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The Myth of an Autonomous State:
Industrialists, Junkers, and Social
Policy in Imperial Germany

George Steinmetz

The Prussian state and the various historical incarnations of the state in Ger-
many! between 1870 and 1945 have played a prominent role in the ideal-
typical unconscious of the institutionalist (or “‘state-centered”) tradition of state
theory.2 Theda Skocpol’s emphasis on Max Weber and Otto Hintze as central
forefathers of the “state-centered” perspective underscores the theoretical
centrality of Germany to the statist approach (See Skocpol 1985, 7—8; Hintze
1962—67, Weber 1971; Beetham 1985; Biisch and Erbe 1983; and Kocka
1983). Skocpol represents the Prussian state as archetypically autonomous,
calling it an “extraordinarily disciplined and efficient administrative machine”
(1979, 106). Although the traditional Prussian landed nobility—the Junkers—

This is a substantially revised version of an asticle that was originally published in Compara-
tive Social Research 12 (1990): 239—93. I am grateful to the editor of that volume for permission to
reprint sections of the earlier article. Special thanks are also due to Richard Bicrnacki, Julia Hell,
Bob Jessop, Edward Laumann, Ann Orloff, Adelheid von Saldern, and Daniel Verdier for com-
ments on an earlier draft.

1. T will refer to the Prussian and German states as the “German” state throughout,
although a real German state emerged only gradually over the course of the nineteenth century and
was finally constructed as a political unit at the end of the 1860s. This shorthand is justifiable, even
though the Prussian state continued to exist separately after 1871, since Prussia was intertwined
with the German state in terms of competences and personnel until the fall of the Second Empire.

2. By the “institutionalist” (or state-centered) approach 1o the siate, I am referring to the
work of contemporary theorists such as Theda Skocpol, Stephen Krasner, Alfred Stepan, and Eric
A. Nordlinger, in addition to the earlier writers mentioned in the text. Contemporary sociologists
such as Charles Tilly (1975a, 1975b, 1985, 1990) and Fred Block (1977, 1980) seem to stand in an
intermediate position between state-centered theory and an opposing set of approaches that explain
the state in terms of societal forces. Recent discussions of the statist perspective include Evans et
al. 1985; Almond 1988; Brenner 1988; Cammack 1989; Jessop 1990, 278-88; Jirgens 1990;
Krasner 1984; and March and Olsen 1984.
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258 Society, Culture, and the State in Germany, 1870—1930

were still economically dominant in the early nineteénth century, Skocpol
argues that they were “in no institutional position to block concen;:d policy
initiatives” undertaken by the state (1979, 108).3 This reading of the Prussian/
Ger.man state as essentially autonomous from the dominant social class echoes
the judgments of German writers over the course of several centuries reaching
back from postwar historiography in East and West Germany to Cari Schmitt,
Weber, Hegel, and even the cameralists of the eighteenth century.4 ’
The thesis of the autonomous state has coexisted somewhat uneasily with
an alternative reading according to which the Prussian and German states are
beholden to the Junkers, even after industrial capitalism had become the leadin
sef:tor of the economy in the Kaiserreich. This definition of the state as basicallgg/
anstoc_ratic is, after all, the political component of the German exceptionalism
narrative (Eley 1984). T will discuss the thesis of the “Junker state” and David
Blackb.oum and Geoff Eley’s critiques below. What is crucial to recognize at the
outset is that both the autonomous-state and Junker-state interpretations, when
applied to the Kaiserreich, are compatible with statist theory, since both s;Jggest
a rather.radical autonomy of the state from society.5 Both see the Kaiserreich as
an era in which the German state plied a course independent of industrial
capitalism, acting at key moments and in key policy areas against the interests
of German industrialists. Even if the two interpretations disagree about who
actually controlled the state, they both imply a rather radical disjuncture be-
tween pf)litical and economic forms, for industrial capitalism was the leading
economic sector in the German Empire by the 1880s at the latest (see below)
Such'noncorrespondence between state policy and class structure is paradoxicai
from the standpoint of societal theories of the state.
A f?\?V historians depart from the prevailing wisdom, describing the Ger-

man political system from the 1860s onward as expressing the interests or
hegemony of the bourgeoisie (Eley 1984, 1986; Machtan and Milles 1980).6

3. In a significant though perhaps unintentional elision, Skocpol writes that the Prussian
§tate latef became the “core of . . . Imperial Germany” (1979, 109), rather than the core of the state
in Imperial Germany, thus reducing society to state.

4. East German historians wavered between an interpretation of the Imperial German state
as c':ontmlled by the Julnkers or by industrial capital or as relatively autonomous; indeed, these
Sotmns are often combined in a single analysis (e.g., Gutsche 1976, esp. 51). In another sn;dy the
dsysFem Zfbrule of the empire. of 1871” is described as both principally “bourgeois” and as
lggmol;n?{t:eﬁjll gtlslg ;J:;r:;(e;fn (:12181:1980;982, 24, 31). On the various strands of cameralism, see Maier

5. The differences and tensions bet - i
are discussed in Bonham 1983, 1984; andt:t::mﬂ;?zl?;:;r st and autonomous-siae readings

o 6. Somewhat surprisingly, this view of the imperial state was not characteristic of the
hnstonography of the former German Democratic Republic, whose historians frequently described
the empire as fiominatcd by the Junkers, with industrial capital playing a supporting role. Several
contradictory impulses were operative in pulling East German accounts of the imperiai state in
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These writers acknowledge the German state’s unusually active role in direct-
ing nineteenth-century economic and social development, yet they insist that
the state promoted capitalist industrialization rather than simply propping up
precapitalist classes or pursuing military goals at the expense of industry. A
central difficulty confronting such interpretations, however, is to explain why
state policy should have been aligned with business interests.

To clarify the questions that need to be asked about the German state, the
first section of this essay will review two of the leading positions in the current
discussions of state theory. These approaches correspond roughly to the histo-
riographical views of the German state mentioned above, which are reviewed
in more detail in the second section.

My goal here is to adjudicate between contending views of the state by
weighing the descriptive evidence about German state policy. To narrow the
analysis down to manageable dimensions, T will focus on poor relief and social
insurance policy in Imperial Germany. Specifically, I will ask whether these
policies were related systematically to industrial capitalist interests, or whether
policy-making deviated regularly from industrial interests. The third section
Jooks at national policy-making concerning poor relief and related issues,
arguing that these policies were components of a program of industrial growth.
Relief programs were not only favorable to industrialization but were also
formally modern (a term that is used here in a contextual, historicist sense).
The fourth part turns to the imperial welfare state, arguing that industrialists
participated in shaping social insurance and that their interests triumphed over
those of the agrarians. National social insurance was also formally bourgeois,

and more modern than the comparable policies of Germany’s economically
more advanced British neighbor.

Having established that German social policy corresponded in various
respects to the requirements of industrialization, in my conclusion I propose a
tentative explanation for this isomorphism between state and society. I argue

different directions: (1) a commitment to the basic Marxist theorem of base and superstructure,
which required that states match their economic bases; (2) a dogmatic attachment to almost
anything written by Marx, Engels, or Lenin, whose comments on the German state were notori-
ously underdeveloped and self-contradictory; (3) the historical legacy of Nazism, which in the
carly years of the GDR led to historical interpretations along the lines of the deutsche Misere,
emphasizing the survival of prebourgeois values and elites as explaining Germany’s profound
deviation from the West (cf. Abusch 1947; and Lukécs 1954); (4) the efforts “by the nascent East
German state to define itself as the heir of a progressive, democratic tradition” (Iggers 1988, 16—
17); and (5) the GDR’s competition with the West, where in the 1950s the empire was being
evaluated positively and where “reactionary powers” were said to be using “unification and the
Reich as examples and models for impending political decisions” (Seeber and Wolter 1972). The
result of these clashing pressures was a great deal of confusion in most East German writing on the
imperial state. The clearest East German work employed the concept of “Bonapartism” favored by
critical historians in the West.
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that' p}lbli‘c policy was aligned with industrial capitalism due to the ongoin,
soc1allz?1t10n of many of the state’s civil servants into modernizing an ethoi
supportive of industrial capitalism, and due to the state’s increasing depen-
dence on resources generated by “private” actors in civil society.

State Theory

Neo-Marxist Theories of the State and the “Class
Correspondence Thesis”

At the most general level, Marxist and neo-Marxist writings on the state have
in common the claim that states located within capitalist societies tend to
reproduce and promote capitalism.” Some neo-Marxists make the slightly
weak.er argument that there are broad but powerful structural limits on dys-
functional state policies.8 Y
How do Marxists account for this complementarity between state and
econ_omy? The simplest mechanism is the ability of the dominant classes to
manipulate the state directly. But the fact that parliamentary systems usually
precludf: such direct (or “instrumental”) control by capitalists, allowing non-
propertied groups opportunities to register their will, has provided Marxist
state theory with its central puzzle. States are subject to numerous pressures
fro.m‘suborfiinate groups, and business is often too fragmented to pursue a
unified policy. Yet most neo-Marxists have nonetheless insisted that class
corre'spox}dence (defined as 2 broad complementarity between public policy
and dominant class interests) exists as a sort of boundary condition, regardless
of the specific relations between business and the state. Given th,at business
leaders do not generally monopolize political offices in capitalist societies, the
gentral question is, What guarantees that the state will not be used agains€ the
interests of the propertied classes?

—  Marxists have proposed three main accounts of class correspondence
other than direct capitalist control of the state. The simplest explanation for an
overre_prc‘sentation of capitalist interests in policy is that capitalists and their
organizations usually possess more resources than other classes (or resources

~——that are more easily mobilized; see Offe and Wiesenthal 1980). The political

A 7. There is no space here for a detailed discussion and comparison of Marxist and neo-
Marxist state theories; see the excellent treatments in Jessop 1982, 1985.

' 8. The claim that public policies in capitalist societies are functionally related to social
reIauo.ns need not be equivalent to arguing that the state is explained functionally, Without
repeatllng the familiar disputes about functionalist explanation in Marxism, suffice it to n}:ention th
fo!lown}g clarifjxcaticn (made in Cohen 1978): the state can be functional (i.c., beneficial) fo:
prod\.mm?n relations without being functionally explained by those relations. As'w‘;ll become clear,
Tam inclined toward a nonfunctionalist explanation of German state policy, but I also will sy, :c
that such policies were generally functional for capitalist industrialization’. e

The Myth of an Autonomous State 261

access of powerful groups may also be enhanced by the state’s bureaucratic
insulation. But such explanations are weakened in societies like nincteenth- \
century Germany, where industrial capital faced other powerful and mobilized
upper classes with very different interests. As we will see below, German
policymakers were frequently forced to choose between these two resource-
rich groups. o
A second argument is that a range of “structural selectivities”—laws,
institutional rules, and norms—are built into the state apparatus itself. The
result of these structural biases is that policies are shaped, selected, and cen-
sored in ways that systematically benefit a specific class (see, e.g., Offe 1974,
1984b; Offe and Ronge 1984; and Jessop 1983, 1990, 1982, 10311, 164—65). |
To avoid functionalism, the original implantation of such selectivities into the j
state is often traced to active interventions by conflicting social classes, parties, |
organizations, social movements, and the like (see Esping-Andersen, Fried-
land, and Wright 1976; and Wright 1978, 181-252). Such biases may be
viewed as contingent rather than necessary outcomes, but once they are estab-
lished, they obviate the need for direct intervention by their beneficiaries.
The third account focuses on the state’s supposed exclusion from large-
scale engagement in productive activities. Thus prevented from becoming self- J\

)

|

supporting, the state is forced into dependence on resources generated in the
private economy—taxes, credit, and the like. State policies that overstep cer-
tain boundaries of acceptability to business will normally be met by disinvest-
ment or capital flight. In essence, state managers cannot erode business confi-
dence without undermining their own position.?

Although this third solution offers an explanation for class correspon-
dence, it still has several problems. F irst, the state’s dependence on funds
generated in the private economy can describe only the outer limits, but not the
actual content, of policy. Second, it is unclear why state managers may not be
led to sabotage the state, either inadvertently or deliberately. The theorists
could respond that this would lead inevitably to a business backlash. Yet even
in the face of an alienated capitalist class, state officials could attempt to retain
power, guide investment, and exiract revenues by force. A third problem with
this argument is that it relies on the subjective perceptions of class actors and
state managers and assumes inappropriately that these perceptions will coin-
cide with objective economic interests. As indicated by the psychological
reference in the phrase “business confidence,” the intolerability of public pol-

9, Block (1977, 1980) suggests that the privatc economy’s ability to censor state man-
agers’ initiatives is lowered during economic crises and wars, events that give officials more
leeway. A similar argument was proposed by Rudolf Goldscheid and Joseph Sct after
World War I, analyzing the limitations imposed on the state’s social-policy initiatives through its
dependence upon tax revenue. In Hans-Ulrich Wehler’s summary of Goldscheid’s theory, “the
state’s fiscal arrangements hold the key to an understanding of its true social constitution” (Wehler
1985, 137; see also Goldscheid 1926; and Schumpeter 1918).
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icies is at least partially subjective (at least up to the threshold where the state
apprqpnates the entire surplus). State policy will affect investment behavior
f)nly if business perceives it as endangering profits. The theory brackets the
ideological construction of politics. Finally, the assumption that states cannot
become financially autonomous from society is derived logically tather than
dem(.mstrated empirically. Although it has been the historical norm in societies
domnatcd by capitalist property relations for states to be separated from pro-
duction, 10 no reasons have been adduced for the necessity of such a separation
I.t seems more .reasonable to regard tax dependency and exclusion from produc;
tion not as universal but as constraints that state officials frequently face.

State-Centered Theory and the Thesis of State Autonomy

The so-called state-centered approach is actually a cluster of perspectives and
en.lphases: a Hintzean view of the state as a personality or actor, embodying the
sui generi§ interests of its political incumbents; an “institutionalist” focus on
the ways in which state structures, capacities, and discourses shape the inci-
dence and form of policy outputs (i.e., the state as structural constraint); and
finall}.l what Skocpol (1985, 21) calls a “Toquevillian” concern with the \,vays
in which states shape civil society. State-centered theorists vary in terms of the
vigor of their rejection of class and societal dynamics as determinants of state
action. In this section I will distinguish two main elaborations of the state-
centered perspective and examine their treatment of business-state relations.
! The first variant is compatible with the argument that states tend to pro-
mote industrial capitalism, but the reasons given for that outcome differ from
those suggested by neo-Marxists. It is argued that officials pursue their own
agendas, although they must rely on class forces in civil society in order to do
so. One way of formulating the state’s ultimate dependence on business has
alrf:afiy been discussed under the rubric of neo-Marxism (again accenting the
ﬁu.ldlty of the boundaries between statist and class theories): state clites arc
dnvefl to promote accumulation in order to pursue their own goals. Other
theorists trace the need to promote capitalist industry specifically to the pres-
sures qf the international system of competing states. States’ intrinsic ter-
ritoriality pushes rulers to defend or expand their states’ geographic boundaries
(Mann 1988, 139). At a minimum, state officials must promote industry at
levels adequate for national defense. There are divergent understandings of the
effects f)f such interstate pressures. For Charles Tilly (1990), the constraint on
absolutist states pursuing their irreducibly military aims lay in their need to

10. An exception is cases where external sources of revenue or military weaponry are so

gﬁ;cr;gs that political leaders are liberated from reliance on the domestic economy; see Tilly 1990
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strike bargains with merchant capitalists in order to gain the credit necessary
for fighting wars. As warfare became more industrialized, political officials
also came to believe that only private industry could provide the weaponry
needed to compete militarily (Steinmetz 1993, chap. 4). As aresult, states were
increasingly tied to industrial producers.

At least two other forms of pressure may have led states to foster indus-
trial capitalism. Rulers’ desire for domestic stability, valued as an end in itself,
may have wedded them to capital. For example, state managers might accom-
modate private industry because they fear the destabilizing consequences of
unemployment. A final source of pressure could derive from competition for
standing in the international states system. This striving for prestige is ex-
emplified by nineteenth-century governments’ enthusiastic participation in
universal expositions and industrial fairs (Plam 197 7). What a nation needs to
rise in international rankings of distinction has varied historically, of course,
but most of the ingredients since the nineteenth century have presupposed a
booming industrial economy.!!

In sum, states may seek to attain domestic peace or the resources for war
or international political competition by overseeing profitable capital accumu-
lation.!2 The underlying logic here is usually undersiood as more “state cen-
tered” than “society centered,” since the motor is “internal” to the state. But
state elites are forced to accommodate actors in civil society to atain their
goals. Like neo-Marxist theories, these attenuated statist views imply that
policies will meet the interests of major sectors of business. The distinction
between this approach and society-centered theories is really one of emphasis.

A second version of statist theory poses a stronger challenge to societal
theories of politics (see Skocpol 1979; Orloff and Skocpol 1984). This ap-
proach suggests that officials and bureaucrats often develop policies indepen-
dently of social interests and pressures, and that their autonomy from dominant
classes is potentially complete. States in capitalist societies may reach a “tip-
ping point” (Block 1980), at which they free themselves entirely from the

11. In early- to mid-nineteenth-century Europe, the key ingredient may have been a positive
trade balance, quality manufactured goods, or a national railroad system; later in the century,
overall industrial output was probably more central. Military power was another obvious asset.
From 1945 to the 1960s, the emphasis was probably as much on democracy and relative distribu-
tional equality, while the current period again emphasizes material rather than normative values.

12. This provides a further twist to Block’s argument that war produces the conditions for
state autonomization, but it also forces these autonomous states to accommodate industry. Condi-
tions that could loosen this dependency include state takeover of the military industry and a
willingness to rely on foreign arms supplies. Yet reliance on arms trade rather than indigenous
arms production may create a d ituation of dependency and vulnerability to boycott.
Where a nation monopolizes some internationally essential product, this danger may be attenuated;
the obvious example is oil states, which could be the “exception which proves the rule” (Brenner
1988) of state heteronomy.
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moorings and constraints of society and are i i
able to violate the intere:
most powerful socioeconomic actors, P ofthe
Class-correspond'ence theories are not weakened by evidence that state
:Eanagcrs are elaborating policies in bureaucratic isolation. If it is to be more
an 1a reﬁnﬁ:ment of other approaches, therefore, state-centered theory ulti-
mately requites the demonstration of “class noncorrespondence,” that is, in-
stincefs t1ln which st'ate officials directly and systematically transgress the i;nter-
ests g f e econogncally do'rn;nant class(es). Statists need to show that the state
:jrtlh:' captu;ed Il-.i)y a declining class!3 or that it can be used by state managers
1r own benefit, solidifying themselves into a self: i
1 -reproduc -
stand (bureaucratic class). i e feamten

The German Welfare State as an Example of State Autonomy

The mos't generous test of state-centered theory would involve examinin
states with strong administrative capacities and executive leaders, both %‘
which are expected to be conducive to state autonomy (Evans et ;l 19850
Much of the state-centered work has focused on Anglo-American statf;s hoy ;
eyer, .w1th their relatively weak bureaucracies, or on twentieth-centu ,Sca‘:xl-
dinavian states, which have been penetrated by social democratic pa;t}i,es tha;
are the ostensible instruments of social interests. The German state in the later
mpeteenth century seems more likely to fit the statist scenario; it had a ration-
al}ze(fl and well-trained Weberian bureaucracy, and its leaZIers especiall
Bismarck, conveyed an intense belief in the notion of raison d’ét;t Y
-Assessments of state autonomy should also focus on contesied olic
areas, su(l:h as the welfare state.14 Yet the world’s first welfare state svhicﬁ
emerged in Germany in the 1870s and 1880s, has not yet been the obj;ct ofa
self-f:onsmously statist analysis. The central goal of this essay is to explore the
relations between social policy and social classes in what can be seé)n as the

G ory €0 (U al <]
(Fuiet O] €Il or statis .15 The ques
anic me 1 t the Ty. 15 q tions that guld the

13. Note that Marxists have often claimed th:
at states may represent the interests of -
;isi:nt ;rt nascent classes; the clearest example is the traditional Marxist argument about the a:ssocl?t
state as a transitional but essentially “bourgeois” sta ;
T geois” state (cf. Engels, Poulantzas). ClI.
cohx-respondencf is prleser.ved here by extending the time horizon, although’ the mechan)isms a‘bss
which Sj;mh a pmlactwe" correspondence is assured are not explained. Y
on ff]l g;gss‘ee Weir .and Skocpol 1985; Skocpol and Ikenberry 1983; Orloff and Skocpol 1984;
o oo T k,‘and Weir et al. 1988. It should also be noted that explanations of the welfare state have’
‘been the sn:cngth of the class-correspondence theory, in both its more orthodox Marxist
versu?ns (e.lg., Miller and Neustiss 1975; Booth 1978; Jessop 1982, 78—141) and its neo- or post:
Marxist guise (e.g., 0’Connor 1973; Offe 1984b). o
e tenle:‘s/:siz(]a;(l)l?:?(?o{nl(19172,; 180) notes, there are probably fifty different definitions of
y” (Sozialpolitik). In this essay, “social policy” is defined to
t “soc encompass an;
intervention into the realm understood by contemporaries as “the social.” This definition li):clude)s,
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1. Was state policy related in a systematic way to dominant class inter-
ests, or was the state able to detach itself from those interests?

9. If dominant class interests were related systematically to state policy,
how was such correspondence achieved?

To make sense of the state’s relations to dominant class interests and
actions, 1 will focus first on the content of public policies, and secondly on the
formal and organizational aspects of state interventions. More specifically,
will evaluate the match between welfare programs and the expressed wishes of
different segments of the industrial bourgeoisie and the agrarian Junker class,
and then examine the policies’ fit with an abstract, formal logic of industrial
capitalism. I will examine two different sets of policies: poor relief and social
insurance, exploring both programs at the local and national levels of the
state.16

To anticipate my conclusion, T will argue that both poor relief and social
insurance policies coincided with the interests of the leading fractions of the
business elite and corresponded formally to the general structural features of
industrial capitalist society. This match came about through different mecha-
nisms at the national and local levels. Industrial elites directly dominated the
local level of government, especially before 1900, but their impact was only
indirect at the national level. Tt is therefore possible to discern a “pristine”
model of society-centered politics in the municipal realm, i.e., a politics based

on direct connections between state power and bourgeois agents. Industry and
commerce provided both the personnel and the social base for the urban local
state. Nationally, key industrialists took a positive stance toward various wel-
fare policies. Yet these interventions were not the major reason for class corre-

traditional poor relief as well as social insurance and covers the local and regional levels of the
polity. Naturally, there are certain areas of late-nineteenth-century social policy that cannot be
treated here (see Ritter 1986; Steinmetz 1993).

16. Ttis necessary to challenge the notion of a unified state. The concept of the state must be
disaggregated not only horizontally—looking separately at the military, fiscal, welfare, education-
al, and other apparatuses (see, e.g., Geyer 1984)—but also vertically—distinguishing the local,
regional, and central levels. My use of the term “local state” does not imply acceptance of a
specific theoretical orientation whercby the local level is seen as performing certain functions in a
hierarchical division of political labor among different parts of a “state system.” See Cockburn
1977 for the origin of the term “local state”; see Clark and Dear 1984; Sharpe 1984; Saunders
1979, 1982; and espcially Greer 1987 for excellent discussion of different views.

While it is certainly true that the local states in Germany were delegated specific tasks by
central governments, they had a great deal of in the impl ion of such tasks and in
fiscal terms. Nonetheless, local governments were statelike on a number of dimensions: they
exercised legally binding and (generally) legitimate authority backed by violence; their sov-
ereignty operated within a bounded territory; they were institutionally differentiated both inter-
nally and externally, i.e., from civil society; and their binding decisions were made in the name of
the general will (see Jessop 1990, 338-69).
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sgondence of national policy. Instead, statc elites” commitment to industrializ-
ation was prompted by a dual concern with social order and with international
competitiveness. This resulted in an overlap of state and industrial interests
obviating direct business interventions. Nonbourgeois German officials Were;
corppelled to promote capitalist industrialization, even while they pursued
ultimate goals not fundamentally different from those of classical absolutist
states. One result was that even aspects of state policy that were far removed
‘f‘rom clas.his of economic interest and direct capitalist intervention assumed a
bour.gcoxs form. The appropriate outcome from a class-correspondence per-
spective thus resulted from quasi-statist dynamics, and not from a complet
subordination of state to society. P
N While this essay is primarily structured around discussions of state theory.
itis 2?159 an appraisal of the dominant view of the imperial state among Germar;
specialists. Here I am concerned with the thesis, outlined below, that Imperial
German.y was somehow politically backward, exceptional, or premodern in
comparison with its neighbors. The demonstration that welfare policy was
essentially bourgeois is a partial refutation of the thesis of the German Kaiser-
reich’s “exceptionalism.” Indeed, German policies actually foreshado;ved
many of the prevailing forms of welfare policy in twentieth-century Europe.
rather than lagging behind or merely keeping pace. Social policies at the urbar;
and national levels were in the avant-garde in organizational terms—a quality
of the.programs hereafter referred to in shorthand as their “modernity.” This is
not. 2 judgment of the programs’ value, but rather of the degree to which they
anthpated features of an ideal-typical model of later social policy.1”

State and Social Policy in Imperial Germany and the
Exceptionalism Thesis

Studies of the emergence of the world’s first welfare state in Germany during
Fhe 1880s have been deeply conditioned by the thesis of German exceptional-
ism. Eley (1981, 1984, 1986) and Blackbourn (1984) have criticized this view
of German development as having followed a unique, “exceptional” path, or
Sonderweg, profoundly different from the other major capitalist countries ’At
the core of the exceptionalism thesis is a basic disjuncture between the ec.on-
omy, class, and social structures on the one hand, and political and cultural
sub.systems on the other. In a typical formulation, “the internal structure of the
Kaiserreich was riven by a discrepancy between the political and social con-

17.' “Modernity” refers here to a group of formal dimensions of welfar i i-
mafe' an ideal-typical twentieth-century model. These dimensions were em:r};z::);i‘fe:!s)g;:x;f
political fxn§ administrative efficiency and do not have any evident class logic. While referring to
them as fndxf:at.ors of relative modernity, I hope that this periodization avoids any essentialis% or
teleological ions. Modernity is i ded here as a historically specific ideal type.
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stitution” (Diiding 1972, 15).18 According to authors as different as Thorstein
Veblen, Alexander Gerschenkron, Ralf Dahrendorf, and Barrington Moore, Jr.,
the historical development of Germany was deeply conditioned by the absence
of a bourgeois revolution against the precapitalist elite and by the prominent
position of the landed nobility in both society and the state throughout the
nineteenth and much of the twentieth century.

This image of the neofeudal survivals in recent German history leads
historians to invert a number of traditional Marxist views and to recast as
atavistic certain elements of German society that were seen as specifically
modern by contemporaries. Thus, for example, it is argued that the German
social democratic labor movement did not provide other nations with a glimpse
of their own future but was instead an indication of the backwardness of the
German polity. The highly crystallized class boundaries and class identities in
Imperial Germany are understood as a sign of that society’s backwardness, and
not as an expression of the insistence of class structure. Prussia’s efficient
bureaucracy and military and Germany’s early universal male suffrage for
elections to the Reichstag are read as indicators of a profound historical retar-
dation, and not as models of political modernization.

An area that has elicited less discussion is the precocious pre-1914 Ger-
man welfare state. Unlike many nineteenth-century contemporaries in Ger-
many and abroad, more recent scholarship has often coded Bismarck’s social
policies as a result of neofeudal paternalism and the weakness of liberalism, or
as disqualified by the manipulative motives that inspired it. Hans-Ulrich
Wehler (1985, 136) contrasts Bismarck’s social insurance with a vaguely spec-
ified “modern style of state intervention,” one whose “proper effect” would be
to redistribute national income. Dahrendorf refers to the German welfare state
as “authoritarian” and claims that social policy “immobilized” people rather
than promoting capitalism (Dahrendorf 1967, 40, 47, 193, 252). Bven studies
that acknowledge certain progressive aspects of the early German social inter-
ventions discuss them under the aegis of the “defense of traditional authority”

(Rimlinger 1971, 112).1°

Because the Kaiserreich was the era in which industrial capitalism be-
came economically dominant in Germany (articulated with a variety of “ear-
lier” modes of production), it is criticl for evaluating the exceptionalism
18. Mielke speaks of the conservative political opposition to a proper “synchronization of

economic and political development” (1976, 17).

19. Another approach is to single out national social insurance as one of Germany’s few
“positive” deviations from the Western norm—although admitting the modernity of such a key
element of German politics would seem to undermine the coherence of the Sonderweg thesis, See
Puhle 1981, 45, and the more recent opinions of Wehler, which seem to exempt municipal politics
and state social policy (as well as scientific research) from the negative balance sheet on the
Kaiserreich (Wehler 1983, 33).
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thesis. Societal theories, including Marxism, expect the rise of industrial
capitalism to be accompanied by a series of parallel changes in civil society
and the state. But the supposedly distinguishing feature of German develop-
ment is that the most important of these concomitant effects failed to material-
ize, even during the height of capitalist industrialization.

Historiography and the German State: Junkerstaat or
Autonomous State?

There are at least two major interpretations of the Imperial German state that
challenge the view that business interests were at the heart of state policy. The
first, exemplified by Hegel, Gustav Schmoller, and Hintze, accepts the tradi-
tional view of the Prussian bureaucracy as “a neutral force above the compet-
ing particular interests of party and class, embodying the universal interest of
society as a whole, and endowed with a special political wisdom” (Beetham
1985, 63). According to this reading, the German state stood “above the
classes” (Conze 1985, 79). This interpretation provides the closest fit with the
strong state-autonomy thesis. Yet it often conflates the attempts by state offi-
cials to sail an antibusiness course and their actual successes in doing so.20

The second and more commeon challenge to the economy-centered analy-
sis is what I call the “main” version of the exceptionalism thesis. Rather than
arguing for state autonomy, it is claimed here that the state was beholden to
Junker interests, which it favored against industry in a number of key policy
areas (Bonham 1984, 210).2! This assertion flies in the face of even the most

" 20. Historians’ treatment of the “Hibernia affair” of the early 1900s is an example of a
misleading reinforcement of the image of state autonomy. In 1904, the Prussian state challenged
industrialists by attempting to nationalize the third-largest coal company in the country, Hibernia.
The stakes in the Hibernia affair have typically been assessed in the alternative “Would ‘the state”
control the economy, or would the economy overwhelm the state?” (Medalen 1978, 93). The
Hibernia sale was supported by the Conservative and Center Parties, the leading antimonopolistic
employers’ association (Bund der Industriellen), and, most importantly, by the agrarians (Mottek
1968, 26). For some contemporaries and historians, the Prussian state’s brazenness seems to have
overshadowed the fact that it failed in its bid for power: business prevailed, and the Hibernia mine
was not nationalized. ’

21. Those who insist on the German state’s autonomy or orientation toward Junker interests
often simultaneously describe it as “Bonapartist.” But this description of the Imperial German state
contrasts sharply with the archetypical Bonapartism of the French Second Empire. The regime of
Napoleon 111, with its modernizing and proindustry Saint-Simonian advisers, systen Ily pro-
moted business interests (Plessis 1979, 85-90). As Wolfgang Mommsen writes, Bonapartism
refers to a “long-term stabilization of a bourgeois system through plebiscitary means” (1983, 196;
see also Draper 1977, 385—463). Bonapartism is the result of a circumstance in which the
bourgeoisie is unable to rule alone or to construct viable alliances, and thus “confesses that . . . in
order to save its purse it must forfeit the crown” (Marx 1970b, 436). By emphasizing the non-
capitalist thrust of imperial state interventions, the standard literature on the Kaiserreich thus
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flexible class-correspondence theories of the state. Argument§ about the pn}\]/-
ileging of agrarian interests over industrial ones are made with regard to tl ef
tariff reforms of 1878—79 and 1902, the ﬁnanc.e reform of 1908, the granting 0f
special state subsidies and tax breaks to agrarians, the Stock E)fchange Aitl pt
1896, and the fights from 1894 through 1901 on the construction of the- 12 ;
tellandkanal (a waterway linking the western anq easten} parts of ?russm).
The Mittellandkanal debate, in which the agrarians gamed. a seties. of kfey
victories, “indicated how the administration was ultimately willing to side with
the Junkers against heavy industry” (Segre 1980, ?’34).23 ‘

The literature on the Sammlung between agnculu'xre anq heavy industry
(the “alliance of iron and rye”) often suggests that conflicts of interest betwe.:en
agrarians and industrial capitalists were ultimately amepable tq risoluqon
through trade-offs—or clse that the two groups’ cominon interest in “keeping
the proletariat from gaining control of state power (Ke}}r 1973, %76) was
sufficient to harness them to one another.2* The lo_cus classicus of this assegs}
ment of the possibility for compromise is the literature on the 1902 tanf
reforms and the navy bills, according to which industry grantcd.the reforms nf
exchange for the bills (Stegmann 1970; Wehler 1985, 97; Bark‘m 1970, 19$7,
and Kehr 1973, 276). There was a difference, however, in t.hc relative
capacities of the two economic classes to abide by suc.h compromises. Heavy
industry could survive and even flourish behind the tariff wal}s ar}d was tl:icr;
fore ultimately predisposed to accept tariffs for the sake of antisocialist unity.

undermines the comparison with the French Second Empire. The use ot? th'e t§n;\ seems more
appropriate for writers who view the imperial state as slanted toward capitalist in GZs;y disand
22. On the battles over these reforms, see Kehr 1973, 283 n. 4; Horn 1958, 1964; a]\; 1:1
Nussbaum 1978, 115; Mielke 1976, 22; Barkin 1970; Witt 1970; Born 1957, 164; and Bonham
195 23, Itisalso argued that Junker interests triumphed over consewati\{e-agrarian ideologle;i usx
one key area: the Russian question. Whereas conservatives favored an alliance of t}me xrlxox;arcR |es ¢
against the democratic Western states, agrarians’ interests were threatened mostt:uict yd y ; ;Jnc
sian grain, The German-Russian alliance, of course, event}xally collapsed, at,l’d e Z I(;m s
factor contributing to this was the new trade treaty, which was .extc)med fr(?rn‘ te tl.lsstfj -
government under duress following the 1905 revolution. Thus agrarians ec?n;mlc \3n erests tof
the upper hand over their political interests. See Kehr 1973, 27374, especiaily n. | disous:
24. Onthe Sammlung, see Stegmann 1970; and Wehler 1985, 94-99. Ref:ent critical sous:
sions of the model include Pflanze 1983; and Eley 1986, .11 .0—53. Eckart. Kehr’s uniasy ;:[m: m:n
tion of the Junkerstaat and Sammlung theses is charactelesnc of later wtcrs. EYen- v'vn 0ut op! n
public demand,” he writes, “Germany was guided accm_'dmg to the d@lrefs of caplta.hstu-; x:t_:otncmzl1 ’
(1973, 261); elsewhere, however, he throws into question the functionality of the state’s interve;
i i g, 1973, 277). ) i
o f;;m;hu';tri)s, ((lngpite the ’comlzlaints of organizatioqs such as the heavy-industrial C;lx;;alvi;
band Deutscher Industrieller (CDI), whose congresses in ‘the. 1890s and thereafter are i " :Vslit_
complaints about agrarians. See CDI, Verhandlungen, Mitteilungen und Ifertchte, m; ) igueck
zung des Ausschusses” on 5 May 1905, 22-23, 28-29. As the CDI chief Hen;y. xel Bueck
complained, the CDI had inspired the creation of a wirtschaftlicher Ausschuss (an advisory c



270 Society, Culture, and the State in Germany, 1870—1930

Agr-arians, however, were less able to compromise. The frequent emphasis on
thg iron-rye alliance notwithstanding, it is clear that in many policy areas a true
alliance was impossible. Policies favoring industrialization appeared to
threaten the very survival of the eastern agrarian system. Most strongly op-
posed were programs that loosened the bonds of rural labor or raised the

attractiveness or plausibility of migration to the cities and factories. As one
analyst puts it,

To the extent that [the Junkers] were buying fertilizers and agricultural
machines they had a vested interest that industry would develop some-
where: preferably not in Germany, however, since the factories would
have allured [sic] labor into the cities and away from the eastern es-
tafes. s The manufacturers were of course oriented in the opposite
d{rectlon: as they envisaged the question, industrial growth should not be
dlsct')uraged even if it was bound in the long run to undermine the eco-
nomic and political strength of the landed entrepreneurs. The cherished
hope of the latter, that Germany would be a static grain-exporting agri-
cultural nation under their own control, was antithetical to that of the
manufacturing class. (Segre 1980, 332)

Sandro Segte voices the orthodoxy of 2 wide array of historical studies of
the empire when he writes that “the administration . . . pursued the alliance of
a]l the conservative forces even at the cost of hampering the country’s indus-
trial ‘growth." Although they were allied with heavy industry, the agrarians
“had’it their own way” when the two interests clashed (332—33). Similarly,
Otto Pflanze argues that for Bismarck “the protection of agrarian interests’
[was]' the highest duty of economic policy,” and “the course he followed was
agrarian or even anticapitalist”; Bismarck attacked one branch of industry after
another during the 1870s and 1880s (1983, 158, 192). Eatlier in the century,
Bobert Michels claimed that it was “not the legitimate representatives of th;
industrial-capitalist economic order, the ‘bourgeoisie,’ but the legitimate repre-
sentatives o.f an essentially antiquated economic syétem, feudalism, [who] set
for the empire its policy abroad, and also and especially its internal direction
and goal” (quoted in Kehr 1973, 277).

There are differing views of how this correspondence came about. Some
au.thors emphasize agrarian recruitment into the upper bureaucracy or the
ar.lstocratic heritage of the major Prussian and imperial officials, such as
Bismarck himself. John Gillis writes that by the 1870s “the civil service was
- . . firmly connected to agrarian interests” (1968, 127). According to Hans-

similar .to tpe Zollbeirat, or Tariff Advisory Board of the early 1890s), but the government “has
stuffed it with the most extreme agrarian interests” (31). In general, however, heavy industry does
not seem to have strongly opposed the tariffs (of. Kehr 1973, 297 f)).
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Peter Ullmann (1976), the Junkers’ ability to exercise “passive influence” over
German officials was enhanced by values shared by the two groups. Other
writers focus on alleged purges of the bureaucracy during the 1880s, which
were tied to laws compelling bureaucrats to defend the official positions of the
Kaiser and the chancellor.26 Emphasis is often placed on the powerful agrarian
pressure groups, especially the more radical ones that arose in the 1890s.
Whatever the mechanisms, this argument differs from those that portray the
state elite as autonomous from civil society-—although the two theses are often
merged in specific analyses.?’

Marxist Theory and the Critique of German Exceptionalism

The elements of the exceptionalism thesis that have elicited the most critical
commentary are the underdeveloped democratization of political relations and
the missing “embourgeoisement” (Verbiirgerlichung) of values and norms in
everyday life. The critics of the Sonderweg thesis have paid relatively little
attention to business-state relations. The exceptionalists’ image of the German
state is central to my current purposes, however.

Eley’s writings have attempted to reformulate the questions about state
and society in Imperial Germany. With respect to political liberalism, Eley’s
-interrogation of the Sonderweg thesis has involved a quite persuasive critique

26. Kehr (1965) made the original argument about the purge of the bureaucracy under
Robert von Puttkamer as Prussian minister of the interior. See Anderson and Barkin 1982 for an
important critique of this thesis; also Morsey 1957, esp. 186242,

27. There is a great deal of confusion between these two arguments. Gary Bonham notes
that the perception by the “liberal” critics of the Wilhelmine t y of “an independ
administration appears to be contradicted by their contention that it was also dominated by a
landed aristocratic social elite” (1984, 207). This conflation is even present in most current
writings on the Wilhelmine state, including Wehler (1985). A further dilemma is that the so-called
Kehrites (cf. Puhle 1978; Eley 1986) are often considered Marxist because of their emphasis on
class control of the state. Yet their assumption that the Junkers controlled the state is deeply at odds
with the class-correspondence thesis, Hans-Jiirgen Puhle (1978) is thus correct in doubting the
unity of the category Kehrite, to the extent that Wehler and Kehr occasionally portray the imperial
state as promoting industry.

Both Fast German historians and some representatives of the Bielefeld school have sug-
gested that industrial, especially monopoly, rather than agrarian interests were served by state
policy, even if Junkers held office. Many East Germans stressed a Junker-capitalist entente as
opposed to pure capitalist domination (e.g., Klein 1976; and Baudis and Nussbaum 1978). As Eley
points out, Jiirgen Kocka and Wehler tend to asserta discrepancy between “the state as a system of
political domination . . . and its role in the economy (its ‘modern’ interventionist character)”
(1985, 131). But it is precisely the “modernity” of the latter, i.e., the problem of discerning which
classes and factions were favored by the state’s interventions in the economy, that is in question
here. Wehler’s writings are particularly enigmatic in this regard, however, even when he endorses
the polysemous term “organized capitalism.” I would tend to agree with Lothar Gall’s assessment
of Wehler as viewing the interventionist state as “patriarchal [and] social-conservative, and not as
an instrument of new and offensive economic dynamics” (Gall 1978, 558 n. 15).
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of the idea that it is possible to identify certain liberal-democratic ideas or
institutions as having an essentially bourgeois character, providing a standard
by which the German middle class can then be judged. Eley argues (1984, 58,
75-90) that values and ideologies are not associated in an essential, one-to-one
way with social classes and modes of production, echoing Ernesto Laclau and
other critics of orthodox theories of ideology (Laclau 1977; Laclau and Mouffe
1985), Contrary to both modernization theorists and Marxists such as Nicos
Poulantzas (1978), Eley insists that parliamentary structures, liberal ideas, and
democratic revolution should not be conflated, nor should they be seen as
having an ontological affinity with either capitalism or the bourgeoisie.

How does Eley analyze the German state and its relation to business?
Rejecting “instrumentalist” theories, he insists that the bourgeoisie need not
occupy the key positions in the state in order to “dominate” society as a whole.
Eley suggests that analysts should be less concerned with asking who partici-
pates, and focus more on cui bono questions such as how well state policies and
political practices met the interests of business. He has rightly stressed that
many of the aspects of German “civil society” that had been viewed as pre-
capitalist relics and holdovers were in fact beneficial to industrial capital. The
paternalism and repressiveness of German business, for example, have typ-
ically been seen as somehow premodern and irrational, yet Eley argues that
these strategies represented a “specific form of capitalist rationality” (Eley
1986, 47). By the same token, the nondemocratic political forms of Germany’s
“reyolution from above” may have been “more closely linked to the realization
of bourgeois interests than elsewhere”; in Britain and France this realization
“was complicated by the unruly interventions of the subordinate classes”
(1984, 84).

Eley’s point of departure puts him on more solid ground than those who
would characterize Imperial Germany by measuring the direct participation of
businessmen in government or the degree of illiberalism or paternalism in
society at large. Eley argues that “it is by no means clear that the Kaiserreich
actually was a state dominated by the Junkers” (1986, 51). He suggests that the
concept of Bonapartism is probably the “best point of departure” for under-
standing the German state (1984, 149). Yet his treatment of the state per se is
not fully elaborated. Both Eley and Blackbourn have been more persuasive in
demonstrating the rationality of bourgeois practices in “civil society” than in
explaining the relations between public policies and business interests.

Marxists have sometimes argued that the nineteenth-century German state
fulfilled “bourgeois” functions while excluding manufacturing capital from
political power. As Marx wrote, “the days when the [German] bourgeoisie
wept in Babylonian captivity and drooped their diminished heads were the very
days when they became the effective power of the land” (quoted in Elster 1985,
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418).28 Engels argued that even during the early 1870s, “the.bourgcoisic was
. . . the economically most powerful class among the populatlo_n; the state had
to obey its economic interests” (1970a, 417). But, Engels continues, the bgur-
geoisie “was still far from actual political domination. . . . for the time being,
the executive depended on it, at best, in a very indirec.t form”. (418). German
“Bonapartism” was characterized as ultimately benefiting ca.lpltal: ‘fThe bour-
geoisie buys gradual social emancipation at the price of the 1mmed1at§ renun-
ciation of political power” (Engels 1969b, 167). On numerous occasions En-
gels provided what is now a familiar explanation for this 1ndI1rect form of rule:
“Our German bourgeoisie is stupid and cowardly; it even failed to understand
how to take hold of and keep the political rule which the working class won for
it in 1848. . . . the German bourgeoisie has never had the ability to lead and
represent the nation as a ruling class (1962, 383—84); “the mass of the bour-
geoisie does not want to rule” (Engels 1969a, 160).2
Two of the leading postwar Marxist theorists, Poulantzas and Perry An-
derson, have offered quite different readings of the Imperial German state.
Anderson interprets the Prussian state as definitive of a specific Eastern Euro-
pean variant of absolutism and as “the classical case in Europe of an uneven
and combined development” (1974, 236). Between the seventeenth and the
mid-nineteenth centuries, such “unevenness” counterposed the more advanced
castern state structures—“level with the Western States”—against the‘ more
traditional supporting social formations (p. 224). One distinct charfactc.rlstxc of
Prussian absolutism, according to Anderson, was the degree to which it repre-
sented a continually renegotiated pact between the Hohenzollern 'monarchs and
the landed nobility. Social classes whose impress could be felt in the western
variant of absolutism, such as the urban bourgeoisie, were absent.ﬁ‘om this
compromise. The second distinguishing feature of eastern and espec‘:xally Prus-
sian absolutism was its particularly violent and warlike nature. This violence
was inherent in the eastern absolutist state, whose function was “to defend t}.1e
class position of the feudal nobility against both its rivals abroad and its

28. Elsewhere Marx amended this view, calling the Bismarckian state “n'othing buta polis:e—
guarded military despotism, embellished with parli y forms, alloyed \{{nh a feudal admix-
ture, already influenced by the bourgeoisie and bureaucratically caxpeflter.ed (Mar‘x 197,5)3, 27).
As Perry Anderson has pointed out, this is little more than an “agglutination of epithets” (1974,
277), and not a clear conceptualization. ) ) )

29, Elsewhere Engels seemed to concur with Marx in suggesting .tha't the imperial state
might not even be indirectly capitalist: “in the new German Empirle e car:mahsts and }vorkers are
balanced against each other and equaily for the benefit of The impoverished Pmss?an 'cabbage
junkers” (1970b, 329); “In Germany the state is still to a certain e)ftent apower hf)vermg indepen-
dently over society, which for that reason represents the collective interests of society and not those
of a single class” (1969¢, 348).
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I_Jezztszau:lt}sl at home™ (212). War was especially salient within Prussian absolut-
ism, enhanced by the Prussian state’s origins as a response to military threats

from older powers such as Swede istincti
n and by the dist
castern “second se B y inctive character of the

In the nineteenth century, according to Anderson, there was a shift in the .

;)](lls qf uneventess within Prussian absolutism. Anderson contrasts the power-
ly mdustr'lahzmg economy in the western territories with the backward
eastern provinces and their agrarian rulers (236). The rising capitalist industry,

according to Anderson, gradually led Bismarck to include Rhenish capital -

glong Wiﬂ.l the Junlsers. ingidg the state power structure. Although the state still
ore certain precapltallst institutional features (presumably including the exag-
gerated coercive and military elements and the continuing political presence of

the Junkers), in it in li P
76y ). s main lines the state was now “unmistakably capitaliss’

Ehz German state was now a capitalist apparatus, over-determined by its
eudal ancestry, but fundamentally homologous with a social formation

which by the early twentieth centu i i
ch | ry was massively di
capitalist mode of production.” (278) Y dominated by the

The Qerman state, “despite its peculiarities, had now joined the ranks of it
English efmd French rivals” and broken with absolutism (277; my em hasis)s
) While Anderson stresses the increasing correspondence b;tween sglte an(i
s.oc1a1 structures in Germany, Poulantzas emphasizes their ongoing disloca-
tlor{. Po.ulantzas’s starting point is the proposition that the state in capitalist
society is “relatively autonomous” from the dominant class, rather thaIr)l co
trol'led directly by it (1978, 47). The state, he argues, is “the ;fﬁcial résumé :1-’
soclety,”‘rcprcsenting in condensed form the entire array of class forces and
overlgppmg modes of production that make up a given social formation, A
certain degree of discontinuity between the dominant class in German soci.e
and the cl_ass background of the state’s officials would therefore not seem:y
pose any 1m.mediate problems for Poulantzas.30 °
) Complications arise, however, with Poulantzas’s contention that the Tm-
perial German state was not fully capitalist, even in structural terms. Treatin
the German state as an anomaly, Poulantzas seems to reproduce t}'w excep%

i ;&e P;ul;:tz;s thtlils arg;‘xes that “under Bismarck, this state transformed itself from within
X irection of a capitalist state” (1978, 180). B; “Bi ian
s it wer caj A . By the end of the “Bismarckian
i:[g;;l:;s)hfv ;\illigt;sts, tbh_t;tl;o;rie:sle was hegemonic (i.e., dominant in political and ideological
A e nobility had been reduced to the role of “goveming class,”
with running the state (338, 249). The i i v e It oo
, X post-Bismarckian state thus secured the interest i

f : / . S s of capital,

even though its form was still somewhat dislocated with respect to capitalist social relati];ns
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tionalism thesis using an alternative vocabulary, as Eley has noted.3! Poul-
antzas argues that the Bismarckian period was characterized by “feudal” state
structures that were “dislocated relative to the economic level,” and that the
German state remained partially feudal up to 1914 (1978, 82, 181). Consider-
ing Poulantzas’s general criteria for distinguishing feudal and capitalist state
forms, this description of the German state seems to refer to the strength of the
executive branch relative to the legislative and to the fact that elections to all of
the parliamentary bodies except the Reichstag were based on a restricted
suffrage. These features of the German state would presumably prevent it from
accomplishing one of the tasks that for Poulantzas is characteristic of the
capitalist state: “maintaining the political disorganization of the dominated
classes, by presenting itself as the unity of the people-nation, composed of
political-pcrsons/private-individuals" (1978, 189).

‘Without even challenging the inherent functionalism of these criteria, one
could ask how state structures could possibly “lag” so far behind a social
formation, If a formally feudal state can serve capitalist interests, does this not
undermine the implied importance of the structural analysis of state forms? A
state that regularly favored economically nondominant interests (e.g., agrarian
ones in the Imperial German case) against dominant (industrial) ones would
seem to provide damaging evidence even against neo-Marxist theorists as
flexible and “politicist” as Poulantzas. The autonomy of a state that steadily
contravenes the interests of the economically dominant class is clearly more
than just “relative.”

Eley, Anderson, and Poulantzas point to the problem in any class-
cortespondence approach of specifying the sorts of state activities that would
normally be expected (or that would provide confirming evidence for the
theory). The first step is to identify the class(es) whose interests should be
predominant in state policy. This entails an analysis of the class structure. The
second step is to define criteria for recognizing which state policies (or struc-
tures) are compatible with dominant-class interests. While this is relatively
unproblematic if one uses the criterion of subjective interests—policies then
need only be matched against the expressed interests of dominant-class mem-
bers or representatives—it is much more difficult if one is willing to entertain a
notion of objective interests. Third, there-is the problem of identifying the
specific mechanisms that establish the correspondence between state policy
and dominant-class, interests. I will discuss only the first issue here and defer
treatment of the second and third points to the third and fifth sections below.

31. Poulantzas also makes the familiar claim that the German bourgeoisie, traumatized first
by the French Revolution and later by the working-class movement, did not break decisively with
the nobility and “left to the state the task of establishing its own political domination.” Based on
these comments, Eley assimilates Poulantzas to Georg Lukécs and Isaac Deutscher as a Marxist
proponent of the Sonderweg thesis (cf. Bley 1984, 46).
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One can think of Tmperial Germany as a complex social formation charac-
terized by a variety of articulated modes of production.32 The most significant
kinds of production relations were (1) the latifundium-type mode of the great
agrarian estates, capitalist agriculture with coerced wage labor;?3 (2) small
subsistence peasants; (3) the petty-commodity mode (consisting of artisans,
homeworkers, and the commercial farming most common in the southwest);
and (4) industrial capitalism. Industrial capitalism was itself integrated with the
agrarian modes, which provided it with labor, material, and internal markets,

The industrial capitalist mode of production became economically domi-
nant in Germany during the 1880s and 1890s at the latest (Bade 1983, 121).
Even before that time—by the 1860s and 1870s—industrial capitalism was the
most dynamic, if not the largest, sector of the economy (Hoffman 1965). This
transformation is indicated in table 1, which shows the occupational structure
and the national income produced in the agrarian and industrial sectors of the
German economy between 1880 and 1913. By the 1880s, the German class
structure was perhaps even more dominated by industrial capitalist social
relations than in France or the United States (cf. Steinmetz and ‘Wright 1989,
table 3). Yet agriculture was still not a negligible factor: a full 26 percent of
Germany’s net national product derived from agrarian sources in the 1900~

1913 period. Again, it should also be kept in mind that agrarian production was
itself structured along capitalist lines, even on the castern cstates, as Weber
noted in his studies of East Elbian agriculture during the 1890s.34 But while
large agriculture in Imperial Germany was entirely capitalist in terms of
market-oriented production, estate laborers were still deprived of certain bour-
geois rights and subjected to “precapitalist” forms of coercion.

A neo-Marxist theory clearly does not need to insist that all state struc-
tures, policies, or regimes correspond to dominant-class interests. However, a
Marxist theory would expect any state that pursued policies unacceptable to the
bourgeoisie for a significant length of time to be confronted with economic
crisis, capital flight, and the emergence of powerful antistate political forces. Tt
is difficult to specify a priori exactly how long regimes, structures, or policies
that are unpalatable to the economic elite can endure without throwing the
theory into doubt, but the nearly half-century life span of the Kaiserreich
would seem to be of adequate duration. Moreover, to the extent that such
structural limits are based.on capitalist perceptions of state policy, long-term
political dysfunctionalism would be especially unlikely in a situation like

32. On these concepts, see Wolpe 1980; and Wright 1985, 11, 109~14.

33. Although this mode was capitalist in economic terms, “this wage labour . . . was itself
regulated by a feudal Gesindeordnung . . . and imposed a ruthless manorial discipline on agri-
cultural laborers and domestic servants” (Anderson 1974, 274).

34. Sce especially the results of Weber’s main study for the Verein fiir Sozialpolitik (1892,
1979). See also Moeller 1986; Perkins 1981; and Tribe 1983.
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TABLE 1, National Product and Labor Force in the Agrarian and Industrial Sectors (in Percent)

Agriculture, Forestry, Manufacturing and
and Fishing Extractive Industries

National Product ~ Labor Force ~ National Product ~ Labor Force

Five-year average

185054 45.2 54.6* 21.2 25.2%
188084 36.2 48.2 325 29.8
188589 353 45.5 34.0 323
189094 322 42.6 368 342
1895-99 308 40.0 38.5 357
1900-1904 290 38.0 39.8 36.8
1905-9 26.0 358 419 377
1910-13 234 35.1 44.6 379

*These figures Tefer to the average of 1849, 1852, 1855, and 1858,
Source: Hoffmann 1965, 33, 35.

Imperial Germany, where even the hcavy-ind\'lstrialis.m who 'supported
Bismarck complained about the Junkers’ overweening ‘clalms to SOCI?.I I;ower,
and businessmen frequently criticized the state’s perilously “agrarian” pro-
clivities. Yet as I will argue in the next section, there is 310 'reason. to elaborat.c
an explanation for class noncorrespondence, since there is little evidence that it
existed, at least in the realm of social policy.33

Industrial and Agrarian Interests in Poor Relief Policy

In this section I will argue that a series of key legislative decisior}s concerning
poor relief favored industry over agriculture and promoted C'dp}la.llsm‘ as the
mode of production rather than the quasi-feudal form of agrarian social a'nd
property relations typified by the East Elbian .estate'. Dpspne .cot.ltmual agrarian
attacks, national poor relief legislation persisted in its mtrmswally‘ capitalist
form throughout the empire, with only a few minor changes. T| he rehef_ system
survived despite only rhetorical allegiance by key German an'd Pn.lssxan oi_ﬁ-
cials to the Agrarstaat (agrarian state). Not only was poor relief ahg.ned wx.th
the long-term interests of the dominant industrial classes;3¢ a comparison with
ﬁés. For an extension of the casc against “class noncorrespondence” into other realms of
i i i i 1993, chap. 4.

1mpm;:’>.s t:‘t;efg l;:;):l’esebeeesr:elf?vnle:md?:s on tllze welfare state that have argued explicitly that
agrarian i opposed to precapitalist values, which I will discuss below—-affected‘ the
content of the welfare policy, although it is casy to construct such argumexllts. In fac}, very little
effort has been made until recently to understand the relations between elite-class interests and
welfare programs in the German Empire.
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Bn_tefm and a glance at the implementation of poor relief in German munici-
palities suggest that assistance was bourgeois and “modern” in formal terms

The National Poor Relief Law and State-Led
Industrialization, 1870—1914

No_ study of the welfare state during the Second Reich can afford to ignore poor
reh.ef, although most have done s0.37 The first reason for emphasizing public
assls‘tance has to do with its contribution to the creation and reproduction of a
mobile, national labor force (see below). Second, more money was probably
spent on poor relief than on national social insurance. In 1885, the year of the
ﬁFst reliable national survey, expenditures on poor relief were almost twice as
high as social insurance benefits.38 In 1912, after the Bismarckian system had
been operating for almost three decades, poor relief spending still seems to
have outstripped social insurance costs. One writer roughly estimated the costs
?f what he called “indirect unemployment relicf” through public assistance as
‘at least one billion marks annually” (Ostwald 1912, 14); spending for the
three major social insurance schemes (health, workmen’s compensation, and
old-age pensions) totaled less than that in the same year (Hohorst et al f97 8

154-56).39 ' '
) Last, poor relief provided enormous opportunities for public authorities to
mte.rve‘ne directly in poor people’s lives (even if more people were enrolled in
soma,} insurance funds than were assisted by relief). The number of voluntary
and paid guardians working in the administration of poor relief was undoubt-
edly much larger than the numbers working in the social insurance bureau-
cracy. And while the labor movement had some impact on the implementation
of national social insurance programs (especially sickness insurance; see Tenn-
stedt 1976, 1983b), it was less able to influence the operation of r,elief. Poor

37. The absence of poor relief from most German social histories until recently is all the
more perplexing when one considers its centrality in English social history. The relations between
the welfare state and poor relief are addressed in SachBe and Tennstedt 1980, 1983, 1988; Tenn-
stefit 1975, 1976, 1981a, 1981b, 1981c, 1983a, 1983b; Leibfried and Tz;rmste;lt ]98’5' and
Lexbfried etal. 1985. See Schinkel 1964; Volkmann 1968; and Koselleck 1989 for di io f

-Prussian poor relief legislation before 1871. °
) 38. More than ninety-two million marks were spent on direct reli iserli
Stsn'stisches Amt 1887, 50); in the same year ﬁfty-niﬁe million marks l:lfe:: Sst;e(nlt(iz:e:gziess
services, and transfers in social insurance (Andic and Veverka 1963, 247). '

?9. The 1912 poor relief estimate is speculative and perhaps exaggerated, since there were
no nat‘mnal poor relief surveys after 1892. The order of magnitude of change is ;;rcater than what
we might expect from a city like Berlin, whose relief spending during the same period (1885—
1912) rose by only about 300 percent (Meinerich 1919, 50); in Essen, spending rose by 419 percent
(Hagenberg 1914, 154); and in Bremen only 251 percent (Funk 1913, 111), But spending may have

grown even faster in smaller cities and the countryside than in larger citi i i
er cities, whi
account for the discrepancy. g e would partaly
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relief was therofore an arena in which the conceptions of economic and politi-
cal elites could be expressed more directly.

The clash between agrarian and industrial interests was also more imme-
diate and drawn out about poor relief and related issues than about other forms
of social policy. The agrarian view was that the national poor relief system
favored the western and urban industrial parts of the Reich over the rural east
and other agrarian regions that were losing population. Throughout the Kaiser-
reich, agrarians tried to change the relief system through pressure on the
chancellor, the Reichstag, and the Prussian Landtag, while industrialists op-
posed such changes. In the end, industrial interests prevailed.

What were the laws governing poor relief, and why did they find such
different degrees of support? Both of the key national-level laws originated
during the period of national unification. The Freedom of Movement Law
(Gesetz tber die Freiziigigkeit) was passed- on 1 November 1867; and the
Law of Settiement, or Relief Residence Law (Gesetz tiber den Un-
terstitzungswohnsitz) on 6 June 1870. Both laws involved extensions of pre-
viously existing Prussian laws*® to other states in the empire. Both were passed
during the years of National Liberal dominance in the Reichstag of the North
German Confederation and reflected the economically liberal atmosphere of
the years preceding the recession of the mid-1870s.

These laws were probably the most critical contributions by the state to
the creation of a capitalist labor market since the Bauernbefreiung in the early
nineteenth century and had long been demanded by industry (Schissler 1978;
Engels 1970a, 379). They made it both legal and financially feasible for rural
workers to leave the east and migrate to sites of labor demand. In essence, the
new Poor Relief Law was an undeclared form of unemployment relief. It was
now more or less guaranteed that all needy German citizens—including the
able-bodied—would receive relief at a certain level (unspecified in the laws,
and left to the discretion of local authorities).*!

The Freedom of Movement Law stipulated that “every citizen has the
right to . . . stop or settle anywhere within the national territory where he has
lodging or is able to obtain a place to stay” (Gesctz tiber die Freiziigigkeit, §1).
Local authorities were prohibited from evicting a newly arrived person “unless

40. These were the Prussian Freedom of Movement and Poor Relief Laws of 1842 and 1855
(see Kollmann 1966; and Deutscher Landwirtschafisrat 1881, 257). As explained below, not all
states immediately took over the Relief Residence Law, and all had slightly differing regulations
governing its implementation.

41. Evidence for the use of traditional public assistance to relieve unemployed able-bodied
workers is given in Steinmetz 1993. While social policy contributed to the creation of a nationwide
labor market, I do not want to claim that imperial policies were necessary conditions for economic
development (cf. Tipton 1981) but merely that the state thereby removed one barrier to migration.
Undoubtedly, labor migration would have occurred without the national system of poor relief.
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it can be proven that he does not possess the necessary powers to support
himself and his dependents,” and were admonished that “fears of future im-
poverishment do not authorize local officials to reject such a person” (ibid., §4;
emphasis added). Only if the person became impoverished before obtaining a
new “relief residence” (Unferstiizzungswohnsitz) for reasons other than tempo-
rary inability to work was the town allowed to expel him (Gesetz iiber die
Freizigigkeit, §5).42

In the agrarians’ view, the 1870 Poor Relief Law installed a system that
was disproportionately financed by the rural areas, which were losing popula-
tion. The law regulated the acquisition and loss of the relief residence, which
determined which poor law board was to bear the financial responsibility for
relief.43 These regulations became the primary focus of agrarian discontent.
The relief residence of an adult (defined as anyone at least twenty-four years
old) was transferred to the town in which he or she had lived uninterruptedly
for two years without drawing relief. Two new administrative and fiscal units
were created (or rather, extended over the entire empire): the local poor law
board (Ortsarmenverband), which was usually coterminous with, and financed
by, a single municipality, and the regional poor law board (Landarmenver-
band). According to paragraph 28 of the Poor Relief Law, all local boards were
Iegally bound to provide an “adequate level” of relief to anyone who became
needy while present in the community, regardless of the place of permanent
residence. Implementing statutes in most of the federal states specified that a
pauper was to be granted shelter, the basic necessities for living (Lebensun-
ierhalf), medical care in case of illness, and an appropriate burial in case of
death (Kaiserliches Statistisches Amt 1887, 5—6). Municipalities bore the re-
lief bills of resident paupers, while the costs for aiding a nonresident could be
demanded and reimbursed from the city where the outsider had relief resi-
dence. The regional poor law board covered the costs of paupers for whom no
relief residence could be determined.

42, This provision resembled settlement laws in colonial America (Abramovitz 1985, 126).

43, The Relief Resid Law was compl d by a number of implementing statutes
(Ausfithrungsgesetze) of the various federal states. See Bétzner 1873; Gugel 1910; and Wohlers
1876. It was taken over by Wiirttemburg and Baden after their entry into the newly founded
German Bmpire but was not adopted by Alsace-Lorraine until 1910 and Bavaria until 1916. Until
1910, laws dating from the French Revolution (1793 and 1796) regulated poor relief in Alsace-
Lorraine, where it remained voluntary (Denkschrift iiber die Lage des Armenwesens der Stadt
Kolmar 1898, 4—5; Bohmert 1888, 105; Goltz 1896; and Sachfie and Tennstedt 1980, 204). See
also Reichsgeseizblarr 1913, 495; and Zentrales Staatsarchiv I Potsdam (hereafter ZStA I, now
Bundesarchiv, Abteilungen Potsdam), Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1266. Bavaria retained the older system
(Heimatrecht), wheteby the place of birth was also the relief residence throughout a person’s life,
although by 1896 legislation had converged with the national norm to the extent that a new relief
residence could be gained within the state of Bavaria if one resided in a town for four uninterrupted
(and nonimpoverished) years (Baron 1983, 20).
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The significance of this legislation for the agrarians derived from their
status as major local taxpayers in the eastern agrarian regions. The agrarians
saw themselves as underwriting the creation of a new industrial labor force by
paying a disproportionate part of the costs of mass labor migration to the west.
In principle, Junker estates and rural communities would retain their responsi-
bility for the relief bills of former residents whom they had not seen for years—
until those people lost their original relief residence. Indeed, during the first
two decades of the law, rural communities paid several million marks to
subsidize what Claus Offe (1984a) calls “active proletarianization.”#4 As a
commission of the quasi-official agrarian organization Deutscher Land-
wirtschaftsrat (German Farmers® Council) reported in 1876, rural workers

go the cities and the industrial areas when they are seventeen or
cighteen—the girls at an even younger age. . . . it is a great burden for the
countryside that the hometown must bear the risk of everything that
happens to this frivolous lot until it reaches the age of twenty-four, and
still for two more years in the place where its labor power is exploited.
(Deutscher Landwirtschaftsrat 1880, 446)

The East Prussian Agrarian Central Association (Landwirtschaftlicher
Centralverein) complained in a petition to the Reichstag of the

continuous emigration of young male and female workers from the
countryside to the big cities, and from the agricultural east to the industrial
west. . . . While the countryside bears the costs of these workers’ physical
and spiritual education and suffers an unremitting loss of potential labor
[Arbeitskapital] through their steady exodus, they are a gift to the large
cities and industrial regions, in the form of trained labor power. . . . They
often begin their migration to these areas when they are only sixteen or
seventeen, yet the home poor law board . . . retains responsibility for their
fates until they reach the age of twenty-six.*3

44, Tn the two eastern, agrarian provinces of East Prussia and Gumbinnen alone, almost
19,000 marks were paid in 1884 by local and regional relief boards for people who had immigrated
10 the west and become impoverished there; in 1890 the total was nearly 26,500 marks. Over the
total seven-year period (1884—90), 165,557 marks were paid out in reimburscments to western
relief boards by these two eastern provinces. If these figures are representative for other agrarian
regions losing population, several million marks may have been paid by rural relief boaArds to
boards in areas receiving their rural workers during the first two decades of the Relief Residence
Law. See ZStA I, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1274 (pp. 97 ff.): report of 21 January 1892 on “costs of relief
paid by eastern relief boards for persons impoverished in the west.”

45. Reicl Verhand, Ak iicke, 4th legisl period, 3d session, 1880, no.
183, 944,
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Another financial drain was traced to the simple fact that rural districts were
“producing more people than they were consuming,” as the Conservative
parliamentarian Theodor Graf zu Stolberg-Wernigerode put it in a parliamen-
tary debate. He estimated the average costs to a locality of an individual’s
primary education at three thousand marks.46

The agrarians also accused the 1867 and 1870 laws of exacerbating the
westward immigration of the rural poor and thus contributing to the rural labor
shortage. The eastern agrarian provinces suffered the greatest population losses
through overseas migration and were deprived of inexpensive Polish labor
replacements through harsh immigration restrictions during the 1880s (Bade
1983; Deutscher Landwirtschaftsrat 1883, 485—86).47 In Prussia (indeed,
throughout Eastern Europe), the primary objective of the landlord class from
the seventeenth century onward had been “to arrest the mobility of the villager
and to bind him to the estates” (Anderson 1974, 207). This political-economic
goal was ideologically articulated with more sweeping warnings against the
destructive cultural consequences of Landflucht (rural flight), “emigration
fever,” urbanization, and industrialization (Langewiesche 1977). In 1880 a
future Prussian minister of agriculture, Ernst von Hammerstein-Loxten,
decried the Poor Relief Law’s contribution to “uprootedness” (Heimatlosig-
keit), a common agrarian complaint. Such “uprooting” was a menace that bore
“great moral dangers,” he insisted, and was antithetical to the “German soul”
(Deutscher Landwirtschaftsrat 1880, 444).

.Soon after the founding of the empire, eastern agrarians began pressuring
the state to change the Poor Relief Law and restrict workers’ freedom of
movement (Barkin 1970, 28). One of the main goals of the Junker-dominated
Vereinigung der Steuer- und Wirtschaftsreformer (Association of Tax and Eco-
nomic Reformers) at its first meeting in 1876 was to obtain reductions in rural
laborers’ freedom of movement, along with changes in the Poor Relief Law
(Fricke et al. 1986, 4:360). The more powerful Bund der Landwirte (Farmers’
League) also called for revisions of the Freedom of Movement Law at its first
meeting in 1893 (Fricke et al. 1983, 1:244). Despite these agrarian pressures,
however, the legislation underwent only minor changes. In the 1891-92 legis-
lature, the Conservatives offered a bill that would have limited the freedom of

46. Reichstag, Verhandlungen, Stenographische Berichte, 4th legislature period, 4th ses-
sion, 1881, 1300,

47. Tt is impossible to establish whether the Poor Relief Law actually increased people’s
willingness to emigrate, or whether freedom of movement regulations, combined with economic
and social pressures, provide an adequate account. It is interesting that while a steep rise in
overseas immigration characterized the years immediately following 1870, “internal” migration
did not become dominant until the first half of the 1890s, when the shortage of industrial jobs
abated (Deutscher Landwirtschaftsrat 1883, 485; Langewiesche 1977).
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movement of those under twenty-one years; after 1894 the government was
somewhat responsive to such measures.*®

The financial drain introduced by the reimbursement system sharpened
agrarian opposition to the Poor Relief Law. Gradually, agrarians came to
accept the existence of the relief residence system. Since it was unlikely that
workers could be prevented from migrating westward, this system meant that
the hometowns would at least not be supporting them forever.4® The agrarians
were now interested in making it easier for migrants to obtain a new residence
or to lose their old one. After a lull in agitation against the laws during the
1870, a petition to the Reichstag from the East Prussian Landwirtschaftlicher
Centralverein in 1880 called for changes in the Poor Relief Law. This inaugu-
rated a steady stream of petitions and bills from the conservative parties, rural
county representatives (Kreisvertretungen), the Deutscher Landwirtschaftsrat,
and later the Bund der Landwirte.50

Bismarck’s views on the Poor Relief Law resembled the system favored
by the agrarians and the Conservative Party. In 1877 Bismarck argued that the
best arrangement would be one in which the full costs of relief would simply be
carried by the town in which a pauper became needy. Bismarck also suggested
making the town in which the pauper worked, rather than the town in which he
or she resided, liable for the costs of sickness relief. Finally, Bismarck stressed

48. Reichs Verhandl Stenographische Berichte, 8th legislature period, 1st ses-
sion, 1891, 3363, 4966; Barkin 1970, 65, 216.

49. Many southern German officials—from the Reichspartei, and the Center, Conservative,
and National Liberal Parties—preferred the old Heimatswohnsiiz or Heimatsgesetz (hometown
relief residence system), in which the Heimat (usvally the birthplace) remained the relief residence
throughout one’s life. Cf. the typical argumentation by Karl Gottlob Vambiiler in Reichstag,

Verhandll Stenographische Berichte, 4th legislature period, 4th session, 1881, 1292; and
Reichstag, Verhandl Ak jicke, 4th legisl period, 4th session, 1881, 713-14; also
Alfred Franz Rembold in Reichstag, Verhandl Stenographische Berichte, 9th legislature

period, 2d session, 1894, 977.

50. The Landwirtschaftlicher Centralverein demanded above all lowering the age from
twenty-four to twenty; cf. Reict Verhandl Ak iicke, 4th legis] period, 3d
session, no. 183, 1880, 944—45. Conservatives called for changes throughout the 1880s and 1890s;
see Reichstag, Verhandlungen, Stenographische Berichte, 7th legislature period, st session, 1887,
61; 7th legislature period, 4th session, 1889, 1995; and 8th legislature period, 2d session, 1891,
3363. On the Kreisvertretungen, see Reichstag, Verhandl Ak jicke, 6th legist
period, 2d session, no. 223, 1886, 1045—46. At its 1876 and 1881 meetings, the Deutscher
Landwirtschaftsrat called for a lowering of the age at which a new relief residence could be
obtained and argued that the regional poor law boards should bear the costs of persons with no
reliefresidence. The problem was discussed again at the twentieth plenary session of the Deutscher
Landwirtschaftsrat in 1892; see ZStA I, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1285, p. 4; and Nr. 1288, pp. 24 ff.; also
Deutscher Landwirthschaftsrat 1880, 441-63, 1881, 36, 239-87.
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the need for a “workfare” regulation linking benefits to willingness to work.5!
In 1881 Bismarck suggested that the regional poor law boards should assume
the costs of all but the able-bodied poor, whose relief would continue to be
covered by the local relief boards.52 This idea was aired simultancously with
his attempts to implement a national social insurance system largely financed
by public funds (through indirect taxes). Bismarck was unable to gain the
Reichstag’s support for any of these recommendations while he was chan-
cellor.53

During and after Bismarck’s tenure, eastern agrarian groups continued to
press for a variety of changes in the law that they hoped would lower their
fiscal burden.54 Above all, they tried to transfer most of the responsibility for
assistance costs to the town in which the pauper had been working. The
rationale was that industry, which had profited from the pauper’s labor, should
also bear the burden of his or her care.55 Yet the agrarians were unable to alter
the basic contours of the combined system of free migration and public support
for the poor. They were able to relieve their financial burden slightly through
two amendments to the 1870 law. A revision in 1894 lowered the age at which
relief residence could be gained or lost from twenty-four to eighteen years, and
transferred part of the costs to the town in which the pauper had been work-
ing.5¢ But this alteration probably had little effect, as most of the reimburse-

. 51. Given the unlikelihood of realizing this goal, however, Bismarck supported shortening
the length of time necessary for gaining a new relief residence to one year. See ZStA I, Rep. 15.01,
Nr. 1272, pp. 38 ff.: Bismarck’s vote of 28 March 1877 on reforms in the Poor Law.

52. ZStA 1, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1272, pp. 130 ff.,

53. Abill from the Imperial Chancellery that would have made it easier for migrants to gain
a new residence was rejected by the Prussian minister of the interior, who opposed placing new
‘burdens on the cities, and it was defeated in the Bundesrat; ZStA I, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1272, pp. 38 ff.
The government responded to attempts to reintroduce the matter in the Reichstag during the 1880s
with the claim that the social insurance legislation would remove much of the burden of the Poor
Relief Law; see the statements by the state secretary.

54. In 1886, an East Prussian county (Kreisvertretung) petitioned to have the relief resi-
dence system introduced in Alsace-Lorraine (Reict Verhandl, Aktenstiicke, 6th legisla~
ture period, 1st session, 1885—86, no. 223, 1045—46). The law was not taken over by Alsace-
Lorraine until 1910; ZStAl, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1266.

55. ZStA 1, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1275, pp. 192, 292 ff: list of demands sent to the Kaiser by the
Prussian Haus der Abgeordneten following the debate on the crisis of rural labor.

56. Itstipulated that the costs of aid for the first sixteen weeks of illness were to be paid by
the relief board of the town in which the pauper had worked. In addition, §361 of the Criminal
Code was altered such that a negligent parent who failed to care for dependents could be jailed or
fined up to 150 marks. See Bldtter fiir das Armenwesen, 1894, 65; Reichs-Gesetzblatt 1894, no. 9,

259—77; Reichstag, Verhandl, Stenographische Berichte, 8th legislature period, 2d session,
1893, 1677-1743; 9th legislature period, Ist session, 1894, 977-97, 1101-02; and Reichstag,
Verhandl Ak iicke, 8th legisl period, 2d session, 1893, no. 130, 751-54; 9th legisla-

ture period, 1st session, 1894, nos. 117 and 142, 727—44 and 807-08.
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ments paid by rural poor law boards were for paupers over the age of twenty-
four, and many migrants were younger than eighteen.>?

Agrarian agitation against the Poor Relief Law did not abate with the 1894
revision but actually intensified along with the rise of agrarian interest-group
politics during the 1890s. However, little changed under the next two chan-
cellors (1894 through 1908), for reasons similar to those that had prevented
major revisions during the Bismarck era. The government feared further alien-
ating industry with changes in the Relief Residence Law, especially in the
context of battles over the 1902 tariff (see Barkin 1970; Bonham 1985). Ata
1900 meeting of the Prussian Staatsministerium, Minister of the Interior Arthur
von Posadowsky-Wehner (then chiefly responsible for social policy) insisted
that changing the Relief Residence Law was not a timely idea because “indus-
try would see it as directed against its interests.” There was already danger of
an industrial backlash due to the new tariffs. According to Posadowsky, it
would be especially unfortunate to introduce the bill at that moment because
the discussion in the Landtag had made the “tactical mistake” of tying Poor
Relief Law reforms to limits on freedom of movement (Freiziigigkeit)—a
change that industry opposed even more strongly. Even the “agrarian” Prussian
finance minister Johannes von Miquel agreed that it would be better to delay
introduction of a bill, given that industry was becoming “difficult” (misslich)
due to the “clumsy operations of the Bund der Landwirte.”s8 This discussion
suggests that the commitments of top officials were the proximate mechanism
by which industrial interests were translated into state policy. Why officials had
these commitments is a separate matter, however, to which I will return in my
conclusion.

A second modest reform in 1908 lowered the age and the number of years
for gaining and losing relicf residence to sixteen years and one year, respec-
tively.5 But the overall contours of the system remained in place until 1924,
including the seemingly inequitable partial subsidization of the costs of reliev-
ing the unemployment and poverty of rural migrants by the areas they had left.
Moreover, these limited proagrarian changes in the Poor Relief Law were
offset by the overall development of the national relief system. A network of
“{tinerant unemployed stations” (Naturalverpfiegungsstationen and Wanderar-

57. ZStA 1, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1274, pp. 97 ff.

58, ZStA I, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1275, pp. 257 ff. Miquel had been the strongest Junker ally
among the higher Prussian and Reich officials in opposing trade treaty revisions during the early
1890s, seeking “consistently either to prevent a reduction of the agricultural tariff or to undermine
the treaties altogether” (Bonham 1985, 178). He was also the leader of the resistance to the
Mittelland canal at the turn of the century, another measure strongly opposed by the Junkers
(Bonham 1985, 189, 206 n, 51, 211).

59. See Reichs-Gesetzblatt, 1908, no. 35, 377—-96; and Deutscher Verein fir Armenpflege
und Wohltitigkeit 1906, (vol. 76).
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beitsstdtte) had been set up throughout Germany during the 1880s. These were
relief stations typically spaced at approximately a day’s walk apart. Unem-
ployed laborers could obtain food and shelter, usually in exchange for several
hours of work, and then continue along the road. The stations were often
coupled with a labor exchange or job office. This network was meant to
provide further inducements to migration toward areas of labor demand. The
number of these stations declined from 1,957 in 1890 to 1,285 in 1896,5° but by
1901, Hans von Hammerstein, the Prussian interior minister, was calling upon
the provincial prefects (Oberprdsidenten) to set up stations in provinces that
lacked them.5! In 1902 the Prussian government decided to increase by ten
million marks state subsidies to the provincial authorities for the construction
of more stations.52 Together with the creation of local “labor exchanges,”
urban emergency public works, public housing, and other municipal social

programs (Faust 1981a, 1981b, 1982, 1986), these institutions did nothing to
halt the exodus of rural labor.

A Bourgeois Form of Relief?

One possible objection to the foregoing discussion is that regardless of the
economic interests that were directly promoted by poor relief, the precise
mannet in which these policies were implemented by local elites, their form,
was eminemly traditional. And in the chain of connotations that has become
common sense to students of German history, traditional equals neofeudal,
which means favorable to the agrarian Junker class. An appropriate response to
this critique would involve demonstrating that poor relief was also “bourgeois”
in formal terms. This requires that we reject the collapsing of the terms “mod-
ern” and “bourgeois” and insist that they refer to separate and irreducible
dimensions. The ideal-typical distinction between public assistance as “tradi-
tional” and social insurance as “modern” does not speak directly to the issue of
social policies’ “class” character. Gaston Rimlinger (1971), T. H. Marshall
(1970, 1977), and others assume that the welfare state is situated at a develop-
fnentally “higher” stage than poor relief, a normative assessment referring to an
1{nplicit scale of rights (e.g., “social citizenship”), not to an analytical differen-
tiation among forms.53

60. Bldtter fiir das Armenwesen, 1896, 89.

61. See ZStA I, Rep. 15.01, Nr. 1289.

62. Blitter fiir das Armenwesen, 24 May 1902, no. 21.

63. The distinction in this literature between poor relief and the welfare state is often fairly
vague. According to Marshall, “the British Poor Law had the functions, but not the spirit, of a
welfare service” (1970, 44); yet elsewhere he writes that the emphasis on the “contractual charac-

ter ?f social insurance . . . . led people to exaggerate the distinction between social insurance and
social assistance” (1970, 48).
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Marshall’s dimension can be contrasted with one that makes analytical
distinctions among the class logics of different policy forms. Specifically, one
can attempt to distinguish bourgeois and less bourgeois forms of welfare pol-
icies. In doing so, one faces the complication that social insurance always
represents at least a partial infringement on pure capitalist property relations, as
recognized by both Marshall and more recent writers such as Gosta Esping-
Andersen. When workers have a right to unemployment relief, sick pay, and so
forth, there is a concomitant decline in employers’ ability to use labor markets
as a disciplinary “whip.” In an ideal “capitalist world,” there would be no
social policy above the basic minimum required to produce and reproduce
labor power. Most aspects of the welfare state thus result at least partially from
motives and forces that are humanitarian, social-democratic, or legitimatory,
and not “purely bourgeois.” Yet even wherc the impulse to engage in social
reform is unavoidable, elites face choices among various alternatives, some
more attractive than others. .

We can distingnish three criteria according to which policies can be
classified as more or less adapted to the basic structures of capitalist societies.
The first is the dimension of commodification and decommodification; policies
that encourage actors’ orientation to market mechanisms have been described
as inherently more bourgeois than policies that bypass or obviate markets (Offe
and Ronge 1984; Esping-Andersen 1985a and 1985b).64 Two sides of the de/
commodification of policy actually need to be distinguished, one involving
labor power (the degree to which recipients of social benefits are forced in-
sistently back into labor markets), the other involving consumption (the extent
to which benefits are given in kind). Less commodified forms of social policy
are often seen as more advanced (cf. Marshall 1977, 121; Turner 1986). Al-
though such policies may be rendered compatible with capitalism, they are less
bourgeois when measured against an abstract model of capitalist relations. It
follows that public assistance systems are generally more bourgeois than social
insurance, even though social analysts typically view them as more traditional.

Michel Foucault’s (1979) discussions of the inculcation of self-regulating
forms of subjectivity during the transition to modernity direct us to a second,
separate dimension of social policy.65 Social programs that require recipients

64. But decommodified policies may be more patriarchal; as feminist critics of the Ameri-
can welfare state have pointed out, in-kind relief characterizes the more “feminized” sector of the
welfare state (food stamps, AFDC, etc.). Such decommodified relief clearly does not decrease the
dependence of women welfare clients (Fraser 1987). Nancy Fraser argues further that means-
tested programs “familialize” their clients and treat claimants as unpaid family workers, while
social insurance programs “individualize” claimants and treat them as wage workers (Fraser
1987); sce also Nelson 1984; and Gordon 1988. I have addressed the complex set of issues around
gender and German welfare policy in Steinmetz 1989.

65. My account is different from Foucanlt’s, of course, since he refuses to understand the
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to take responsibility for their own care also lead them to “internalize the
state,” thus fortifying bourgeois society.5¢ This dimension of the modern wel-
fare state also recalls Louis Althusser’s notion of the “ideological state appa-
ratus,” which causes subjects to “ ‘work by themselves’ in the vast majority of
cases” (1971, 121).

Finally, programs can be evaluated as more or less bourgeois in relation to
fields of class formation and conflict. Social policies may inhibit the threats
that working-class movements pose to propertied groups. Policies are useful
from a bourgeois standpoint if they reinforce distinctions between subordinate
individuals who form only an incipient or “theoretical” group, a “class on
paper” (Bourdieu) but might otherwise converge as a real social group or
class.67 Pierre Bourdieu’s notion of “classification struggles” provides a meta-
phor for thinking about the effects of social policies on class formation (Bour-
dieu 1984, 1987).68 Seen from this perspective, state policies that multiply
distinctions among subordinate groups can be considered bourgeois.®

To summarize, dimensions of welfare policy that one might consider
“bourgeois” include commodification, the creation of self-monitoring subjects,
and reclassification through accentuation of differences among the dependent
poor. But it is important not to posit necessary, transhistorical relations be-
tween policy forms and class interests. Eley’s criticisms of the equation of
liberal democracy and bourgeois capitalism would apply with equal force to

emergence of the modern subject in class terms. Clearly, the technologies of self-discipline, once
established historically, can undergird nonbourgeois regimes (e.g., state-socialist ones). What
Foucault’s analyses reveal, however, is the extent to which these new technologies of subject
creation emerged concurrently with capitalism.

66. Fraser 1987 underscores this association, characterizing the American welfare state asa
“Juridico-Administrative-Therapeutic Apparatus.”

67. As critics of traditional Marxism have recognized, working-class formation is not
strictly derivable from class structure (cf. Przeworski 1977; Laclau and Mouffe 1985; and Stein-
metz 1992). Pierre Bourdieu writes: “While the probability of assembling a set of agents . . . rises
when they are closer in social space . . . alliance between those who are closest is never necessary

.. and alliance between those most distant from each other is never impossible” (1985, 726).

68. The logic of the state’s role in “classification struggles” is clearly illustrated in Kocka’s
analyses of the effects of the post-1900 German social insurance legislation in solidifying dis-
tinctions between white-collar and manual workers (e.g., Kocka 1980, 1981); see also Luc
Boltanski’s (1984) similar treatment of the impact on the solidification of the social category
“cadres” by the Vichy administration’s granting of legal status to the “cadres” in the 1941 charte du
travail.

69. Given the formal similarities between this argument and Poulantzas’s claims about the
“disorganizing effects” of the capitalist form of state and parliamentary democracy (1978, 134,
189--94; 277, 287), it is perhaps necessary to underscore that I am not claiming that all social
policies necessarily attempt to splinter subordinate classes, nor that all bourgeoisies attempt to
shape welfarc policy along thesc lines. Note also that the creation of male and female “streams” in
the welfare state—distinctions between men and women, rather than within a theoretically unified
working class—may follow a similar logic.
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such an cssentialist scheme. One major difference, of course, is that T am not
aligning classes with ideologies, values, and worldviews but rather with inter-
ests. Yet one can easily imagine circumstances in which bourgeois interests
would be better served by decommodified policies or a less differentiated
working class. Instead, the argument should be framed in terms of strong
affinities between different class interests and policy forms within a given
historical conjuncture.”®

The following questions are thus central for the following part of the
analysis: To what extent did the impetus for social reform come from business?
Once such an impetus existed, to what extent did the specific policy correspond
to either the conscious interests of the bourgeoisie or to the formally bourgeois
criteria developed above?

The Elberfeld System: Implementation of Poor Relief at the
Local Level

The actual implementation of German poor relief took place at the local level,
especially in the municipalities. State and national legislation specified only
the broad contours of actual assistance. In the towns, relief took the form of the
Elberfeld system, which was decidedly bourgeois, according to the criteria
outlined above: it stressed individual responsibility, self-monitoring, and quick
reintegration of the poor into labor markets. The structure of local poor r§lief
(and local social policy more generally) illustrates an alternative, more direct
relation between businessmen and the state.

The Elberfeld system of poor relief was named after the city where it was
first codified, although other cities were using similar systems.”* Most large
German municipalities had adopted the system by 1914. The central tenets of
the Elberfeld system, according to the slogans of its proponents, were the
«decentralization” and “individualization” of relicf (Tennstedt 1981b, 77). Tra-
ditionally, each decision to honor or reject an individual’s request for aid was
made at meetings of the entire staff of poor relief officials. Once aid had been
granted, however, there was comparatively little effort to monitor or reform the
recipients. “Individualization” signified a huge increase in the number of poor
relief guardians in the field and thus in the intensity of “individualized” treat-

70. These “bourgeois” criteria could change in other periods. The “bourgeois subject” may
be well suited to certain postcapitalist societies or ill suited to contemporary, late capitalism;
unified working classes are more stabilizing at certain moments than divided ones; elites often
prefer decommodified policics from a political standpoint of social reproduction. )

71. There is a vast nineteenth-century literature on the Elberfeld system, beginning with the
overview by Georg Berthold (1881) and the excellent study by Victor Bohmert (1888); see also
Schlaudraff 1932; Kollmann et al. 1953; SachBe and Tennstedt 1980; and Lube 1984. The
Schriften of the Deutscher Verein fiir Armenpflege und Wohltatigkeit also deal frequently with the
Elberfeld system, especially volumes 18, 49, and 63.
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ment and surveillance. “Decentralization” referred to the devolution of
decision-making authority into the hands of the guardians, who could best
Jjudge their clients” needs. The Elberfeld system was the cornerstone of an
overall strategy of increased discipline of the poor, intended to force an orienta-
tion toward the labor market and to combat welfare dependency.

Other dimensions of poor relief that were “bourgeois” in character in-
cluded the increased use of cash relief rather than in-kind aid and the greater
reliance on short-term rather than ongoing grants of assistance. In 1913 a
Bremen municipal official justified the commodification of relief in an alto-
gether typical manner, writing that “it is preferred nowadays to provide the
pauper with cash . . . in order to help him learn to employ it more economically
and to thereby exercise a pedagogical influence on him (Funk 1913, 116). A
new poor relief regulation (drmenordnung) introduced in Hamburg in 1903
replaced an older guideline whereby 25 percent of aid should be provided as
“soup coupons” with the stipulation that cash relief should be the rule, “so that
the pauper remains economically independent and is able to satisfy his needs,
which he himself knows best” (Buehl 1903, 272). The new 1901 Ar-
menordnung in Kassel also called for more reliance on cash and stressed the
“pedagogic moment, that the pauper should retain his independence and the
feeling of his own responsibility.” Berlin used virtually no in-Kind relief; in
1911, 86 percent of its non-poorhouse relief was provided in cash (Grieken
1927, 23).

The stress on reforming behavior and encouraging self-monitoring,
through techniques such as requiring the poor to keep budgets of their expendi-
tures, corresponds to the Foucauldian image of the creation of the modern
(bourgeois) subject. Beside bringing the lives of the poor in line with the core
principles of the capitalist market economy, the goal of reliance on cash relief
was to instill a more general sense of self-discipline.

The growing reliance upon what was called “temporary” (as opposed to
“ongoing”) relief awards was also geared toward encouraging self-reliance and
“recommodifying” impoverished workers.”2 Temporary grants of aid were
used as a form of relief for the conjuncturally unemployed. The director of one
Berlin public assistance district noted already in 1878 that during the period of
seasonal unemployment, nearly one-fifth of all relief in his district was pro-
vided in small grants, while another in 1880 complained that the guardians
tended to give higher monthly awards to people who received short-term aid

72. “Ongoing” relief referred to cases in which a specific termination of the relief period
was'not foreseen or established from the beginning. It was generally distributed in monthly
portions. See Die Ergebnisse der am 1.12.1900 erfolgten statistischen Erhebung iiber die im

Gebiete der Stadt Hamburg in offener Armenpflege unterstiitzien Personen unter besonderer
Beriicksichti der Wok haltnisse, 5.
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than to the “truly miserable and needy . . . relief recipient.””3 By 1901, nearly
as much was spent for short-term as for ongoing relief in some Berlin
districts.”* The economically useful, able-bodied, jobless workers seem to
have generally received more generous relief. This market principle of selec-
tion was foreign to the public poor relief of the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries.

Bourgeois social interventions were especially visible at the municipal
level, particularly in southern Germany (White 1976, 100). It is not difficult to
explain why local policies such as poor relief were attuned to bourgeois inter-
ests. This convergence was overdetermined by a variety of powerful tools at
the disposal of local middle classes. The most important of these was the
“plutocratic” electoral franchise operative in some form in the majority of the
German states, which usually weighted individuals’ votes according to their
income and frequently required them to pay a fee. This system excluded many
workers from voting altogether (Hirsch and Lindemann 1905).75 The most
grotesque results of this system were revealed in cities such as Essen and
Elbing, where during certain years one individual—the highest taxpayer—
elected 33 percent of the city councillors with his single vote. Businessmen
often had other political privileges. In Ludwigshafen, the firms paying the
highest taxes had a full voice in votes on the city budget, equivalent to that of a
city councillor (Breunig 1976, 402—3). Local government was the part of the
state in which the bourgeoisie came closest to ruling directly, through the
medium of progressive Iiberal or National Liberal parties (Sheehan 1971).76 1t
should therefore not be surprising, except in light of assertions about the

73. Stadtarchiv Berlin (StadtA Berlin), Rep. 03, Nr. 54, p. 208: report by Seeger, 10 April
1880.

74. Report to Berlin poor relief commissions from Director Emil Miinsterberg, Sept. 1901
in StadtA Berlin, Rep. 03, Nr. 352, p. 54.

75. An average of 13 percent of the population in the cities with more than fifty thousand
inhabitants was eligible to vote in the years 1900-1910. The maximum was 20 percent, the
minimum 1 percent. These calculations are from a variety of sources, listed in Steinmetz 1987,
appendix 2. .

76. Before the turn of the century, the majority of Liberal councillors in many cities were
bankers, industrialists, or businessmen of some kind. In Milhausen, for example, Liberals held a
majority of town council seats before 1900; in 1886, almost half of the councillors were members
of the “bourgeoisie” by this broad definition (calculated from Mithlhausen 188788, 200-201).
Participation in local government by the traditional urban clite began declining at the end of the
century, perhaps due to increased demands on their time, as Helmut Croon has suggested in his
studies of the cities in Rheinland and Westphalia (1960, 38). In Krefeld in 1890, for example, ten of
the twenty councillors elected in the top two classes were silk manufacturers and dealers; in 1918,
they were represented by only one official (Jacger 1967, 87). But the restrictive municipal fran-
chise and the tradition of middle-class Honoratioren self-government meant that these economic
elites were succeeded not by workers but by a “new, middle-class” majority composed of home
owners, professionals, and scientists.
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“feudalization” of the middle classes, that German urban social politics resem-
bled or even foreshadowed those in Britain and France.””

A Modern Form of Relief?

While it is difficult to determine how “bourgeois™ a given policy is, it is even
harder to assess the degree to which it approximates an ideal-typical model of
twentieth-century welfare (or what we are calling its modernity). Yet it is
important to grapple with this issue, given the alleged traditionalism of German
policy. An acceptable alternative to essentialist definitions of “modernity”
would be strictly historicist: policies can be considered modern if they pro-
vided other states with a glimpse of their own future. '

To address this issue, there is no better starting point for comparison than
Germany’s supposedly more modern English rival.7® Reversing the familiar
contrast, however, the central dimensions of the evolving poor relief system in
the Kaiserreich appear to have been more “modern” than their English counter-
parts. As Marshall wrote, “Nowhere else [but in England] could you find quite
the same combination of harsh deterrent principles, centralized policy control,
and administration by an isolated authority” (1970, 34). Paupers in England
were a broad, undifferentiated category, unificd only in negative terms. Georg
Simmel noted in 1906 that the English system “completely neglect[ed] the
criterion of personal worthiness” and relied instead on the work-house test, at
least in principle (18).7? In Germany, by contrast, poor relief was directed “at
the indi,v"'idual and his condition” (Simmel 1906, 6). German relief officials
enthusiastically multiplied distinctions among categories of paupers. The Ger-
man goal of thorough, individualized assessment of each relief case and the
guardians’ penetration into the private dwellings of the poor signaled a much
higher level of (local) state “infrastructural” power, to use Michael Mann’s
terms,80

77. These Jocal social policies are discussed in detail in Faust 1981a, 1981b, 1982, 1986;
Krabbe 1979, 1981, 1985; and Saldern 1973, 1984.

78. On the English Poor Law, see Fraser 1976, 1981; Hay 1981; Rosc 1972, 1981; and
Williams 1981.

79. Under the new poor law of 1834, a pauper could theoretically receive relief only if shut
off in a poorhouse (Polanyi 1957). It was assumed that only those who were genuinely needy
would be willing to undergo the humiliations of the poorhouse. There is an enormous literature
arguing that out-relief continued after the passage of the 1834 Poor Relief Law, and that the
poorhouse system was only incompletely implemented. Karel Williams 1981 argues, however, that
out-relief was in fact curtailed after 1834. The crucial point is not whether the poorhouse system
was in fact implemented but that the Elberfeld ideology of individualized out-relief did not take
root in England.

80. “Infrastructural power” is Mann’s term for “the capacity of the state actually to pene-
trate civil society, and to implement logistically political decisions throughout the realm” (Mann
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A final indicator of the “modernity” of the German assistance system is its
popularity among reforming and business circles in Britain. During the nine-
teenth century, British businessmen and poor law officials favored the Elber-
feld system (Reulecke 1986; Rose 1981, 66—67; Hay 1981, 115). The head of
the Berlin poor relief board, Emil Miinsterberg, was called on to testify before
hearings on the reform of the Poor Law in 1908 (cf. Great Britain 1910).
Although the poorhouse had been designed as a deterrent, many reformers had
come to see it as encouraging long-term dependency. The English Poor Law
also lacked the elements of behavioral reform and state penetration that figured
prominently in the German system.

The National Welfare State and Industrial Interests

The preceding section showed that the regulations, legislation, and local imple-
mentation of poor relief in the German Empire were oriented toward industrial
rather than agrarian interests, and that they were formally “bourgeois” in terms
of commodification, individualization, and self-discipline. In this section I will
explore a more familiar area, the national social insurance laws that were
codified during the 1880s. Because more has been written on this segment of
the German welfare state than on local relief policies, my discussion will be
brief.

Recent writings on the imperial welfare state by sociologists and histo-
rians have created a greater diversity of opinion than one finds in most other
areas of research on the empire. Yet there is still a strong tendency to see
welfare policy in Imperial Germany as somehow prebourgeois, corporatist,
and traditional, as an expression of neofeudal paternalism and of the weakness
of liberalism (see Esping-Andersen 1990, 59—61). Dahrendorf (1967) refers to
the welfare state as “authoritarian” and claims that social policy “immobilized”
people rather than promoting capitalism (40, 47, 193, 252). Rimlinger (1971)
speaks of German social policy in terms of “welfare monarchy” (100), the
“mixing of feudal and socialist elements” (106), and the “defense of traditional
authority” (112). Wehler disqualifies Bismarck’s social insurance because of
the manipulative motives that inspired it, contrasting it with a vaguely specified
“modern style of state intervention,” one whose “proper effect” would be to
redistribute national income (1985, 136). Bismarck pursued a variety of politi-
cal motives through state social insurance: bypassing the Reichstag, splitting
the liberals, and binding workers directly to the state. The split between left-
and right-wing liberals was indeed partially provoked by disagreements over
Bismarck’s plans. Bismarck dreamed of replacing the Reichstag witha parallel
but nonelected set of corporate institutions, including the administrative bodies

1986a, 113). In The Sources of Social Power, Mann uses slightly different terms, distinguishing
“intensive” vs. “extensive” and “authoritative” vs. “diffused” types of power (1986b, 7—10).



294 Society, Culture, and the State in Germany, 1870—1930

for social insurance (Paur 1981). Workers were to be tethered to the state
through public pensions, as Napoleon III—closely observed by Bismarck—
had attempted in the French Second Empire.

One problem with this is that Bismarck was only partially successful.
Moreover, if one focuses on the relations between bourgeois agency, business
interests, and the welfare state, a very different picture emerges. According to
the criteria for identifying “bourgeois” forms of policy used in the earlier
discussion of poor relief, the aims of social insurance were by no means clearly
prebourgeois. This point will be developed in more detail below.

The Imperial German welfare state also appears to be strikingly modem in
terms of the historicist definition used above, i.e., it expressed in nuce most of
the typical characteristics of a European welfare state in the twentieth century.
It has often been recognized that the Bismarckian social insurance laws of the
1880s were international models.8! Yet the empire’s social innovations are
sometimes offered as further evidence of its antimodern exceptionalism.

Only a model of modem social insurance will permit a less arbitrary
assessment of the claim that the Imperial German welfare state was backward.
The features of a mid-twentieth-century “modern” welfare state would include
the following:

1. Compulsion (i.e., compulsory participation, and often compulsory
contributions by employers)s2

. Benefits whose levels are income-related or -graded and tend toward
wage-replacement levels

. Administrative centralization and unification

. Universal (albeit differentiated) coverage

. Eligibility for benefits based on entitlement, not on means tests

. Macroeconomic demand management, generalization of mass con-
sumption norms, and the coordination of capital and consumer goods
through social policies

N

[< S U

81, Interpretations coming from administrative-science circles rather than historians do
tend to depict the early German welfare state in more favorable terms as “modern,” flexible,
adaptable, and even genuinely pathbreaking. Cf. Zollner 1982; Kohler and Zacher 1983; and
Zacher 1979. These writings are useful for descriptive detail, even if they are hesitant to speculate
about the causes of social policies or the meaning of specific policy forms.

82. Although compulsion looked traditional and authoritarian to some German Liberals and
to British observers, it was actually the more “traditional” Catholic countries that continued to
adhere to the voluntary principle (Ritter 1986, 6). Not surprisingly, the German government
viewed the conviction that “only the greatest measure of freedom for the individual can develop

the best and most efficient resources of the nation” as traditional rather than modern (Ritter 1986,
7-8).

The Myth of an Autonomous State 295

Not all of these features were typical of the pre-1914 German system, a point 1
will refer to below.

Industry, Agrarians, and the Creation of the German
Welfare State

Research on Bismarck’s social insurance laws of the 1880s has often focused
on explaining the precocity of Germany’s welfare state. Yet until recently little
attention was paid to the stance of the dominant social classes and groups vis-
a-vis social insurance. Was social policy favorable to German industry, both
before and after Bismarck’s fall in 1890? Which sectors of industry were
favored? Were industrialists in favor of the major social insurance
legislation?%3

Social insurance was one of the many national policy arenas in which
agrarians clashed with industrialists. The Junkers and their organizations ar-
gued that the Bismarckian social insurance programs made industrial labor
more attractive than the rural laborer’s life.84 The agrarian interest organiza-
tions were also excluded from the crucial critical stages of policy-making.
Against the energetic protests of the German Agricultural Council (Deutscher
Landwirtschaftsrat), the original accident and sickness insurance laws ex-
cluded agricultural workers. Only in 1914 were rural laborers finally included
in the sickness law (the extension was part of the 1911 law, but not imple-
mented until 1914; cf. Deutscher Landwirtschaftsrat 1883, 54 ff.; Ritter 1986,
46).

By contrast, industrialists not only favored the national social insurance
reforms of the 1880s but also played a decisive role in their creation (Machtan
1985; Baron 1979; Ullmann 1979; White 1976, 99). Some of the earliest plans
for compulsory accident insurance were proposed by industry, and the govern-
ment discussions preceding the 1884 accident insurance bill were largely based
on a memorandum written by the Bochum industrialist Louis Baare (Vogel
1951, 98; Baare 1881). The Saariand industrialist and Reichstag deputy Carl-
Ferdinand von Stumm agitated for national pension and disability insurance
(Vogel 1951, 39—40; Rothfels 1938, 298). Imperial Germany’s leading asso-
ciation of heavy industry, the Centralverband Deutscher Industrieller (CDI),
vigorously supported the sickness, accident, and old-age pension insurance
laws of the 1880s (Deutscher Handelstag, Verhandlungen, vol. 16, 1889, 1;

83. Space constraints preclude a narrative account of the enactment of the major national
social policy laws during the Kaiserreich, or even a list. The best accounts, aside from the massive
oeuvre of Florian Tennstedt, include Born 1957; Hentschel 1983; Ritter 1986; Rothfels 1927,
1970; Vogel 1951; and Zéllner 1982.

84. According to Stegmann (1970, 103), the agrarians called for an end to social policy to
put a halt to “rural flight” (Zandflucht). See also Richthofen 1901, 43, 52.
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Bueck 1905). After the 1880s, however, prominent manufacturers and heavy-
industry associations opposed the elaboration of new social programs, such as
unemployment insurance and worker protection, and the expansion of existing
programs. Industry was still influential, but its impact on policy-making was
mainly negative.85

As heavy manufacturing abandoned social reform after 1890, light and
export industry took up the call for new welfare legislation. These branches
were represented by organizations such as the Federation of Industrialists
(Bund der Industriellen; see Ullmann 1976), the allied Association of German
Employers’ Associations (Verein deutscher Arbeitgeber-Verbinde), and later
the Hanseatic Federation for Business, Commerce, and Industry, or Hansa-
Bund (Mielke 1976). In 1901 the Federation of Industrialists promoted the idea
of a national labor bureau (Reichsarbeitsami), calling it “a social reform that
would equally promote the interests of employers and employees” (the CDI
rejected the idea; cf. Fricke et al. 1983, 1:223). The original purpose of the
Association of German Employers’ Associations was to provide financial sup-
port to struck firms. At the same time, the association supported negotiations
with labor unions, in contrast to the repressive strategy of the heavy-industrial
strike-relief organization (the Hauptstelle Deutscher Arbeitgeberverbinde).
Similarly, the Hansa-Bund committed itself in its 1909 founding program to
social policies “aimed at securing the future of all workers and the preservation
of their eagerness to work” (Mielke 1976, 202). The umbrella organization of
the German Chambers of Commerce, the Deutscher Handelstag, representing
mai{nly small industry and merchants, also backed a more activist social policy
after the 1890s.86
‘ Several researchers have explored the economic motives behind heavy
industry’s support for the initial social insurance schemes. Riidiger Baron
(1979) argues that Bismarck’s social legislation was not a “carrot” to conciliate
the working class for the “stick” of the concurrent Antisocialist Law. Instead,
he argues, big employers hoped that social insurance would create the more
skilled, healthy, and disciplined labor force that they needed to compete inter-

] 85. There is ample documentation of the swing in heavy industry’s attitude toward social
pohcy after the late 1880s in the pages of the Deutsche Industrie-Zeitung (organ of the CDI), Der
Ar{)eztgeber (organ of the Hauptstelle Deutscher Arbeitgeberverbiinde), and the Deutsche Ar-

b berzeitung (repr ing the Verein Dy her Arbeitgeber-Verbinde).
86. Thls is shown in the minutes of both the Handelstag’s annual meetings and its “perma-
nent commission” (bleibender Ausschuf3); see Deutscher Handel Verhand 1881, appen-

dix 1, p. 2 (10th meeting of the permanent commission, discussion of the accident insurance bill).
See also various issues of the Handelstag’s Deutsche Wirtschafts-Zeitung, e.g., 1906, 870 ff., 919
ff. (“Die Belastung der Betriebe durch die Arbeiterversicherung”); and 1907, 163, praising the
recommencement of social policy under Wilhelm II (“Die deutsche Sozialpolitik im Jahre 1906”).
After 1909 most of the chambers of commerce urged their members to join the liberal Hansa-Bund
(Fricke et al. 1984, 2:142).
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nationally. Ullmann (1979) challenges parts of this analysis while agreeing on
the importance of industrial patronage of social insurance. He demonsirates
that the initial support for the accident insurance legislation emanated from the
sector of large firms characterized by steady and continuous production pro-
cesses, recruitment problems, higher accident rates, and an orientation toward
domestic rather than international markets. In a careful study of the social-
political stances of chambers of commerce and industrial organizations,
Monika Breger (1984) confirms that industry generally supported the welfare
state measures of the 1880s; she also corroborates Ullmann’s finding that
sectors oriented toward the domestic market tended to be more supportive of
social insurance.

Various liberal parties also supported national social insurance, especially
after 1890. This is important because the liberals (cspecially the National
Liberals) were closely tied to various factions of industry.87 The lefi-liberals
were unfriendly or openly hostile to national welfare lcgislation during the
1880s, while the “governmental” National Liberal Party backed Bismarck’s
social policy in its 1884 Heidelberg program and in the Reichstag (Rohl 1967,
62; White 1976, 121, 169). The final decade of the century witnessed a growing
acceptance of social policy and state intervention among the other liberal
political parties (Blackbourn 1985, 267—68). Indeed, the roles were now re-
versed, and the left-liberal parties became the more resolute supporters of
social reform.88 During the 1890s, even the Liberal Association (Freisinnige
Vereinigung) moved away from the “Manchesterist” self-help doctrine that had
dictated its opposition to social insurance during the 1880s to energetic support
for social policy (Wegner 1968, 14—16; Diiding 1972, 163).8° The association
was heavily backed by banks and finance capital (Diding 1972, 160 ff.).

The welfare state was thus not introduced against the interests of indus-
trial capital but rather was backed by leading sectors of German industry
during the Kaiserreich. Businessmen in heavy industry played an active and
public role in the elaboration of the major social insurance laws. The expansion

87. The ties between the National Liberal Party and industry arc most readily documented;
the Liberal Association (Freisinnige Vereinigung) was close to financial and commercial interests
(sec Shechan 1983). Many heavy-industrialists were closer to the Imperial Conservative Party
(Reichs- und freikonservative Partei), whose social-policy views paralleled those of the CDI. A
helpful visual overview of the cornplicated splits among German liberal parties from 1871 to 1914
can be found in Elm 1969; see also Sheehan 1978; and Fricke et al. 1983—86.

88. Although the National Liberal Party leader Ernst Basserman called for new reforms and
increased social spending between 1898 and 1909, his position in the party was increasingly
tenuous; see Basserman 1919; Duding 1972, 175; Eschenburg 1929; and Heckart 1974.

89. The Liberal Association leader Theodor Barth called for tactical alliances with the
Social Democrats and cultivated relations with the right wing of the SPD beginning in 1890
(Wegner 1968, 112; Elm 1969, 40, 117). The notion of “social liberalism” was propagated by the
Liberal Association; its Berlin section started calling itself the “Social Liberal” Association.
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of the welfare state after 1890 was less directly the result of business pressure,
if one ignores the rise of policies intended to shore up the independent middle
classes (so-called Mittelstandspolitik). But the government was never running
completely at cross-purposes to industry. Policies introduced after 1890 gener-
ally had broad backing in the export, light manufacturing, and finance sectors
of capital and among the liberal parties. These policies included the introduc-
tion of limits on the length of women’s workdays; the requirement that all
factories have a set of labor regulations (4rbeitsordnung); the introduction of
paritiitische, municipal Gewerbegerichte, or industrial courts (at first volun-
tary, later obligatory in cities with more than twenty thousand inhabitants); the
Prussian mine policy reforms; the legalization of unions; and various exten-
sions of the 1880s social insurance laws (Born 1957). Significantly, policy
areas in which Germany lagged behind Britain, such as national unemploy-
ment insurance, were broadly opposed by most sectors of industry.?0 German
social policy offended only part of the business community and was always
supported by major sectors of it.

The German Welfare State as Modern and Bourgeois

The German welfare state was also distinetly “bourgeois” in terms of the
formal criteria set out above. For reasons suggested in my conclusion, this
correspondence between the welfare state and bourgeois interests was not
entirely due to the direct involvement of capitalists in social policy-making.

]f‘irst, most social insurance benefits were given in cash.%! To qualify for
accident and sickness insurance, workers had to be steadily employed in indus-
try, which provided an incentive to the “commodification” of one’s labor
power.?2 There were only minimal state contributions: fifty marks per year to
worker pensions and none to the other insurance forms, meaning that “state-
socialist” principles (as they were called at the time) were minimized.

That the welfare state could have encouraged a “bourgeois” form of
subjectivity may sound paradoxical in the current political context, where
conservatives rail against the deleterious psychological effects of welfare “de-

90. Heavy industry’s vehement opposition to unemployment insurance was repeatedly
expressed by the CDI; see Bueck 1905, 3:414—18, 559. The influential newspaper Der Arbeitgeber
(until 1910 the Mitteilungen der Hauptstelle D her Arbeitgeberverbdnde) came out repeatedly
against unemployment insurance (e.g., 1908, no. 27; 1909, no. 14 [esp. 163]; 1910, no. 15; 1911,
nos. 19-20; 1912, nos. 12, 15, 19; 1913, nos. 21-24 [esp. no. 22, 274—77]); see also Deutsche
Industrie-Zeitung (1911, no. 22, 393-95). Some chambers of pposed it as well; see
Handelskammer fiir den Kreis Heidelberg, 1909. Only scattered groups of German industry appear
to have supported unemployment insurance; cf. Varlez 1909, 415.

91. Some sickness insurance benefits were given in kind: free medical treatment was
general, and hospital treatment could be substituted for sick pay (Z6llner 1982, 29),

92. But see Quataert 1984 on limits on pension rights for unpaid family workers.

The Myth of an Autonomous State 299

pendency.” Nonetheless, the German social state attempted to promote thrift,
regularity, and self-responsibility among the insured. To participate in pension
and disability funds, the worker was required at periodic intervals to stick
special stamps into a membership booklet, indicating payment. After social
reformers had attempted for decades to inculcate a “Protestant” savings ethic in
the working class through popular savings banks, a nearly irresistible method
for drawing workers into this kind of behavior had finally been found. The
evolution of sickness insurance legislation gradually undermined genuine
worker self-management, first by undercutting trade union mutual funds and
then, in 1911, by limiting worker representation in the administration of the
public funds. But the legislation vastly expanded the number of workers who
were required regularly to contribute to such funds. Finally, the “insurance”
metaphor strengthened the idea that workers—like their employers—were
“investing” in their own future (see Quadagno 1988 for a similar argument in
the context of contemporary U.S. social security policy).

Finally, the German welfare state engaged in social reclassification via the
accentuation of differences among the poor. The manual workers were not only
differentiated from white-collar employees through the creation of separate
funds with different rules and benefits (Kocka 1981); manual workers also
tended to be differentiated in an “exclusionary” way from the poor below
(Parkin 1979; Simmel 1906, 27). By limiting eligibility to the stably employed
workers in mainly industrial occupations, social insurance undergirded ideas of
a “respectable” and primarily male working class. As Heide Gerstenberger
writes, “Social insurance did not destroy ‘solidarity among the working
class’”; rather, what it did was to organize the desire to be different” (1981,
58).

The form of the German welfare state was also distinctly “modern” in
terms of the criteria set out above. There are four main aspects of this
modernity.

1. Compulsory social insurance plans. Despite opposition from certain
liberal groups, German social insurance plans were compulsory; the
state required and enforced the involvement of specified groups of
wage earners and employers. Although it was precisely this aspect that
led British observers initially to reject the German approach, by 1911
Lloyd George and Winston Churchill were converts to compulsory
insurance (Hennock 1987), and compulsion is a standard feature of
contemporary social insurance.

2. Income-related benefits. These were accepted with the 1889 old-age
and disablement pension law, and variable benefits were also the de
facto result of the decentralized sickness insurance system instituted in
1883 (Ritter 1986, 55, 76). Although socialists have often opposed
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stratified benefit levels (though not in Germany), flat rates have been
the exception rather than the rule in twentieth-century social insurance
systems.

3. Administrative unification. Another modern clement of the prewar
German welfare state was the administrative unification of the various
types of insurance in the painstakingly thorough 1911 Imperial Insur-
ance Regulation (Reichsversicherungsordnung). The social insurance
system in the United States remains much less unified even today than
the German system of 1911,

4. Legal entitlement to benefits. None of the German insurance systems
were means-tested; instead, contributors had a legal right to their pen-
sions or benefits. This stands in contrast to the British old-age pension
system introduced in 1908, for example. Germans could also contest
decisions on their sickness or workman’s compensation benefits or
their old-age and disability pensions (Z5llner 1982, 30). Following a
revision in 1899, workers could be represented in local pension offices
and have some voice in deciding the level of individual pensions (Born
1957, 177).93

Conclusion: State Elites and the Promotion of
Bourgeois Interests

I have argued that in key respects the poor relief and social insurance systems
of the German Empire served industry rather than agriculture, and that agrar-
ians were unable fundamentally to change the poor relief system in their favor.
I have also argued that poor relief and social insurance were both modern and
bourgeois. They were also more modern and more bourgeois than contem-
poraneous programs in Britain. While England may have provided Germany
and other nations with a glimpse of their own economic futures, the German
welfare system played the same role vis-a-vis Britain.

Thave provided descriptive support for the class-correspondence perspec-
tive. What is missing is an explanation for the form and content of policy. (I am
only able to outline an argument within the limits of this essay; a more com-
plete account is developed in Steinmetz 1993.) The paradox is that the social
insurance reforms of the 1880s were bourgeois, even though their ultimate
authors were not businessmen but upper-level imperial and Prussian ministers,
the chancellor, and the Kaiser. Why would imperial state elites put a consis-

93, The major missing dimensions here are universal coverage and a macroeconomic
regulation of demand through social policy. I have explained the “class” reasons for nonuniversal
coverage above; full-scale demand management had to await the development of Keynesianism
(see Weir and Skocpol 1985).
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tently bourgeois-industrial stamp on social policy despite their own largely
aristocratic backgrounds and the presence of strong agrarian pressure groups?
Three factors seem best able to account for this industrial orientation of state
managers and thus ultimately to explain the class correspondence of social
policy: (1) the state’s dependence on the private economy for financial re-
sources (required for the state’s general operations as well as its specific
military needs); (2) the state’s dependence on private development and produc-
tion for its military needs; and (3) the socialization of the state’s civil servants
into an ethos and habitus supportive of capitalist industrialization. These three
factors—fiscal dependence, military dependence, and socialization—forced
state officials to attend to industrial capitalist voices and to internalize an
industrial capitalist logic when making policy. State-centered dynamics must
be invoked to explain an ostensibly society-centered outcome.

First, the Prussian and German states were increasingly dependent on the
private economy for fiscal resources. Most public revenues were raised
through taxes, fees, tariffs, and loans from private sources. Although the Prus-
sian state had traditionally tried to liberate itself from these constraints through
ownership of demesne lands, mines, and other state property, it depended
increasingly on revenues raised through taxes. By 1901, the net revenue from
the Prussian state’s own properties made up only 17.8 percent of total reve-
nues; and by 1913 it had declined to 9.7 percent of the total.94 The leading
source of revenues was the Prussian railroads; the second largest source was
the general income tax; and revenues were also culled from a property tax
(Ergdnzungssteuer).?> The national state faced similar constraints. The empire
had few productive asscts of its own and depended mainly on indirect taxes,
duties, and fees until 1914. The biggest source of central government revenues
during the 1872—1914 period was tariffs.®¢ As a result, the Prussian-German
state was structurally dependent on capitalist prosperity and was obligated to
the economic bourgeoisie as a “state-bearing” social class. Direct taxes re-
quired the compliance of property owners; credits required the goodwill of
banks; and indirect taxes, fees, and tariffs could not exist without economic

94. All figures are from the Statistisches Jahrbuch fiir den preufischen Staat, vol. 1 (1903)
through vol. 13 (1913), section “Finanzen.” All of these are final rather than projected budget
figures. .

95. In 1913 income taxes brought in 392 million marks, while the railroads’ net earnings
were 590 million. See Statistisches Jahrbuch fiir den preufiischen Staat 13 (1915): 318.

96. The imperial government did, of course, make some money on its railroads, but these
brought in less than the Prussian rails—only 143 million marks in 1911, for example, as compared
to 520 million marks for the Prussian railroads in the same year. Figures from Statistisches
Jahrbuch fiir das deutsche Reich 34 (1913): 334; and Statistisches Jahrbuch fiir den preupischen
Staat 14 (1916): 274. The other large source of imperial revenue was the yearly transfers (Ma-
trikularbeitrige) from the federal states.
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growth and a prospering capitalist economy. A politically induced slump could
lower imports, railroad traffic, consumption levels, and business in general,
thus emptying the state’s coffers.

The second factor driving the state into a condominium with industry was
its dependence on private development and production for its military needs.
The state’s dependence in military matters went beyond its need for private
credit and increasingly encompassed industrial production and technical
developments in the private sector as well. Most of the key innovations in
armaments during the nineteenth century had emerged in the private sector—
the breech-loading needle gun, widely credited with Prussian victory against
Austria in 1866; Krupp’s cannons; smokeless gunpowder and explosives; and
even the Prussian railroads, which proved militarily indispensable (Showalter
1975, 161-90, 213; Messerschmidt 1975, 358; Osten-Sacken 1913, 67-91).
Research and development played an increasingly important role as the arms
race heated up in the decades before World War I. Moreover, although some
military production could be carried out by state-owned firms, private industry
was crucial for emergency resource mobilization and for large-scale produc-
tion, including the navy’s battleships and heavy cruisers and military airplanes,
which were produced entirely by private enterprises before 1914 (Morrow
1976). Private companies supplied 72 percent of the weaponry for the artillery
uuits in the late Wilhelmine era, and by 1914 they received 60 percent of total
matériel spending (Schmidt-Richberg 1968, 119; Messerschmidt 1975, 370).
The Imperial German state thus needed industry in order to continue building
upon its peculiar advantage.97

How did these fiscal and national-military considerations influence the
form of social policy? The main connection was an overarching determination
by state officials to preserve the economic health and the loyalty of capital,
especially its heavy-industrial faction. As a result, most national policies were
propelled in the direction of support for a modernizing industrial capitalist
economy. In future research it will be important to identify the specific charac-
teristics of the ideological discourses within the state, as well as the more
mundane features, such as sanctions and criteria for bureaucratic promotion,
that produced these systematic effects.

The third factor moves from external constraints on policy to the “produc-

97. The issue of military motives and class correspondence is slightly more complex than is
suggested here, since the state could sometimes be led by military considerations to engage in
social policies against industrial interests. This is illustrated by the 1905 miners’ strike and the
government’s response to the mine employers® plans to import strikebreakers from abroad. The
Prussian government’s response actually met certain of the striking miners’ key demands,
culminating in a revision of the Prussian mining code. The state’s liberalism and flexibility in this
case probably reflected the strategic military importance of mine production (Born 1957, 184~85).
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tion” of German officials, their education and career-long ideological “inter-
pellation” (Althusser 1971). Administrative elites within the imperial state
offices and Prussian ministries were deeply imbued with an ethos of promoting
industrialization. This commitment derived from the meritocratic form of their
careers, the nature of their university education, and a specific political culture
within the state apparatus. The system of civil-service qualifying examina-
tions, which started as early as the 1730s (Geib 1955—56, 320; Delbriick 1917,
4), forced even aristocratic boys to operate according to bourgeois meritocratic
standards. Administrative careers required an internship period as Referendar,
and there were further examinations after service began (Armstrong 1973,
202-3). Upper-level bureaucrats were required to have an academic degree in
Prussia after 1770, and the university degree became progressively more im-
portant (Bleek 1972, 47, 54, 80—81; Mueller 1984, 68). Although sons of the
nobility were still overrepresented in the bureaucracy, selection from this pool
was based on mastery of bourgeois skills.

The core of future officials’ studies from 1743 until the nineteenth century
was cameralistic science. During the eighteenth century, cameralism
developed into the science of governing with respect to the maintenance and
improvement of the economy. Although the ultimate goal of this “new”
cameralism was to strengthen the state and its coffers, this was seen as depend-
ing on the economic welfare of society. Both the new cameralism and the
German field of “national economy,” which supplanted it in the nineteenth
century, put a positive value on industry and development, and unlike laissez-
faire- approaches, both assumed that the state should be deeply involved in
promoting economic modernization (Tribe 1988). After 1817 legal studies and
practice in the law courts and urban and rural administration began to replace
cameralistics and internships in agriculture or industry in the training of admin-
istrative officials, although “cameralistic schooling continued to influence the
criteria of admission” (Koselleck 1989, 245). The general belief persisted,
however, that state officials had the “explicit duty to function predominately as
a dynamic and formative element” (Geib 1955—56, 322; see also Gillis 1972,
17). Moreover, in many respects the legal focus actually intensified the capital-
ist orientation of training. The task of the state was now to eliminate obstacles
to the expansion of capitalism.

The ongoing (re)socialization of noble civil servants into a bourgeois
outlook continued after they entered the administration. As Gary Bonham
(1985) has shown in a detailed biographical analysis, the stance of Imperial
German and Prussian officials on specific policy issues was largely determined
by career experiences and location within the administration. Apprenticeship
in the civil service had a “modernizing” effect on most Prussian and Reich
ministers; only in a few specific branches of the Prussian state was there an
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enhancement of anti-industrial attitudes.8 Further research will probably also
show that an ideological or discursive structure within the state apparatus
constantly referred officials back to the bourgcmslc 99 Whatever their initial

Perhaps the Prussian state was not autonomous after all; but this was its official
myth (Medalen 1978, 93). Indeed the German state of the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries was highly dependent on private industry to carry out
its projects. Nonetheless, the motives that forced the state into an alliance with
industry were the state’s “own” interests, and not the result of some sort of
mysterious economic “determination in the last instance.” Skocpol is correct in
arguing that the state, in its search for internal order and international competi-
tion, may provoke conflicts of interest with the dominant class (1979, 30). Yet
the nineteenth-century German state, which in so many respects seems to be
located at the core of the state-centered perspective, rarely obstructed the
interests of the industrial bourgeoisie. By bringing the entire range of govern-
ment activities within our field of vision, including the state’s local projections,
we only strengthen this conclusion. In order to pursue its spec1ﬁc goals thc
state had no chmce but to ally Wlth mﬂdaé‘mbuslness —
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