention of carrying out her full term, 
so if things progress “naturally,” the date of 
succession would be as far off as 2021, the 
next elections. However, if there’s one thing 
we’ve learned over the past six months, it’s 
to let go of any notion of politics as usual 
in Germany. 

Just married 
(again)
Germany spent almost six months forging 
a new government. Angela Merkel remains 
chancellor, but the excitement has changed 
the nation’s politics

Within the short period of only four months, 
two investigative journalists were murdered in 
member states of the European Union. In October, 
the Maltese reporter Daphne Caruana Galizia 
was torn to shreds by a car bomb. And only a few 
days ago, the Slovakian reporter Jan Kucziak and 
his fiancée, Martina Kusnirova, were shot and 
killed. Both journalists had been investigating 
ties between politicians in their countries and 
organized crime, as well as corruption, bribery 
and tax havens.  
In many countries, journalists risk their freedom to 
pursue their careers. In some cases, they even risk 
their lives. This is not only the case in dictatorships 
or despotic regimes, but also in democratic 
countries where the constitutional state is weak.
In her recent speech in Hamburg, the chairperson 
of the Funke Mediengruppe supervisory 
board, Julia Becker, stressed the importance of 
protecting unyieldingly critical and unrelenting 
journalism: “According to Reporters Without 
Borders, 182 professional journalists as well as 
123 freelance civilian journalists and bloggers 
are currently behind bars. Restrictions on press 

freedom can be observed not only in Turkey, 
Russia, Poland and China, but also in the first 
country to have incorporated freedom of the 
press into its constitution: the United States of 
America.” 
At the same time, Becker made it clear that there 
are also worrisome developments in Germany. 
“Even in our country, journalists from political 
fringe groups have been defamed and dismissed 
as reporting fake news,” she said, hinting at the 
work of those opposed to democracy within the 
spectrum of right-wing populism and nationalism.
The conclusion Becker reached was explicitly 
clear: “People attempting to infringe upon 
independent journalism are destroying the very 
foundations of our free and democratic society.” 
After all, a democracy is more than a form of 
government with certain laws and institutions. 
Democracies and open societies are founded on 
the idea that both individuals and communities 
have the right to freely choose their way of life, 
and this can only be achieved by a combination 
of engaged citizens, passionate democrats and 
courageous journalists. 

CRITICAL 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

Leading women: Angela Merkel is starting her fourth term as chancellor. SPD party head Andrea Nahles will be ally and rival in their party's new grand coalition.

Julia Becker, head of Funke Mediengruppe, spoke about the importance  
of press freedom at the Goldene Kamera awards in Hamburg on Feb. 22, 2018.
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GABRIEL’S POPULARITY 
COULDN’T PREVENT HIM  
FROM LOSING THE OFFICE  
OF FOREIGN MINISTER HE  
HAD SO VISIBLY EMBRACED
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In February 1990, a young KGB offi-
cer departed from his first – and last 
– foreign posting and returned to a 

country that was still called the Soviet 
Union. Vladimir Putin had spent five years 
in East Germany and bought a used car (a 
“Volga”) with his savings. His return lug-
gage also included a used washing machine 
– a gift from his neighbors.

In Dresden, Vladimir Putin had experi-
enced the fall of the Berlin Wall and learned 
to view civil rights activists as a threat. A 
similar implosion of state institutions took 
place in the Soviet Union. Like many Rus-
sians, Putin did not regard Mikhail Gor-
bachev's perestroika as a new beginning, 
but as a collapse, a humiliation and a dan-
gerous sell-out to the West: a “paralysis of 
power,” as he would later say. He regarded 
the West’s de facto victory in the Cold War 
as a kind of "Russian Versailles."

Fortunately for him, the old networks – 
contacts mostly cultivated by intelligence 
agents and (former) party members – sur-
vived the upheaval. This old and new elite 
enabled his ascent to the inner circles of 
power. He was “steadfast in a military 
way,” as Russia’s president at the time, 
Boris Yeltsin, described his successor in 
late 1999.

One of the most notable political careers 
in recent history had begun. Now in power 
for 18 years – longer than Angela Merkel – 
Vladimir Putin is one of the world’s longest 
serving leaders. He is the overwhelming 
favorite to win the Russian presidential 
“election” for the fourth time when it is 
held in March of this year. There is no 
alternative.

Opposing candidates? Several were per-
mitted to register, all belonging to the 
official opposition and therefore bit players 
who know their roles in a staged democ-
racy. Putin’s only serious rival in the long 
term, Alexei Navalny, is barred from run-
ning. The Kremlin's political strategists 
are reported to be aiming for a “70/70” 
outcome: 70 percent turnout, 70 percent 
for Putin.

The turnout, however, is a source of 
concern. Not voting could be seen as a 
sign of protest. Faced with growing repres-
sion and condemned to political passivity, 
younger people in particular are turning 
their backs on the cynical farce of Russian 
politics. Although participants numbered 
only in the low tens of thousands, nation-
wide youth protests of the past year were 
certainly a warning to the elites, as “Gen-
eration Putin” took to the streets against 
Russia’s bleak authoritarianism. Young 
people protested against the false values 
of an alleged new “Russian world” that is 
strictly anti-Western and demands patri-
otic obedience – a world in which Russia 
resembles a besieged fortress. Thousands 
of demonstrators were arrested and harsh 
sentences imposed – authorities would 
not permit a repeat of the 2012 mass 
demonstrations that the Kremlin says were 
instigated by the West.

In Putin’s brand of “sovereign democracy,” 
nothing can be left to chance. Accordingly, 
election day – March 18 – has its own signifi-
cance as a historic date for the new Russia; it 
is the fourth anniversary of the “homecom-
ing” of the Crimea, the peninsula’s reintegra-
tion into the Russian Federation following an 
illegal annexation from Ukraine.

Unassailable and unsanctionable, Vladi-
mir Putin can be voted for as an “indepen-
dent” candidate, a ruler seemingly with his 
own, unique, czar-like power who is now 
cementing his place in history. With appar-
ent tirelessness, the “nationalny lider,” as 
he is known in Russia, is working to fulfill 
his mission to complete Russia's resurrec-
tion and shape a new world order as the 
ruler of a sovereign superpower.

Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov 
postulated a “post-Western era” almost 
nonchalantly at the Munich Security Con-
ference last year. Indeed, it can be assumed 
that a globally confrontational foreign 
policy will mask the essential social and 
economic structural reforms the Russian 
elite is unprepared for.

Unlike Russia, China, for example, has 
taken advantage of globalization, staking 

its claim to global leadership through gigan-
tic economic projects such as the “New 
Silk Road.” Russia, meanwhile, remains 
a structurally weak country. Putin’s new 
strength and the legitimacy of his power 
are manifested in his willingness to oppor-
tunistically use Russia’s resurgent military 
strength, if necessary in hybrid form. The 
reality that the West, and especially Ger-
many, must face is one of confrontation 
over cooperation, mistrust over trust, as 
well as conspiracy theories and deadlocked 
narratives on both sides. And there is no end 
in sight. “Our biggest mistake was to trust 
you too much,” Putin said in response to a 
question from a German participant at the 
2017 Valdai Discussion Club, “and your 
mistake was to interpret and abuse this 
trust as weakness.”

At the beginning of March, Vladimir Putin 
presented himself to the Russian Federal 
Assembly as the invincible supreme com-
mander of a well-fortified state prepared 
for any sacrifice. The event had been relo-
cated to the technologically better equipped 

Moscow exhibition center, Manege, where 
Putin used gigantic video screens to show-
case five new nuclear weapons systems in 
a saber-rattling session lasting a good 30 
minutes: A new Sarmat intercontinental 
rocket soars to the heavens; and a new-
fangled Kh-101 cruise missile hisses west-
ward targeting Florida. Powered by nuclear 
propulsion, it can simply zip through the US 
strategic missile defense system undeterred. 
He also introduced a nimble underwater 
drone bearing a nuclear warhead, a nuclear 
torpedo and a hypersonic wonder rocket 
named Kinschal, the saber. These are lethal 
weapons Putin coolly deemed “fantastic”; 
weapons, Putin boasts no other country 
possessed: “invincible.”

Although US experts are doubtful this 
arsenal can already be deployed, or if it even 
exists in full, Putin’s warning to the US was 
clear: Russia is not impressed with Donald 
Trump’s plans for nuclear proliferation and 
his expected decision in April to massively 
expand the US missile defense system now 
targeted against Russia. As he concluded: 
“We wanted to draw our partners into 
negotiations, but no one wanted to talk 
with us, or to listen to us. Listen to us now!”

In this respect, Vladimir Putin agrees with 
the majority of Russia’s population, which 
follows a centuries-old reflex comprising 
a fateful mix of feelings of inferiority and 
self-deception; they believe that Russia is 
respected only when Russia is feared. “We 
are morally right,” said Sergei Karaganov, 
one of the Kremlin’s better-known foreign 
policy advisers, and “we are smarter, stron-
ger and more determined.”

In any case, in Moscow’s view, the US-
dominated “liberal order” is coming to 
an end – a view Donald Trump seems to 
confirm day after day. The “post-Cold War 
order” and its democratic declarations such 
as the 1990 Charter of Paris for a New 
Europe have had their day. Now, the new 
multipolar, post-Western world is returning 
to the principles of classical power politics 
– a balance, however unstable, among the 
major powers of Russia, the US and China. 

In this sense, Putin's Russia is a revision-
ist power. Neither treaties nor laboriously 
negotiated compromises are what really 
matter, but rather the right of the strongest. 

It is no coincidence that in his speech to the 
UN three years ago, Vladimir Putin explic-
itly referred to the “order of Yalta,” the 
division of Europe into spheres of influence.

Russia's decoupling from the West has 
been going on for a good ten years. Clear 
warning signs were ignored. Putin’s fiery 
Munich speech against US hegemony in 
2007 was just the beginning. One year later, 
then-Russian (interim) President Dmitry 
Medvedev was already talking about a 
zone of Russian “privileged interests,” 
which basically includes all post-Soviet 
states except the Baltic NATO members. 
Developments in the post-Soviet world could 
influence power structures in Russia itself. 
Frozen conflicts in places such as Geor-
gia, Moldova and Nagorno-Karabakh are 
intended to safeguard Moscow’s escalation 
dominance.

In Ukraine, the situation is much more 
complicated and dangerous. The Minsk 
Agreement is being undermined by Kiev 
as well as Moscow. In rebel-held Eastern 
Ukraine, the ongoing war, the people’s 
disastrous living conditions and infight-
ing among local warlords over money, 
weapons, coalmines and steel works are 
also causing problems for Moscow. The 
announced delivery of armor-piercing 
weapons by the US to Ukraine has increased 
the risk of further military escalation. But 
Russia's most important foreign policy goal 
in the post-Soviet space seems to have been 
reached: halting the eastward enlargement 
of NATO and the EU.

Ukraine will not become a member of 
NATO even in the long term, and full mem-
bership in the EU is likewise a distant goal. 
Moscow wants to play for time in Ukraine 
and work towards a new, perhaps more pro-
Moscow government in Kiev. In doing so, 
Russia is also betting that European leaders 
will grow tired of backing Ukraine.

Targeted weakening of Europe’s already 
troubled democracies is also safeguarding 
Russia’s hegemony in the post-Soviet space. 
Moscow views the EU as nothing but an 
appendage of the US. Instead of negotiating 
energy deals with Brussels, Russia is seek-
ing to clinch bilateral agreements with the 
EU’s conservative, pro-Moscow and often 
populist “illiberal democracies.” In this 
way, Russia is working to establish itself as 
a kind of veto power at Europe’s periphery. 
After all, in the past 25 years, as Russia sees 
it, all its attempts to find a legitimate place 
in Europe have been thwarted – and this 
point of view is not without merits.

Second, Moscow sees a historic oppor-
tunity to end the era of US hegemony, 
which it regards as a “unipolar” aberra-
tion. The US is on the retreat strategically 
as it suffers under its inner contradictions. 
Although Moscow had initially placed its 
hopes on real political deals with Trump, 
he appeared to be the far better alternative 
to the despised Hillary Clinton.

But this optimism quickly vanished, and 
not just because of “Russiagate.” The 
apparent incompetence of the US presi-
dent, his unpredictability and his rhetorical 
readiness to escalate, such as in the conflicts 
with North Korea and Iran, make Moscow 

uneasy, not to mention the almost hysteri-
cal proclivity in the US Congress for anti-
Russian sanctions. Moscow’s relationship 
with the US has never been so bad since the 
end of the Cold War.

But the foreign policy vacuum left by the 
US is being filled wherever the opportunity 
arises. Putin is a risk-taking tactician who 
views politics as a zero-sum game. Every 
day in Syria, Russian bombers and heli-
copters defied Angela Merkel’s mantra that 
there could be “no military solution.” Putin 
wagered that neither the US nor Europe 
would intervene. His bet paid off. The 
Islamic State suffered defeat and Bashar 
al-Assad won the war. This is how Russia 
is establishing itself as a new global player, 
above all in the Middle East.

With two military bases in Syria, Rus-
sian presence in the Mediterranean seems 
secured for a long time to come. Deploy-
ment of the S-400 anti-aircraft missile 
system effectively grants Moscow sov-
ereignty over the country. The potential 
reconstruction of the war-ravaged country 
with the help of international funds prom-
ises lucrative business for Russian compa-
nies. And with US Middle East policy in 
disarray, Moscow – as during the Soviet 
era – is proving itself a major diplomatic 
power in the region as it defines common 
security interests with Israel, Turkey, Saudi 
Arabia and Iran. Putin maintains good 
relations with Egypt’s President Abdel 
Fattah el-Sisi, and not only regarding arms 
exports.

It has been an astonishing success. Russia, 
once a declining regional power, is estab-
lishing itself as an “indispensable” nation.

In dealing with this new Russia, Western 
capitals have been counting – rather help-
lessly – on dual strategies from the Cold 
War, as was spelled out long ago in 1967 
by Belgian Foreign Minister Pierre Harmel: 
The West should advocate deterrence and 
containment while signaling desire for 
de-escalation. The implication here is an 
emphasis on dialogue, strategic patience 
and “principled pragmatism,” as it was 
called – all the while seeking to maintain 
strategic stability. But this approach too is 
under threat.

This is because the nuclear card is back 
on the table, in both the East and West. 
Critics even fear the complete collapse 
of nuclear arms control. The INF Treaty, 
which was concluded in late 1987 between 
Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev and US 
President Reagan and allowed the destruc-
tion of some 3,000 nuclear missiles sta-
tioned on land, is being undermined.

The first real ban on a category of 
weapons was both a military and political 
turning point in Europe; the Intermedi-
ate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) 
ended Western Europe’s direct nuclear 
threat from Soviet SS-20 missiles while 
the withdrawal of American Pershing 2 
missiles from Western Europe enhanced 
the security of the Soviet Union. The INF 
Treaty heralded the beginning of the end 
of the Cold War.

For years, the US has been suspecting 
Russia of violating the treaty. Beyond 

(permitted) development and testing, it 
is believed that new SS-C-8 (9M729) 
medium-range missiles have actually been 
deployed in at least two battalions of the 
Russian armed forces. The NATO part-
ners were informed of these movements 
last November by the US, although hard 
evidence was apparently not submitted.

Russia could well have a strategic inter-
est in breaking out of the INF Treaty, for 
example to better shield itself in the east 
against the unstoppable rise of China. At 
the same time, Moscow can use the INF 
crisis to test NATO’s unity. Whereas one 
NATO member state – Poland – is debating 
the possible stationing of US nuclear weap-
ons, another member – Germany – wants 
to avoid all discussion of an arms buildup.

The Russian leadership denies it is breach-
ing the treaty. According to Putin, Russia 
can defend itself with ship-based medium-
range missiles, like those used in Syria, for 
example. The Kremlin points to NATO’s 
conventional superiority and the US anti-
missile shield, currently based in Romania, 
whose launchers are similar to the ship-based 
Aegis Ashore anti-aircraft system. Aegis, 
Russia suspects, can also launch medium-
range missiles.

Each side accuses the other of seeking 
pretexts for breaking out of the INF treaty. 
The looming security dilemma could lead to 
a new nuclear arms race, and of course that 
would be big business for arms companies 
on both sides. The US Congress approved 
initial funds for the development of new 
medium-range missiles.

Vladimir Putin is claiming his place in 
history as architect of Russia’s survival 
against the West and subsequent resur-
gence. Monuments built to commemorate 
his rule are only a matter of time. The 
remainder of his tenure will feature about 
as much democracy as it will profound 
economic or political modernization; an 
increase in any of these would mean the 
beginning of the end of the Putin system. 
Yet, as his oligarchs plunder the country 
in an unprecedented manner, it must also 
be noted that under Putin, many everyday 
Russian lives have improved for the first 
time in decades, at least temporarily. While 
the center of power increasingly resembles 
a czar’s court, political stagnation at home 
is hailed as stability.

Perhaps he is grooming a successor from 
the group of newcomers who have arisen 
amid his extensive staffing reshuffling of 
recent years – quiet, efficient, smooth tech-
nocrats such as chief of staff Anton Vaino 
or the new Minister for Economic Develop-
ment Maxim Oreshkin. They are all loyal 
followers who, like the younger Putin, seem 
“steadfast in a military way.”

In 2024, at the end of his next term, 
Vladimir Putin would be 72 – not exceed-
ingly old. But the country is hostage to Putin 
– just as he is a prisoner of the system he 
created. “As long as there is Putin, there is 
Russia,” his deputy chief of staff once said 
of him. “Without Putin – no Russia.”

Putin forever? People initially laughed 
at the thought. No one is laughing any-
more. 

Russia’s perennial leader is bent on  
completing his country’s return to  
superpower status and recasting the  
global order in its favor

BY KATJA GLOGER

PUTIN  
FOREVER?

ALL OF RUSSIA’S 
ATTEMPTS TO FIND 
A LEGITIMATE ROLE 
IN EUROPE HAVE BEEN 
THWARTED IN THE 
PAST 25 YEARS
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Hail to the chief: Russian President Vladimir Putin at a campaign rally at Luzhniki Stadium in Moscow in March.
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The Cold War was by and large 
better than its reputation, espe-
cially in hindsight. It imposed, as 

never before, a kind of long nuclear peace 
upon the global powers and forced minor 
players to conform. French philosopher 
Raymond Aron described what he saw in 
telegram-style: “Guerre improbable, paix 
impossible.”

But the Cold War is over, for better or for 
worse, and a repeat performance does not 
seem near on the horizon. What this means 
for the United States will be decided to a 
large degree in Washington. What it will 
mean for Europe in general, and Germany 
in particular, is an open question. As far as 
the US is concerned, leadership has all but 
disappeared and been reduced to a catch-all 
phrase – “America first” – by Trumpists 
and a new nationalism. 

The new US National Security Strategy 
sounds reassuring. But will it serve its pur-
pose? For the time being, no firm ground is 
in sight, not for NATO, not for the EU and, 
by implication, not for the Federal Republic 
of Germany. “The time is out of joint” – 
Hamlet, Prince of Denmark, is often quoted 
these days, even in the most unlikely places. 
If taken seriously, this means that noth-
ing less than a new security architecture 
is in order. In the face of an unreconciled 
Russia, NATO must be redesigned with a 
much more coherent European contribu-
tion, and Europe reinvented accordingly, 
Brexit or no Brexit, Trump or no Trump. 
The mantle of leadership is there to be 
seized – but there are few takers willing 

and able to act while the world is in such 
turmoil. The Federal Republic of Germany? 
A reluctant leader at best, a wholly ineffec-
tive one at worst. 

When the US refuses to carry the burden 
of the world, like Atlas in Greek mythology, 
leaving old friends to their own devices; 
when deterrence no longer rests on a cred-
ible strategy and new military and civilian 
technologies change every equation; when 
a US president daydreams about the use of 
nuclear weapons while discounting arms 
control and backchannel diplomacy; when 
the last of the superpowers renounces the 
liberal world order it more or less called into 
being after World War II – as these realities 
have combined to create the new normal, 
we find ourselves in a newly perilous world. 

If the time is indeed visibly “out of joint”; 
if cyber warfare has no beginning and no 
end, so that terms like “offensive” and 

“defensive” lose their meaning and are 
replaced by a menacing factor of strategic 
ambiguity – in short, if the world refuses 
predictability while the strangely familiar 
logic of MAD becomes imponderable, what 
is there to do? Deny reality and close your 
eyes or panic and prepare for surrender? 
We are living in ever more interesting times, 
where everything depends on our ability to 
reconstruct trust and predictability and to 
put a new correlation of forces, unstable as 
it may be, into treaty language and verifica-
tion practice. The world after the Cold War 
will survive together or perish separately.

It is time for an agonizing reappraisal of 
NATO and the idea of international order 
that it represents, including its limitations 
and its achievements. And it is simultane-
ously time for a new Russia policy, one 
that avoids the somewhat dated concept 
of a distinctively German Ostpolitik. As 

Henry Kissinger tends to remind us, the 
demonization of the man in the Kremlin 
does not suffice as a long-term answer to 
the dangers of our era.

In this effort, Germany is not the lonely 
but inevitable mediator and moderator 
– this is better left to the five permanent 
members of the UN Security Council. 
But Germany has an existential interest 
in taming the new military technologies 
before they fall into the hands of inexpe-
rienced actors and light the world ablaze. 

This time around, however, an exclu-
sively nuclear approach will not be enough, 
nor will a bipolar approach suffice, given 
the Middle Kingdom’s inexorable rise. As 
they did after the Berlin and Cuba crises 
of the early 1960s, the powers must once 
again discover their ultimate dependence 
on each other’s reasonability as well as 
their vital interest in finding a formula to 
ensure long-term survival.

Once again, this will require the cultiva-
tion of strategic dialogue and, unavoid-
ably, the abandonment of a number of 
preconditions. If the big nuclear powers are 
not on speaking terms with one another, 
confidence- and security-building measures 
of all kinds will have no chance.

To a certain degree, the situation reminds 
observers of the confrontation between the 
superpowers, a half a century ago. Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy demanded the “ago-
nizing reappraisal” of America’s nuclear 
posture, including its long-established 
strategic wisdom. Through this radical, 
unorthodox approach, Kennedy prepared 
the way for strategic arms control. Arms 
control and a measure of disarmament 
ushered in an era of détente.

Today they offer ever less mutual trust 
and strategic equilibrium without which a 
reasonable measure of peace is not feasible. 
When the microphones are off, seasoned 
diplomats from both Russia and the US 
can be heard enunciating the pessimistic 
view that since Berlin and Cuba more than 
fifty years ago, the world has never been 
so close to war – real war – as it is today.

The foremost challenge is to find a way 
out of the confrontation over Crimea and 
Eastern Ukraine. All that has happened 
since early 2014 – the annexation of the 
strategic peninsula, hybrid warfare, half-
hearted sanctions by both sides and US 
threats to supply defensive weaponry to 
the front – has not reversed Ukraine’s 
territorial losses while it has cost Russia 
space for political maneuvering, economic 
comfort and West-facilitated moderniza-
tion. The Kremlin can ill afford this kind 
of posturing between half-war and half-
peace. The longer critical oil prices remain 
where they have been for quite some time, 
the more Moscow stands to lose.

Given the rise in uncertainty, the ques-
tion remains: Is it sensible to turn the 
Crimea Question into the shibboleth of 
East-West relations? Who stands to win 
in the end? Not Russia, not the US, not 
the West as a whole, but China. So what 
is wrong with circumventing the Ukrainian 
roadblock on the way to a safer world? 
The Cold War was also an exercise in 
strategic patience.

The White House assumption that eco-
nomic sanctions will produce political 
regret has not seemed to work. “It’s the 
economy, stupid” is an American slogan, 
but not a means to force Mother Russia’s 

clumsy hand. Who will blink first? What 
has happened so far is unlikely to bring 
peace. 

Putin’s promise to protect Russians wher-
ever they can be found is more than omi-
nous. “A question of war and peace,” he 
keeps repeating to himself. But even if a 
new steady state can be achieved within 
the Russian space, it will not be enough to 
recover trust and confidence on the world 
stage. We need CSBMs: confidence- and 
security-building measures. Reinvigorating 
OSCE and its rulebook could do the trick.

But even more important is the future of 
missile defense. When President George 
W. Bush cancelled US participation in 
the ABM system, he put paid to a well-
balanced regime that had proved its worth. 
It is essential – and in the interest of both 
sides – to once again agree on shared 
rules, set up common control centers and 
develop a system of cyber control. Cold 
War management of the nuclear standoff 
through limitation and verification is not 
an unfeasible solution for dealing with new 
and largely untested technologies.

However, the Cold War experience is 
a stark reminder that an exclusively mil-
itary-industrial approach will not suffice 
to revive trust and reliability. What is 
required is Russian self-restraint, a broad-
based Western Ostpolitik, a thorough 
understanding of the relevant history and 
geopolitics as well as an appreciation of 
the new technologies and their disruptive 
potential. In other words, we need a com-
bination of statecraft and bold diplomacy. 
Biding our time to see what comes next is 
the worst of all options: a leap into the dark 
with open eyes.

Rumors of real war
Russia and the US must agree on shared rules, set up common 

control centers and develop a system of cyber control

BY MICHAEL STÜRMER
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How to avert a nuclear 
confrontation? US President 

John F. Kennedy confers with 
Secretary of Defense Robert 
S. McNamara in the midst of 

the Cuban Missile Crisis in 
October 1961.
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We are still living in the second 
nuclear age. Unlike the first 
nuclear age, which was shaped 

by the bipolar nuclear standoff between 
the United States and the Soviet Union, the 
second is far more complex. The spread 
of nuclear weapons has made deterrence 
a multiplayer game; Asia has emerged as 
the region with the greatest potential for 
nuclear conflict; and new nuclear aspirants 
can benefit from the technological prog-
ress made by others as well as from the 
emergence of semi-private nuclear supply 
networks.

Some developments indicate, however, 
that a third nuclear age may be approaching. 
Indications range from the rapid progress 
of North Korea’s missile program to the 
treaty aimed at banning nuclear weapons. 
While these developments seem contradic-
tory, they contribute to the emergence of a 
new nuclear age in which nuclear deterrence 
may become more important yet also more 
difficult to sustain. Six developments could 
lead to structural changes to the global 
nuclear order that may justifiably be termed 
a “third” nuclear age: 

1. Nuclear use. In the summer of 2017, 
North Korea’s foreign minister suggested 
that Pyongyang may detonate a nuclear 
device above the Pacific. After more than 
70 years of non-use of nuclear weapons, 
the actual employment of a single nuclear 
weapon – even if it were intended only for 
political posturing and would not cause 
major casualties – would be a game changer 
of tremendous significance. For some, it 

would reinforce the conviction that nuclear 
deterrence remains essential for prevailing 
in a nuclearized world, while others would 
see the detonation as proof that nuclear 
weapons have failed as a means of inducing 
restraint in international relations.

2. A major accident in the nuclear mili-
tary infrastructure of a nuclear weapons 
state. Whether through sabotage or simply 
through insufficiently trained staff, a major 
accident could foster the perception among 
the broader public that nuclear weapons 
are a no longer a security provider but a 
security liability. Similarly, the temporary 
loss of control over nuclear weapons due a 
cyber attack against the nuclear weapons 
infrastructure of a state could fundamen-
tally change the perception of the military 
and political utility of nuclear weapons. 

3. Nuclear terrorism. Building a nuclear 
weapon still requires elaborate state infra-
structure. Should terrorists nonetheless 
manage a credible threat of nuclear use, 
or should a fundamentalist regime come 
to power in a nuclear weapons state, a 
new nuclear age will have arrived. With 
religious justifications for mass murder and 
the glorification of martyrdom entering the 
nuclear equation, the rules of the first and 
second nuclear age would become unhinged. 
Nuclear deterrence would remain an essen-
tial tool for managing interstate relations, 
yet its limits in the face of non-rational 
actors could severely reduce that concept’s 
perceived value.

4. A nuclear tipping point. A new nuclear 
hegemon emerging in a volatile region could 
compel several neighbors to exercise the 
“plutonium option,” i.e. use their civilian 
light-water reactors to produce weapons-

grade plutonium. As light-water reactors 
continue to spread, the number of states 
that acquire such a “breakout” capability 
will grow as well. Should a major change 
in their security environment compel them 
to declare themselves nuclear powers, it 
would trigger a “proliferation cascade” that 
would not only invalidate most of the non-
proliferation efforts of the past 50 years, 
but also dramatically increase the risk of 
nuclear conflict.

5. The decline of extended deterrence. The 
degradation of the credibility of the US as a 
promulgator of extended deterrence could 
spell the end of the successful deal that pro-
vides American nuclear deterrence to allies 
in exchange for their nuclear abstinence. 
Hence, should the US appear to waver on its 
extended deterrence commitments, or should 
a new major challenger emerge that the US 
cannot or will not counterbalance, some of its 
allies, particularly in Asia, may well conclude 

that the time has come to opt for national 
nuclear deterrence. This would deal a major 
blow to the global non-proliferation regime, 
which has always been far more dependent 
on US engagement than most observers dare 
to admit.

6. A major change in the legal frame-
work for nuclear governance. A nuclear 
weapons ban treaty, which seeks to stig-
matize nuclear weapons as illegal, is now 
a foregone conclusion. Since a treaty that 

they persistently oppose cannot bind the 
nuclear weapons states and their allies, it 
will not lead to global nuclear abolition. 
However, the ban treaty could seriously 
undermine the Nuclear Non-proliferation 
Treaty (NPT), the only near-universal 
framework for regulating nuclear posses-
sion and non-possession. Already under 
strain by the structural changes of the 
second nuclear age, the legal stigmatization 
of nuclear weapons could damage the NPT 
to the point of obsolescence. Thus, the third 
nuclear age might well be one without any 
agreed nuclear governance.

The return of great power competition 
and the emergence of new nuclear weap-
ons states such as North Korea point to 
the undiminished importance of nuclear 
deterrence as an integral part of Western 
defense. However, criticism of nuclear 
deterrence will also grow stronger. Any 
sound Western security policy must there-
fore explain the importance of nuclear 
deterrence without trivializing its risks. 
It must also remind Western publics 
that managing a complex nuclear reality 
requires more than merely claiming the 
moral high ground; if proposals such as 
the ban treaty would make major war more 
likely, they do not constitute a morally 
superior alternative. To prevent a third 
nuclear age, Western leaders have their 
work cut out for them.                    

BY MICHAEL RÜHLE
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When the world 
betrayed the Jews

In the July of 1938, delegations from 32 countries met in Evian to discuss how and by whom refugees  
fleeing the Nazis could be helped. The ten days at the spa town ended with a defeat for civilization

It has been almost 80 years since a 
Swiss court first convicted a Swiss citi-
zen for a humane, indeed heroic act. 

Adolf Studer, a mechanic from Basel, was 
arrested at the German border town of 
Weil am Rhein for using a counterfeit day 
visa to smuggle a stateless Jew named Leo 
Silberg from Vienna into Switzerland. Swiss 
authorities imposed a fine of 20 francs and 
five days in prison. The judgement was 
issued on July 7, 1938.

In the wake of the Anschluss, the Nazis 
were hurrying to “liberate” Austria of 
its 200,000 Jews, most of whom lived in 
Vienna. On April 16, 1938, for instance, 
in Pama and Kittsee, two towns in eastern 
Austria, they dragged Jews from their beds, 
transported them to the Czech border and 
interned them on a breakwater in the middle 
of the Danube. However, neither Czechoslo-
vakia nor Hungary were willing to take in 
the 51 undesired and now stateless individu-
als. When the international press, including 
The New York Times and the Neue Zürcher 
Zeitung, reported on their fate, a Jewish 
relief organization took them in until a 
country agreed to allow them entry.

But no one wanted them. Swiss authorities 
feared a “Jewification” of their country, and 
they blamed the Nazi regime for the flood of 
refugees. The chief of the border and alien 
police, Heinrich Rothmund, objected “with 
all seriousness…to Jews being smuggled 
in…with the help of the Viennese police.” 
Switzerland – he made it known – needed 
Jews “just as little” as Germany did.

Since March 31, 1933, directives “address-
ing the immigration of Israelites” prevailed 
in Switzerland, yet some 5,000 Jewish Aus-
trians succeeded in finding refuge there 
after the Anschluss. This was the result of 
a number of factors, such as empathetic 
officials; one of which was a police captain 
who allowed hundreds of refugees to cross 
the border, and, like Adolf Studer, was later 
tried and convicted for breach of duty and 
the falsification of documents.

In the meantime, the 51 Jews on the 
Danube tugboat were awaiting the outcome 
of a conference on refugees, which – one day 
before Studer’s conviction in Evian – prom-
ised to bring help to German and Austrian 
Jews. But let it be known: Not one of the 
participating delegations from 32 countries 
in Europe and the Americas as well as Aus-
tralia and New Zealand assumed adequate 
responsibility for the crisis, and not one was 
able to fulfill the hopes of the 51 refugees 
on the ship nor the half million Jews in Aus-
tria and Germany. They failed this test of 
humanity and – just as disgracefully as they 
do today – sought to justify their inaction. 

The Berlin-based journalist and historian 
Jochen Thies wrote a fact-filled book (Evian 
1938. When the world betrayed the Jews) 
on the Evian conference that stretched 
from July 6 to July 15 in 1938. His account 
retraces the ten days during which the world 
betrayed the Jews; it is a story of falsehood, 
mendacity and the obfuscation of respon-
sibility. The French-language conference 
report, which languished largely unnoticed 
in a Bavarian archive, led Thies to conclude 
that “had the conference taken a different 
course, it could have saved the lives of 
countless German Jews, and presumably 
European Jews as well.”

Could have. A half million Jews were 
living under the Nazis at that point; only 
50,000 had fled since Hitler took power on 
Jan. 30, 1933. Pressure was mounting, and 
US President Franklin D. Roosevelt would 
seize the initiative. In a cabinet meeting on 
March 18, he asked: “America was a place 
of refuge for so many Germans during the 
revolution of 1848. Why can’t we offer them 
a home now?” However, Roosevelt did not 
seem to represent the majority of his people; 
a survey conducted in March 1938 revealed 
that three-quarters of those asked objected 
to granting entry to a greater number of 
Jewish refugees from Germany. Only 17 
percent were in favor of the idea.

Nevertheless, Roosevelt’s initiative pro-
vided impetus for an international con-
ference. But where could it take place? 
Three countries refused to host, including 
Switzerland, which feared its neighbors to 

the north and stressed its neutrality when 
faced with the prospect of accepting throngs 
of refugees. Hence the choice of Evian; the 
French spa town on the south shore of Lake 
Geneva ultimately welcomed delegations 
from 32 countries, 39 private organizations 
and 200 journalists.

Hitler would send jeers from Königsberg: 
“I can only hope and expect the other world, 
which feels such deep sympathy for these 
criminals, is at least generous enough to 
convert this sympathy into practical help. 
As far as I am concerned, we are prepared 
to place our luxury ships at the disposal of 
these countries for the transportation of 
these criminals.”

And thus began the defeat of civilization. 
Britain’s chief negotiator, Edward Turnour, 
declared on the first day: “Great Britain 
is not an immigration country.” Asylum 
would only be conceivable under “strict 
limits.” Denmark then announced the visa 
requirement for Austrian Jews it had imple-
mented at the beginning of July. Turnour’s 
French counterpart, Henry Victor Bérenger, 
followed with his own pre-emptive defense 
by citing the number – 200,000 – of refugees 
already enjoying asylum in France as well as 
the number – more than three million – of 
foreign nationals living in his country at that 
time. He saw only “limited possibilities,” 
which echoed the perspective of Beucker 
Andreae, the director of legal affairs for the 
Dutch foreign ministry.

The US representative Myron C. Taylor, 
an industrialist, pointed out that his country 
had taken in 27,370 people from Germany 
that year – men and women, rich and poor, 
from all races and faiths. The prepared 
speeches made it patently clear: The US 
would raise neither its immigration quotas 
nor its financial contributions to the cause. 
Any additional expenditures would have to 
come from private organizations.

The Belgian Robert de Foy also created a 
pretext for limited possibilities by empha-

sizing his country’s dense population and 
pressing unemployment, the latter of which 
was also bemoaned by Canada’s Hume 
Wrong, while the Brazilian Helio Lobo 
feigned a sense of responsibility in warning 
of what European Jews should expect to find 
in São Paulo and Rio de Janeiro: unemploy-
ment. And Australia’s Lieutenant Colonel 
Thomas Walter White gave free reign to his 
cynicism and xenophobia in claiming that 
his country had never had a race problem, 
and did not want to acquire one.

The New York Times was quick to note 
which way the wind was blowing. Charles 
Streit wrote of a “none too trustful poker 
game.” The great nations sought to ward 
off immigration and offload the burden to 
others. An “atmosphere of inhospitable-
ness” prevailed.

Commentary in French newspapers, how-
ever, took on a defensive posture. The title 
page of the daily newspaper Journal fea-
tured historian Louis Madelin, a member 
of the Académie française, citing that the 
number of individuals driven from their 
own countries and living in France was 
growing, while “our low birth rate presents 
the danger that one day soon the French 
could lose their own country.” He openly 
feared what we now refer to as a “flood of 
asylum seekers.” The newspaper La Croix 
shared this concern, as its editorial board 
warned of “self-destruction at the alter of 
neighborly love,” and limited the scope of 
Christianity’s obligation of philanthropy 
and good samaritanism to include only 
fellow countrymen.

Evian saw much talk of humanity and 
brotherly love, but talk it remained. Mem-
bers of the 24 participating non-govern-
mental organizations (NGOs), including the 
Reich Association of Jews in Germany and 
the Aid Organization of German Jews (Aus-
trian NGOs were prohibited from taking 
part) became quickly disillusioned. Each 
was allotted but one speaker who could 
address the conference for ten minutes, 
which was later limited to only five minutes.

Golda Meir, who would later became 
prime minister of Israel, wrote in her mem-
oirs: “Sitting there in that magnificent hall 
and listening to the delegates of 32 countries 
rise, each in turn, to explain how much 
they would have liked to take in substantial 
numbers of refugees and how unfortunate it 
was that they were not able to do so, was a 
terrible experience. […] I wanted to get up 
and scream at them all, ‘Don’t you know 

that these "numbers" are human beings, 
people who may spend the rest of their 
lives in concentration camps, or wandering 
around like lepers, if you don’t let them in?’ 
I didn’t know then that not concentration 
but death camps awaited the refugees whom 
no one wanted.”

But with whom did the burden lie to grant 
asylum to Jews? Colombia’s Jesus Maria 
Yepes averred: “My esteemed French peers, 
my esteemed English peers, my esteemed 
Dutch peers, you take precedent.” Today, 

the reasoning is that refugees should stay in 
their regions: Africans in Libya, Syrians and 
Iraqis in Jordan and Turkey. And autocratic 
heads of state in these reasons are – rightly 
so – currently receiving funds from the EU 
for this purpose. Emmanuel Macron has 
plans to build reception camps in northern 
Africa, which can be seen as detention cen-
ters acting as a bulwark against a renewed 
“flood of asylum seekers.”

The Swiss delegate to the conference was 
Heinrich Rothmund, the man who had 
said his country needed Jews just as little 
as Germany did. In Evian he announced 
that, at best, his country could act as a 
transit country. Already, he calculated, 
each Swiss citizen was paying 40 francs 
for “the foreigners,” while countries of 
the former Danube Monarchy – Hungary 
and Czechoslovakia – had closed their 
borders. Switzerland had thus been forced 
to introduce visa requirements for Austrian 
passport holders. Naturally Switzerland 
wanted to help, he conceded, but that was 
dependent on the quotas that countries over-
seas were prepared to establish. According 
to Gösta Engzell, Sweden, too, wanted to 
look beyond Europe’s borders to find host 

countries for the refugees from Germany 
and Austria. His country was in favor of 
an institution taking care of the issue, and 
was prepared to take in a certain number 
of refugees with the qualifications Sweden 
required – even Jews who were not consid-
ered political refugees.

However, representatives from countries 
overseas resisted this deportation of Jews 
to their part of the world, and provided 
excuses that were at least as good as those 
aired by European states. But they showed 

some interest as well; the Central American 
countries – Costa Rica, Honduras, Nica-
ragua and Panama – declared themselves 
ready to take in refugees if other participat-
ing states were also prepared to do so with 
numbers proportional to each country’s 
land area. They already had enough mer-
chants and intellectuals, yet had no money 
to help new arrivals. Cuba’s delegate, Juan 
Escobar, refused to accept any refugees in 
excess of statutory quotas; however, tourists 
depositing a check worth at least $5,000 
would be welcome along with investors 
staking at least $25,000, albeit only if such 
an investment did not economically disad-
vantage local populations.

But how were the Jewish refugees to pro-
cure so much money? Most were destitute, 
having been plundered by a German regime 
that forbade them to leave the Reich with 
significant amounts of money or valuables 
in tow.

Argentina, which announced its visa 
requirement on the seventh day of the 
conference – July 12, 1938 – joined with 
Ecuador and Uruguay to declare that they 
could only accept blue-collar laborers. At 
last, Peru’s representative, Garcia Calderon 

Rey, offered words with a humanistic ring to 
them: At the very least, a continent should 
provide no opportunity for hate. But he then 
continued with some conditions; he saw 
the “civil peace” as being endangered by 
minorities “who are not open to our tradi-
tions and aims.” In other words, those who 
do not subjugate themselves to the – to use a 
contemporary term – “dominant culture” are 
themselves responsible for the results.

Paraguay’s Gustavo A. Wiengreen conceded 
that his country needed the people in order 

to exploit its natural resources; those willing 
to work would be granted entry. Albeit, the 
government had decreed the previous March 
that only those that could contribute to Para-
guayan agriculture would be welcome.

Jochen Thies was distraught to read the 
documents before him: “Only evasions, only 
excuses, procrastination ad infinitum.” At 
issue was the distribution of 500,000 refu-
gees across the entire globe. This “less than 
utopian number” could possibly have been 
saved by a little good will. And 77 years later, 
500 million Europeans could not manage to 
distribute 1 million refugees across 28 coun-
tries. It was a shameful, utter failure of the 
system of nation states.

The summary by the Evian committee, 
which comprised both aid organizations and 
stakeholders, read as follows:  “The moving 
reports delivered to the subcommittee lay bare 
an enormous human tragedy requiring imme-
diate measures to improve the situation, and a 
challenge to the conference to agree promptly 
on cooperative action.” But the resolution 
once again recited all the reasons to forgo a 
quota system. An aid program for refugees 
was necessary, but the countries of origin 
needed to be prepared to work together, to 
allow the prospective emigrants to bring assets 
and valuables with them and to organize an 
orderly departure. It was also decided to meet 
next in London and to form an intergovern-
mental committee that would begin its work 
in August. “From that day forward,” writes 
Thies, “all plans, having only been vaguely 
formulated, were further muddied.”

Ten months later, on Apr. 6, 1939, Edward 
Turnour, Lord Winterton, recognized the 
failure in an address in Britain’s lower house 
of parliament. The plan to save the Jews 
foundered under the reality “that not one of 
the thirty-two IGC Governments was prepared 
to admit neither any moral obligation to solve 
the refugee question nor financial liability for 
the transfer and upkeep (...) or for the per-
manent settlement of refugees.” Instead, “the 
unhappily pervasive (...) sub-current of anti-
Semitism or anti-alienism” prohibited govern-
ments from doing more for refugees than they 
did for their own people. Instead, the German 
and Austrian Jews were shoved “every which 
way across the map.” “One moment they’re 
in Madagascar, the next it’s Alaska, and in 
the end they’re stuck behind lowered boom 
gates.” Evian became a “Jewish Munich.” 
Kristallnacht was but 117 days away.

The scorn and derision of the Völkischer 
Beobachter reached the emissaries as they 
were still convening in Evian: “No one wants 
them,” read the Nazi party organ on July 13. 
Adolf Hitler took his time in delivering an 
evaluation of the conference. From a speech 
he gave in the Reichstag on Jan. 30, 1939: “It 
is a shameful spectacle to see how the whole 
democratic world is oozing sympathy for the 
poor tormented Jewish people, but remains 
hard-hearted and obdurate when it comes to 
helping them.”

Jochen Thies asks: “Has the world learned 
nothing from the non-event of 80 years ago? 
What has changed since 1938?” His answer 
is ultimately damning: “If one recalls the 
reasoning of the 32 states in Evian, very 
little. Even the parlance of then resembles 
that of now.”

Besmirching themselves: Hitler Youth forced Austrian Jews to scrub the streets after Austria’s Anschluss in March 1938. The crowd looked on. 

BY PETER H. KOEPF

Speechifying? Lord Winterton 
explains the British position to 
the Evian conference.

Jochen Thies’ book “Evian 1938” 
was published by Klartext Essen  
in December 2017,  
200 p., €18.95.
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Over three years after the launch of 
the military campaign against the 
Islamic State, the US-led global 

coalition, together with Iraqi and Kurdish 
forces, have accomplished their mission. 
Ninety-eight percent of the territory IS 
once held in Syria and Iraq has been recap-
tured. The caliphate’s most important 
cities, Raqqa and Mosul, are no longer 
controlled by jihadists. And of the 40,000 
men who once fought for IS, only 3,000 
are thought to remain, hiding in the desert 
and hoping to survive.

Needless to say, the situation is not quite 
as rosy as the statistics suggest. While much 
of the territory has been recaptured, IS as 
an organization continues to exist, and 
none of the political confl icts that fuelled 
its rise – most importantly, the Syrian civil 
war – have been resolved. Moreover, IS 
has never just been a territorial project, but 
also a utopia and a transnational terrorist 
network that has attracted and inspired 
tens of thousands of followers from all 
over the world. 

What does its military defeat in Syria 
and Iraq mean for the group’s ability to 
carry out terrorist attacks? Will its terrorist 
campaign in Europe, which has targeted 
Paris, London, Brussels, Berlin, Stockholm 
and other major European cities, continue?

No one can predict with confi dence where 
or what the IS will be in fi ve years’ time. 
Although the group may wish to intensify 
its terrorist campaign, it is far from certain 
whether its supporters will respond with 
the same enthusiasm they showed in 2014 
when the caliphate seemed unstoppable. 
And while returning foreign fi ghters will 

become more signifi cant in terrorist plots, 
this will not automatically result in a higher 
number of attacks, but more likely an 
increase in their complexity. 

In short, the IS terrorist campaign will 
not simply stop, as too many people have 
been drawn into the jihadist orbit over 
the past fi ve years. But its physical decline 
raises serious doubts about the long-term 
trajectory and viability of the Islamic State 
as a project and organization.

There can be no doubt that the demise of 
the physical caliphate has had an impact 
on the group’s strategy. Long gone are 
the days when the self-declared caliph, 
Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi, was calling on 
Muslims across the world to abandon 
their “decadent homelands” and migrate 
to the IS. For more than a year now, the 
group has been telling its followers to 
stay where they are and fi ght the infi dels 
“where it hurts them most.” Rather than 
being one of several options, terrorism is 
now presented as a duty. 

This is refl ected in the group’s propa-
ganda output, which is focusing less on 
promoting the utopia that IS had suppos-
edly created, but increasingly comprises 
crude and, arguably, desperate exhorta-
tions to attack Western targets. During 
the last week of 2017 alone, the group 
published four high-quality videos seek-
ing to inspire attacks on New Year’s Eve. 

However, this tells us little about the 
extent to which the group’s message con-
tinues to resonate. In fact, there is no 
evidence that the physical caliphate has 
morphed into a “virtual” one, as is often 
alleged. On the contrary, the group’s 
propaganda output has severely declined 
since its peak in 2015. According to 
my colleague Charlie Winter, more than 

three-quarters of IS media offi ces, which 
produced the daily deluge of propaganda 
videos and online magazines, have closed 
down. “It is almost as if someone has 
pressed the mute button,” he wrote in a 
recent article.

Instead of populating mainstream social 
media platforms such as Facebook and 
Twitter, IS supporters have been pushed 

into the darker corners of the internet, espe-
cially the private messaging app Telegram, 
where reaching out to new supporters is 
more diffi cult. 

What’s more, some of the internal debates 
have become critical of the organization. 
Even its most passionate supporters can 
now be observed questioning whether IS, 
which had proclaimed a thousand-year 

Reich and whose motto is “remaining 
and expanding,” can survive its physical 
destruction. The excitement and enthusi-
asm that permeated these forums in 2014 
and 2015 is gone.

At the same time, it would be a mistake 
to declare the terrorist threat to be over. 
The Syrian civil war and the rise of IS have 
rejuvenated the global jihadist movement. 
More than 5,000 Western Europeans have 
traveled to Syria, with thousands more 
who have cheered the group’s victories 
from home. Since the attack on the Jewish 
Museum in Brussels in May 2014, jihadists 
have been responsible for plotting more 
than a hundred attacks in Europe. In 41 
instances they were successful. 

While the chances are slim that this 
campaign will suddenly come to an end, 
its nature and dynamics are certain to 
change. So far, less than one-fi fth of the 
jihadist plots in Europe involved attackers 
who had been fi ghters in Syria. Nearly two-
thirds consisted of lone attackers planning 
to use unsophisticated weapons such as 
knives, machetes, hammers or vehicles. 
Although many of them had previously 
been on security agencies’ “radar,” few 
had terrorist training or were capable of 
handling explosives. 

The steady trickle of returning fi ghters, 
who have spent time in terrorist training 
camps and participated in the Syrian civil 
war, will change this. Like in previous 
confl icts, only a minority of the returnees 
will become involved in terrorism. But their 
numbers could be suffi cient to professional-
ize Islamic State’s campaign in Europe by 
inserting experienced fi ghters who have 
worked in teams, know how to build 
bombs and have the charisma and cred-
ibility that result from being jihad veterans. 

It may be no accident that Islamic State’s 
most devastating operation in Europe 
– the November 2015 attacks in Paris, 
which killed 137 people – was planned 
and executed by a team of returnees. 
Indeed, as time goes by and the superfi -
cial appeal of the IS brand continues to 
fade, more experienced and ideologically 
committed members are likely to play a 
bigger role.      

One of the most signifi cant facts about 
IS recruits in Europe is their close proxim-
ity to “ordinary” crime. In most Western 
European countries, more than half of the 
group’s recruits have criminal pasts, often 
as members of gangs, drug dealers, thieves 
or burglars. For many of these young men, 
joining IS was a way of seeking redemp-
tion. In the words of a Danish fi ghter, “it’s 
not good enough just praying with all the 
shit I’ve done.” 

This currently provides IS with many 
advantages. Not only do their European 
followers fi nd it easy to acquire weap-
ons and forged documents, many have 
been radicalized and recruited in prisons 
where criminal and jihadist milieus over-
lap. When released, they have funded 
their attacks through petty crime – be it 
by trading in counterfeit goods, dealing 
drugs or stealing people’s wallets. 

However, the nexus between crime and 
terror can go both ways. At the moment it 
is fueling terrorism and helping to facili-
tate attacks against innocent civilians. 
But if Islamic State is no longer seen as 
credible, successful or suffi ciently “cool” 
to attract attention, some of their recruits 
may return to their criminal pasts. What 
started out as a quest for a global caliph-
ate may ultimately end up as a bunch of 
local gang.                           

NOT OVER YET
The Islamic State’s nature and dynamics 

are certain to change

BY PETER R. NEUMANN
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EXERCISE MORE
President Trump cannot prevent us from forging stronger trans-Atlantic ties

As far as the world economy is con-
cerned, it is interlinked,” dead-
panned the famous German sati-

rist Kurt Tucholsky in the early 1930s. 
Although uttered in the Weimar Republic, 
the remark applies today as much as ever. 
Indeed, while some observers see President 
Donald Trump’s words at this year’s World 
Economic Forum in Davos – “America first 
does not mean America alone” – as a ges-
ture of conciliation, this would be an incor-
rect reading. American economic policy 
will be part of a new global public policy 
that has a tangible impact on Germany as 
well. After Davos, there can be no doubt 
about this. 

And yet, as unpleasant and protectionist as 
Trump’s “America first” slogan may sound, 
it is nothing we haven’t heard before. While 
his term – or terms – in office will be sure to 
drag on, his administration will not usher in 
the “demise of the West.” Although Trump 
is indeed fostering a sense of alienation 
among trans-Atlantic partners, he is far from 
legitimizing the reasons for doing so.

The debate launched by the recent “In Spite 
of It All, America” manifesto examining the 
future of the trans-Atlantic relationship is on 
the right path, but it is too monothematic 
in parts. Although my intention is by no 
means to question or deny the importance of 
foreign and security policy, an approach that 
reduces the debate to this topic alone gets 
me thinking. After all, this approach neglects 
the fact that globalization, automation and 
digitization have long since caused domestic 
and foreign policy to move closer together 
while blurring the lines distinguishing one 
policy field from the other.  

Unlike any president before him, Trump 
has been able to convince people who were 
not profiting from our new world order 
that he understood their woes. In fact, these 
were the very people who put him in office. 
Indeed, the 2016 election has been referred 
to as the “can you hear me now?” election. 
Today, these “losers of modernization” are 
exerting their influence on the future of the 

Western world order. That being said, we 
cannot forget that this development is not 
entirely new; and it’s not just taking place 
in the US.

Has the trans-Atlantic relationship been 
shattered by the efforts of one person? 
Certainly not. At this point, our approach 
should be to take advantage of Trump’s 
political egoism, his contempt for national 
and international institutions, his rejection 
of multilaterism and his utter disdain for the 
idea of a united Europe as an opportunity 
to revitalize and redefine the trans-Atlantic 
relationship. Indeed, it is up to us to do our 
homework now so we can enjoy the fruits 
of our labor while Trump is still president 
and, more importantly, when he is no longer 
in office.

The US and Germany share a common 
horizon of experience that began – however 
inauspiciously – during World War II. With 
this in mind, it is important to note that 
one reason for today’s rising alienation is a 
generational shift in the political sphere, one 
that has nothing to do with the current US 
administration. Over the past several years, 
a number of political figures whose yearn-
ing for the West had been fed by the direct 
experience of WWII and the post-war years 
have retired from politics. As more and more 
eyewitnesses of that era – those with vivid 
recollections of the liberation of Germany – 
fade into the background, the more difficult 
it becomes for the younger generation to 
bridge this emotional gap. 

This is why we need new narratives that 
can revitalize our trans-Atlantic relationship. 
These stories can no longer revolve around 
military liberation; instead, they must focus 
on what makes liberal democracies such 
as the US and Germany so successful. This 
involves shared liberal democratic values, 
equality before the law and an open, toler-
ant society. In fact, in order to be a part 
of this community, our countries need not 
even share interests – which, indeed, they 
often do not.

First of all, it would suffice to have open 
and fair elections. Indeed, for all of us who 
doubt the strength of democracy under 
Trump, we need only look at the latest 

elections for governor in New Jersey and 
Virginia as well as the Senate special elec-
tion in Alabama. The results show that the 
liberal tradition not only alive, but vibrant 
– and that we would behoove us to put aside 
our typical German pessimism in this case. 
The confident and professional media so 
despised by Trump is serving its purpose by 
fulfilling its journalistic mandate. In other 
words, there will be a time after Trump – 
and we should be prepared for it.

What can we do in the meantime to 
revitalize and redefine the trans-Atlantic 
relationship? While Trump is in office, 
it is urgent and necessary to identify and 
reach out to the president’s antagonists, 
especially those working in the compli-
cated US system of checks and balances. 
These include elected members of Congress, 
scientists, academics, local politicians and 
all those who see multilateralism as self-
evident and desirable. For example, in the 
realm of climate protection, California is 
currently showing that it is possible for 
reasonable environmental policies to suc-
ceed even without adherence to the Paris 
Climate Agreement. 

In fact, there are plenty of areas in which 
we can work now to refine our shared 
values. For example, it is urgent that we 
explore the impact of digitization on the 
economy and the workplace in both our 
countries. Our response to the challenges 
of the fourth industrial revolution will have 
to reflect our liberal tradition and thus be 
differ greatly from the solutions offered by 
authoritarian regimes such as Russia and 
China. But how exactly can this work in a 
globalized market? 

In our era of growing populism within 
liberal democracies, the “future of work” is 
perhaps the most important trans-Atlantic 
theme on which to focus. How can we 
achieve a fair tax and trade policy? What 
should be the nature of internet regulation? 
In order to answer these and other ques-
tions, it is imperative that we engage in an 
intensive trans-Atlantic dialogue.

I am optimistic that we will succeed in this 
endeavor. On my travels throughout the 
US, which have often taken me deep into 

rural areas, I have experienced an American 
society steeped in the tradition of Woodrow 
Wilson; that is, not only do people want 
a better America, they also want a better 
world. At its core, the community of values 
in the West has always been shaped by an 
image of man as a bearer of freedom and 
dignity.

Anyone who travels through the indus-
trial wastelands of the Ohio Valley and 
then visits Germany’s Ruhr Valley – both of 
which have been hit hard by the structural 
changes of recent decades – will immedi-
ately recognize that liberal and Western 
democracies will have to work together 
to provide political solutions to address 
the anger and hopelessness felt by those 
referred to in German as Rationalisier-
ungsverlierer, or “rationalization losers.” 
This is where domestic and foreign policy 
intersect; indeed, without the anger and 
hopelessness felt by former coalminers in 
in the Rust Belt, Trump’s electoral success 
would have been inconceivable – and there 
would have been no resulting shift in policy 
alliances in the West.      

Politicians of my generation are now 
obliged to use the coming years to establish 
reliable and sustainable contacts as well as 
to address the key challenges of our time – 
both in and outside of the political sphere. 
The self-absorption of Trump’s presidency 
provides us with a living reminder that 
we must explore, nurture and develop our 
shared values on both sides of the Atlantic 
time and again. After all, the more we know 
about each other, the less Trump will be 
able to spread his (mis-)interpretation of 
the situation. We must never forget that the 
trans-Atlantic relationship does not belong 
to the president in Washington; it belongs 
to the people who fill it with life.           
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In past decades – a time we may yet 
come to refer to wistfully as “the good 
old days” – America’s national secu-

rity elites have tended to be somewhat 
blasé about the National Security Strategy 
(NSS). In 1986, a Congress alarmed by 
US policy failures in Vietnam, Iran and 
Grenada had decreed that this document 
should be produced at the outset of each 
new administration to explain the prin-
ciples and goals of the president’s grand 
strategy. 

On occasion these exercises proclaimed 
a genuine strategic shift that would make 
headlines worldwide. This was the case 
in 2002, when President George W. Bush 
issued a NSS declaring that the US might 
undertake preventive strikes against 
adversaries armed with weapons of mass 
destruction. After appalled reactions from 
the international community, this never-
implemented threat was retracted in the 
subsequent document. 

Far more often they produced a stew 
of strategic platitudes rendered in boiler-
plate language, a testament to the tortu-
ous “interagency process” by which the 
American federal executive explains its 
thinking to itself. Sometimes a paper was 
no sooner published than it was obviated 
by events. Survivors of the process were 
prone to intimate in a strangled whisper 
that they would rather be waterboarded 
than have to go through it all again. 

Germany’s “Iron Chancellor” Otto von 
Bismarck famously said that two things 
should never be exposed to public view: 
the making of sausage and the making of 
laws. Were he alive today, he would likely 
include the writing of national strategy 
papers.

Nevertheless, even the most jaded crit-
ics will admit that producing a NSS has 
its merits. On the domestic front, it helps 
remind the executive of the principle of 
separation and balance of powers; Con-
gress will keep a watchful eye on the 
shaping of foreign and security policy by 

a president and his advisers, and it intends 
to use the strategy paper as a benchmark 
against which to measure their actions. 
Within the executive, it helps the national 
security adviser and his or her staff align 
other agencies with the administration’s 
political preferences. For the national 
security staff itself, it can be a useful tool 
for building consensus and exerting mes-
sage discipline.

Last and probably least, it lends gravitas 
to signals the US government sends to the 
rest of the globe. Thus, back when things 
were “normal,” the publication of a new 
NSS meant that analysts, journalists and 
diplomats the world over would heave a 
sigh, pour themselves some extra-strong 
coffee and inspect the text with a fine-
toothed comb to extract any available 
insights into the superpower‘s latest stra-
tegic intentions. 

But the Trump era is anything but busi-
ness as usual. Never has an American 
president so recklessly dispensed with the 
formalities of international relations, or 
so liberally threatened allies and adversar-
ies alike, from calling NATO “obsolete” 
to threatening Europe with trade wars 
and North Korea with nuclear oblitera-
tion. 

Of course, unilateralism, skepticism of 
“foreign entanglements” (George Wash-
ington) and protectionism are American 
traditions as old as the republic itself. 
Presidents Clinton, Bush and Obama 
oversaw NATO (and EU) enlargement 
after the fall of the Berlin Wall, yet all 
made serious efforts to retrench the US 
military and diplomatic engagement in 
Europe. 

One faction of Trump explainers in 
Washington – let's call them the “nothing 
to see here” faction – suggests ignoring 
presidential language and looking instead 
at events, or rather everything that has not 
happened: NATO is still standing, they 
say; and what wars has he started? They 
also point out – fairly – that this uniquely 
disruptive president is surrounded by a 
multitude of political appointees, civil 
servants and military officers, all of whom 

are attempting to hold the administration 
to standards and processes that will make 
it more stable and predictable.

Others have a different take: none of 
this is a return to normalcy. Trumpism 
is not the latest iteration of an Ameri-
can retrenchment following a period of 
(over-)extension. It is rather a massive and 
radical discontinuity. Trump is the first 
president to question the validity of an 
international order based on norms and 
cooperation, and the first to decry glo-
balization as a nefarious ideology (“the 
false song of globalism”) rather than an 
economic and political fact. Furthermore, 
his more mainstream advisers have not 
managed to “normalize” the administra-
tion; at best, they have achieved less bad 
outcomes, such as kicking the responsibil-
ity of reviewing the Iran nuclear deal over 
to Congress rather than just tearing it up.

Under these circumstances, the publica-
tion of the Trump administration’s first 
National Security Strategy in late Decem-
ber of 2017 was met with significantly 
more than the customary tepid special-
ist interest. But the document does not 
resolve the tension between the normal-
izers and the radicals – indeed, it enshrines 
it. 

On the one hand, the NSS makes dozens 
of references to partners and allies. It also 
makes a point of restating the president’s 
late and reluctant re-commitment to the 
mutual defense clause in Article 5 of the 
NATO Treaty. On the other hand, it 
emphatically reinforces the dictate deliv-
ered in a now-notorious op-ed written in 
May by National Security Advisor H.R. 
McMaster and Gary Cohn, president of 
the National Economic Council: the fun-
damental paradigm of American power in 
the age of Trump is one of zero-sum com-
petition rather than cooperation. And the 
rationale made by the NSS for US support 
of its allies in Europe and elsewhere is self-
interested in the narrowest possible terms: 
America’s “allies and partners magnify 
US power and extend US influence.” 

The NSS also insists, rather remark-
ably, that the institutions of domestic 

democracy must be made resilient to 
political interference from abroad. This 
new emphasis on challenges to US domi-
nance by other great powers – specifi-
cally, Russia and China – was amplified 
shortly after publication of the NSS by 
the new National Defense Strategy and 
its motto of “compete, deter, and win.” 
Written at the Pentagon under the aegis 
of Secretary of Defense Jim Mattis, this 
document is notable for its embrace of 
allies and partners, which it describes as 
“crucial” to American strategy. Given 
the increasingly aggressive global asser-
tiveness of both Russia and China, this 
re-focusing of US strategy makes sense, 
and Europeans can and should engage 
with it. 

If only the commander in chief agreed. 
President Trump has made it clear – in 
his speeches on the launch of the NSS, 
his Davos speech and his State of the 
Union address – that he does not share 
the strategic framework advocated by 
his advisors. Trump continues to argue 
for cooperation with Putin’s Russia, and 
sees China chiefly as a trade adversary; 
the top three threats he obsesses over are 
immigrants, terrorists and North Korea. 
He remains disdainful of the notion that 
has underpinned US strategy since World 
War II: American stewardship of a liberal 
international order is in the American 
interest. 

Even more importantly, Trump 
appears to believe that the US should 
to be able to use nuclear weapons, 
would win a trade war against China 
and could emerge victorious from a 
preventive “bloody nose” strike against 
North Korea. Should any of these come 
to pass, the world would become a 
different place. But even if they are 
avoided, the president’s inability or 
unwillingness to tone down his rheto-
ric, his overt disagreements with his 
advisors or his contempt for allies will 
lead America’s friends to hedge their 
bets. As for America’s adversaries, they 
will feel encouraged to fill the vacuum 
the superpower leaves behind.

One down, three to go. And judging 
by Trump’s first year in office, the 
next three should be long and pain-

ful. As the US backs away from is traditional 
role as team captain, its “America First” 
foreign policy is setting the world on edge. 
Trump has already pulled out of the Trans-
Pacific Partnership and the Paris Climate 
Agreement. Next on his chopping block may 
well be the Iran nuclear deal and US par-
ticipation in NAFTA and the World Trade 
Organization.

America’s deliberate undermining of the 
rules-based international order it worked so 
hard to establish after World War II has left 
America’s partners understandably vexed, 
and wondering when it is time to give up on 
Trump. But even if justified, their approach 
is ill-advised. 

Instead of turning their backs on Trump in 
anger and frustration, friends of the US should 
engage the president with hopes of curbing 
his destructive instincts. Trump will do more 
damage if he feels isolated, rejected and cut 
loose, while holding him close provides at 
least some leverage over his behavior and 
may impress upon him that partnership has its 
advantages. Moreover, the Trump presidency 
will not last forever. Trying to keep Washing-
ton tethered to the international community 
during his tenure will make it easier to repair 
the wreckage he leaves behind.

Learning to live with the Trump presidency 
means accepting the harsh reality that what 
you see is what you get. Indeed, his presidency 
is likely to get worse, not better, in the months 
ahead. The adults in the room – John Kelley, 
Rex Tillerson, H.R. McMaster, James Mattis 
– are unable to tame Trump, and some of 
them may well jump ship in the near future, 
eliminating whatever moderating influence 
they may exercise. Trump is also likely to 
ramp up his hard-edged populism as the mid-
term elections draw near. With the Democrats 
poised to do well in November, Trump will 
seek to rally his base by doubling down on his 
nationalist and populist agenda.

Having alienated the more centrist voters 
who helped him win the presidency, Trump 
is retreating to his faithful base, which at least 
for now has commandeered the Republican 
Party. The Republican establishment is run-
ning for cover in the face of a mobilized and 
angry base. Whether he likes it or not, Trump 
is beholden to an ascendant insurgency of 
populist nationalists; he has already lost much 
of the rest of the country.

Trump has gravitated to the far right by 
inclination as much as by necessity. Even as 
Steve Bannon, Sebastian Gorka and other fer-
vent ideologues have been banished from the 
White House, Trump’s racially tinged brand 
of nationalism has continued, if not deepened. 
His equivocation over neo-Nazi protesters in 
Charlottesville, his insults toward Hispanic 
immigrants, his decision to send back Hai-
tians, Salvadorans and others who came to 
the United States to escape conflict and natural 
disaster, his disparaging comments about 
Africa – this is the real Donald Trump, not a 
political concoction of his handlers.

Confronted with this sobering reality, how 
should the international community handle 
the remainder of Trump’s tumultuous presi-
dency? 

First, America’s partners should continue 
to try to connect with Trump, seeking to 
exercise whatever influence they may have 
over his behavior. Trump craves respect and 
acceptance; shunning and isolating him will 
only make matters worse. Moreover, engage-
ment indeed has the potential to yield concrete 
payoffs. Even when Trump appears ready to 
start dismantling policies he does not like, he 
tends to offer an escape hatch. 

Rather than simply dismantling the Iran 
deal, he handed it over to Congress to address 
his concerns. He announced the end of the 
program allowing Dreamers (residents who 
entered or remained in the country illegally 
as minors) to stay in the US, but then opened 
a dialogue with Democrats about preserving 
it. He declared he was rescinding health care 
subsidies needed to fund Obamacare, but soon 

thereafter entertained a bipartisan proposal to 
salvage the funding. Even though Trump has 
announced his intention to withdraw from 
the Paris climate agreement, the US cannot 
formally exit the accord until 2020, leaving 
room to maneuver. 

It is difficult to know whether Trump’s 
stop-and-go style is a sign of genetic incon-
stancy or part of a shrewd negotiating strat-
egy. But it does mean that the door is open 
to negotiation, and concerned parties should 
walk through that door. In the end, Trump 
may or may not uphold the Iran deal, allow 
Dreamers to stay in the US, preserve the 
health insurance of Americans in need or 
return to the Paris Agreement. Nonetheless, it 
is certainly worth trying to bring him around. 
To walk away from Trump is to encourage 
his worst instincts. 

Second, engaging Trump does not mean 
bending to his wishes; it means attempting to 
bring him around to sensible positions, and 
standing one’s ground when that effort fails. 
On the Iran nuclear deal, America’s partners 
must staunchly defend the pact, come what 
may; it is the only game in town. However, 
Europeans should engage Washington on 
the deal’s sunset provisions and how best 
to counter Iran’s missile program and its 
destabilizing regional behavior. Exploring 
side agreements or follow-on arrangements 
for addressing these issues may succeed in 
convincing Trump not to scuttle the deal. 
A good faith effort to address Trump’s con-
cerns – rather than dismissing them – may 
be just enough to keep him on board. It is 
worth a try.

In similar fashion, the international commu-
nity should keep working on Trump regard-
ing issues like climate change and trade. But 
in the meantime, the rest of the world is right 
to stand by the Paris climate agreement, 
even though Trump has renounced it. The 
same goes for the Trans-Pacific Partnership; 
its remaining members are doing the right 
thing by proceeding with a trade deal despite 
Trump’s withdrawal from the pact. If Trump 
seeks to back away from the World Trade 
Organization, it will be up to other members 
to defend a rules-based trading order.

While engaging Trump, America’s part-
ners, and Europe in particular, must pre-
vent him from dismantling the liberal 
norms and rules-based institutions that 
have long anchored the West. Europe 
should make sure that the next US presi-
dent does not assume office in a Western 
world that has been reduced to rubble. 

Third, America’s friends must prevent 
popular opposition to Trump from trans-
forming into anti-American sentiment. Even 
if anger toward Trump may be understand-
able, and even if politicians are tempted to 
cater to it, doing so risks setting democratic 
societies against the US. If leaders around 
the world are to remain committed to work-
ing with Trump whenever possible – as 
well as reaching out to the US bureaucracy, 
Congress, and state and local officials, all 
of which may be better partners than the 
White House – they must ensure that their 
own electorates have not come to write off 
the US.

Otherwise, any hope of sustaining a 
sense of solidarity and community among 
the Atlantic democracies will prove illu-
sory. Otherwise, the US president follow-
ing Trump may preside over a country 
that has turned sharply inward and lost 
its internationalist calling.

The United States, long the anchor of 
republican ideals and multilateralism, is 
backing away from both under Trump’s 
leadership. This turn in US politics is part of 
a broader surge in illiberalism and populist 
nationalism playing out in many quarters 
of the globe.

To help ensure that we are witnessing 
only a temporary setback – not a permanent 
reversal – in the fortunes of liberal politics, 
America’s partners should keep reaching 
out to Trump and resist the temptation to 
distance themselves from the US. Engaging 
Trump will limit the damage he can do, 
and make it more likely that the Trump era 
represents a dark detour for Americans – 
and not the new normal.  

REMAIN ALERT
Keeping Washington tethered to the international 
community during the president’s tenure will make 
it easier to repair the wreckage he leaves behind
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“America first” means America alone
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As polarized as the discussion sur-
rounding Nord Stream 2 may 
be, each side posits legitimate 

arguments deserving of careful consid-
eration. It is thus essential to discard 
doomsday scenarios, return to reason 
and soberly substantiate the debate. 
Four main issues are at stake:

Detractors of Nord Stream 2 argue 
that European energy security is already 
impaired by an over-dependency on Rus-
sian gas. As was the case with previous 
energy cooperation projects, such as 
the German-Russian gas-for-pipes deal 
of the 1970s (“Röhrenembargo”), it is 
first and foremost Washington that is 
in opposition, ostensibly in the belief 
that Russia covers the vast majority of 
European gas demand. 
However, this share, 
often exaggerated 
in the US, has been 
fluctuating over the 
past decade between 
roughly one-quarter 
and one-third.

But more impor-
tantly, after the Ukrai-
nian gas crises in 2006 
and 2009 – which in 
some Central and East-
ern European countries 
led to serious supply 
shortages and justified 
concerns – the EU took 
decisive action to dras-
tically diversify supply 
sources and improve 
energy security. What 
emerged is a functional 
and highly flexible 
European gas market, 
lacking confining des-
tination clauses and 
boasting new intercon-
nectors, storage facili-
ties, reverse flow capa-
bilities and over 30 
European LNG import 
terminals (sufficient 
to cover more than 
half of EU demand). 
While just a decade 
ago the EU might still 
have been susceptible 
to blackmail, we are 
now witnessing a 
much-improved energy 
landscape where gas 
can scarcely be weap-
onized.

Prospective Euro-
pean gas demand is a 
similar point of con-
tention. Will not the 
triumphant advance 
of renewables and effi-
ciency measures make 
additional gas import 
capacity superfluous? 
In a recent speech, EU 
Climate Action and Energy Commis-
sioner Miguel Arias Cañete made abun-
dantly clear that this is not the case: 
“Gas has an important role to play in our 
decarbonization efforts [and] will shift 
towards a role where it will complement 
various renewables and replace more 
polluting fuels.”

In the short and medium term, Europe 
will continue to require large volumes of 
low-carbon fuels for heating, transpor-
tation and shipping, as well as for the 
substitution of coal in electricity genera-
tion. Even if consumption levels remain 
stable, import necessity will expand due 
to dwindling availability of domestic 
gas resources; in the Netherlands, for 
instance, production dropped from 81 
bcm in 2013 to 47 bcm in 2016 due to 
concerns over seismic activity.

Opponents of Nord Stream 2 also 
challenge the business sense behind the 
pipeline. But Russia is far from alone 
in recognizing the opportunities on the 
European gas market. Other present and 
prospective contenders include Norway, 
Qatar, Iran, Azerbaijan, Russia and, not 
least, the United States with its shale gas 
industry. Most recently, Israel, Cyprus, 
Greece and Italy signed a memoran-

dum for the construction of the world’s 
longest underwater pipeline to supply 
Europe over 2,000 kilometers with up to 
16 billion cubic meters of gas per year. 
The industry seems far from suffering a 
lack of demand.

This is good news for Europe. The con-
tinent’s emerging and diverse portfolio 
of gas imports contributes to the overall 
security of supply, to competition and 
thus to affordable gas prices for house-
holds and industry. For better or for 
worse, the advanced integration of the 
European gas market and the need for 
redundant, parallel infrastructure – as the 
new Nord Stream strands would provide – 
were demonstrated at the end of last year 
by an unfortunate explosion at a major 
gas hub in Baumgarten, Austria, affecting 
markets all the way from Italy to the UK. 
The incident promptly triggered an order 

for a short-term LNG delivery. Inciden-
tally, this order came from Gazprom’s 
Russian competitor, Novatel, which had 
inaugurated its Yamal liquefaction facility 
just days earlier.

The issue of subsidies has been raised, 
including whether they can be justified 
on the highly developed European gas 
market. But as long as investors bear 
the cost and risk of a new infrastructure 
project themselves – as is the case with 
Nord Stream 2 – and do not pass it on 
to governments or taxpayers, consumers 
should welcome the prospect of every 
additional gas molecule reaching our 
shores, irrespective of its origin. 

However, even if Nord Stream 2 pos-
sesses a business rationale and poses 
no threat to European energy security, 
some argue it may still be objectionable 
from a geopolitical perspective. Is it not 
in our best interest to play tough and 
oppose Nord Stream 2 in order to offer 
an unambiguous response to Russian 
transgressions in Ukraine and elsewhere, 
instead of rewarding Gazprom with addi-
tional market access? If so, this should be 
clearly stated in order to prevent the ero-
sion of European rule of law, not veiled 
in economic or legal pretext.

Moreover, a crackdown on Nord 
Stream 2 would not help Ukraine. In a 
study for the European Centre for Energy 
and Resource Security (EUCERS) at 
King’s College London, Andreas Gold-
thau argues that while the country would 
indeed miss out on transit fees should the 
majority of gas flows to Western Europe 
circumvent its network, it also stands to 
gain from new Western import options 
boosting its standing in price negotia-
tions with its eastern neighbor and low-
ering its gas bill. And this would not be 
a first; the completion of the Lithuania’s 
floating Klaipėda LNG terminal in 2014 
brought an immediate 20-percent price 
reduction for Russian gas imports, even 
before any significant volumes of lique-
fied gas had reached the Baltic state.

Political leaders in Europe and the US 
should think twice before doing precisely 

what they accuse the Russians of doing: 
using energy as a political tool. Pipelines 
such as Nord Stream 2 do not represent 
subservience to Moscow – they create 
stabilizing interdependence. This is as 
true now as it was during even the most 
precarious periods of the Cold War, when 
energy remained the only significant area 
of continued cooperation between East 
and West. Europe and the US would be 
well advised to bring calm and compo-
sure back into this debate.

If we listen to those groups advocat-
ing on behalf of Nord Stream 2 – the 
second double pipeline designed to 

move Russian natural gas through the 
Baltic Sea – we might come to think the 
new project is a highly energy-efficient 
project and politically quite harmless. 
According to them, Nord Stream 2 will 
increase European energy security – after 
all, the Soviet Union was a reliable pro-
vider – and remain a purely commercial 
project. They argue that the European 
Commission would do well to stay out of 
the matter, and should refrain from inter-
fering in Germany’s energy sovereignty. 
Objection, your Honor!

The “European Energy Security Strat-
egy” adopted by the EU Commission in 

2014 contains three explicit objectives: an 
increase in primary energy generation, the 
diversification of supplier countries and 
delivery routes, and a joint approach of 
EU states with regard to third countries. 
Nord Stream 2 clashes with all three of 
these objectives. First, the project specu-
lates that natural gas imports to the EU 
will rise. Second, it increases dependency 
on Russia, which – already the largest 
gas supplier by far – accounts for roughly 
30 percent of gas delivered to Europe. 
Finally, Nord Stream 2 has also become 
a divisive element for the EU, which is 
internally at odds over the project. 

A coalition comprising the SPD, the Fed-
eral Government and the German Com-
mittee on Eastern European Economic 
Relations is driving this project forward 
against resistance from the EU Commis-
sion. In the eyes of Poland, the Baltic 
republics and Scandinavian countries, 
Nord Stream 2 is yet another example of 
Germany pursuing its narrow national 
interest without any coordination with 
its European neighbors.  

A pipeline with a transport volume 
of 55 billion cubic meters per year and 
investment costs of up to €10 billion will 
be built to last for decades. The econom-

ics of the project are based on the esti-
mate of a long-term increase in natural 
gas consumption in the EU. For today’s 
needs, this pipeline is simply superfluous. 
In 2015, Nord Stream 1 operated at a 
capacity of only 71 percent. There are 
also the reserve capacities contained in 
the continental pipeline system as well as 
increasing capacities available at lique-
fied natural gas terminals geared to meet 
future demand. In other words, there is 
no shortage in natural gas import capac-
ity today, nor will there be a shortage 
in the future. For Nord Stream 2 to be 
used at full capacity, it would require 
either an enormous increase in EU gas 
consumption or a squeezing-out of other 
suppliers and transport routes. Neither of 
these scenarios would be in the interest of 
Europe. They would, however, be in the 
interest of Gazprom & Co. 

A sustained increase in the level of natu-
ral gas consumption is incompatible with 
the climate policy goals of the EU. What 
we need is an extensive decarburization 
of the energy sector by mid-century. 
Instead of creating path dependencies in 
fossil energy imports over decades, our 
goal should be to remain flexible in terms 
of supply sources and transport routes. 
In the short term, demand for natural gas 
may pick up as a result of the gradual 
phasing-out of coal and a further reduc-
tion in oil consumption. Over the long 
term, however, consumption of natural 
gas will also experience a decline. One 
key factor in this process is the continu-
ing improvement of energy efficiency in 
the building sector and heavy industry. 
Another factor is the substitution of 
natural gas by means of synthetic gas 
(hydrogen and methane) derived from 
excess renewable electricity. Also, the 
greater the share of wind and solar energy 
in Europe’s mix of electricity, the more 
urgent becomes the issue of converting 
excess amounts of electricity. Any fixa-
tion on the import of natural gas would 
only serve to delay the development of 
alternative state-of-the-art technologies 
on an industrial scale.  

The new double pipeline also crosses 
several highly sensitive ecological areas. 
Indeed, building this pipeline involves 
massive interventions in the maritime 
biosphere. Environmental protection 
organizations criticize both the route 
and the superficial environmental impact 
assessment.  

The claim that Nord Stream 2 is a purely 
commercial project is naïve. It would be 
severely negligent to overlook the fact 
that this pipeline is part of a geopolitical 
game played by the Kremlin. The goal 
of this game is to eliminate Ukraine and 
Poland as transit countries, to cement 
European dependence on energy imports 
from Russia and to drive a wedge between 
EU countries. While Europe continues to 
lack a common strategic energy policy, the 
Russian side continues to expand its energy 
empire. Part of this game also involves 

the strategically placed 
construction of nuclear 
power plants designed 
to export electricity 
to the EU, such as the 
2400-megawatt com-
plex on the Belarusian-
Lithuanian border and 
an equally large facility 
in Kaliningrad. 

Gazprom is not your 
average corporation. 
Together with the oil 
giant Rosneft, it forms 
the economic basis of 
the authoritarian regime 
in Moscow. Oil and gas 
are the most important 
sources of income for 
the Russian state and 
the richest source of 
systemic corruption. At 
the same time, Gazprom 
and Rosneft are at the 
center of the Kremlin’s 
economic networks in 
Europe. Indeed, it will 
be interesting to see 
how German ex-Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder 
navigates these waters 
in his role as a leading 
Gazprom and Rosneft 
lobbyist.

There is a much less 
expensive alternative 
to a second Baltic Sea 
pipeline: the modern-
ization of the continen-
tal transport network. 
This would comprise a 
multilateral project that 
would benefit everyone. 
If Ukraine and Poland 
were to be eliminated 
as intermediaries for 
Russian gas exports to 
Western Europe, they 
would lose billions of 
euros in annual transit 
fees. In addition, the 
Kremlin would be able 
to turn off the gas at 

any time without jeopardizing its export 
business. Ukraine would then become 
even more vulnerable to Russian policies 
of intimidation. This, too, is part of the 
political dimension of Nord Stream 2. 

If Germany’s goal is to achieve a coop-
erative European energy system, then we 
should not support the policy pursued 
by the Kremlin. Our Central and Eastern 
European neighbors will no doubt express 
a critical yet understandable sensitivity if 
their interests and concerns are ignored in 
another grand bargain between Germany 
and Russia. Nord Stream 2 is a test of how 
serious Germany’s commitment to “more 
Europe” truly is. 

DOWN THE WRONG PIPE
The construction of the Nord Stream 2 gas pipeline is highly contentious. Is Europe becoming dependent  

on Russia? Or on the US? Two German experts present their differing views for The German Times

BY FRIEDBERT PFLÜGER BY RALF FÜCKS
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BERLINS SCHÖNSTES MÖBELHAUS!

NEU
IN BERLIN-MAHLSDORF

DIREKT 
AN DER 
B1/B5

WOHNWELTEN MIT WELTSTADTNIVEAU –  
PORTA MÖBEL SETZT AUF BUNDESHAUPTSTADT
Es ist ein Einrichtungshaus der Superlative, 
das im Osten Berlins direkt an der B1/B5 im 
Mai 2017 große Neueröffnung feierte. Auf 
insgesamt drei Etagen und mit einer Ausstel-
lungsfläche von knapp 39.000 Quadratmetern 
zeigt das 24. Porta-Einrichtungszentrum mit 
separater Küchenwelt Wohnideen für jeden 
Geschmack und Geldbeutel. Individuell ein-
gerichtete Wohnwelten sowie Markenstudios 
namhafter Hersteller wie Rolf Benz, Stress-

less, Musterring und Mondo laden die Besu-
cher ein, sich inspirieren zu lassen. Beim neu-
en Standort hat Porta Möbel erstmals eine 
eigene Küchenwelt realisiert. Auf 4.700 Qua-
dratmetern und mit über 150 Ausstellungskü-
chen zeigt das Einrichtungshaus die neuesten 
Trends von Herstellern wie Nolte Küchen oder 
Nobilia. Ob modern, mit Smarthome-Ausstat-
tung oder ökologisch-wertvolle Modelle aus 
Naturholz – die vielfältige Auswahl ermöglicht 

Der einladende Eingangsbereich des neuen Einrichtungshauses in Berlin-Mahlsdorf mit stilprägender, 3.500 Quadratmeter großen Glasfassade 

Große porta Küchenwelt auf über 4700 Quadratmetern

es den Küchenfachberatern mithilfe neuester 
Planungsprogramme, individuelle Kunden-
wünsche zu erfüllen. 
Für das leibliche Wohl der Kunden sorgt das 
eigene Toscana-Restaurant vom Frühstück 
bis zum Abendbrot. Italienische Snacks sowie 
Kaffee- und Kuchenspezialitäten serviert die 
Segafredo-Kaffeebar. Auch kleine Gäste kom-
men im Portalino-Kinderclub auf ihre Kosten 
und können dort unter Aufsicht geschulter 

Mitarbeiter nach Herzenslust toben, malen 
und basteln.

Rund 75 Millionen Euro in Expansion mit 
modernster Technik investiert
Dank modernster Technik leistet das Einrich-
tungshaus auch einen ressourcenschonenden 
Beitrag. Dies gilt sowohl für den Wärmeschutz 
als auch die Wärmerückgewinnung. Darüber 
hinaus kommen im gesamten Gebäude ener-

giesparende und umweltschonende Lichtsys-
teme zum Einsatz. Doch nicht nur mit dem 
neuen Einrichtungszentrum in Mahlsdorf 
stärkt Porta Möbel seine Präsenz rund um 
die Hauptstadt. Im April 2017 ging bereits 
das vierte Logistikzentrum in Trebbin ans 
Netz. Der hochmoderne, 24.500 Quadratme-
ter große Gebäudekomplex bietet mit 16.800 
Stellplätzen für Möbel eine beeindruckende 
Lagerkapazität. Die integrierte Lagernavi-
gation gewährleistet, dass die Kunden der 
Einrichtungshäuser in Potsdam und Mahlsdorf 
sowie die Online-Kunden aus diesem Einzugs-
gebiet ihre Möbel termingetreu erhalten. Die 
Porta-Unternehmensgruppe investierte in die 
Expansion nach Berlin und Trebbin insgesamt 
rund 75 Millionen Euro und schuf über 400 
Arbeitsplätze. 

Charity-Aktion betont Verbundenheit zum 
neuen Standort 
Einen elementaren Teil der Unternehmens-
kultur des Familienunternehmens Porta, 

das in zweiter Generation von Birgit Gärtner 
und Achim Fahrenkamp geführt wird, stellt 
soziales Engagement dar. Im Zuge der Neu-

eröffnung unterstreicht Porta Möbel die Ver-
bundenheit zum neuen Standort mit dem 
Charity-Projekt „Porta hilft“. Vor Eröffnung 
des Einrichtungshauses wurden über 30 sozi-

ale Einrichtungen mit Geld- und Sachspenden 
unterstützt, darunter auch 20 VW Caddys, für 
die Porta zwei Jahre lang Steuer, Leasingrate 
und Versicherung übernimmt, sodass lediglich 
noch Benzinkosten anfallen.

Blick in die Zukunft
Ein Blick auf die letzten 50 Jahre lässt erah-
nen, dass die Porta Erfolgsgeschichte auch 
in Zukunft fortgeführt wird. Unter Berück-
sichtigung der sich stetig verändernden 
technologischen, gesellschaftlichen und 
wirtschaftlichen Entwicklungen wird die Por-
ta-Unternehmensgruppe, zu der neben den 
24 Porta-Einrichtungshäusern auch zwei Mö-
bel Hausmann Standorte, rund 100 Filialen 
der Discountschiene SB-Möbel Boss sowie 19 
Märkte der tschechischen Asko-Gruppe gehö-
ren, weiterhin zukunftsweisende Impulse im 
Möbelhandel setzen und expandieren.

ANZEIGE
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The coal truth
Germany’s last two black coal mines are set to shut this year. It’s only a matter of time before brown coal mining is phased out as well

In 2005, economist Manuel Frondel 
published a frank analysis of the state 
of German coal mines. Needless to say, 

his summary did not win him any friends: 
“It makes more sense to send people to 
Mallorca than down into the mines.” Fron-
del argued that thousands of coal miners 
might as well spend years of paid vacation 
on Mallorca – a Mediterranean island and 
popular holiday destination for Germans 
– rather than extract coal from deep under 
the Ruhr valley. Frondel also calculated 
that the Mallorca solution would be less 
expensive for the government than continu-
ing to subsidize the mining industry with 
billions of euros each year.

Back then, Frondel was already an econo-
mist at RWI Essen, a leading non-profit 
economic research institute in Germany. 
Essen is the informal capital of the Ruhr 
valley, the historical industrial region in 
the far west of Germany. Across the street 
from Frondel’s office are the headquarters 
of the energy provider Steag, a former coal 
company previously known as Steinkohlen-
Elektrizitäts AG. Also nearby are the sky-
scrapers belonging to E.ON and RWE, the 
largest energy corporations in the country. 
They, too, are former coal companies.

A number of people at these and other 
firms were less than enthusiastic about 
Frondel’s raffish statement, especially as 
the RWI was considered a “sympathetic” 
institute. From that point on, many mock-
ingly referred to Frondel as the “King of 

Mallorca.” In the end, however, that king 
turned out to be right.

“For years, producing hard coal in Ger-
many was three times more expensive that 
buying it on the world market,” Frondel 
explains today. This is the most important 
reason behind this year’s closing of the last 
two hard coal mines in the country, in Ibben-
büren and Bottrop. It will mark the end of 
an industry that began almost 500 years ago. 

In other countries, such as Russia, China, 
India and Australia and in most of Latin 
America, this final chapter has yet to be 
written. Even there, however, it appears that 
coal’s best days will soon be over. What can 
developments in Germany tell us about the 
future of the global coal industry?

Shortly after World War II, the first “coal 
crises” occurred in the huge industrial area 
known as the Ruhrgebiet along the Rhine 
and Ruhr rivers. One coal mine after another 
closed down for a number of reasons: local 
operators were being forced to mine ever 
greater depths; foreign coal was becoming 
easier to extract; and there was increasing 
competition from comparatively affordable 
crude oil as a source of energy. Major cus-
tomers, including power plants, the steel 
industry and private households, now pre-
ferred less expensive alternatives. 

However, hundreds of thousands of people 
worked in the coal industry. In fact, mil-
lions of workers and entire cities made their 
living in the mines and at related supply and 
processing facilities. Not only did coal have 
an enormous economic significance, it was 
also a political and cultural force. The pro-
fessional soccer team known as Schalke 04, 

today financed by the Russian corporation 
Gazprom, was founded next to a coal mine 
in 1904. Many of its players and fans used 
to come from this working-class milieu, but 
not anymore. Today, the Ruhrgebiet is still 
referred to as the “heart of social democ-
racy.” Indeed, this is the reason why Ger-
many’s Social Democratic Party (SPD) took 
great pains to ensure that the mines in which 
their members worked didn’t just die out. 

This approach meant that mayors, mem-
bers of parliament and the federal govern-

ment spent decades pumping billions of 
deutschmarks and euros into delaying the 
protracted end of coal mines. In the late 
1990s, subsidies reached around €10 billion 
per year, which corresponded to roughly 
4 percent of the German federal budget. 
Recognizing that this approach would be 
too expensive over time – even for a wealthy 
country like Germany – political figures 
came to a phase-out agreement in 2007 that 
foresaw the closure of the last hard coal 
mine in 2018.

The second decisive point in Germany’s 
progression away from coal came in the 
form of a promise made by Willy Brandt 
in 1961: “The sky over the Ruhr valley 
must become blue again,” said the SPD’s 
candidate for chancellor. His message was 
quite astonishing for the time, implying that 
exhaust emissions were harming people and 
nature at an irresponsible scale and causing 
respiratory diseases, cancer and death. This 
resulted in filters being built on chimneys 
and new government support for technolo-

gies that produced less or no emissions at 
all: first, nuclear power and natural gas, and 
then renewable energies. Today, roughly one-
third of the electricity generated in Germany 
comes from wind, solar and biomass power 
plants. By 2030, that number is set to rise 
to two-thirds. 

The third and most important factor lead-
ing to the forthcoming demise of the coal 
industry is today’s ongoing debate over 
climate change. The vast majority of politi-
cians and the general German public think it 
appropriate that the country reduce carbon 
dioxide emissions from fossil fuel combus-
tion in an attempt to avoid a global climate 
collapse. This means the clock is ticking for 
the extraction still being done in brown coal 
mines; Germany is still the world’s largest 
producer in that field, with raw material 
being dredged in two large opencast mining 
areas in eastern and western Germany. Nev-
ertheless, a similar phase-out law for hard 
coal is in the works. The grace period will last 
maybe ten years; at that point, coal mining in 
Germany will most likely be over for good. 

There are a number of question marks in 
the global market as well. The International 
Energy Agency (IEA) predicts “the end of 
the boom years in coal.” As analysts note 
in their current outlooks, the number of 
coal-fired power plants rose noticeably since 
2000, thanks mostly to rampant economic 
growth; by 2040, however, growth will likely 
decline significantly. “Global demand for coal 
is approaching stagnation,” says the IEA, 
which they attribute to climate protections 
and increasingly competitive production from 
renewable energy sources, among others.

Burnout: Greenpeace activists demand political action in front of Angela Merkel’s chancellery in Berlin in February 2018.

BY HANNES KOCH
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Lights out in Elektropolis
After the end of World War II, the Allied Powers dismantled Berlin’s industrial facilities and large corporations fled  

the fault line of the brewing Cold War. The German capital has suffered the consequences of war and division ever since

If nothing else, the French military 
governor of Greater Berlin, Jean 
Ganeval, was thorough. Shortly after 

World War II, all Nazi armament facili-
ties were marked for removal – a policy 
the Allies had agreed upon at Yalta. 
Included, of course, were the Borsig 
Works, which Ganeval’s command had 
“marked for liquidation.” In a desper-
ate letter on Mar. 1, 1947, employee 
representative Lübcke and plant man-
ager Fröhlich openly opposed the orders 
of the former resistance fighter and 
Buchenwald internee. The factory had 
already been “fully dismantled” by the 
Red Army in the May and June of 1945, 
they wrote; 2,000 machines with a com-
bined weight of some 11,000 tons and 
a value of 25 million Reichsmark had 
been disassembled and carted off by the 
Soviets. The current factory comprised 
repaired machines and equipment sal-
vaged from the rubble of Allied bombs; 
these had been patched together at con-
siderable costs, in part with public funds. 
Over the last half-century, they argued, 
Borsig had painstakingly constructed an 
assembly line exclusively for peacetime 
products: steam engines, compressors, 
pumps, cooling systems, chemical instal-
lations, boilers and steam turbines. But 
all their pleading and begging came to 
naught. The Borsig Works, residing in 
the former West Berlin district of Wed-
ding, would remain idle until 1950.

Before the war, Berlin was Germany’s 
largest industrial base and the focus of 
its most modern technology. Economic 
historian Johannes Bähr has dubbed the 
city “Elektropolis” for its leading role 
in electrotechnology and its claim of 41 
percent of Germany’s electronics industry 
work force. Berlin was particularly strong 
in machine, steel and automobile manu-
facturing, the iron, steel and metal-ware 
industries and in construction, as well as 
highly specialized facilities for processing 
anything from consumer goods to textiles. 
Pre-war Berlin had an industrial work 
force almost equaling that of Bavaria 
or Saxony. The services sector also pro-
ducer above-average revenue, as could 
be expected from a bustling capital city. 
Berlin was also Germany’s transportation 
and commercial hub as well as its largest 
banking center and the seat of its largest 
stock exchange.

Berlin’s labor force participation rate of 
54.3 percent outshone the 51.3 average 
for the Reich, while the city’s per capita 
productivity was one-third higher. In 
1995, Frank Zschaler, now a professor of 
economic and social history in Eichstätt, 
Bavaria, published the study of a histori-

cal commission on Berlin, which showed 
that the city allowed other regions in Ger-
many to share in its wealth: Only one-fifth 
of tax revenue collected in the city was 
spent there. “The largest portion by far 
served the financial administration of the 
Reich, which thus fed national interests 
in what may be referred to as a form of 
revenue sharing.”

However, post-war Berlin was the larg-
est field of rubble in the world. In com-
parison to 1936, the city had lost three-
quarters of its industrial capacity, but 
Allied bombing was not to blame; it was 
the systematic dismantling of the city’s 
industrial capacity that weakened Berlin.

The Allies had agreed in Yalta to regu-
late and divide reparations through a joint 
commission. To be carried out in the two 
years following capitulation, the plan 
comprised the disassembly of services and 
transportation facilities – with the aim of 
destroying Germany’s potential to wage 
war – the seizure of foreign assets and 
the exploitation of ongoing production 
facilities as well as the German work 
force in general.

Stalin’s soldiers were the first to reach 
the German capital. His squadrons were 
eager to carry out the plan before the 
other Allies could make it to Berlin – first 
in the west of the city, then the east, and 
finally throughout the Soviet zone of 
occupation. They proceeded to confiscate 
company accounts and plunder the city’s 
industry. By the time they were finished, 
they had seized 60 percent of the indus-
trial capacity Berlin was able to muster by 
the end of the war. Most intensely felt was 
the city’s loss of mechanical and electrical 
engineering capabilities. 

When the Western Allies took over the 
west of Berlin on July 4, 1945, they soon 
realized – to their horror – the extent of 
the dismantling by the Soviets; Edwin W. 
Pauley, the US representative of the Allied 
Reparations Commission, prophesized 
the “complete destruction of employment 
opportunities.” What lay before him he 
deemed “organized vandalism directed 
not alone against Germany, but against 
the US forces of occupation.”

In May 1946, US General Lucius Clay 
suspended all American sector disman-
tlements destined for the Soviet Union. 
Americans and Britons proceeded with 
their disassembly regardless. Although 
they dropped 858 companies from their 
reparations list in 1947, 682 businesses 
remained. Bremen’s Senator of Commerce 
Gustav Wilhelm Harmssen, who had been 
a board member for the navy supplier 
Atlas Elektronik until 1942, noted in 1951 
that the victorious powers had dismantled 
a total of 460 Berlin companies, in most 
cases down to every last inventoried fin-
ished and semi-finished good. Machine-

building lost 90 percent of its capacity; 20 
percent through war damages and 70 per-
cent through disassembly. In the 12 leading 
sectors of Berlin’s machine tools industry 
(including the Soviet sector), only 8 of the 
former 25,000 machine tools remained after 
the dismantling. In the electrical industry, 
losses were so great that Harmssen attested 
to a “complete dismantling.” “Berlin’s cur-
rent economic difficulties are first and fore-
most due to the deconstruction and loss of 
capacity suffered by Berlin industry after 
the end of the war,” wrote Harmssen. “This 
factor is the true cause of the economic 
crisis.”

During the blockade from June 1948 to 
May 1949, Berlin was forced to realize that 
its location, deep in the east of Germany, 
was a further disadvantage. Berlin recog-
nized that it now lacked a nearby market 
and thus would accrue high transportation 
costs. Suffering more than most were the 
machine builders, who had lost a significant 
market share to the West German compa-
nies that didn’t need to transport their goods 
long distances to find consumers. Although 
Rosinenbomber, or Candy Bombers, were 
employed by Siemens & Halske to fly raw 
materials to the city and then 6,000 tons 
of finished products back out, this was a 
significant expense.

As a result, within a few years at least 
900 companies migrated to the American, 
British and French occupation zones while 
hundreds relocated individual business units 
out of the former capital, and numerous 
West German companies shuttered their 
Berlin branches. The electrical industry 
and engineering sector headed primarily to 
southern Germany, according to Bähr. This 
procession to the west dealt a long-term 
blow to Berlin’s industry as well as to local 
tax proceeds.

“This is irreparable,” says Bähr today. 
“Siemens will always remain in Munich, 
and Deutsche Bank in Frankfurt am Main, 
while their suppliers and subcontractors 
also settled elsewhere as a consequence.” 
As companies fled Berlin, so did individual 
Germans, especially those most qualified 
for various professions. “Those hoping to 
make a career for themselves headed west. 
That was Berlin’s single greatest loss: human 
capital.”

Senator for Economics Paul Hertz (SPD) 
stated in 1957 that in years after the war, 
even those in government circles doubted 
“whether it made any sense at all to con-
sider reinvigorating Berlin’s economy and 
creating the potential for the city to again 
stand on its own two feet. Of course no one 
wanted to abandon Berlin to its own fate. 
But sometimes people seemed more willing 
to pay for Berliners’ permanent support than 
to use loans to risk financing the reconstruc-
tion of the city’s economic framework – an 
endeavor many considered to be hopeless.”

This doubt had already manifested itself 
in December 1949, when the European 
Recovery Program mandated the influx of 
4.5 billion deutschmark to Berlin through 
1961 – money that several federal politi-
cians would rather have invested in West 
Germany. 

Khrushchev’s ultimatum and the con-
struction of the Berlin Wall in 1961, 
which initially caught the West off-gaurd, 
created renewed insecurity and led to a 
new flight of capital. “The relocation of 
savings accounts, the establishment of 
West German operational facilities and the 
outflow of profits are simple facts,” wrote 
Doris Cornelsen. Not even the financial 
assistance by the federal government could 
drive the expansion of economic capacities 
and performance; Berlin remained a risky 
investment.

No other German city sank so low after 
World War II; no other had such difficulty 
getting back on its feet. While the West 
German economy progressed after the cur-
rency reforms of 1948, Berlin was not only 
left behind, but further regressed. If one 
were to assign 1936 a production index 
of 100, 1950 West Germany would have 
already exceeded it with 109, while Berlin 
stagnated at 32. In the Bizone – the US 
and British zones taken as one – electrical 
industry production had already reached 
1936 levels by August 1948, and increased 
by 64 percent and 48 percent in 1948 and 
1949 respectively.

“Germany’s southern federal states of 
Bavaria and Baden-Württemberg benefit-
ted more than any other from Berlin`s loss 
of primacy,” argues Bähr, while providing 
some convincing figures: South Germany’s 
share of the work force was 16.4 percent 
in 1939; in 1955 it was 42.3 percent. Chief 
beneficiaries of companies’ exodus from 
Berlin included the areas around Munich 
(Siemens & Halske), Nuremberg/Erlan-
gen (Siemens-Schuckert), Stuttgart (SEG/
Lorenz) and Frankfurt (AEG as well as 
banks). Moreover, countless large corpora-
tions set up branches in structurally weak 
regions of West Germany, particularly in 
Bavaria.

The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 
seemed to bring an end to the historic 
situation that had caused the city’s over-
whelming need for subsidies. The fed-
eral government quickly scaled back its 
assistance to Berlin – with disastrous 
consequences: more migration out of the 
city and further business closures. The 
companies in East Berlin also lost a sig-
nificant portion of the markets they had 
recently enjoyed.

The final analysis renders unequivocal 
results: Berlin – West and East – suffered 
the repercussions of the Germany’s divi-
sion like no other city in the republic, and 
it bears this burden still.

BY BENJAMIN WALTER

Donald Trump’s tax reforms are having 
an unexpected effect in Europe: Apple 
has promised to relocate $250 billion to 
the US – profits from European sales for 
which, according to the EU Commission, 
the corporation has paid barely any tax. 
And Apple is hardly the only multinatio-
nal US company to be doing so.
Now Apple wants to transfer $250 
billion to the US and pay $38 billion of taxes on it. Donald Trump tweeted with 
triumph: “I promised that my policies would allow companies like Apple to bring 
massive amounts of money back to the United States. Great to see Apple follow 
through as a result of TAX CUTS. Huge win for American workers and the USA!”
The EU has reproached Apple for paying a tax rate of only 0.005 percent on its 
profits garnered all over Europe and bundled in Ireland; on these grounds it is 
demanding a payment of $13 billion in back taxes. 
With its sights set on fairer taxation, the EU Commission is pursuing a plan where 
taxes must be paid in the countries in which the revenue and profits are actually 
realized. In recent months it has carried out reforms of accounting and transparen-
cy regulations with the aim of hampering the relocation of profits to countries with 
lower tax rates. Measures include forcing companies with more that €750 million  
in annual revenue to perform Country-by-Country Reporting (CbCR), whereby the 
firms must disclose economic and tax data.
Medium-sized German companies operating internationally could stand to suffer 
under this plan, according to a study issued by the Center for European Economic 
Research (ZEW) and commissioned by the Foundation for Family Businesses. As 
it stands now, OECD recommendations are followed, whereby data is conveyed 
confidentially to the appropriate tax authorities. The EU would now like to impose a 

data disclosure. “Thus CbCR would 
not only help tax administrators per-
form more efficient tax audits by ex-
erting public pressure,” according to 
the authors of the study, Verena Dutt 
and Christoph Spengel. “It would en-
courage companies to voluntarily pay 
their fair share of tax in the countries 
in which they operate.”

The experts at the ZEW are apprehensive about potential disadvantages for 
German-based family businesses that operate internationally. Not only may the 
costs of reporting rise significantly – and could outweigh the benefits – but busi-
nesses should also expect implicit costs like “damage to a company’s reputation, 
compromised tax confidentiality and a higher risk of double taxation.” Furthermore, 
“competitive disadvantages brought about by the fact that the CbCR publication 
obligations apply only to companies of a certain size and domiciled in particu-
lar countries. The companies subject to the regulations must publish sensitive 
corporate data that was previously undisclosed.” Competitors that do not face this 
reporting burden – those with revenues just below the threshold and those without 
branches in the EU – could use the publicly accessible information to their ad-
vantage. On the whole, experts expect locational disadvantages for the entire EU 
market. “In their efforts to limit companies’ scope to shift profits to low-tax jurisdic-
tions, legislators should not lose sight of the fact that such measures can lead to a 
noticeable reduction in investment levels in some industrialized countries.”
The researchers at the ZEW recommend forgoing the disclosure obligations. Ho-
wever, it would be helpful to introduce “stricter standards for transfer pricing and 
harmonizing such rules internationally as well as rolling out uniform thin capitaliza-
tion rules.” PHK

Busy hall: a workforce assembly at a Berlin turbine factory in 1940.

Empty hall: a production site in an electronics factory in Berlin after the war and dismantlement.

LEX APPLE 
Aggressive tax structuring by US companies has caused the  
EU to tighten tax regulations, and medium-sized German  

companies are fearing the worst
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THOSE WE MOURN FROM 2017

Donations for press freedom: 
www.reporter-ohne-grenzen.de/spenden

AFGHANISTAN:  Jan. 10 Farideh, Media assistant  |  Jan. 10 Noorullah, Journalist  |  May 17 Amiri  
Abdollatif, Media assistant  |  May 17 Ghani Naghdi, Media assistant  |  May 17 Mollakhil Zeeinolah 
Khan, Media assistant  |  May 17 Shinwari Mohammed Amir Khan, Media assistant  |  May 31 Nazir  
Mohammad, Media assistant  |  May 31 Novin Aziz, Media assistant  |  Nov. 16 Hossien Nazari, Media  
assistant  –  BANGLADESH:  Feb. 2 Abdul Hakim Shimul, Journalist  –  BRAZIL:  Jun. 14 Luis Gustavo Silva, 
Journalist  –  CHINA:  Jul. 13 Liu Xiaobo, Online activist and citizen journalist  |  Nov. 6 Yang Tongyan, 
Online activist and citizen journalist  –  DENMARK:  Aug. 10 Kim Wall, Journalist  –  HONDURAS:  Sep. 
13 Carlos William Flores, Journalist  –  INDIA: Sep. 5 Gauri Lankesh, Journalist  |  Sep. 20 Shantanu 
Bhowmick, Journalist  |  Nov. 21 Sudip Datta Bhaumik, Journalist  |  Dec. 1 Navin Gupta, Journalist  –  
IRAQ:  Feb. 25 Shifa Gardi, Journalist  |  Mar. 22 Nuzhian Arhan, Journalist  |  May 30 Sohaib Al Hiti, 
Journalist  |  Jun. 19 Bakhtiar Haddad, Journalist  |  Jun. 20 Stephan Villeneuve, Journalist  |  Jun. 24 
Véronique Robert, Journalist  |  Jul. 7 Harb Hayya Al-Doulaimi, Journalist  |  Jul. 7 Soudad Al-Douri, 
Journalist  –  YEMEN:  May 26 Taqi Al-Din Al-Huthaifi, Journalist  |  May 26 Wael Al-Absi, Journalist  –   
COLOMBIA:  Oct. 8 Maria Efigenia Vásquez Astudillo, Journalist  –  MALDIVES:  Apr. 23 Yameen Rasheed, 
Online activist and citizen journalist  –  MALTA:  Oct. 17 Daphne Caruana Galizia, Journalist  –  MEXICO:   
Mar. 2 Cecilio Pineda Birto, Journalist  |  Mar. 19 Ricardo Monlui Cabrera, Journalist  |  Mar. 23 Miroslava 
Breach Velducea, Journalist  |  Apr. 14 Maximino Rodriguez Palacios, Journalist  |  May 15 Javier  
Valdez Cárdenas, Journalist  |  May 15 Jonathan Rodríguez, Journalist  |  May 18 Salvador Adame  
Pardo, Journalist  |  Jul. 10 Edwin Rivera Paz, Journalist  |  Jul. 31 Luciano Rivera Salgado, Journalist  |  Aug. 
22 Cándido Ríos Vázquez, Journalist  |  Oct. 5 Edgar Daniel Esqueda Castro, Journalist  –  MYANMAR: 
Apr. 19 Wai Yan Heinn, Journalist  –  PAKISTAN:  Feb. 12 Taimoor Abbas, Media assistant  –  PHILIPPINES: 
 Aug. 3 Michael Marasigan, Journalist  |  Aug. 6 Rudy Alicaway, Journalist  |  Aug. 7 Leo Diaz, Journalist  | 
Oct. 24 Christopher Iban Lozada, Journalist  –  RUSSIA:  Apr. 19 Nikolai Andruschtschenko,  
Journalist  –  SOMALIA:  Sep. 13 Abdullahi Osman Moalim, Journalist  |  Oct. 14 Abdullahi Osman Farah, 
Journalist  |  Oct. 14 Ali Nur Siad-Ahmed, Journalist  |  Dec. 11 Mohamed Ibrahim Gaabow, Journalist  
–  SOUTH SUDAN:  Aug. 26 Christopher Allen, Journalist  –  SYRIA:  Jan. 28 Ahmed Mohammed Al Dek, 
Online activist and citizen journalist  |  Feb. 14 Omar Abu Nabbot, Online activist and citizen journa-
list  |  Mar. 12 Mohammed Abazid, Journalist  |  Apr. 29 Ahmed Nayef Al-Hussein, Online activist and  
citizen journalist  |  May 4 Mohammed Al Qabouni, Journalist  |  Jul. 30 Khaled Al Khateb, Journalist  |   
Aug. 21 Osama Nasr Al Zoabi, Journalist  |  Aug. 28 Abdel Ghafar Al Badiwi, Journalist  |  Sep. 26  
Mehmet Aksoy, Online activist and citizen journalist  |  Oct. 12 Dlishan Ibish, Journalist  |  Oct. 15 Hogir 
Mihemed, Journalist  |  Oct. 29 Qays Al-Qadi, Journalist
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It was a day just like any other. Feb. 5, 
2018, however, had tremendous mean-
ing  to the once-divided city of almost 

4 million inhabitants. This date tells a 
special story, one of growing together, 
of hope, but also of a younger genera-
tion who no longer cares exactly where 
the Wall once stood and whether they’re 
in the former West or East Berlin. On 
Feb. 5, 2018, Berlin had seen as many 
days – 10,315 to be precise – without the 
Wall as it had with the dreary eyesore. It 
had been erected by Socialist Unity Party 
(SED) leader Walter Ulbricht, Erich Hon-
ecker and others who sought to cut off 
West Berlin but instead ended up building 
a prison wall around their GDR co-citi-
zens. From the day construction began on  
Aug. 13th, 1961, it took 10,215 days to 
reach that happy night of Nov. 13th, 1989, 
on which the divided city was reunited. 
And on February 5th, 2018, the Wall had 
been gone for exactly 10,315 days.

Every day, hundreds of tourists and 

school groups visit the one-kilometer open-
air Berlin Wall museum and memorial on 
Bernauer Straße to reflect on the horrors 
of the former border. Parents show their 
children what it was like when the city was 
divided by this brick-and-cement monster 
with its armored barriers and firing orders 
that ripped friends and families apart for 
almost three decades. It was an era in which 
the East German regime tried to live out its 
dream of socialist modernism in those pre-
fab apartment buildings – “Plattenbauten” 
– found near the TV Tower on Alexander-
platz and all the way to Lichtenberg and 
Marzahn. It was a life lived according to 
the party member book of the SED; indeed, 
no other city in East Germany had as many 
Plattenbauten in such a small area.

Erich Honecker was the SED Central 
Committee Secretary responsible for secu-
rity matters at the time and thus for “Opera-
tion Rose,” that is, the construction of the 
Wall. Honecker would go on to become 
General Secretary of the SED Central Com-
mittee and head of the GDR in 1971, at 
which point he continued to tend to his 
concrete wall. After that, a new generation 
was born and the Wall started to take on its 
characteristic gray appearance. However, 
in the late 1980s, there were simply no 
funds available to complete the necessary 
renovations. Indeed, the GDR was at its 
end both economically and morally; the 
aged leadership of the East German work-
ers’ and peasants’ state proved ineffective 
in responding to the reforms underway in 
the Soviet Union.

Mikhail Gorbachev’s policies of Per-
estroika and Glasnost were ushering in 
changes that extended all the way to free 
speech. The idea was to engage in discus-
sions that would help save socialism and 
reduce the ever-growing number of GDR 
citizens applying to leave across the increas-
ingly permeable Wall. The GDR was a 
pressure cooker waiting to explode.

These and many other historical aspects 
are on display today along Bernauer Straße 
and in the Tränenpalast Museum at S-Bahn-
hof Friedrichstraße, where the focus is on 
the past. On Friedrichstraße, for exam-
ple, visitors can walk through the former 
passport check-in counters where all West 
Germans visiting East Berlin experienced 
late 20th-century German totalitarianism 
in the form of rough treatment by a GDR 
border guard before having to exchange 
their deutschmarks for ostmarks.

Visitors to Berlin are still fascinated by 
the city’s history. Today, however, there 

is no need for fear. These days, the only 
negative vibes along the former Wall arise 
when the popular lookout platform at 
the Bernauer Straße memorial has to be 
closed again for staircase renovations. But 
no worries, visitors just have to cross the 
street to see the old East German border 
tower and a few remaining sections of 
the Wall to have an eerie experience. The 
open-air Wall memorial remains one of 
the city’s most popular spots: Just about 
one million people visited in 2017.

The Wall memorial regularly comes in 
at number two on the list of most-visited 
contemporary museums in the city, with 
the Topography of Terror on the former 
Gestapo site on Niederkirchnerstraße at 
number one. Also on that list is the pri-
vately run Wall Museum at Checkpoint 
Charlie, which regularly attracts around 
800,000 visitors each year. The former 
Wehrmacht soldier Rainer Hildebrandt 
founded the museum on Oct. 19, 1962, 
right after the Wall was built, partially 
as a way of making personal amends, 
but mostly as a protest against the con-
crete border. This was where international 

guests had to make their way to “their” 
border crossing at Checkpoint Charlie if 
they wanted to get through the very Wall 
that East Berliners found so prohibitive 
that they would go to tremendous lengths 
to overcome it. At the Wall Museum, 
visitors can see small cars with secret 
hiding places, special ladders and even 
flying devices people used in trying to 
make it over the border. Today, a section 
of the Wall stands in the corner; visi-
tors can walk right up to it and touch it 
here, at the memorial on Bernauer Straße. 
In other words, the once mighty Berlin 
Wall, which inspired fear and anguish in 
so many people, is now no more than a 
museum piece.

And yet, the events in Europe that led to 
the erection of the wall – perhaps the most 
famous manifestation of the Cold War 
– are on the agenda once again. Indeed, 
28 years after the fall of the Wall – and 
56 years after the Wall was built – the 
jingoism that led to the Holocaust and 
two catastrophic world wars in the 20th 
century has reared its ugly head again.

In 1992, Francis Fukuyama cheerfully 
announced in his book The End of His-
tory, that the fall of the Iron Curtain 
signaled the achievement of the moment 
described by the great German philoso-
pher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel as 
the final synthesis. He argued that the 
end of the conflict between East and West 
meant that all would be right with the 
world again. Many disagreed with him 
at the time. And today, in a world that 
must grapple with a right-wing populist 
in the White House, dangerous and illib-
eral leaders in Warsaw and Budapest, 
the frustrations that led to Brexit, liberal 
Europe is once again forced to address 
issues many believed to have been long 
settled. This comes as a surprise to a lot 
of people in the West.

Indeed, nationalism presents a challenge 
to the project of European integration and 
to the dream that the continent would 
finally be unified in peace under the rule 
of law after years of division symbolized 
by the Wall. It is suddenly clear that EU 
governments have come up short in the 
more than two post-Wall decades. Indeed, 
they are guilty of having under-integrated 
the continent and missing a great oppor-
tunity to further unify Europe. “We have 
to want this new Europe,” says Lech 
Walesa, former leader of the Solidarność 
movement in Poland, which emerged as 
the Wall was beginning its downward 

crumble. But why hasn’t the joy at seeing 
the Berlin Wall fall led to the creation of 
an order able to prevent a re-emergence of 
nationalism? How could it come to this?

After the Wall came down, Karl Popper’s 
notion of an open society became popular 
in the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe; these were the principles guiding 
the transformation of Poland and Hungary 
from socialism to a market economy. In 
this era, Berlin became the cultural symbol 
of this transformation into a continent 
divided no more. In the space of only a 
few months in 1990, the eastern part of the 
city saw roughly 120 mostly empty homes 
become occupied. Artists and existentialists 
joined hobby philosophers from all over the 
world and young West Berliners who didn’t 
want to pay any rent – and they all began 
experimenting with new ways of living.

The Tacheles art center on Oranien-
burger Straße became an icon of this devel-
opment. One night, in a cloak-and-dagger 
operation, Russian artists rammed two 
Mig jets into the ground of the inner court-
yard, without thinking about whether they 
were allowed to. In Berlin, art was able to 
do anything it wanted; here, “everything 
goes” was a lived credo.

Only a couple of years later, when offi-
cials began arguing that the jets were in 
violation of the War Weapons Control 
Act, the artists soon had to pack up their 
bags. At the time, the state often resorted 
to obscure laws when confronted with 
such unique and overwhelming challenges. 
Indeed, who wants to have to call out 
people illegally drawing electricity in a 
city where every second household had 
had to resort to such methods in the wake 
of a collapsed GDR economy? Instead of 
that, it was much more important that 
someone had one of those beloved pump 
showers that could – at least briefly – warm 
you up in those old, cold and coal-heated 
apartments.

Back then, every day felt like the week-
end, especially in Berlin-Mitte, where DJs 
dropped their beats for free in any number 
of run-down candlelit buildings. Contrary 
to what you might have heard, people 
at the time were playing more than just 
electronic music; it was rock, pop, techno, 
house and basically anything a couple of 
speakers could amplify. In addition to 
Tacheles, another hotspot of Berlin’s alter-
native culture was the “Eimer” in a build-
ing at Rosenthaler Straße 68. You could 
also enjoy music and a beer in basements 
on Steinstraße and Tucholskystraße. By 
that time, Dimitri Hegemann had already 
founded Tresor, the world’s most famous 
club, on Leipziger Straße. The Love Parade 
was growing larger every year and Berlin 
was constantly abuzz. It was as if the city 
were trying to forget the gravity of its own 
former division by dancing it off as quickly 
as possible.

In the Berlin Senate, Urban Develop-
ment Director Hans Stimmann worked 
for six years starting in 1991 at erasing 
Berlin’s division architecturally. Building 
cranes and jackhammers soon greeted the 
club-goers emerging from Tresor in the 
wee hours of the morning and spilling out 
on to Potsdamer Platz next door. After the 
Wall came down, the city also had twice 
as many theaters and operas as any major 
city would need; and yet it was precisely 
this situation that gave Berlin the oppor-
tunity to assert its cultural hegemony in 
the German-speaking world.

At the same time, Auguststraße in Ber-
lin-Mitte began attracting a flush of artists 
thanks to a unique policy set up by the dis-
trict of Mitte’s Public Housing Association 
– one for which other cities envy Berlin to 
this day. Acknowledging that it would take 
years for courts to process the re-transfer 
claims of previous homeowners – which 
included many Jewish families across the 
globe – policymakers offered artists one-
year rental contracts and required them to 
pay electricity and heating costs only. The 
advantage to this was that the homes were 
prevented from deteriorating any further. 
Gallery owners soon moved in and made 
exhibition spaces out of the studios. By 
the time US President Bill Clinton visited 
the city to give a speech that many hoped 

would top John F. Kennedy’s famous “Ich 
bin ein Berliner,” anything was possible 
in Berlin.

Addressing Berliners gathered at the 
Brandenburg Gate in July 1994, Clinton 
said: “We stand together where Europe’s 
heart was cut in half and we celebrate 
unity.” This is speech writing at its best. 
“We stand where crude walls of concrete 
separated mother from child, and we meet 
as one family. We stand where those who 
sought a new life instead found death. And 
we rejoice in renewal.” Clinton soothed 
Berlin’s wounded soul, especially in the 
West. “Berliners, you have won your long 
struggle. You have proved that no wall 
can forever contain the mighty power of 
freedom.”

Back then, this sounded a bit ridicu-
lous to those fresh young Berliners who’d 
turned jetfighters into art and those DJs 
who were starting to make well-paid jobs 
out of their hobby. “Berlin is free” was 
Clinton’s cliffhanger sentence, but young 

people in the city had figured that out 
years before.

And yet, more than two decades later, 
this speech rings out like a challenge, espe-
cially in light of the right-wing populists 
who are giving 19th-century answers to 
21st-century questions. Today, Berlin 
has lived without the Wall for 28 years. 
The city has caught up to the other great 
European capitals and is mentioned in the 
same breath as London and Paris. Isn’t it 
time we took on the political challenges 
of our day? What city is better positioned 
to most effectively oppose authoritari-
anism than Berlin, a city that suffered 
for years under a dictatorship of con-
crete? Berlin prides itself on all the new 
Berliners who live there today because 
they loathe the Orbáns, Kaczynskis and 
Trumps of the world. Let’s show them 
what we’ve learned in the 28 years we’ve 
lived without the barrier referred to by 
Willy Brandt as the “Schandmauer” or 
“Wall of Shame.”

PARENTS SHOW THEIR  
CHILDREN WHAT IT WAS  
LIKE WHEN THE CITY 
WAS DIVIDED

BREAKING EVEN
The Wall divided Berlin for more than 28 years. Now 28 years have passed since it came down.  
Bearing the weight of the past and reveling in its present glory, the city has come into its own

Summer in the unified city: Berlin's Mauerpark, where the Wall once stood, became a hotspot for all ages.

BY FRANK HOFMANN
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Alexanderplatz, the famous and infa-
mous central square in Berlin-Mitte 
was named for Czar Alexander after 

his visit to Berlin in 1805. It was used for 
military parades and farmers’ markets until 
the end of the 19th century. Almost one hun-
dred years later, it was the site of peaceful 
demonstrations during the downfall of the 
East German regime. Today, the “Alex” – as 
Berliners call it – is a landmark and com-
mercial center lined with shops and eateries, 
train and tram stations, the TV tower and 
the Park Inn hotel. It’s a meeting point, 
a stage for street artists and musicians, a 
tourist attraction and traffi c junction – and 
some might say an eyesore.

People do not generally come here to 
spend their lunch break or enjoy an after-
noon stroll with the kids. Quite to the 
contrary, for Berliners Alexanderplatz is 
a throughway, a hub to change from train 
to subway or to rush from a department 
store to the Alexa mall on the other side 
of Grunerstraße. In a sense, the Alex of 
today is an evolution of the place Alfred 
Döblin describes in his 1928 novel Berlin 
Alexanderplatz, where his protagonist Franz 
Biberkopf encounters hustle and bustle, 
clamor and chaos, prostitution and crime. 
Commerce now reigns supreme and has 
replaced the once rough yet charming social-
ity of the pre-war years and the GDR. 

And critics fear that things will not 
improve once the international developers, 
who purchased properties along the edges 
of the square, bring to life what was laid 
out in a master plan in 1993. Identifying 
Alexanderplatz as a high-rise location in a 
city otherwise dominated by buildings with 
a maximum height of 22 meters, the master 

plan has been an object of heated political 
debate and still waits to be realized. But 
with Berlin’s massive population growth 
and soaring property prices, developers are 
seizing the moment. 

The American real estate investment 
fi rm, Hines, is set to build Alexanderplatz 
Residential on the northeast corner of 
the square. Designed by star architect 
Frank Gehry, plans for Berlin’s fi rst resi-
dential skyscraper were introduced to the 
public in 2013. The structure’s sculptural 
design made headlines, prompting Regula 
Lüscher, Berlin’s chief building director, to 
say: “On the one hand, Gehry’s design has 
an expressive form and an unusual, eccen-
tric, new shape for this location. And yet, 
its façade emits a pleasant sense of calm. 
In addition, the design fi ts well into its sur-
roundings and conveys well the aspect of 
Metropolitan living.” However, realization 
of this 150-meter tower has been halted by 
concerns regarding possible damages to the 
subway tunnel below. With preparations 
now completed, construction is scheduled 
to begin soon to meet the planned 2019 
deadline.

In the race for Berlin’s fi rst residential sky-
scraper, competition is welling across the street 
on the corner of Grunerstraße and Alexander-
straße, where Russian developer MonArch 
plans to erect another 150-meter high-rise 
designed by Berlin-based architects Ortner & 
Ortner. According to its marketer, Bewocon, 
Alexander Tower will sport a three-story 
shopping mall – in direct competition to neigh-
boring Alexa – and an in-house private movie 
theatre and fi tness club topped by 32 fl oors of 
luxury apartments. Prices are expected to start 
at about 5,000 euros per square meter and 
apartment sizes will be upwards of 30 square 
meters, with penthouses offering a breathtak-
ing view of the Berlin skyline.

On the other side of Alexa, Dutch inves-
tor Dekor Vastgoed has begun building yet 
another residential high-rise. Not quite as 
high, but no less expensive than its neigh-
bors, Grandaire will be 20 stories of condo-
miniums starting at 4,800 euros per square 
meter. Connected to the tower will be a 
12-story apartment building with about 100 
rental units – something the city needs more 
than luxury condos for the international jet 
set. The architecture is less eccentric and 
more in tune with the Bauhaus idea that 
“form follows function”; it is a building 
Berliners can relate to with more ease. 

But the question remains as to how Alex-
anderplatz can become a more welcoming 
urban space, a place Berliners and visitors 
alike will enjoy and where one might con-
sider taking an after-dinner walk. “One 
key aspect will undoubtedly be how we 
decide to regulate traffi c in the future,” 
says Carola Bluhm, chairwoman of the 
parliamentary group Die Linke in the Berlin 
city parliament. “Alexanderplatz itself may 
one day become less commercial and offer 
more sojourn quality, but we need to talk 
about the multi-lane streets surrounding it.” 
Making the plaza more accessible and walk-
able is one of ten principles established for 
the further development of Alexanderplatz 
and its surroundings in a yearlong public 
dialogue process with more than 10,000 
citizen participants.

Among the postulated guidelines are also 
the need to create a connection to the his-
tory of the city center, opening the space in 
front of City Hall south of the TV tower for 
democratic political debate, and ensuring 
that Berlin’s center is fi rmly established as 
a place for art and culture. “We have the 
unique situation here that nearly all of the 
current residential buildings and many of the 
commercial spaces surrounding Alexander-

platz, reaching all the way down to the old 
town center in Nikolaiviertel, belong to the 
city’s public housing society WBM,” explains 
Manfred Kühne, director for urban develop-
ment in Berlin’s Senate Department for Urban 
Development and Housing. “This opens the 
opportunity to give more cultural and social 
institutions affordable spaces instead of 
focusing on achieving the highest possible 
rent by giving preference to fast-food restau-
rants and other highly commercial chains.” 

This idea was echoed by a civil society 
initiative formed to rescue and develop the 
ruins of Haus der Statistik, one of several 
buildings constructed in the 1970s for the 
GDR regime. Contrary to its sisters – Haus 
des Lehrers, Haus des Reisens, Haus der Ele-
ktroindustrie, Haus des Berliner Verlags and 
Kongresshaus – the large building complex 
along Otto-Braun-Straße north of Alexan-
derplatz was abandoned in 2008, prior to 
which it had been used by federal govern-
ment agencies for almost a decade. The other 
former GDR showpieces lining the streets 
around Alexanderplatz were converted into 
modern offi ce spaces and partially declared 
heritage sites, protecting them from altera-
tion and demolition. However, Haus der 
Statistik, which has remained federal prop-
erty, has been more or less abandoned, and 
is now crumbling – a fact that has infuri-
ated Berliners and provoked public debate, 
especially in the wake of a growing housing 
shortage and the refugee crisis of 2015.  

But change is in sight. In an agreement 
between Berlin and the federal government, 
the city will purchase Haus der Statistik at 
market value. “Negotiations are well under 
way,” says Ephraim Gothe, deputy district 
mayor and the person responsible for urban 
development in Mitte. The Berlin Senate has 
set aside 80 million euros for the purchase and 
redevelopment of the building complex. “I am 

happy to say that there is consensus among 
the district of Mitte, the Senate Department 
for Urban Development and Housing, and the 
civil society initiative as to how the building 
will be developed.” Should the purchase be 
fi nalized in 2017, he expects planning to move 
forward rather quickly.

In its coalition agreement the current Berlin 
government envisions a mixed usage for the 
40,000 square meters, providing space for 
administrative, cultural, social and educa-
tional purposes as well as apartments for 
people from all walks of life, including new-
comers to the city. The public will participate 
in the planning and development. “It is a 
matter of deciding how much space we want 
to allot to which type of usage and who will 
develop the old or build new structures in 

place of the ruins we see today,” says Gothe, 
who plans to set up an air-infl ated tent on the 
parking lot behind Haus der Statistik during 
the upcoming winter, offering heated shelter 
to Berlin’s homeless. “The city already owns 
that piece of land and marking it with a social 
institution, even a temporary one, sets a tone.”

“Our hope is to set an example that will 
radiate beyond Haus der Statistik itself,” adds 
Manfred Kühne, referring to the democratic 
planning process and its outcome. “Our ambi-
tion is to make this the nucleus of a new devel-
opment for Mitte and to increase the quality of 
Alexanderplatz by curtailing its current, radi-
cally capitalistic agenda.” This should include 
rethinking the entire program that is the Alex 
– attracting countless visitors all throughout 
the year, and then rejecting them.

BY TONG-JIN SMITH

Seit 1982 realisiert die Groth Gruppe mit Sitz in 
Berlin anspruchsvolle städtebauliche Projekte 
in attraktiven Lagen, die sich der Verantwortung 
für Zukunft und Geschichte der Stadt gleicher-
maßen bewusst sind. Diese mehr als 30-jährige 
Erfahrung, das Gespür für Grundstücke mit ho-
hem Entwicklungspotenzial und unsere hohen 
Qualitätsansprüche machen uns zu einem der 
führenden Projektentwickler in Berlin. 
Groth Development GmbH & Co. KG
Kurfürstendamm 63 | 10707 Berlin
Tel.: 030 880 94 - 0 | www.grothgruppe.de

Building for Berlin.

Project development is where we excel

Apartments, offi ces and urban districts

Building trust

All from a single source

Experience and creativity

Doing what we do best for over 35 years.

First-class service from 
the initial consultation to 
completing the contract

Providing a sustainable, 
high quality of life

www.grothgruppe.de

To be continued: Haus der Statistik in need of renovation.
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Coming soon:
luxury residential living 
in Berlin’s urbane center.
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Berlin’s Alexanderplatz is ever in the making

SQUARE ONE
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Were it not for the war, Berlin 
would never have happened.” 
She delivers this sentence almost 

casually, followed by a smile outlined by 
red lipstick.“My cousin was killed, my 
brother was drafted and I was certain we 
would all die. I was constantly drunk for 
three straight months and just totally out 
of it. I couldn’t wait to get out of there 
somehow.” It was summer 2014 when 
Shani packed her bags in Tel Aviv and 
moved to Germany to live with her then 
boyfriend Felix. In her home country on 
the Mediterranean, Operation Protective 
Edge was wreaking havoc between Israel 
and Gaza. In Berlin, Shani waited with 
trepidation for the verdict from the munic-
ipal authorities on whether her applica-
tion for a restaurant license would be 
approved.

Three years later. The boyfriend is no 
more, but the restaurant – Yafo, in Berlin-
Mitte – is jam-packed. “Yafo” is Hebrew 
for “beauty” and also the name of the Arab 
quarter of Tel Aviv separated from the 
Jewish center of town by cliffs and a strip 
of coastline. The language spoke at Yafo in 
Berlin is a mixture of English and Hebrew. 
But it’s more shouted than spoken, more 
hustled than strolled. Suddenly, the sound 
of cheering and clinking glasses. One of 
the bartenders is celebrating their birthday 
and arak – the Israeli variant of ouzo – is 
being handed around. Shani is in constant 
motion, passing on orders and seating tables 
while persistently nipping at her glass of red 
wine. Now and again she eyes the plates in 
the hands of the waiters. “It’s important for 
me that the food is well presented. It has to 
look nice enough for me to want to eat it.”

Baked eggplant, caulifl ower in lemon juice 
and sesame sauce with garlic seems to appeal 
to Berliners; indeed Israeli food is ascendant 
in the German capital. Mugrabi in Kreuz-
berg, Gordon in Neukölln and Kanaan in 
Prenzlauer Berg – the arrival of Israelis in 
Berlin was accompanied by chickpeas and 
balls of falafel. Benedict Berlin on Uhland-
straße has an all-day Israeli breakfast and 
Hummus & Friends in Mitte is 100 percent 
kosher. Berlin is popular among the young-
est adult generation in the Holy Land and 
around 12,000 to 20,000 Israelis currently 
reside here. The exact number is not known, 
as most of the expats possess a European if 
not German passport. The reasons for the 
migration of young Israelis cover a broad 
spectrum; like Shani, several were fl eeing 
confl ict in their native land. Others come 
for economic reasons. The cost of living in 
Israel has risen sharply over the past decade. 
During a three-month-long tent protest in 
2011, younger generations denounced the 
exorbitant rental prices in Israel’s largest 
cities. And three years ago, a Facebook post 
by a young Israeli from Berlin made quite 
a stir. “Chocolate pudding, 19 cents. See 
you in Berlin!” wrote the 25-year-old. The 
entry quickly gained almost one million hits. 

“Olim L’Berlin” (Hebrew for “Let us ascend 
to Berlin”), as the sudden mass migration 
came to be known, would culminate in the 
Israeli Finance Minister Yair Lapid label-
ing the initiator of the chocolate-pudding 
scandal “anti-Zionist.”

For Doron Eisenberg and Nir Ivenizki, 
the reason for moving to Berlin was neither 
economic nor political. “We came here for 
the music,” explains Doron. Their Gordon 
Café is thus a bistro as well as a record 
store, a result of the duo’s interest in meld-
ing personal passion with cultural identity. 
The sound of a drill blasts from behind Nir. 
“We’re renovating at the moment. We’re 
making the café into a restaurant serving 
modern, Middle Eastern cuisine.”

If you think about it, what actually is 
Israeli food?” This question is indeed a 
diffi cult one to answer. The national meals 
have their roots in Morocco, Lebanon, 
Spain, Poland, Russia and Romania. Nir’s 
mother comes from Yemen. “I often call 
her to ask about meals we had when we 
were kids. And then I cook them here.” 
Israel has long been a country of immigra-
tion, in the culinary sense as well. Falafel 
from Egypt, gefi lte fi sh from Poland and 
shakshouka – eggs poached in tomato 
sauce – from North Africa. But it’s the 
question of chickpea supremacy that has 
caused the most culinary strife between 
Israelis and their Arab neighbors over 
the past several decades. Who invented 
hummus?

Who was fi rst to cook the legume in its 
own stock to make msabbaha? Did the 
Israelis literally assimilate a central element 
of Arab cuisine?

Shani would like to liberate Middle East-
ern cuisine from cultural and geographical 
borders. “The main thing is good olive oil, 
lots of vegetables, the right spices. Everything 
has to be fresh. For me, that is Israeli cui-
sine.” She still can’t believe she has to teach 
Germans to eat with their hands, she says, 
laughing, her black curls bobbing up and 
down. Hanging on the wall is a portrait of 
her grandmother – a smiling face wrapped 
in a white headscarf. Her head is tilting, as 
is her smile. Shani also has roots in Yemen. 
“You can really tell. She’s so caring, and 
always loud.” It’s a close-knit group; Berlin’s 
Israeli community is tightly networked, and 
not just in terms of food. As luck would have 
it, Shani lives right across from Gordon Café. 
In her black leather jacket and sunglasses 
she leaves her building and waves across the 
street. “Guten Morgen!” answers Doron, in 
German. Most newcomers over the last fi ve 
years have settled in Neukölln. Suddenly, 
within a radius of four kilometers from Sonn-
enallee to Kottbusser Tor, Hebrew can again 
be heard on the streets of Berlin. The Shruna, 
or neighborhood, is critical, says Doron. It’s a 
safety net that softens the arrival in a foreign 
country and helps lessen the anonymity of a 
large city. Shani agrees: “In Germany, the 
independence and freedom of the individual 
are primary. I respect that. But in Israel you 
experience more of a community feeling. And 
I miss that here.”

The proof is in the pudding  
How the price of a chocolate dessert is fueling an infl ux of young Israeli restaurateurs who now feed locals’ appetite for hummus

Tel Aviv natives Nir Ivenizki (l) and Doron Eisenberg (r)
in their café-meets-record store “Gordon” in Berlin-Neukölln.
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A hands-on experience: Yafo is drawing Berliners to its tables with feasts for the eyes, ears and stomach.

BY FRANZISKA KNUPPER

Over eleven years ago, the fi rst issue of 
The German Times was published. It was 
the fi rst German newspaper written in Eng-
lish to serve as a platform for European dia-
logue. The new publication appeared in all 27 
member states of the EU and reached an audi-
ence of both national and EU politicians, the 
business community and countless others. 
Altogether, around 50,000 decision-makers 
in Europe received it. 
On Jan. 17, 2007, the fi rst issue was pre-
sented to German Chancellor Angela Merkel 
at the EU Parliament in Strasbourg. A grand 
inaugural event in London followed that same 
evening. Soon after, the paper was intro-
duced at other locations, including Brussels, 
the seat of the European Commission.

Seventy-four editions of The German Times 
have been released thus far. Its sister-paper, 
The Atlantic Times, was fi rst published in 
October 2004 as a bridge between Europe 
and the US, and ran exactly 100 editions.
Beginning with this edition, we are merg-
ing both publications to bring you a unique 
newspaper addressing both Europe and the 
US with an original and nuanced approach. 
The German Times aims to be both a plat-
form for a German perspective on the world 
as well as a forum for voices from both sides 
of the Atlantic, with the hope of fi nding 
solutions to the problems we face together 
and further promoting the idea of a new 
trans-Atlantic era for Europe, the US and 
the world. 

Executive Editor Theo Sommer (right) hands Chancellor Angela Merkel and then 
European Parliament President Hans-Gert Pöttering the fi rst edition of the new 

English language newspaper The German Times.

Executive Editor Theo Sommer (left) and publisher Detlef Prinz (middle) present the very fi rst 
Atlantic Times together with then US Senator Richard G. Lugar (right) on Oct. 6, 2004 at the 
ambassador residency in Washington D.C.

ANSWERING THE 
TRANS-ATLANTIC CALL

Shani Ahiel (middle) and Felix Off ermann (right) founded Yafo in 2014. 
Pictured here with a friend.
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“No other ships today can match the high standards set by
MS EUROPA and MS EUROPA 2 and their crews.”

Douglas Ward, Berlitz Cruise Guide

A CLASS OF THEIR OWN.

EUROPA and EUROPA 2, as the world’s best cruise ships, were once again awarded the highest distinction:  
5-stars-plus*. Experience the elegant luxury and the freedom that takes you places in the highest award 
category. *According to Berlitz Cruise Guide 2018

Find out more from your travel agent or at hl-cruises.com




