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PREFACE

The second edition of this book has been expanded to include new information. Some of the material it contains was written in the 1980s, but upon rereading the book, I was able to determine that it has lost none of its contemporary significance. The globalization of competition and of working relations has further intensified. The crisis symptoms currently being manifested in our society will not provide a natural, inevitable answer to our problems. These symptoms demonstrate, however, that constant exertions and stimuli are required to overcome the inertia of vested interests and old habits and thus to assure that our economies, governments, and politics retain their ability to evolve.

My entrepreneurial strategy takes as its starting point the necessity for a new understanding of sociopolitical responsibility and draws conclusions about modern management techniques. This strategy, with its emphasis on decentralized organization on the one hand and social responsibility on the other, is an appropriate formula for success in an area of steadily growing complexity.

To complete the text and bring it up-to-date, I have added two essays and a new chapter. One new essay deals with “Vanity in the Manager’s Life” (in Chapter 2) and the devastating consequences it can have for business executives. Another, “New Objectives in the Working World,” and the new Chapter 5, “Freedom for Creative People,” both describe the current significance of creativity in the contemporary context of bureaucratized structures.

I hope that the considerations presented in this, the expanded second edition of my book, may contribute to the development of new systems and enhance the ability of businesses to evolve.

—REINHARD MOHN
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[image: ]

A Voice from the Heart of Europe

American managers talk a good global game.

Yet many, if not most, U.S. executives remain ethnocentric and insular even as they jet around our shrinking planet. Three centuries of American history, our geographic semi-isolation, and the vastness of our internal market together conspire to make Americans, alas, into a nation of provincials. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that compared with European managers who have grown up with multiple languages, currencies, and cultures, many American business people behave like innocents abroad.

Worse still, for a long time America’s superpower status fostered the illusion that we had much to teach the world and considerably less to learn.

This is reflected not only in what our executives do, but also in what they read. Leaving aside the vast literature by academics and consultants, it is worth looking at least cursorily at that special and often highly popular genre—books written by, or for, top business leaders.

The classic case is the autobiography of former Chrysler boss Lee Iacocca, written for him by William Novak. Iacocca became mandatory management reading, despite (or even, in part, because of) Iacocca’s flag-waving protectionism which later turned into Japan-bashing. The book offers a simple-minded image of Japan and displays little interest in the rest of the world.

Odyssey by John Sculley, the former CEO of Apple Computer, written with John A. Byrne, is a far more serious and theoretical attempt which reflects at least a passing curiosity about the world outside the United States. But I can think of only a single book by a non-American business leader that one might find on a U.S. manager’s bookshelf these days. It is Made in Japan by Akio Morita, formerly of Sony, admirably cowritten with Mitsuko Shimomura and Edwin Reingold. Not surprisingly, Morita’s book is far more concerned with cross-cultural issues than the other two.

Don’t business leaders in other parts of the world know things? Is there nothing to be learned by being aware of their experiences in building their companies?

When Americans did briefly break out of their self-absorption, they seized on “Japanese management books” as though these would reveal the magical secrets of business success. The result was a tremendous fad, followed by a prompt return to our historical preoccupation with self.

Proof, perhaps, of this self-absorption is the fact that Morita remains the only Japanese business leader whom American managers might recognize by name. Only a handful of Americans could identify the heads of, say, NEC, Nomura, or Nippon Steel.

And the same, by and large, is true with respect to that other great trading power, West Germany, or the EEC as a whole. I know of no widely read biography or book of management theory by a leading European manager. This is why Reinhard Mohn’s book, Success Through Partnership, should interest those who believe Americans can and ought to learn from the outside world.

It would be wrong to assume that Mr. Mohn’s views represent European or German management, any more than Morita’s represent those of Japan. Like Morita’s, they are the views of an individual, not a continent or a country. Mohn is less flamboyant than Iacocca, Sculley, or Morita, and his book is more an extended essay than a personal narrative. But he is just as much an individual, and his experiences as one of our generation’s great entrepreneurs is worthy of critical examination.

At first glance, readers will recognize many attitudes widely shared on this side of the Atlantic—attitudes toward unions, governments, deficits, economic redistribution, and so on. (These similarities reflect the global reach of what might be termed “liberal capitalist management ideology,” with the word “liberal” used in the American rather than the European sense.)

But readers should not be misled by that first glance. For along with the all-too-familiar come ideas that, in an American context, are highly novel.

I do not know of a single American corporation governed by an explicit “Constitution” like those written for nations. Or any U.S. firm with codified “statutes” dealing with participation in staff meetings. Mr. Mohn’s company has both. I can think of few other corporations that make as ingenious use of employee-provided capital.

I am not suggesting that such ideas could or should be adopted here. Forms of organization, ways of doing business—all depend heavily on culture and do not transplant easily. But creative decision-making depends on scanning a wide range of options, including fresh and unconventional approaches, then selecting among them, perhaps combining elements into new combinations.

American management’s lack of knowledge about, or even interest in, how foreign managers think reduces the number of options available to us. This, in turn, not only weakens American firms in international competition, but even in dealing adaptively with the future as it arrives within our own society.

In the United States, truly novel ideas about management usually come from the fringes of management, or from new or small companies headed by innovative, small-firm entrepreneurs. Yet the company headed by Reinhard Mohn is a $14-billion multinational, with 57,000 employees. Founded in 1835 as a small-town printer of religious books and hymnals, it is today one of the world’s biggest private media conglomerates.

Mohn’s company, headquartered in Gütersloh, Germany, is the Bertelsmann Group. It has been described by Milton Moskowitz, in The Global Marketplace, as “a complex of book and record clubs, publishing houses (both book and magazines), record pressers, printers and broadcasting and film companies.”

Bertelsmann book clubs have 25 million members in 20 countries. Bertelsmann owns 75 percent of the company that publishes Stern and nineteen other magazines in Germany, as well as 25 percent of the Time-like Der Spiegel. In the United States, Bertelsmann owns, among other things, Parents magazine, Doubleday, a division of the Bantam Doubleday Dell Publishing Group, one of the nation’s biggest and most prestigious book publishers, and Bantam Books (my own publisher), one of the largest and most innovative publishers in the world.

It is the scale and success of Bertelsmann, rebuilt by Mr. Mohn virtually from scratch since World War II, that commends attention to his words. The key to Success Through Partnership is Mohn’s call for a new partnership between employees and managers (over the objections of the unions, some of whose leaders would still regard such cooperation as class collaboration). He urges unions not to disband, but to restructure themselves for the future, as many corporations are doing.

Unions, he contends, should place more emphasis on the growing employee demands for self-realization and should strive for more “co-management” of the firm.

“Employees in our business will no longer commit themselves wholeheartedly if they have to follow instructions from an anonymous management hierarchy, which they neither understand nor approve of. In the same way, they no longer wish to have the unions as their mouthpiece.…”

Unions today face extinction, Mohn warns. But while he is harshly critical of them, their demise is not a pleasing prospect for him. In fact, he writes that “For reasons of political order, we must on no account allow this to happen.”

In short, Mohn argues that unions must revitalize themselves not for the sake of their members alone, but for the sake of democracy, especially in a country with Germany’s antidemocratic past.

Indeed, Mohn argues passionately for what he calls a “social market economy,” pointing out that neither corporations nor economic efficiency are ends in themselves, but rather are justified only to the degree that they serve real, as distinct from purely rhetorical social purposes. “Management’s objectives are no longer confined to maximizing corporate profits, but will aim at optimal efficiency in the interest of society.”

The image of the economy as a determinate and predictable Newtonian machine which would function more or less perfectly if only left to its own devices receives short shrift from Mohn. Like most Europeans and Japanese, Mohn finds this mechanistic model of the economy too simplistic, underestimating, as it does, cultural, political, religious, racial, sexual, and other forces, or admitting their existence only when they are reflected in monetary exchanges.

While arguing strongly against existing governmental regulation of business, he regards mechanical Milton Friedman-ism as the theory of “people who have no idea how a business is run.”

As a reader, I cannot agree with everything Reinhard Mohn has to say about management, economics, or politics. But that is precisely why, as an American, I find it useful to read him, critically and carefully.

Mohn’s basic model of the corporation still sees investors, workers, and government as its main stakeholders. But this tripartite model was born at a time when industrial societies were still mass societies with strong centralist institutions that could speak for or control mass populations.

The emergent society, by contrast, is demassified—broken into thousands of business-relevant constituencies, many of whom feel alienated from and ill-represented by either unions, governments, or, for that matter, financial intermediaries and managers.

A more up-to-date political model of the corporation, therefore, must take adequate account of these new (or newly important) stakeholders as well, including customers, users, local communities, global institutions, environmental regulators, suppliers, and others whose lives may be as deeply affected by the corporation’s actions as the traditional Big Three of corporatist theory.

Moreover, the three-way conception is essentially national in outlook, while more and more large-scale production is global in character—meaning that corporate constituencies these days are not merely numerous, but also multiethnic, multicultural, and multireligious in character. I would prefer to see a more differentiated model that takes into account the rights and stakes of all those who cannot fit under the headings of labor, government, or investor interest.

American managers will no doubt resonate to his repeated calls for reduced governmental intervention and expenditure, and for less “cushioning” of the individual by social welfare. They will applaud his demands for more employee commitment and effort.

But before they cheer these familiar sentiments too loudly, they might wish to ponder Mohn’s argument that business also needs a broader conception of its functions—as he puts it, “a concept which creates equal chances for personal development for everyone and guarantees a fair distribution of wealth, a share in company assets, social awareness, and a balanced relationship between rights and duties.” Or his argument that the corporation has an obligation “to do its very best to assist its employees whenever state or union regulations prove insufficient.”

Along with its Nazi past, Germany has a humane tradition—a tradition of social concern and compassion. In this book by one of postwar Germany’s outstanding business leaders these traits find important expression.

If American managers are to succeed in the global economy, they will need to broaden their range of reading, starting, perhaps, right here.

—ALVIN TOFFLER
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The Significance of Sociopolitical and Economic Structures

A look back at the intellectual, political, and economic developments of our century makes it clear that change has become a characteristic of our times. More knowledge, intense competition, and people’s greater expectations have triggered a rate of evolution unknown in previous centuries. Keeping pace with this evolution has become one of the great challenges of mankind. The security and the standard of living of entire nations will depend on their ability to master this task. Anyone who believes that it is possible to escape global competition between systems and competition in terms of performance will be left behind. The nations involved will then have to be content with a reduced range of freedom and a lower standard of living.

The rate of development differs in various areas of our life. It is significantly dependent on the ability of social systems to trigger and structure the process of change. This process is promoted by competition in performance. Evolution does not have a chance if mistakes and stagnation are not corrected by severe measures. The intellectual, political, and economic difficulties associated with monopolistic structures illustrates this idea. It must be clear, particularly in our time, that flexibility and the development of social systems in accordance with human needs have become a prerequisite for survival.

People have only a vague understanding of these interdependencies. Their dissatisfaction is aimed primarily at the remnants of antiquated structures. They question the competence of political leaders and government administration. They complain about the limited opportunities for self-fulfillment in their work environment. The former religious and ethical orientation of mankind has been replaced by a spiritual vacuum. This causes people to doubt whether progress and the various new kinds of knowledge and possibilities of our epoch really result in the kind of life that is worth living. I would like to give a few examples below for this analysis of the situation.

We are justifiably proud of our democratic state. This political system corresponds to the concept of the state held by people today. But at the same time, and also with good reason, we criticize the lack of efficiency of the democratic organizational system. Since political actions are not consistent, performed by qualified people, and planned with foresight, many problems cannot be appropriately solved and unsound developments cannot be prevented. But is this situation really an unavoidable result of the democratic order? Should we not raise the question of whether an improved, more highly developed understanding of democracy could lead to more satisfactory results? Are national debt, the lack of systematic personnel work in the area of administration, antiquated management techniques, and the bureaucracy of state administration really inherent components of democracy?

There is a clear answer to such questions: Democracy can and must be developed further. No social system can claim to be sacrosanct or final. It must allow both its aims and its results to be questioned. This also holds true for the democratic state. Of course this means that habits and customs will be challenged, but certainly not the democratic order itself. On the contrary, critical dialogue concerning the system is a prerequisite for maintaining our democratic society.

A similar process of reflection also appears necessary to me with regard to man’s pursuit of self-fulfillment, which is certainly legitimate. The lack of ethical orientation which is evident today brings with it fateful misunderstandings and consequences. Self-fulfillment is all too often understood to be the isolated assertion of one’s own interests. People believe that they can ignore the natural dependence of the individual on the community. We observe the results of such an attitude toward life daily, in the form of increasing egocentricity and an egotism which harms society. No amount of pious talk can disguise the fact that lack of regard for others is increasing in our times, hand in hand with human isolation and disappointment. People do not comprehend that being a member of a community is part of human nature and therefore in accordance with the goals of self-fulfillment. Consequently it is not surprising that many people refuse to follow the laws of society, both actively and passively. We do not want to return to the idea that society takes precedence, but people have to understand that self-fulfillment and the human community are mutually dependent.

But what is the authority which will bring about acceptance of this realization? Is it the home, the school, the church, or is it the politicians? Do we really believe that young people can find their orientation in life and, in particular, their bond with society, all on their own? Should we really refrain from any ethical and philosophical guidance?

The economy and the state give us particularly clear examples of the influence of proper organizational systems. In the economy, the parameters of business activity have changed significantly over the past century. The scope and the degree of difficulty of the problems can hardly be compared with conditions in the past. Unrelenting international competition ensures changes in working procedures and organizational systems. Significant progress has been made here at a great pace. In the area of state responsibility, the number of tasks has also grown. Here, however, there are hardly any restrictions to prevent incorrect actions, and since there is no competition either, the necessary developments of the system fail to take place. For this reason, the inefficiency of our government has already taken on unbelievable dimensions. The dissatisfaction of the citizens is certainly justified. Many elements of government management and administrative practices have been handed down from the previous century. While they were certainly correct and progressive for their time, they are now unusable. Their effects represent a heavy burden on the concept of the state held by democratic citizens. If the right conclusions based on this situation are not drawn in the near future, there is an increasing danger that the credibility of the democratic system will be in doubt.

To put it into more general terms, the ability of organizational systems to evolve in current times is a decisive factor for success. It is unfortunate that this fact is not generally understood. The rigidity of our thinking and our adherence to old habits invoke failure and are dangerous. This applies to all areas of our culture. This book is primarily concerned with the organizational structures within an economic enterprise. The general conditions imposed by the government and other influential factors, the tasks of labor and management, and the attitude of the state itself will be discussed to the extent that they affect the work of the company.
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Change in Economic and Political Structures

When Bertelsmann celebrated its 150th anniversary in 1985, I had occasion to reflect on the reasons for the ability of this company to maintain its continuity. There has during the history of this publishing company certainly been no lack of difficulties and dangers threatening its survival. But in my opinion, it has always been possible to overcome each crisis because the goals and the attitude of Bertelsmann publishers were in accordance with the task to be accomplished. These men were certainly not concerned only about money, although my forebears often found it quite difficult to make a living. Rather, their work was aimed at the well-being and the needs of the people of their time. Their efforts were dedicated to the readers of their publications, the citizens of our city, and the employees of the company. Their concept of the profession was not destroyed by wars, prohibitions, or economic crises. Their striving to help their fellow man always proved to be a constant source of strength. Bertelsmann employees respected this attitude and remained loyal to the company in hard times. The continuity of the Bertelsmann publishing house is clearly related to such human ties.

Pillars of the Past

It seems to me that an ethically determined foundation for a company is just as important in our times. A set of objectives focused on people is more important, even today, than entrepreneurial tools such as capital and management techniques. Every enterprise must start from this ethical basis. In addition to ethical goals, many kinds of innovations in our ways of thinking and our habits are necessary today. This also applies to our production systems and work methods. And we must re-examine the relationships between the components of capital, labor, and management. Cherished concepts such as preserving family tradition in the management of a company have become questionable. The unions must recognize that the redistribution of wealth and class struggle no longer result in progress. Entrepreneurs and managers should understand their task as being a mandate of society rather than a claim based on ownership. Many transformations still have to be accomplished.

But what appears to remain as a fact is the recognition that a clear set of goals based on human needs is the best foundation for the constant and successful development of a company. While emphasizing an ethical foundation, I am fully aware of the fact that organizational systems also have to be suitable for the tasks to be accomplished. The principle that systems have their limits where their effects violate elementary traits of human nature must be observed. Political, religious, and economic systems, no matter how good their intentions, are doomed to failure if they make impossible demands on people.

The Significance of Identification and Motivation

Another premise for organizational structures within a company has been added in our times. In order to awaken the creativity which is absolutely essential for development of the work process, employees must identify themselves with their tasks. Willingness to perform on the job is also significantly dependent on proper motivation. At this point, a look at the structure of democratic society is informative. The democratic state can only function if it aligns its policies with the opinion of the majority of the electorate. Applied to the economy, this means that people must understand and accept the purpose of their work if their company is to be successful.

Dependence on the motivation of people has not always been a criterion for the ability of a system to function. In the past, it was possible to maintain a system with force and compulsion, and to keep it sufficiently functional over long periods of time. But we must be aware of the fact that the prerequisites for the effectiveness of such systems were a relatively low level of culture and an extremely slow pace of evolution in all areas of life. These conditions no longer prevail in our times, and, accordingly, authoritarian structures will continue to lose importance and effectiveness. Such a process of development takes time, of course.

These new conditions must be understood and learned. An incorrect understanding of tradition, the tendency to insist on cherished habits, the reluctance to learn new things are all significant obstacles for development in this process. Hindrances resulting from human nature also occur—for example, if managers have to transfer their hard-won rights to other people as part of the delegation of responsibility which is necessary today. For management personnel, this renunciation for the sake of success is a considerable human challenge. I believe that for most entrepreneurs, voluntary and conscious limitation of their power is even more difficult than allowing employees to share in company profits, for example.

A few examples will explain the need to take human nature and motivation into consideration. I do not want to deny that the original goals of Marxism were people-oriented. But its assessment of human nature was very unrealistic. No social system can survive for long if it misjudges mankind and suppresses innate human impulses, as the system in communist countries does. This is just one of the reasons why planned economies are condemned to failure.

This theoretically perfect organizational system fails because it neglects human motivation and also completely underestimates the degree of difficulty of the control function.

In this connection, experience in Yugoslavia with self-administration in the economy is also instructive. Not only are all the handicaps of a planned economy present there, in addition, the system, which is greatly dependent upon democratic decision-making processes, is also unable to train a qualified management elite. Systems which have been developed on a primarily theoretical basis often lead to failure even with good intentions, and the people affected have to bear the regrettable consequences.

Another example can be taken from [German] government administration: Here, the reasons for the conflict between a rigid organizational system and the demands it must fulfill are different. Many of our politicians and also the government hierarchy appear to be convinced that the principle of equality of all citizens, which is certainly correct, argues against the use of modern management techniques. The management principles of delegation of responsibility and performance-based incentive systems are not very widespread in government administration. The motivation, performance, and creativity of our civil servants reflect this. Everyone sees defects in the system—without being able to eliminate them. As a result there is an increasing tendency to do things simply “by the book,” without any personal commitment.

Certainly it was right, in the beginning, to base the work of government administration on the civil servants’ sense of duty. But this concept presupposes relatively unchanging conditions—in other words, little alteration in the way government functions are performed. Today these conditions no longer exist. All areas of human life are rapidly changing today. Our government institutions also have to adapt and develop more flexible structures. Time will tell whether our citizens will, in the long run, value the state bureaucracy, which appears to be perfect but will soon be beyond our means, more than performance, cost-consciousness, and flexibility.

In a time of worldwide communications, it is now possible—and extremely interesting—to observe the results of different organizational systems. Anyone who does this will soon realize that conservative, dogmatic, and centralistic organizational structures are unable to handle the tasks of our times.

Any organizational system which strives for performance and continuity must be supported by the approval of the people. To put it another way, it must be in line with the inherent goals and tendencies of mankind. And in this context, let me point out once again that organizational systems never have a final character. They must always be able to meet the demands of their times and alter accordingly.

An important premise for the ability of systems to evolve is an organizational structure which favors changes and places qualified executives in key positions of authority. Negatively expressed, this means that structures which are future-oriented must be able to eradicate antiquated or incorrect solutions. This is particularly true for the personnel component of management, which is the deciding factor for the success of any organization in any case. Beyond this, we have to be aware that the growth of knowledge and the pressure of competition are constantly increasing the rate of evolution in all areas of life. Often enough, we see that the ability of people to adapt to new conditions cannot keep up with development.

In fact, in the history of mankind, evolution has never previously presented such a challenge. Certainly, evading the trend of development is the easier way out; anyone who knows human nature understands that. But this attitude of refusal is unrealistic. We should not needlessly give up tried and true habits and attitudes, but we must have the courage to come to terms with the conditions of our times and their developments. This is often difficult and sometimes unpleasant—but in the final analysis, it is also part of the essence of human nature.

Changes in Labor Concepts in the Economy

From the point of view of the present, the nineteenth century presents itself as a time when the modern economy was founded. Increased scientific knowledge, machine production methods, and rapidly growing markets gave rise to immense production plants. Compared with today, the task of the nineteenth-century entrepreneur was still relatively simple. Strong, creative personalities were able to manage large economic entities successfully all on their own. The correcting influence of competition was slight and labor was cheap. With fantastic profit margins and low taxation, it was easy to accumulate the required capital. However, from an economic point of view, providing goods and services for society was a primary goal of economic activity even then.

But this definition would hardly have corresponded to the self-awareness of an entrepreneur in the nineteenth or even at the beginning of the twentieth century. At that time, an entrepreneur felt his activities to be part of his self-fulfillment. He wanted to shape things, to be successful and also to make money, and he valued the attributes of power and prestige which happened to result. Certainly, some entrepreneurs felt a sense of societal and social responsibility for their actions even then. But in most companies, the perceived function of the labor force was merely to provide a substitute for those activities which could not yet be performed better by machine. The belief was that in order to succeed, labor costs had to be reduced. And in fact, this was accomplished to a frightening degree!

This analysis of the motivation and the attitudes toward labor of the entrepreneur would be incomplete without an examination of the living conditions of the nineteenth-century worker, for whom a job in industry meant a meager, often barely adequate income. Anyone who could not find employment was reduced to a level of poverty which we can hardly imagine today, in the age of the social safety net. The worker of that time probably had no positive motivation—as far as work was concerned—beyond earning enough to survive.

The influence of the increasing use of technology and rapidly expanding markets multiplied the consequences of the capitalist system. Business enterprises grew into gigantic organizational entities. The accumulation of capital and power in industry took on immense proportions. But in spite of increasing affluence, the position of the worker had scarcely changed by the end of the nineteenth century. Just the opposite; the new possibilities of improved production and efficiency worsened the worker’s conditions of survival. The attitude inherent in the self-concept of the entrepreneurs and the relationship between capital and labor led almost to the brink of a prerevolutionary social situation.

The Influence of Democratization

It was only thanks to the parallel development of the democratization of society in the Western countries that the transition to an evolutionary process could be made in the economy. New political parties and the unions, which slowly gained power, initiated a process of transformation which put people back into the center of economic activity.

This process of evolution, leading up to the present concept of a free-market economy with a social safety net, was difficult and full of confrontations. But it was successful in the Western world in the sense that the basic elements of the capitalist system were retained even in a more people-oriented social order. The production and distribution of goods continued to be controlled according to the principles of efficiency and profitability. The market mechanism directed evolution both in a practical and a democratic way. This brought about the development of an economic system which combined humanitarianism and performance and remained capable of further development under the pressure of competition.

During the same period of time, this process was completely different in the Eastern bloc countries. Here, substitutions were made in the old authoritarian power structures, but the structures themselves remained in effect, in the centralization of the socialist single-party system. This resulted in state capitalism and the centralized, planned economy.

The persons in authority in the Eastern bloc are only slowly coming to realize now that their economic order is not capable of handling the tasks with which it is faced. They are beginning to understand that creativity and willingness to make an effort cannot, in the long run, be obtained on command, and that political dogmas are no substitute for incentives. Therefore it is not surprising that cautious, tentative efforts to reincorporate natural human inclinations into the economic system are being made everywhere. The nations of Eastern Europe still have a long way to go in realizing and implementing this thinking. Even a century is only a short period of time for such a process of development.

In the West, the premises for the method of operation of a company have changed significantly over the past century. The entrepreneur’s freedom of decision-making was significantly restricted, internally and externally, as part of the harmonization process. A parallel development was a significant financial burden on companies for the benefit of the employees and the state. These costs, and the results of competition, reduced the profit margin in the economy. Furthermore, the interests of society also demanded public justification of the activities of the entrepreneur.

Such developments, and particularly the compulsion to evolve brought about by ever tougher competition, have made the task of management more and more difficult. Quite a few entrepreneurs finally gave up under the pressure and lost interest. This was because while more and more effort was being demanded from the entrepreneur, his activity lost an essential part of its original attraction, namely the possibility of creating a relatively large sphere of freedom.

The Waning Influence of Capital

The premises for the influence of capital have also changed. In general, we can see a tendency toward limiting the rights derived from capital. A look at the many kinds of social, tax, and antitrust legislation makes it clear what is meant by this. The laws providing for the right of employees to participate in decision-making are also included in this context. While the working premises in the economy, which continue to develop, require an increasing need for capital on the part of the companies, at the same time formation of new capital on the part of the former owners is made extremely difficult. Taxation of profits, assets, and inheritances eats away at inherited assets and prevents the formation of new ones. Therefore, it is not surprising that hardly any entrepreneurs or family companies can meet the financial demands made on them.

The financial concerns of the entrepreneur are not necessarily identical with the concerns of his company. In our times, there are many other different, adequate sources of financing. The process of changing corporate financing over from sole ownership to other types of financing is slowly taking place. Driving forces for this development are the tax burden on the one hand, and the increasing financing needs of the companies. The understandable human resistance of the entrepreneur to outside capital is slowly giving way before the need of the company to function.

This reduction in the right to lead, based only on ownership of capital, has serious consequences for the social order. After all, it was a decisive element of the capitalist system that management of companies was influenced by the profit motive. If a broader distribution of capital ownership is a goal today, for sociopolitical reasons which are certainly correct, we should nevertheless be aware of the fact that a by-product might be deterioration of the capitalist system.

Separation of ownership and management has far-reaching consequences. The commonality of interests of the stockholders and the company management is clearly decreasing. A manager who






New Demands on the Entrepreneur












The Future Role of the Social Question











A New Understanding of Social Responsibility






Examples of Corporate Social Policy















	State pension:
	   63% of last net income



	Corporate pension:
	   25% of last net income



	Profit sharing:
	   25–100% of last net income



	Total pension:
	  113–188% of last net income













OEBPS/images/Mohn_9780307822901_epub_tp_r1.jpg
SUCCESS
THROUG
PARTNERSHIP

An Entreprmeurml Strategy

REINHARD MOHN

Introduction by Alvin Toffler






OEBPS/images/Mohn_9780307822901_epub_L02_r1.jpg






OEBPS/images/Mohn_9780307822901_epub_cvi_r1.jpg
SUCCESS
THROUGH
PARTNERSHIP

An Entrepreneurial Strategy

Reinhard Mohn

g

Doubleday








OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
 

   
    
		 
    
  
     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





