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    Foreword

    There is much that is ailing in the former land of poets and thinkers. Chronic illnesses in particular have their own history, and hardly any of them disappear miraculously and without treatment all by themselves. In relation to our state: ideological resistance to advice—especially when it comes to the energy transition—and an inability to find practical solutions—for example, with regard to the fundamental modernization of our state and the future viability of our social security systems—would be serious enough. This is now compounded by the firewall, which makes it considerably more difficult to implement potential therapies based on the will of the voters. The symptoms are numerous – it's time for the medical record of our community.

    Unfortunately, the subtitle of this book is accurate in two ways. Regarding the meaning of the idiom "mit jmdm., etw. ist kein Staat zu machen" (lit. "you can't make a state with someone or something"), we read (source: dwds.de):

    
      
        	
          [colloquial] ⟨ mit jmdm., etw. ist kein Staat zu machen ⟩ a person or thing does not make a good impression, is no longer presentable; something no longer meets the standard, is inadequate, deficient 

        

        	
          [formal, especially politics] ⟨ mit jmdm., etw. ist kein Staat zu machen ⟩ it is not possible to work constructively with someone (a person, a party, an institution, etc.); something (a certain attitude, stance, characteristic) prevents the (successful) realization of a plan, project, etc. 

        

      

    

    If our state were a private-sector provider of its services, there would probably not be too many likes in 2025, as its path is paved with failure on a large scale and paternalism on a small scale. Even personal interaction with its co- workers is sometimes less than enjoyable—the state mindset is often one of authority, not of service to the citizen. Against this backdrop, we may well be surprised that our state uses the word "delegitimization" to describe its own potential accusation against its citizens, without consistently putting an end to its own failures and mishaps, which repeatedly damage its public image.

    "To get straight to the point: I am neither a contrarian nor an angry citizen, let alone a conspiracy theorist. I am in the prime of my life, don't really have enough time, and am only attempting to write this book because, to my knowledge, the perspective taken here on our state does not yet exist" (quote from my foreword to "Ich glaub, Ihr spinnt! – Feedback an die linken Oberlehrer" [I think you're crazy! – Feedback to the left-wing schoolmasters]).

    We humans strive for improvement or at least the preservation of what we have achieved – if not for ourselves, then for our children. However, we are far from that today, and the prospects for the future are becoming increasingly bleak. Even if the global conditions are not currently in our favor, a nationwide downward trend is neither fate nor a physical constant like gravity on our planet. All that is needed is an unvarnished view of the present and the courage to make politically driven changes.

    There have always been crises – Roman Herzog's famous "Ruck speech" from 1997 is more relevant than ever. In his introduction, the then Federal President was very clear:

    "I have just returned from Asia. Many countries there are experiencing incredible momentum. Nations that were considered developing countries not long ago will catapult themselves into the circle of leading industrialized nations of the 21st century within a single generation. Bold visions of the future are being developed and implemented there, inspiring people to ever new achievements. What do I see in Germany, on the other hand? Here, despondency prevails and crisis scenarios are cultivated. A feeling of paralysis hangs over our society. Yet we are facing the greatest economic and social challenges in 50 years: 4.3 million unemployed, the erosion of social security due to an upside-down age pyramid, and the economic, technical, and political challenges of globalization. Let's not be fooled: anyone who still believes that none of this concerns them because they themselves are still relatively well off is burying their head in the sand."

    How familiar this all sounds! After Schröder's Agenda policy—the last state-mandated fitness program more than 20 years ago—the Lehman crisis, the euro crisis, the zero-interest real estate boom, the ongoing migration crisis, COVID-19, and the ongoing war in Ukraine, we are once again facing a toxic mix of challenges in our economy and society. Our companies are facing painful adjustment processes that can only be cushioned, but not prevented, by appropriate economic policy.

    However, this book focuses on the state itself, which has recently lost a great deal of acceptance among large sections of the population due to its actions or, more correctly, its inaction. I hear the term "political disenchantment" less and less often. The reason for this is the two protest parties, the AfD and the Left Party, which have gained strength, positioned themselves clearly outside the political mainstream, and represent a home port for the politically frustrated. For some time now, however, I have been noticing a growing sense of disillusionment with the state, as our community – to put it bluntly – seems to be achieving less and less apart from the tax office, the prosecution of traffic violations, legal Habeckism, and the obligatory fight against the right wing. Our country deserves better.

    As an industrial engineer, former management consultant, and current executive in an industrial company, my view of the state is shaped by economic rationality: it collects financial resources in the form of taxes and duties and owes the general public services that we have agreed upon politically—even if no civil servant would probably accept this formulation.

    
      As a father, what interests me most is the  
      future 
      of our country – both economically and socially. If we free ourselves from the constant moralistic rhetoric of the recent past, we are ultimately left with only a few, but central, goals for a livable country that the state must do its utmost to promote: internal and external peace and security, economic prosperity—only possible by strengthening the competitiveness of our economy—and the preservation of natural resources. The last point has a national dimension, which our state has successfully shaped in recent decades, as well as a global dimension, to which Germany must make a fair (!) contribution. This does not yet bring us to individual happiness, which requires a considerable amount of additional ingredients in the private sphere. However, the state would then have fulfilled its duty to the people, the sovereign.
    

    We must seriously doubt that the German state is on the right track to achieving the above-mentioned goals – the minor and major disasters of recent years, especially in the area of internal security, are too obvious. In addition to openly left-wing destructive policies to the detriment of our country, accompanied by moral self-aggrandizement, the administration of our country has also repeatedly had to declare bankruptcy. A lack of effectiveness and increasing inefficiency, evident in growing bureaucracy and significant staff increases in government agencies, characterize our state in 2025.

    Against this backdrop, a quote from a high-ranking official at the Federal Ministry of Transport seems almost amusing (category: "children speak the truth"). This was reported by SPIEGEL magazine in early June 2025 on the occasion of the final report on the Burgrain railway accident in 2022 (tenor: less individual failure, but fundamental problems in risk management at Deutsche Bahn): "The risk-free existence as a state-guaranteed company entails a tendency to act irresponsibly." What was meant as an attack on Deutsche Bahn hits the state itself, specifically the executive branch, with full force: the fundamental theme of this book is the inconsequential irresponsibility of our state.

    Now more than ever, we need a state that works intelligently and purposefully in its core areas of activity and resolutely confronts all those who despise it. In addition, it is high time for a state fitness program: the impending wave of retirements among the baby boomer generation is the ideal time for a significant downsizing of government agencies that are unproductive for society as a whole and focus on self-interest rather than serving the public.

    Today, we are dealing with a whole host of causes for the state's poor performance: federalist-induced fragmentation and inefficiency, dysfunctional processes, a lack of accountability and a culture of letting things slide, a lack of learning ability, a sometimes erratic judiciary, and all of this fueled by a diffuse do-goodism with a strongly pronounced left-wing green mindset among civil servants.

    
      This book focuses on the progressive decline in  
      the 
      core area of government, namely security and order. What social developments have paved the way for this? What disasters did we experience decades ago that significantly shook our image of our own country ? Since 2015 at the latest, how has government action been dismantling our community as a serious and responsible actor? And how can perfectionism on a small scale be linked to failure on a large scale? This book shows where we stand with Germany and how this came about—without claiming to be exhaustive. Wokeness and gender issues seem annoying to me, but against the backdrop of our challenges, they are almost irrelevant, which is why these topics remain marginal notes.
    

    Energy, economic, health, and even defense policies are obviously in dire straits, but they would go beyond the scope of this book. There are plenty of suggestions from experts for each of these areas of action. For example, the CEOs of E.on and RWE recently explained how systemic thinking with regard to electricity generation, transmission, and distribution, as well as trust in market mechanisms, could save hundreds of billions in costs in the further development of the energy transition (away from the blunt "more is better" approach). This was linked to the demand that the planned special fund for infrastructure amounting to EUR 500 billion should only be used where private financing is not possible, e.g., for security of supply.

    Politically driven approaches to genuine reform remain vague or invisible in the coalition agreement of the new black-red government, and the pressure to act is easing due to the financing of ludicrous sums for infrastructure and defense via special funds outside the federal budget. The SPD in particular often gives the impression that the status quo, for example with regard to pensions, can be maintained indefinitely. This would result in significantly higher social security contributions.

    The focus of the analysis is on areas of action that our state, and it alone, must get to grips with. In addition to internal security and migration, these areas include, in particular, the judiciary, bureaucracy, education, digitalization, infrastructure, federalism, and government spending in general. The tour along these open flanks is partly systematic and partly anecdotal. Once you start to take a closer look, you will probably never cease to be amazed at what has become of the "rich" and "orderly" country of "poets and thinkers."

    The fact that a voice of protest in the spirit of this book is needed at all is mainly due to the left-wing green electorate that Ulf Poschardt describes in his book "Shitbürgertum" (Shit Bourgeoisie). It is the primarily urban, academic—especially humanities—and market-distant base from which left-wing exponents in politics, media, and academia are recruited. Opinion, attitude, and morality are so pronounced among these contemporaries that even objectively perceptible moral arrogance, personal untrustworthiness, and cognitive overload on the part of left-wing green protagonists do not pose a problem at the ballot box. A lack of knowledge about political issues and economic contexts beyond common left-wing opinions, as well as a morally clouded view of reality, are the causes of this behavior.

    Although the traffic light coalition and with it the Greens' participation in government has been history since February 23, 2025, we must continue to be concerned about our country. On the one hand, the left-wing green foundation of our country was already well advanced under Angela Merkel, and on the other hand, with the formation of the small grand coalition between the Union and the SPD, we are seeing less and less of the political change promised by Friedrich Merz. In addition, the SPD in government, the left-wing media and academia, and the "civil society" activated against the right will remain a left-wing system even without Vice Chancellor Habeck. Added to this is a surprisingly strengthened Left Party.

    The proposal for comprehensive reform in Germany recently published by Julia Jäkel, Peer Steinbrück, Thomas de Maizière, and Andreas Voßkuhle—which we will discuss later—is at least a ray of hope. We will see which elements make it to the decision stage and, more importantly, to successful implementation. Until further notice, as responsible citizens, we should not tire of demanding the necessary changes from our government—it is high time.

  
    Fate and the laws of nature

    What comes to mind when you hear the word "fate"? Probably serious accidents, illnesses, and deaths. For the people affected, these are always tragic, often life-threatening circumstances against which little or nothing can be done in the specific situation. When a series of circumstances, each of which would be mere coincidence if viewed individually, lead to a fatal outcome, we also speak of a fateful chain of events. We can also perceive the loss of material goods as fate. However, because it is irreversible, we tend to think of damage to life and limb.

    The feeling of powerlessness in the face of fateful events will probably exist as long as there are humans – but so will the question of why. In an enlightened, technologized, and, at least in the age of social media, largely transparent world, this question is rarely directed at God, but is rather the starting point for the search for the earthly causes of a tragedy. Whether it was the Challenger and Columbia space disasters in the US or the ICE train accident in Eschede (more on that later), technical failures were and are investigated using modern scientific methods and traced back to those responsible. What remains as fate is primarily human and technical ad hoc failure, i.e., out of nowhere, such as a tire blowout with fatal consequences without prior warning signs. We see that planned action, whether in politics or business, cannot by definition be fate.

    
      Humans can do nothing about the laws of nature. They can discover them, describe them, live with them, and, in the best case, make use of them. Whether it's the speed of light or gravity, which leads to an acceleration due to gravity of 9.81 m/s
       2 
      – there is nothing to discuss, let alone change.
    

    Natural disasters, ultimately the consequence of the laws of nature on our planet, such as earthquakes or volcanic eruptions, used to be a life-threatening fate. Today, however, thanks to various early warning systems and adapted construction methods, they increasingly pose a threat to property and possessions. The situation was different with the tsunami in Southeast Asia at the end of 2004, when fate divided hundreds of thousands of people into survivors and drowned without warning. The situation was completely different again with the flood in the Ahr Valley in 2021, when what was initially perceived as fate soon turned out to be a bitter failure on the part of the state (more on this later).

    The creeping retreat of fate from our world makes the advent of "no alternative" in German politics all the more astonishing. Since 2010 at the latest, and thus eleven years into her chancellorship, Angela Merkel's phrase "no alternative" has accompanied us. The significance of this phrase in the public perception is impressively demonstrated by its selection as the Unwort des Jahres (Word of the Year) in 2010.

    The Frankfurter Allgemeine (FAZ) summed it up on January 18, 2011: "It was time to add the word 'alternativlos' to the linguistic pillory. Who isn't annoyed by the cold-hearted attempts of politicians, led by Chancellor Angela Merkel, to push through controversial projects with the killer argument that there is no alternative? That's it, end of discussion – whether it's about breaking the monetary constitution in the eurozone, half-baked climate protection plans, building a train station, or raising the value-added tax. There are or were always other highly respectable courses of action. [...] By labeling something "without alternative," politicians present themselves as powerless executors of a fate determined by a higher power. This creates frustration among voters. Why should they even bother to vote if government action is as without alternative as claimed?

    Today, for example, we know why the then Avocado Chancellor Merkel – black on the outside, green on the inside – made the decision to take in thousands of refugees from Hungary in September 2015. This finally made Germany the number one destination for residents of economic, political, and military crisis areas in the Middle East and North Africa. The reasons for this were, in particular, the fear of unpleasant images at the German border and the lack of assurance from experts that closing the border would be upheld in court. Here, too, it is anything but fate – rather, we see a lack of political courage. Although border controls were introduced at the German-Austrian border a good week after this decision, the signal to the world was now that, in case of doubt, Germany would help its European partners who were overwhelmed by migration. No corrective communication measures were taken, so the impression remained.

    At least we have political continuity in our country. Olaf Scholz – as exciting as a sleeping car conductor and who came to the chancellorship mainly due to Armin Laschet's Ahr Valley blackout – already tried during the 2021 election campaign to emulate his outgoing boss with the core characteristic of a steady hand, supplemented by the attribute of "prudence." As Merkel's executor, he is also very familiar with her legacy of no alternatives.

    On January 29, 2025, during the intense debate in the Bundestag following the terrorist attack in Aschaffenburg, Olaf Scholz said: "But it is also clear that we cannot and must not go beyond the applicable law." Applause from the left-wing members of parliament. Scholz continued: "Averting harm from the German people means doing everything that is legally possible – as a constitutional state, as the largest member state of the European Union." Ergo: Germany must bear the disadvantages that arise from this – even if they include terrorist deaths – because government agencies have their backs against the wall.

    Friedrich Merz responded refreshingly: "It is not the job of the Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany to complain that the legal situation is as it is. You are not the chief notary of this republic. And if the laws are insufficient, then you must make proposals to change them, rather than explaining everything that is supposedly not possible under the existing laws."

    Government action can never be predetermined; there are always a variety of options available. Only a vassal state would be susceptible to blackmail through the threat of sanctions if the rational pursuit of increasing its own benefit always led to even worse punishment.

    In this age of fateful inevitability, we are light years away from politics as "the art of the possible," as Bismarck put it. The political sphere thus stands in stark contrast to the unlimited possibilities of the private sphere. Now, not everyone can be a lottery winner overnight, so social differences will continue to exist in the future. However, today's trend of self-optimization, fueled by social media, culminates in the statement "You can be anything!"—there is no fate, everything is possible. This message does not even stop at our biological nature, which is why leftists today speak of a multitude of genders.

    If this kind of fiction makes someone feel better, so be it. My point here is the contradiction with the state level and its statement that there is no room for maneuver. For citizens with common sense, this simply leads to cognitive dissonance. If the state acts as it does today in the age of "anything goes," it should not be surprised by rejection and political resistance. Fate has nothing to do with it.

  
    Responsibility and reason

    After more than 20 years of membership, I left the CDU in 2016 – after New Year's Eve in Cologne and before Breitscheidplatz in Berlin. It had become clear to me too late that the applause for Angela Merkel had long been coming "from the wrong side," namely from left-wing buffoons, as I described in my book "Ich glaub, Ihr spinnt!" (I think you're crazy!). Today, we hear exactly the same phrase from the other side of the political spectrum when the AfD could also agree with bourgeois-conservative ideas. The extent to which this can lead to escalation in parliamentary business was impressively demonstrated at the end of January 2025 with the Union's motion for a resolution on the influx limitation law.

    Speaking of influx: at the height of the "first" migration crisis in 2015/16, I couldn't get the image of a bathtub out of my head. The tap turned on full, but with the drain and overflow blocked and hardly any equipment for scooping water out of the house – the water quickly fills the basement and ground floor. The consequences were and still are annoying and dangerous from the perspective of "normal" citizens with common sense, but hardly disturbing; on the contrary, they are even ideologically desirable for the left-wing green Berlin bubble and comparable urban milieus. Incidentally, if the left-wing moralists were internationally experienced and cognitively up to speed, they should have realized years ago that the emergence of social "flocculation" similar to the French banlieues, post-colonial Muslim-influenced suburbs with frightening side effects, should be avoided at all costs in Germany – even without a corresponding colonial history!

    If the borders remain open—intentionally or unintentionally promoted by Merkel as a migration influencer with refugee selfies—the state bureaucracy is suffocated by the multitude of cases , and deportations of people—often young men traveling alone with culturally incompatible backgrounds, without papers and therefore with a state-determined birthday on January 1 – is hardly possible, trouble is inevitable. At the latest since the Cologne horror, revealingly described as "rioting" by ZEIT journalist Bernd Ulrich, no prophetic gift was needed to foresee the downward spiral our country would find itself in in the years to come.

    If, as shown, fate is ruled out as a determining force for our country's future, the double "V" comes into play to ensure meaningful political results for the country: responsibility and reason.

    Let's start with responsibility. The Duden dictionary distinguishes between two meanings:

    
      
        	
          [associated with a specific task or position] the obligation to ensure that (within a specific framework) everything proceeds as smoothly as possible, that the necessary and correct actions are taken, and that no damage occurs 

        

        	
          Obligation to take responsibility for something that has happened [and to answer for it]. 

        

      

    

    So it is not just a matter of taking responsibility, which has fallen out of fashion in public life, in the worst case by resigning or going to court, but also of standing up for a "good outcome" and averting "damage." A distinction can be made between responsibility for the process and responsibility for the result.

    In the private sector, responsibility for results means that a manager is personally accountable for economic success, expressed in euros as profit or loss, which is not open to discussion. In German politics in 2025, however, responsibility for results seems to have fallen out of fashion ( ): migration and terrorist deaths, recession, expensive energy transition, and social division clearly take a back seat in left-wing minds to their own attitudes and morals. What is important, at least in rhetoric, is process responsibility, recognizable in phrases such as "take along" and "hook under," the favorite words of our most recent ex-chancellor.

    The more dynamic and uncertain the world around us is, the more important it is for political actors to take responsibility for results. Maintaining internal and external security and the economic foundations of our country does not happen by itself. In democracies, there is regularly the opportunity for a political reset through elections if the results of politics are unsatisfactory. However, relative to better-governed countries, there is still a gap that would remain in the future without a process of catching up. In this respect, we must demand more than ever before a goal-oriented, i.e., results-oriented, policy. We are currently seeing this in the loss of industrial jobs in Germany and their relocation to more attractive locations. In this case, gone is gone.

    The responsibility of politicians towards the people – also in the sense of "being accountable" – is now only vaguely discernible during the legislative period. We should therefore always bear in mind the oath of office taken by the Federal Chancellor: "I swear that I will devote my energies to the welfare of the people, promote their welfare, protect them from harm, uphold and defend the Constitution and the law, perform my duties conscientiously, and do justice to all. [So help me God.]" We read about "good," "benefit," and "harm," not limited, incidentally, by phrases such as "if EU law allows." Respecting applicable law is one thing, but developing it further as necessary in the interests of the German people is the real job of a responsible chancellor.

    The oath of office also makes no mention of a vague humanism or responsibility towards the world's needy, let alone towards individuals from the Global South who arrive on German territory in any order. It is clear anyway that Germany could not accommodate all the misery in the world without destroying itself in the process. In game theory, we are familiar with the Pareto optimum. It is achieved when no player can be better off without making another worse off. As we all know, we have long since passed this point in migration policy. Immense state resources that are lacking elsewhere are one thing, but terrorist deaths are something else entirely. And even Germany's reputation in the world against the backdrop of our history can no longer be used as an argument when the international media can only shake their heads in the face of the German disaster.

    Unlike politicians and administrators, we citizens have a legally enforceable responsibility to take responsibility in a variety of life situations: parents for their children, drivers for their passengers and other road users, entrepreneurs in general for their customers, hoteliers for their guests. The list could go on and on. The potential criminal escalation in the event of damage ranges from "negligent" to "grossly negligent" to "intentional." Even data protection violations—far removed from dangers to life and limb—are now associated with the threat of heavy fines for negligent companies. As we can see, private individuals and companies in our country are swarmed with responsibilities that must be taken seriously.

    This is where the big difference to the state lies: there is no one above it. There is a lack of real control, and responsibility cannot be enforced as a "performance" of political actors. Even disasters in which the state plays a central role, such as those in Eschede, Duisburg, and the Ahr Valley (more on this later), end up in legal limbo. Personal responsibility is extremely low on the agenda in our state (lawyers refer to this as "low individual guilt") – if higher financial penalties are imposed on defendants when proceedings are discontinued, it borders on a miracle. Yet the state alone is responsible for public goods such as national defense and internal security, which are essential for the life and limb of us all. The only problem is that we simply have no legal recourse against predictable failure on a large scale or procedural failure on a small scale (we will come back to both of these scales later). We cannot sue the state for responsibility. Only the prospect of going to the ballot box could offer at least some consolation here.

    Finally, let us turn to reason. It is, so to speak, the instrument with which desired states can be responsibly achieved. The Duden dictionary defines reason as follows: "the intellectual capacity of humans to gain insights, recognize connections, understand something, form a judgment, and act accordingly."

    This is where our political system falls short in some respects. While public authorities are primarily concerned with painting by numbers and weaknesses arise in particular in the form of staff shortages, motivation problems, and a lack of citizen orientation, politics is hardly possible without the appropriate intellectual disposition. We have seen this in recent years in the left-wing green milieu, which, with its predominantly humanities-based approach—focusing on opinion, attitude, and morality—remained stuck in simplistic thinking and often seemed overwhelmed by issues beyond climate protection and social justice.

    Reason produces rational action that is planned and well-founded. Once the political goals are known, the means to achieve them must be chosen rationally—effectively (efficiently) and efficiently (economically) in terms of the use of resources. If reason is lacking, the rest becomes difficult to impossible. Since the mid-2010s at the latest, our country has been significantly shaped by left-wing and green-leaning actors with different party affiliations. Reason and, with it, a healthy purpose-means rationality fell victim to an increasingly strong, annoying moralism, which provoked a strong backlash and subsequently led to a deep social divide.

    At this point, I will refrain from going into further detail about the peculiarities in the knowledge, thinking, speech, and actions of left-wing political actors (as well as their intellectual partners in the media and academia), which I have comprehensively described in my book Ich glaub, Ihr spinnt! (I think you're crazy!) based on recent events.

  
    Origins of the misery

    The question is obvious: How did we arrive at the decline in political responsibility for concrete results that we see today, when political actors are democratically mandated by the people to ensure precisely that?

    My hypothesis—and perhaps yours as well—is that it is due to 1968 and its consequences. After Germany's complete moral and material collapse in May 1945, the initial focus was on sheer survival, followed by reconstruction and the economic miracle. Even a spark of national pride, or at least patriotism, returned with the surprise victory in the 1954 World Cup. In addition to the social market economy, the young Federal Republic under Konrad Adenauer was shaped by an uncompromising alliance with the US as its political guiding star.

    The strong focus on material recovery and, certainly, personal interests led to a denazification process that was more than half-hearted in some places, which was to become a major issue for the German student movement of 1968, even though the process of coming to terms with the past had already begun in the late 1950s. The controversial conservative chancellors Erhard and Kiesinger brought about a strengthening of the Social Democrats from 1963 onwards. Added to this was the US entry into the Vietnam War in 1964, which finally caused the mood at Western universities to escalate in 1968. After the first year of recession in West Germany in 1967, the oil crisis in 1973 dealt a serious blow to the belief in steady economic growth. On the left, anti-Americanism, criticism of capitalism, and accusations of fascism (often resulting in a trivialization of Nazi crimes) would henceforth accompany the Federal Republic.

    Back to 1968: I am neither a historian nor a philosopher, so I would like to spare you and myself a rehashing of philosophical considerations, especially regarding the role of the Frankfurt School around Horkheimer and Adorno. Instead, let us consider who the left became fans of from the mid-1960s onwards and how much bourgeois-conservative and left-wing values diverged after 1968.

    In addition to Latin American poster boy Che Guevara, the hearts of the 1968 generation also beat for the Asian revolutionaries and guerrilla fighters Ho Chi Minh and Mao Zedong in Vietnam and the People's Republic of China, respectively, who have lost much of their magic due to the insights gained in recent decades. At demonstrations with corresponding battle cries, Ho Chi Minh was also clearly visible to the outside world as the anti-imperialist hero of the student movement around Rudi Dutschke. The Vietnam War brought with it powerful images, especially of the cruel use of napalm. The outrage among Western students was enormous, and a clear perpetrator-victim image emerged – here the brutal USA, there the brave Vietnamese with their shining figure Ho Chi Minh. There was no room for shades of gray – this sounds familiar to us.

    German political scientist Wolfgang Kraushaar comments: "Ho Chi Minh was something like the embodiment of anti-colonialism and, at the time of the Vietnam War, the embodiment of opposition to US imperialism. At the same time, he was someone who stood up for the common people and someone who did not display any kind of wealth or ostentation or anything else, but must have been very ascetic – those were the associations that existed at the time. Knowledge about Ho Chi Minh was very limited. It was basically more about slogans or keywords."

    From today's perspective, great sympathy based on little factual knowledge also makes the left's ecstasy for Mao seem more than questionable. Today we know better: millions of his compatriots lost their lives in the course of the "Great Leap Forward" and the Cultural Revolution.

    Even back then, the left seemed susceptible to memorable images and emotional stories—the starting point for the overly simplistic black-and-white thinking that we see today in many statements made by left-wing and green politicians? Quite possibly. Even the naive sympathies of Western leftists for socialism à la GDR, which had been separated from the West by a wall and barbed wire since 1961 and disciplined by wall deaths, informers, and Stasi prisons, raised doubts about the fundamental judgment of left-wing actors, at least after the fall of the Berlin Wall. The moral clouding seems too strong, the rational view too weak.

    Brandt, winner of the Nobel Peace Prize and a man of sympathy, was followed as chancellor by Schmidt, a realist politician who had to deal with the economic crisis and the escalation of the RAF in 1977. By the time of the protests against the NATO Double-Track Decision in Bonn's Hofgarten in 1981, the peace-loving left was back in its element, but was stopped shortly afterwards by the FDP's shift from the SPD to the Union.

    The chancellor of my childhood and youth was Helmut Kohl. Taking office in 1982, just under a decade and a half after the peak of the student movement, he was subjected to intense ridicule, particularly in the 1980s, from politically left-wing contemporaries who considered themselves progressive, academically and morally superior. Most people who consciously experienced this period still remember the typical caricatures of "Kohl-Birne" (Kohl-Pear).

    Incidentally, I am still unsure today, as I was then, which side some of my contemporaries with particularly vitriolic and intolerant left-wing views would have been on if we had met in the 1930s. Those who are self-reflective simply cannot say for themselves, since political views, especially in one's young , are primarily a question of one's parental home – in this respect, we should be cautious with moral judgments. Everything is always clear in the historical rearview mirror (just as it is on the stock market when, after a price jump, one is annoyed at not having bought a stock).

    In 2025, people may think what they want about Gerhard Schröder, chancellor from 1998 to 2005. However, his robust, no-nonsense manner and his willingness, as a social democrat, to risk and ultimately sacrifice his political career for a far-reaching reform of the social system should still command our respect today.

    The subsequent economic upswing, supported by the 2006 soccer fairy tale, temporarily disrupted by the Lehman and euro crises, and then extended extensively by the ECB's zero interest rate policy from 2014 to 2022, apparently gave rise to the feeling that things were going well and that it was possible to indulge in left-wing green favorite topics from migration to wokeness.

    In the final phase of the Schmidt government in 1982, a remarkable interview with Social Democrat Oskar Lafontaine appeared in Stern magazine, which could not have been more disparaging of bourgeois-conservative values: "Helmut Schmidt continues to talk about a sense of duty, predictability, feasibility, steadfastness. [...] These are secondary virtues. To be precise: you can also run a concentration camp with them." However, it was also the virtues of Western leaders that contributed to the collapse of the Eastern Bloc and allowed Helmut Kohl to seize the historic opportunity of reuniting the two German states. Incidentally, the loser of the 1990 federal election was Oskar Lafontaine.

    According to jup! Berlin, a left-wing mindset can be described as follows today: "Being left-wing is a political stance that places particular emphasis on social justice and equality. However, people also associate left-wing values with informality, warmth, closeness, spontaneity, internationalism, cosmopolitanism, and the use of the informal 'you' form of address." Commitment sounds different—everything is possible, nothing is mandatory. The focus is on people, not the issue.

    In this context, a quote from Dutschke in the context of the "march through the institutions" (conceptually attributable to the Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci) is illuminating: "Today, permanent revolutionaries, not windbags (we have since exposed the discussion of revolution as a substitute for practical work), who systematically disrupt the system in factories, large agricultural enterprises, the armed forces, and the state bureaucracy, would be fully accepted by all wage earners... 'Disrupting the system' simply means supporting wage earners and others more, learning from them, and breaking out new revolutionary factions. Permanent revolutionaries can be thrown out again and again, only to infiltrate new institutions: this is the long march through the institutions."

    "Systematically disrupting the establishment" – that is precisely how it feels today. Putting a spoke in the wheel is also possible through elaborate bureaucracy and artificial complexity, which are clearly desired by left-wing and green politicians. The basic idea: functioning law and order? No, thank you! If we take Lafontaine and Dutschke together, the left is mentally incompatible with a state that fulfills its duties and is predictable. Perhaps you are familiar with the following quote, which is attributed in various variations to different people: "If you're not a leftist at 20, you have no heart. If you're still a leftist at 40, you have no brain." There may be some truth in this – we (sometimes) have sympathy for young left-wing idealists, but never for old left-wing ideologues.

    On the other hand, I praise a bourgeois-conservative mindset. A sense of duty and a sense of what is feasible prevent nonsense and support a focus on results, i.e., lived responsibility. Conservatives want to preserve what is worth preserving—including a German identity—but they also know that "those who don't move with the times must move with the times." Incremental change is their thing, not disruption. They steer steadily to keep things in balance. They leave the chatter at party conferences to the left-wing green parties—including policy debates and factional struggles.

  
    Cracks in self-image

    What image of Germany did you grow up with? I'll tell you what it was like for me in the 1990s in rural Westphalia: We are hard-working, dutiful, well-organized, and therefore punctual (i.e., the classic German attributes in international comparison). We are one of the wealthiest nations on earth, our economy is booming, we are a strong export nation ("made in Germany") and we are skilled in technology. Law and order prevail in our country. And we have learned from our terrible mistakes of the past. In short: we have things under control.

    How wrong we can be! I would like to briefly discuss some very real disasters that have brought the state and its institutions into disrepute, completely independently of the migration crisis that has been escalating since 2015.

    ICE accident in Eschede (1998)

    I can still remember where I was at noon on June 3, 1998, as a conscientious objector, when I heard on the news that an ICE train had derailed near Celle. The report sounded almost harmless compared to what was shown on the evening news. What made it so tragic was the where and the how—a misaligned switch and a collapsing road bridge turned the accident into a catastrophe that shocked our country. In the end, 101 people were dead and 108 injured, 70 of them seriously. However, the actual cause was a risky technical solution to a comfort problem (!)—and therefore not fate.

    In order to eliminate unpleasant vibrations in the dining cars of the then still relatively new ICE fleet, it was decided in 1992, after a short test phase and in a small circle, to convert the entire ICE fleet from so-called monoblock wheels manufactured as a whole to rubber-sprung wheel tyres ( ). However, the dynamic stress on the metal wheel tyres in conjunction with an internal hard rubber ring was not sufficiently understood, resulting in the wheel tyres themselves and their maximum permissible wear being incorrectly dimensioned. A Fraunhofer Institute had already warned Deutsche Bahn about this in 1992. Damage incidents involving technically similar tram wheels (!) in Hanover were also ignored – Deutsche Bahn stuck to the high speeds and planned mileage of the wheels. In addition, the ICE plant in Munich inspected the wheel tyres with fluorescent lamps instead of the originally prescribed ultrasound. Last but not least, the wheel that caused the accident had been noticed several times as defective but had not been replaced.

    Legally, the inevitable happened: "A department president of Deutsche Bahn, a senior technical advisor to the federal railway, and an operations engineer at the wheel rim manufacturing plant were charged with bodily harm to 105 people and negligent homicide of 101 people. [...] On the 54th day of the trial, April 28, 2003, the presiding judge proposed that the case be dismissed in exchange for a payment of €10,000 by each of the three defendants. [...] The then head of the legal department at the Federal Railway Authority, Hans-Jürgen Kühlwetter, highlighted serious violations of organizational and traffic safety obligations. He demanded that railway executive Heinisch also be charged due to his shared responsibility. According to undisputed press reports, the executive board had directly intervened in the Federal Railway Authority's investigation and was therefore also responsible. (Source: Wikipedia)
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