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This studylooks at the first part of what for want of a better term could be described as

t he-hGpsrteor ydé of Ger man syndicalism, that
wor ker supporters of 't he o@aniatonbefore ¥883. c o n c «
Its aim is not to o6uncoverd the | ocalist

speaking readers unfamiliar with it but, rather, to seek to find in the earlier history of

this movement an explanation as to why a branch of trade unionism whiclyinitia

defined itself as a tactical response to restrictive state legislation (above all, the Prussian
Law of Association of 1% March 1850) continued to exiafterthe ban which most

local laws of association placed on political association waswenten by national

legislation which guaranteed the right to such (for men) in December 1899. How did a
Otactical responsed come to assume a | on
foreseen? This begs a second question: how significant, then, was tHealegalork?

It is my belief that the answ&to these questiorean already be found in the localist

buil ding worker movemento6s earlier histol
September 1868, the Berlin Workers Congress was followed by the growth of trade
unionmovementssocial democratic and liberal, which castied with the isolated
establishment of individual trade unions beforehand. In 1893, pottery workers (who
includedamong their numbestove fittery became the last of the four largest groupings

of building workerg after the carpenters, building laborg:eand bricklayers to

establish a national trade union on a centralist model. After this date, localist building
workers dominated a second, formally separate, social democratic trade union

movement.
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INTRODUCTION

d_okalistenandSozialdemokraten 61 ocal i st &6 trade unioni sn
industry, 1868L 8 9 3 0

This studylooks at theearliestpre-historyof Germananarchesyndicalismghat is,atits
roots among supporters of thezafdnleioral i st 06
1893.Several questions immediately present themseWks were the localistand

how were they linked t8ocial DemocracyWhydi d tr ade ménifomdolidc
strongest suppoemong workers ithe building industry? Whegloes this studfocus on

this particulartimeframe?n the course of answering the last of these initial questions,

that is, why does this study focus on the period from 1888%8, acontrast will be
madebetween historians of anarcsgndicalism in GermanfHans Manfred Bock,

Angela Vogel, Hartmut Rubneandother labour historians (Willy AlbrechiDirk

Miiller) for whom tte early historyof localist trade unionisiwas a compoent part of
theirwiderresearchThis studyrests orthe premisethafor mal 6 | ocal i sm (
the mid1880sonwards) and t he O c e nt caanbtbesfullpundenstpod s i t i
without reference to earlier state repression and trade thr@onies. This premise

informs the key questi@whichthe studyaims to answemvhy did a branch of trade

unionism which had defined itself as a tactical response to restrictive state legislation
(above all, to the Prussian Law of Association df March 1850) continue to exist

once the ban on political association (for men) was-owgten by national legislation

at the end of 1899 Mow significant, in the end, was the legal framewdFks
Introductioncontains a guide to thetudyd s s t refore doncludengwvith abrief

overviewo f t he wider Omil i eud of | abour hi st

Who were the |l ocalists? The | ocalists, w |

organi zedo6 ( 6di édefinedkharselvesas hothsn eeandméc aril j |

! Paragraph 8, Section (a.), of the Prussian Law, which forbadecpbtitiganizations from accepting
women, school students, and apprentices as members, remained in operation until the adoption of a Civil
Law Book Burgerliches Gesetzbugfor all of Germany in 1908.

2 Contemporary critics (for example, Ignaz Auer) andammnts (Adam Drunsel, Chair of the Pottery
Wor kers Union of Germany from 1899 to 1922) wused
accepted English translatioBrotokoll Gber die Verhandlungen des Parteitages der
Sozialdemokratischen ParteeDtschlands. Abgehalten zu Libeck vom 22. bis 28. September 1901
8



political movement In answering this initial question, | shall first of all briefly describe

the movementds craft wunion origins, bef ol
Democracy. 1880s trade union |l ocalism hai
craftunion which before 1872 had refused tgai its national trade union following

the dislocation caused by conscription of union members to fight in the APanssian

War. Localist trade unionism+@merged one decade later an@vemena s Ger many 0
trade unions reorganized themselves in the wake of their almost total destruction

following the enactment of the ArBocialist Law in 1878. The craft union basis which

this reorganization initially took was not new: the first national trade unions in

Germany after 1868 had been centralized bodies of former local craft unions. The first
national carpenter and bricklayer trade unions had been no exception to this pattern.
Dissatisfied with the mastetominated local guild, some four hundred Berlin carpenters

had established the Berlin Association of Journeymen Carpenters in August 1868 to
campaign for a pay increase. Carpenters, for the most part from northern and central
Germany, had then attended the Berlin Workers Congress called by the social

democratic Geeral German Workers Association (ADAVAllgemeiner deutscher
Arbeiterverei one month later; in the wake of this, the General German Carpenters
Association was established at the end of that year under the presidency of the Berlin

craft union chair, Guav Lubkert. The foundation of the General German Bricklayers
Association shortly afterwards followed a split among bricklayer delegates to the

Workers Congress, some of whom had opted instead for th&ike trade association
(Gewerkvereinmodel ofthePr ogr essi ve Li berals. A smal/l
Uni on for Br i ckl (ntgreationaledGeveerksgenospeaschafeders 6
Maurer und Zimmergrunder the tutelage of the Social Democratic Workers Party

(SDAP- Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpantestablished in the same wave completed

a divided pattern of early unionization in Germany which was mirrored across other

industries.

Berlin 1901 [hencefortbProtokoll SPD, 1901 Libeck], p. 255; Adam Drundeie Geschichte der
deutschen TopferbewegyriBerlin 1911, pp. 100, 104.

SGustav Kessl er, @eéerechafticheiBewegueghneler deutdched i e
Sozi al d e beodozialistische Akademikgrenceforth:SA, 12 (1896), 75864 (pp. 7613)
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The localists of the 1880s eschewed a repeat of such centralization citing government
legislation, namely th¥ereinsgesetzer laws of association of the various German

states ot.ander, most of which forbade political combination. These laws had been

used repeatedly to ban the openly social democratic national building worker trade

unions (but not the Liberalade associations) after 1873. They remained on the statute
books and had been used most recently in 1883 against trade unionist supporters in
Berlin of a 6workers petitiond calling f
German Carpenters, wholest president Albert Marzian had been a participant in the
Berlin petition movement, eschewing O6pol |
the nati onale ubnuito nidons tehxei shritasonttsdenmdratidMar zi an
successors, itcameteb used as a stick with which th
Democrats from the union. This tactic of
formulated in 1872 by the then president
Theodor Yor ok, howdvwer prelat@dthe pdiiteeal persecution of the

national trade unions about which it had had nothing to say. Yorck was a Social

Democrat for whom legislation was the ultimate guarantee of wodtags betterment;

he had wanted rather to recriibse workers who were not Social Democrats than to

exclude those who were. His theory had aimed at the unification of a divided trade

union movement as the prerequisite for successful resistance to employer attacks. This
was the argument put forward atthe r st nati onal brickl ayer s
preceded the establishment of the Central Union of Bricklayers in 1891) in Berlin in

1884 by the Hamburg bricklayer Ernst Knegendorf, for whom local craft unions were
powerless to prevent inward flow§labour during strike action. Only a national union

could achieve this.

Localists rejected both of the arguments above. Their theory, rooted in concern with the
law, argued that retaining the craft union form would enable the discussion of politics at
union meetings and avoid prosecution at the same time: they had no wish to exclude
6politicsd on either ideol ogical (Feder at
Knegendorf) grounds. Under the localist model the politicised local union, not the

national unon executive, was the organizational hub but it refrained from organizing

i ndustri al struggles: this was done by t|

elected wage negotiating committee, tlmdinkommissionAs with the craft union,

10



these formsoforgai zat i on were inherited from ear/|
counter scab labour was real enough but left its resolution to the future: if one compares
the membership figures for the centralist and localist building worker trade unions
representeeight years later at the first congress of the Free Trade Unions in 1892 (that

IS, at the end of the period of this study), namely 31,769 and 12,150 respectively, with

that for the total number of building workers in Germany two years previously (1890

the nearest year for which figures are available) of 1,045,000, the practicality of such
6opend organi zi ng ofwhentrdde sniom membersiip s put es

numbers remained so ldvecomes apparefit.

Localism from its outset, therefore, had tsides to it: while its defence of an older

form, the craft union, appeared conservative, it did so both to promote political

education through the trade union movement, the more so at a time when the Social
Democratic Party was banned under the Adcialst Law, and to better utilise (by

keeping separate) methods of industrial organizing bequeathed to the trade unions of the
1880s by their predecessors. Under the leadership of the outspoken Social Democrat
Paul Grottkau, t he nfarditiwasrbanhed md874hiadasy er s 0
tolerated strike autonomy. It was on this issue of strike autonomy that elements of
personal animosity first began to characterise the debate in the 1880s between the
supporters of localism and those of politically neltentralism. Among bricklayers,

the Berlin strike of 1885, conducted on the organizational lines described above, was
followed by the accusation from centralist bricklayers in Hamburg that their Berlin
colleagues had sabotaged strike actioninneardyRat ow by acting oO6uni
their part, the Berlin localists countered that not even a national congress could have
prevented bricklayers from laying down work when the hourly rate had dropped from

one day to the nextAmong carpenters, the isshad more final consequences: after

4 For totals, seeProtokoll der Verhandlungen des ersten Kongresses der Gewerkschaften Deutschlands.
Abgehalten z Halberstadt von 14. Bis. 18. M&t892, Hamburg 1892 [henceforfrotokoll Free Trade

Unions, 1892 Halberstadt], p. 3; Gerhard A. Rittek& aus Tenf el de, o0Der Durchb
Gewer kschaften Deutschlands zur Massenbewegung ir
A. Ritter (ed.),Arbeiter, Arbeiterbewegung und soziale Ideen in Deutschland: Beitrdge zur Geschichte

des 19. ud 20. JahrhundertsMunich 1996, p. 139T@abellel).

5 Protocoll des Dritten Congresses der Maurer Deutschlands am 23., 24. und 25. Marz 1886. Abgehalten
in Dresden i m #f S Hanburgy86dhercdfdrtRrdfokdil Brinktayers, 1886
Dresden]pp. 11, 16.
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Magdeburgbs carpenters staged a joint st
their union branch was expelled from the Federation of German Carpenters. As a result,
these carpenters and their supporters (for @kaum Saxony where the law of

association prevented the formation of national union branches) were the first building
workers in Germany to establish a national network of localist craft unions at the end of
April 1887° At the same time, localist bricktars walked out of the fourth national
bricklayersdé congress in Bremen. The rea:
of national journal publication: personal animosities had become so great that following

the expulsion of the editor and publisfiem Berlin in 1886 under the Ar8ocialist

Law, Hamburgds bricklayers had published

published from Brunswick by the former editorial staff.

In January 1890 thReichstagejected the renewal of the Ar@iocidist Law. By this

time, a fourth met hoidadditon tovtbosekoéthesraft uaiong a n i
public wor ker s6 me eflhadcgme tosbe absosiated with thedo mmi t |
localist movement. This was that of nationalardination via a sstem of publicly

elected representativesdertrauensmannea f t er t he exampl e of G
worker trade unionists among whom nascent centralism had been nipped in the bud by
police intervention against national committees first of all in Berlohtaen in

Hamburg. To the subsequent ire of Generalkommissioh 6 Gener al Commi s
the Free Trade Unioriswho made its repudiation a central demand at the trade union
congress in Halberstadt in 1802 h ¥ertrauensmannes y st emd r eaui r ed
branch of a national union. It was a system of representation shared with the district
electoral associations of the exiled Social Democratic Party (SPD); at the first congress

of the relegalised SPD at Halle in 1890, it was incorporated into thay gars

organizational platform. The localist movement and the SPD did not just share a model

of co-ordination; they also shared a substantial body of grassroots activists some of

6 Paragraph 24 of the Saxon Law of Association éf Rbvember 1850 banned the association with one
another of organi zat i on Sffentichedigelejenbeitpimeeshbandvast pu bl i ¢
lifted by a unanimous vote of the Saxoatstparliament, theandtag on 2 July 1998. Up to that time,

Saxon members of national unions could not form local branches but could be represented as individuals

via aVertrauensmanf 6 el ect ed representatived) . atfdiberstadimas t h e
1892. See also: Ch. 8, note 68.

" The first congress of localist carpenters took place in Halle on 28th April 1887. The fourth national
bricklayersod6 congr es-28thtApribl887pl ace i n Bremen, 25th

12



whomi the Berlin bricklayers Carl Behrend and Julius Wernau, and the carpenter
architectjournalist Gustav Kesslérwere immediatelyco pt ed ont o t he pa
bodies? Speaking eleven years later, one party executive member, Ignaz Auer,
explained at the partyds L¢beck congress
from Hamburgsubsequent to Halle (which had recommended trade union
centralization) for the | ocalists to be
great majority as we, Bebel, Fischer, Singer, I, all centralist stalwarts, returned to

Berlin. What could wd a v e  HHis mweni@ferred model of trade union

centralization, and that of other party leaders, for example Karl Kautsky, was not that of

the Hamburg opponents of Il ocalism bUt Gr
While feasible aftertheeon on pol i ti cal combination wa
strandbé remained theoretical in the face
Unions and localist intransigence. The 0

leadership of the SPDAuersp k e r at h e r ' dadsteddnttatal lesstlah i o n 0
twenty-five years: from the first opposition to centralization expressed by a majority of

del egates at the first national brickl ay:
members of localistade unions from the SPD in 1908. But although it disagreed with
them, the partyodos | eadership acknowl edge:t

constituted the backbone of the social democratic movement in Berlin.

The SPD leadership did not dissatel itself from the localist trade union movement

until the partyo6s Mannh dacaismwasclegrlysesen i n 1
bythepartyb ot h during its oO0formati vsulygneri od,
during the more widely researched periodh&f movemerit kter history up t@and

beyond the death in 1904 of its first ideolodfesslerto constitutea variety of
Oanasygmai cYetin1990tidethen labour historian Richard J. Evam®te

that, déeven in the early 1890s the vast |

8 Protokoll Uber die Verhandlungered Parteitages der Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands.
Abgehalten zu Halle a. S. vom 12. bis 18. Oktober 1Béflin 1890, p. 10.

% Protokoll SPD, 1901 Libeck, pp. 25&

PKarl Kautsky, 6Tr adrgernblional@ocalistRavibvt @900),i5838; Igsam6 |,
Auer, OPart ei Sozafistische Manatdhefte (h98%), 1396 ,

11 Protokoll, op cit.
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rejected the ideas of the radical-s in Bel
syndi cal i s4Suchmaochaatterigation, firstlyattwo distinct radical

movemetns, namelytheradicalJunge( 6 Young Onesd) mBoci@d ment ¢
Democratsandthatof thelocalisttrade uniorsts, were one and the sanmand secondly

that one can talk of anarclsyndicalism in Germany at this tilm&as wrong orboth
counts.Onthe first point, theearlierassertion of the German historidieinz
Langerhans, that, oOonaturally there were
should not béaken to mean that such connections were plemtifthat they prove a

symbiotic relationshig® With the exception of the Magdeburg carpertdolf Schulze,

there is little evidence activelocalist participation in thdungenmovement, or the
Independent Socialists as thegcameknownfollowing their expulsion from th&PD

at its 1891 congress in ErfuftThe shoemakeRichard Baginski, one of the leading
Berlin opponents of the partyds | eader shi
meetings of the Berlin | omaloifstCacpiint eursi
and 24" August 1890, and orf"6April 1891, respectively® No localist carpenters,

however, weréo be found among thosxpelled from the party at ErfurkKessler

while he was lateallegedto have expressed private supporttf@Jungenin a letter at

the time was also a member of the-Biember committee which drew up the new
6Erfurt Progr ®mmedyehrshkeapartyat the SPI

12Richard J. Evansroletarians and Politics: Socialism, protest and the working class in Germany

before the First World WaiNew York 1990, p. 131. For a German language variation on the theory of

the6 Ver quil ok-mogiiectednessd) of | odumgéninavemertt,see:de uni o
Wolfgang SchrodeKlassenkampfe und Gewerkschaftseinheit: Die Herausbildung anstiklierung

der gesamtnationalen deutschen Gewerkschaftsbewegung und der Generalkommission der

Gewerkschaften Deutschlandgerlin 1965, p. 293. Schroéder based his assertion in part on the close
proximity to one anothernbéobétberemptuhei 289df SPbhec
walkout of the localist trade unionists at Halberstadt, and in part on the statement of one Halberstadt

del egate, the Augsburg textile worker M. Heinzelr
movemend were identical. Ibid.

BHeinz Langer hans, ORi chtungsgewer kad®Hafdt, und gev
International Review of Social Histqrg2 (1957), 251 (pp. 378).

Y For Schulze, se@rotokoll tiber die Verhandlungen des Parteitages deigidemokratischen Partei
Deutschlands. Abgehalten zu Erfurt vom 14. bis 20. Oktober, B29lin 1891 [henceforti?rotokoll
SPD, 1891 Erfurt], pp. 105, 225, 286.

15 Josef SchmoleDie sozialdemokratischen Gewerkschaften in Deutschland seit dem Erlasse des
SozialisterGesetzes, Zweiter Teil: Einzelne Organisationen, Erste Abteilung: Der Zimmererverband
Jena 1898 [henceforth: Schmdle, Vol. 2], p. 226.

16 Protokoll SPD, 1891 Erfurt, p. 12.
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was so effusivén his support for the party leadershiyhen he spkeagainst a proposal
from Ostrowo party members to restrict m
to two successive yeaf§ Vor gewi ssen Autorit2ten beug:¢
beugeéme defer to certain authorities and
on his part for opponents of the party executive appears an abetfafiemau, one of

the localist bricklayers who had walked out of the founding congress of the Central

Union of Bricklayers in May 189lyasimmediatelyless ambivalent. Hstrongly

supported the SPD party leadersagainst theungenat Erfurt and proposed that the
partyodos |l ocally elected representatives |
party Kontrolleure(or overseers, elected annually at congress) of any future re
occurrences of such Oabuse, defamation,
and parliafOmbargkpayeypdp. Fritz Kater, Ke:
of the localist movement after 19G#id stand alongside Schulze at Erfurt and insisted,
following the | atterodés expul si osigpatotyhat a
from e | @&slo oppositi ono, ®Kater, hoveeeed @asaut t o
centralist at this timéJnlike Wernauheh ad not wal ked out of th
union congress arftedid not become an active localist until several years Isiar.

was he expelled from the party.

Secondl vy, t o-syadtkdnadalglacéalBdOhGermany, where the

Social Democratic Party dominated the labour movement to a much greater extent than
socialist parties elsewhets,to stretch the meaning of this word so far as to render it as
meani ngl ess asi ¢$th&® reputtihreda!l Y aammplcihed by t
West Germany to the Marxiteninist Red Army Faction. If one compares Wilhelmine

Germany with four other large European countries during the same perawdely,

“"August Bringmann (signed article), OEiDas F¢g¢hrer c
Correspondenzblat2nd August 1897. See alderotokoll Uber die Verhandlungen des Parteitages der
Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands. Abgehalten zuatdIRhein vom 22. Bis 28. Oktober 1893

Berlin 1893 [henceforthProtokoll SPD, 1893 Cologne], pp. 1B, 244. Cited speech: ibid., p. 244.

8protokollISPD, 1891 Erfurt, pp. 287, 322. Wernau had s
Paris in 188%s part of the German delegation alongside Kessler. From 1892 until 1904 he was a Social
Democrat member of thgerliner Stadtverordnetenversammliupg Ber | i n  Piotokplldesounci | 8
Internationalen ArbeiteCongresses zu Paris. Abgehalten vom 14.2Bi Juli 1889Nuremberg 1890, p.

129.

19 Protokoll SPD, 1891 Erfurt, p. 286.
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France, Spain, Great Britain, and Italit is immediately clear that what the latter have

in common with one another is that, unlike Germany, they possessed no socialist party
which dominated the workinglass political landscape as greatly as did the SPD. In

France, this landscape consistédhoee rival socialist parties competing with a

burgeoning syndicalist movement. In Spain, the Socialist Workers Party (PSOE

Partido Socialista Obrero Espafjadnjoyed no parliamentary representation before

1910 and in parts of the country (Asturiastaliania) played second fiddle among the
working class to anarchi sm. I n Great Br i
MPs sat in the House of Commons, the trade unions overwhelmed the plethora of tiny
socialist parties in terms of size and eventjgal power (in the person of the engineer

John Burns, a member of the Liberal government from 1905). In Italy, the Socialist

Party (PSK Partito Socialista Italianp was di vi ded bet ween a 6
parliamentary wing (including trade unionist$e latter of which also tolerated a

Liberal government. In Germany itself, anarchism remained a small movement which

after aninitial, and muepu bl i ci sed association with 06p
August Reinsdorf and two others had spectacularly faédddow up the German

emperor William | and other royalty at the unveiling of Miederwalddenkmal

monument in 1883, came to be influenced by the moretiermg outlook of intellectual
ex-members of the SPD such as Gustav Landauer and Erich Mihsamiighdealist

nati onal net wor k, t he obGamampe/srteanensméinner e s C
ZentralisationDeutschlandg did welcome anarchists, for example the musical

instrument maker Andreas Kleinlein, as members, it is mistaken to view it 1€f6e

as anything other than a movement for the most part alsteEmocratic trade

unionists.

Only following the secret agreement ofMBebruary 1906 between the SPD party
executive and the General Commission of the Free Trade Unions at which the former
deferred to the | atter on the 6émass stril

disillusionment so great as to represent a real ruptiBefore this party loyalty, which

20 For thelabourhistorian Hans Manfred Bock, the bypassing of the will of the party membership by its
bureaucratic |l eadership in 190@aadrtrisdi pdt Ad gtulse ¢
Manfred Bock,Syndikalismus und Linkskommunismus von 191®23: Zur Geschichte und Soziologie

der Freien ArbeiteitUnion Deutschlands (Syndikalisten), der Allgemeinen Arbé&ltéon Deutschlands

und der Kommunistischen Arbei-Partei DeutschlanddMeisenheim am Glan 1969, p. 27.
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had been its battle cry during the ABtcialist Law years, continued to represent the
public politicalfaceof localisttrade unionism. Rudolf Rocker, an anardymdicalist of

long standing who at that time was activeBritain orgarzing Jewish clothing workers

in the East End of Londokgtersummarisedhe ultimatum given tthelocalistsby the
SPDatMannheimin 1906, namely that they should join the Free Trade Unions or leave
the partythus:

Onewitnessed the gtesque spectacle of a socialist party threatening members
with expulsion for being oveenthusiastiGSocial Democrats, who moreover had
wished to implant the spirit of Social Democracy in their own trade unions. But
in Germany much was possible which ther countries would hardly be

believed to be s&

Although Kessler had expressed sympathy for the FrBodinses du Travail 6 | abour

e X ¢ h a; m geality fincal centres of workinglass trade union and even cultural

organkation) at a public meetingf@erlin pottery workers on 19November 1890

which foll owed his attendance at the pre
Paris, it was only following his death in that there-namedocalist national

network, theFree Association of Germdamrade UnionsKVdG - Freie Vereinigung

deutscher Gewerkschaffebegan to associaitself more publicly with other

syndicalist theme# At its seventh congress in Berlin, from 16th to 19th April 1906, the
FVAdG explicitly embracedenhbeal astrcked, ti
traditional trade union aims, that is, in improving living standards and working
conditions, but also in sufpisfoliowedfwvot he 6 :
years of agitation, which the FVdG in Berlin hadspored, on behalf of the idea of the
General Strike, by the medical doctor and former Berlin city councillor, Raphael

Friedeberdg* This campaigrnad takerplace against a backdrop of rising industrial

2! Rudolf RockerAus den Memoiren eines deutschen AnarchidtEmdelena Melnikow & Hans Peter
Duerr (eds.), Frankfurt am Main 1974, p. 289.

22 For Kessler: Drunsel, pp. 146 171.

2Pprogrammederm iVereinigung deutscher Gewerkschaft
und Aussperrungen nebst Begriindungen, hrgg. von GeschéftskomniBeslon1906. Cited in W.

Kulemann Die Berufsvereine: Zweiter Band (Deutschland Il): Die Arbeiter, Dieeferinnen, Einzelne
OrganisationenJena 1908, pp. 165

#Raphael Friedeber g, 0Par IDieHrgkdtad/2092mnaeg., 8'Gapt. Gener g
1904. Friedeberg was a Social Democrat member of the Berlin city council from 1902904tiivho
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action generallyand increased militancy in the buihdj trade in particulaiFor example,
the Royal Statistical Officek@iserliches Statistisches Anm 1908 reported figures for
the building industryn Germanyin 1901 of 382 strikes involving 18,971 workers; by
1906 these figures had risen to 1,079 ad@76 respectivelyn both years, each figure
represented approximately one third of national totals for all occupational sghtohns
rose by similar proportior®®

TheFVdG did not incorporate anrpiarliamentarianism into its programme at this time,

at hough it made c¢clear, o6that i f workers &
struggle with vigour and success, they must do so as a class struggle with the aim of
revol uti on #mniact stopositienlon tserGéneral Strike, while to thedéft
AugustBe b el 6s oOpolitical mass striked@ propo
Bebel had called for 6the most comprehen:
attacks on universal suffrage and the right of combinatwas hardly moreadical

than that of party figures such as Rosa Luxemburg and Louise Zietz who had voted for
Bebel 6s proposal while pointing out that
wai t ed f orza pir’bltavdsmdrenithgaasense of outrage andiagal, than

the gleeofh n 6 o uthasa SdotakD&mocrat such as Kater agreed, following the
FVdGoés 1906 congress, to publi sbxractander |
from the minutes of the February conference between the General Coomnoisthe

Free Trade Unions and members of the SPD
Berlin. At thisconferenceBebel had declared that the party had every reason to avoid a
political mass strike where possible after the trade unions had gtatedey would not

fund any agitation for sucH.

later became an anarchist. He was not expelled from the Social Democratic Party"U@&p&Ember
1907.Vorwarts 26th Sept. 1907. Cited in Dieter Frick#e deutsche Arbeiterbewegung 1869 bis 1914:
Ein Handbuch Uber ihre Organisation und Tgkeit im KlassenkampBerlin 1976, p. 750.

25 Statistik des Deutschen Reichs: Band 230, Streiks und Aussperrungen im Jahre 1908: Bearbeitet im
Kaiserlichen Statistischen Amterlin 1909, pp. 1, 4.

26 Einigkeit 5th Jan. 1907.

27 protokoll tiber die Verhalungen des Parteitages der Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands.
Abgehalten zu Jena vom 17. bis 23. September, B¥b8n 1905 [henceforttProtokoll SPD, 1905 Jena],
pp. 1423, 3423. For Luxemburg: ibid., pp. 320. For Zietz: ibid., pp. 326.

28 Einigkeit, 239 June 1906.
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Several proposals (not all of them hostile) at the next SPD congress in Mannheim from
23rdto29Sept ember 1906 resul tedForexampleitiae F V
of the Berlin &' Electoral Distict noted that the publication of the minutes had once

more shown that regrettalf@ b e d a u )diffdrenaeoé apinion existed between the
political and trade union orgaations of the working class. It proposed that the party
executive and the GerarCommission in future agree to send delegates to all of each

ot herdéds meetings. -BeeskpwStokonCdlarfl oa medmDailr tgd\
that the split between local and centrally orgaditrade unions was damaging the

movement but did not attribub#ame to one side. It did, however, ask that the party
executive seize the initiative in a renewed attempt at bringing about unity. Most notably,
however, the congress passed the proposal of the party executive and control

committees that,

Anarchoesocialist aspirations, such as those which have come to the fore in the
locally organzedtrade unions, are incompatible with the aims and interests of
the Social Democratic Party. It is therefore the duty of the party press to combat
the anarcheocialist movement with all its energy and it is the task of party
comrades to exclude from their ranks such persons, where they are members of
the party, who advocate anarebacialist aims and campaign for them. The

party leadership requests that thoseypaembers orgared in local trade

unions join the centrally orgargd trade unions in accordance with the

resolution of the Lilbeck party congréSs.

29 protokoll iiber die Verhandlungen des Parteitages der Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands.
Abgehalten zu Mannheim vom 23. Bis 29. September 1906 sowie Bericht tiber die 4. Frauenkonferenz am
22. nd 23. September 1906 in Mannheigerlin 1906 [hencefortiProtokoll SPD, 1906 Mannheim], pp.

127-8.

30 protokoll SPD, 1906 Mannheim, pp. 184 140. The last sentence is a reference to a resolution of

Eduard Bernsteinbs, p a s sia 1901aoh a corttestédpeamintitgs dead) R i¢, & e ¢ k

Absti mmung ¢ber diesen Antrag bl eibt zwei-felhaft:/

majority of three votes (110 to 107). Bernsteind

cdass demanded 6éuni form centralizationdé (6einheit

of strict discipline as a preondition coupled with respect for the decisions of the majority. Those who

conducted actions contrary to the party oirth@de union or indulged in separatism could be expelled by

their local party while they persisted in doing Bootokoll SPD, 1901 Libeck, pp. 97, 25ehe Libeck

congress had witnessed a long debate triggered by an earlier decision of a partyarpdral, chaired

by Ignaz Auer, not to expel party members belonging to a breakaway independent union-abpiatg

bricklayers in Hamburg despite requests to do so from their former union, the Central Union of

Bricklayers, and four local SPD electombanizations. Auer, defending his decision, made it clear that

the breakaway wunion was not affiliated to the | oc

conference o¥ertrauensmannerom the party and trade unions which discussed the egclagipiece

wor king bricklayers. This tendency had Eelbheome t he
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This resolution was followed Hgngthynegotiations between the party, the Free Trade
Unions, and the VWG and its constituent local unions, in an effort to win over what the
leadership of the SPD and the Free Trade Unions clearly recognisedamargrchist
majority among the localist&nl y f ol |l owi ng its eighth, 0c¢
Berlin, from 22" to 28" January 1908, after which a minority of delegates representing

a majority of its members (11,623 of 17,633, including most bricklayers and carpenters)
finally decided to accede to the demand of the SPD that they join the Free Trade Unions

if they wished to retain their party membership, can one really talk of the FVdG as a
syndicalist orgamation3! Kater, FVdGchair, resigned from the partwo months later

after having rejected offers of a salaried position. Tellingly, Luxemburg, no friend of
anarchism, opposed the Mannheim ultimatum to the localists: eénlealizationvas

the most suitable form of modern trade union orzmtion, there was no doubt that

among the |l ocalists th@wve ewer &ér@noenyCegnosH
excl ude tshec idalniagtch®d® from the party, as p
would show that the party only had the energy and decisiveness to close itself off on the
left while still leaving the doors wide openontheritfthe added: OWe ar
by their propaganda, the localistsunderminghe tenets oSocial Democracwat every

turn. But social democratic principlese undermined in precisely the same wéngn

Einigkeitl at er all eged that the vote on Bernsteinbs pr
congress to go homeinigkeit, 5" Jan. 1907.

31 Figures fromthe Correspondenzblattis Feb., 1908. If one, however, compares tfieamong them

3,310 bricklayers, 2,944 carpenters, and 2,346 building labdureith those provided by Dieter Fricke

i 2,112 bricklayers, 612 carpentersdd¥ 3 building labourers there is a discrepancy of 5,303. This

suggests that apart from bricklayers, a majority of localist building workers did not move over to the Free
Trade Unions. While this helps to explain why half of all delegates (35 fromI3hte FVd G6s next
national congress in 1910 continued to represent building occupations, it does not explain the fall in

FVdG membership from 17,633 in 1908 to 6,454 in 1910. Fricke, p. 754. For membership and delegate
figures for the FVdG 1910 national amess, see: Dirk MulleGewerkschaftliche

Versammlungsdemokratie und Arbeiterdelegierte vor 1918: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des Lokalismus,

des Syndikalismus und der entstehenden Ratebewdg@rig 1985, pp. 343, 34T &bellel, III).

26 Anar c h s sveanaderrh widely used in SPD circles at this time, sometimes alongside
0 An ar cihthessaneerseéhtence. The implied meaning of the former was that they had a foot in both
camps. See, for exampBebel:Protokoll SPD, 1905 Jena, p. 299.
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someondrom the central trade unionas did Bringmann at your conference in

Februarydeclaregshemselvesgainst the principle of the class struggfe

The Oshort han ébtheecentury tradeouniondotalistn in IGarmafiyst

of all with theJungermovementandthenwi t h é-awnmad ic diwdni s mo ,
unsustainable onén contrast, its association with building workers (the focus of this

study) appears incontrovertible when the occupations of those localist delegates (twelve

of thirteen) who walked out of the first congress of the Free Trade Unions in 1892 and

of delegates (twenty of thirty four) to the founding congress of the Representatives
Centralization in 1897 are borne in mind but this does not tell the whole*story835
Germanyb6s metal workers had also adopted 1
union, the Association of Metalworkergdreinigung deutscher Metallarbeijehad

been banned as a O0soci aSociafist Law. Atthgfrsti zat i o
Ssubsequent national congress of Ger man m
argued that recentralization was premature, a position they maintained until 1897 when
they finally joined the German Metalworkers Unide(tscher Metallarbeiterverband

after the latter changed its statutes to allow for local strike autonomy. A minority of
metalworkers, again for the most part in Berlin, nonetheless did choose later in the same
year to participate in the founding of the Representatives Centralizationsstimel

largest occupational grodpThis is a history with elements in common with, and

divergent to, the experience of the numerically stronger localist building workers: for
example, owing to the multiplicity of me:
trade unionists, both centralist and localist, were characterised much earlier by an
insistence on industrial organization. This study has, however, foresworn a comparative
approach to concentrate instead on localist trade unionism where it was bajbsttron

and where it was most contested: in the German building industry.

33 Protokoll SPD, 1906 Mannheim, pp. 3156 . For Luxembur gés opposition
particular: Rosa Luxembur@he Mass Strike, The Political Party and The Trade Unibnadon 1964,
pp. 1114,

34 Protokoll Free Trade Unions, 1892 Halberstadt, p.Bi2k Mller, op. cit.

35 Ten years later, metalworkers (3,010) remained the second largest occupational group of an FVdG
membership of 17,63&orrespondenzblatbp. cit.
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Up to the split in the movement in 1908&iilding workerscontinued tacomprisethe

backboneof the localist movemenAtthe6 e x t r aor di nar yo6 ei ghth
in January othat year bricklayers, carpenters, building labourers, potlery workers
(including stove fitters}till compriseda total 0f9,200 of 17,633 membet$But while

it was true that longerm support for localism was to be found among workers

producing fo a local market anfbr whom working conditions and wagalso

depended on local circumstances, the largest group of whom were building workers

this does not explain why some of their number were attracted to it but othéfs not.
Speaking before thefirsta t i on al bri ckl| aknegersl@aif congress
unwittingly pointed to a major reason ftis pattern of affiliation and neaffiliation

whenhe stated that it was the duty of a trade union not to provoke war wittputitef

masters but to effect a resolution of tmerk questioBon a peaceful basis.
Knegendorf déds assertion rested dambprgr sonal
city councillors®® Such benevolence wast the p e r expeniemdéof bricklayers in

Prusga whowere confronted both with state authorities much more willing to use the

| aw agai nst zavomrakdeith eamployersvigochadine ready ear of that

state.In 1886, Kessler and two bricklayers, Behrend anid R¥ilke, were expelled

from Betin at employer behest.In the face of such obduracy, a resolutidnthe work

guestion along the lines suggested by Knegersmimed fancifulo many

Berlin in particular was different from Hamburg in another respect: hostility to the

0 c a st ewhishpvasrséeh & a remnant of guild domination, was much more marked
among that ci t yVhythibhad Hagpénedgs considereckin tise first
chapter othis study The combination of these two factors, of an experience of greater

state repression and a more marked hostility to the guild, can be read into the minutes of

% Ibid.

87 Gerhard A. RitterDie Arbeiterbewegung im Wilhelminischen Reich: Die &deimokratische Partei
und die Freien Gewerkschaften 18990Q 2 Ed., Berlin 1963, p. 114.

38 protokoll des Kongresses der Maurer Deutschlands am 28. und 29. April 1884 zu Berlin im Konzert
Saale Sanssouci, KottbuserstraBe NyBarlin 1884 [hencefortiProtokoll, Bricklayers, 1884 Berlin], p.

5; Fritz PaeplowbDie Organisationen der Maurer Deutschlands von 1869 bis 1899: Ein Beitrag zur
Geschichte der deutschen Maurerbewegutemburg 1900, p. 103.

%9 |gnaz AuerNach zehn Jahren: Material und Glossam Geschichte des Sozialistengesetzes
Historisches?2. Die Opfer des Sozialistengesetzesdon 1889, p. 108.
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that first bricklayersd congr-ecsupationaf 1884
Berlin delegtes withte | aws of association and a 6gu
work®®Whi | e Kesslerds role in the growth of
unfortunately oveshadowed that of others, such as Behi(git had led the 1885

Berlin strike)and Wike, by virtue of the fact that he wrote mphes contribution as a
spokesperson was a significant one nonethdltesan becontendedhat a third factor,

that of individual intervention, of which that of Kessler was smehamong several, is

more demostrable as a further reason for the varied reception of localist ideas than an
economic factor such as the fact that wages were consistently higher in Hahiisirg.

was true but when one, for examptemparesvage rates as compiled for the fourth
nationalb r i ¢ k toagyessn Brémen in 1887, that is, at the very congress which

saw the split between centralists and localists become ptlitd&gin Berlin came in at

second place behind those for Hamburg and its immediate enviimiosig the worst

paid were no centres of localist agitatith.

The contrast between the reception of the respective theories of trade uniopadi@ani

in Berlinand Hamburg is an important theme of #tisdy Support forlocalism

howeverwas not limited to Berlin. Before 1890, localist trade unionism among

carpenters, for example, was centred on Magdelhagamongpottery workerson

Halle. In the case of Magdeburg, a rapidly expanding city in which Social Democracy

had longestablishd r oot s, this occurred after the
expelled from the national trade union attheendof f886he | ocal i st O Fr
Association of Carpentersd6 was f bilenoded t |
| onger thé omai maseatadalooppositiond (the

Magdeburg, a centre also of social democridimgera g i t at i on, r et ai nec

“Carl Behrend was especially critical of the denyv
working. Protokoll Bricklayers, 1884 Beih, p. 18.

4! Respective figures for 1887 (#fennigper hour) are: Hamburg (50), Altona (50), Ottensen (50),

Wandsbek (50), Berlin (455), Charlottenburg (455), Wilhelmshaven (46), Harburg (4i®), Bremen

(40), Stettin (40), Bergedorf (40), Leipzig (&2), Magdeburg (38 0 ) , Ha n e3v8edr) ,( AF3 7ein s b u
(36), Itzehoe (36), Lubeck (35), EImshorn (35), Rostock (35), Frankfurt am (82485), Potsdam (32

35), Uetersen (33), Osnabriick {38), Dessau (28 5 ) , Frankf ur t32aind)d e rE cCkdeerrn(f
(30), Uel zen (29)-27IiIN®)u.haCidteaog diiegpbldma € gil2atw,

42 Magdeburg Social Democrats Julius Bremer and Wilhelm Klees were among the founders of the Social
Democratic Workers Party (SDAP) at Eisenach in 1869.
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craft union despite the support of its former secretary, August Bringmann, for the

national uniorf® Among pottery workers the choice of Halle in 1888 as seat of their
6general committeed foll owed the prosecut
Hamburg. While at first sight this appears incidentelh e s ma | | pottery
network had thereby exbsted its two greatest bases of suppdtalle was an apt

choice for a localist network which was more geographically spread out than those of

the other building trades: in 1889 it held its national congress in Breslau; in 1890 in
Munich. Halle had also iwnessed the first conference of localist bricklayers in 1887 but

it was in nornPrussian Brunswick, under the stewardship of the 1870s survivor Heinrich
Rieke, that bricklayer localism found a temporary organizational base following the

police clampdown iBerlin. While the primacy of support for localism in Berlin among
bricklayers, carpenters and pottery workers later became more marked, support among a
fourth group, namely building labourers, became more diffuse when 500 members of

the national union ilamburg defected to form their own localist organization in

1901#* In addition to Magdeburg, Halle, and Brunswick, strong centres of localist

agitation among building workers could be found in Stralsund (from 1885), Kénigsberg
(from 1886), and Wernigerodérom 1891)%

This studyconcentrates on the periag to1893 Theestablishmentin 18930f the
GeneralAssociationof G e r m aRotgedy $Vorkers and Allied Tradethe final one of
four national building worker trade unions, preceded in turn by thioe carpenters
(1883) building labourer$1891) and bricklayer$1891) to be established in the
occupational bastions of localist trade unionismyked a s& change in the nature of
the trade union debate within these four trattethis new terra, the questioa

60 wh edt haenrd taxcenitratizehdd been answered in the affirmative by significant

43 Schmole, op. citp. 38.

4 Walter Troeltsch and Paul Hirschfeldie deutschen Sozialdemokratischen Gewerkschaften:
Untersuchungen und Materialien Uber ihre geographische Verbreit886 1903 2nd Ed., Berlin 1907,
Appendix p. 19.

45 For Stralsund, se®rotocoll des Conggsses der Maurer Deutschlands am 23., 24. und 25. Méarz in
Hannover in den Sélen des Ballhgfemburg 1885 [hencefortRrotokoll Bricklayers, 1885 Hanover],
p. 21. For Konigsberd?rotokoll Bricklayers, 1886 Dresden, pp. 3, 5. For Wernigerédetokoll des
Achten Kongresses der Maurer Deutschlands und der konstituierenden Verbandsversammlung.
Abgehalten am 8., 9., 11., 12., 13., 14. und 15. Mai 1891 in Ghtimaburg 1891 [hencefortRrotokoll
Bricklayers, 1891 Gotha], p. 3.
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numbers of unionized building workei&he split between localists andntralists had

been formalisedAmongpottery workes, centralizatiorfulfilled the reommendatiorof

the first congress of the Free Trade Unionldaberstadt the previous year that all local
organkations, with the exception of tee in Saxony, should do.sbo this seminal
changeone can also adthe impact which Halberstadt had both the 1893 congress of

the Federation of Carpentewshich decided to open up union membership to non
carpenters in support of the industrial unionist metalworkers, and on the 1893 congress
of theSPD, at which the party leadership chose not to yi@ee in what was now a

dispute between competing orgaations All three such close outcomesthé
Halberstadtecommendatiomerit consideration alongside it.

A further reason suggests 1893 as an appropriate cut off point. The subsequent history
of thelocalist movement has long been much more-kmetiwn.Writing in 1989, Hans
Manfred Bock described how his initial interest in anarchism as a subject of research
wasin partawakenedbyra encounter some twenty five vy
anarch st 6 wr i t i n g-spedkingovorldBobkecitedEanlajelr comrhentator at

this point,the Canadian author George Woodcagkp had written thathis intellectual
anarchism haglayeda bridging role betweethat anarchist movemewthich hadfallen

into decline following the Spanish Civil War, and the student revolts at the end of the
1960s*Whi |l e the foci of Badbéeistoriesofshe BAUDh i n
(Freie Arbeiter Union DeutschlandsFree Workers Union of Germangihd German

Left Communisnfrom 1918 onwards, head beercareful to provide a summary of the
localist movement whichadprecededoth His summarywhich began by citing the

localist argument as presented by its representatives at the Halberstadhitvade u
congress in 1892amely that they did not believe that it was possible within the
framework of the existing social order to improve the situation of the workers by purely
trade union meanspted the emergence of thiertrauersmannersystem oftegioral

representatives by this tifiéFor the most part, howeves,o ¢ kudnmarywasof the

46 George Woodcock (ed.JheAnarchist ReaderLondon 1977, pp. 4%3; Hans Manfred Bock,
0Anarchosyndi kal i smus i n Dreantatomlb Wissenschaftiehe ne Zwi sct
Korrespondenz zur Geschichte der deutschen Arbeiterbewedbi($y989), 293858 (p. 293). In my

opinion, both Bock and Woodcock overplayed the significance of these intellectuals at the expense of
6traditional d British anarchist activists such ac

47 Bock, Syndikalismus und Linkskommunispqus. 234 . 6 Ve r t r aoftem namgdatedind i s
English in a trade union context as O6shop stewar ¢
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years which followedhe founding of théRepresentative€entralizatiodin 1897. In

contrastto his later critic, Angela Vogel, Bock identified Kess#drove allashaving
shaped t he | oc ammdged itsethefore 18@ng 6 &Gterl dde uni
g a r d Bodial emocracy*® For Vogel, thisole had fallerinsteadto Carl Hillmann,

an earliertrade uniortheoristwhoin 1873had writtent h at , Odeontbesywrés t r a
the means for the emancipation of the workifes€*° At the same timelillmann had

added thabecausehe activities of the trade uniobsoughtideas ofsuchemancipation

to maturty, t h e s ergabza & i bad #&I1bold a position equal to that of purely

political agitatiom®Whi | e t he first of these sdtisat eme
also almostaword-for-word echo of the position of Karl Marx with whom Hillmann

had ceoperated in the First Inteational. Neither statement mentions orgeational

form.> In addition to thisthere were twadditionalp r o bl ems wi t h Vogel
championing of Hillmann: firstly, unlike the localists, he had nothing to say on
circumventing the laws of associatidte merdy called for their abolitior?? Secondly,
thereisnoevidence ot just i n Kessl er 6s theminutéesngs b
of the crucial first founationalbricklayer congresses from 1884 to 18®8iat theearly

localists if theyhad heard of him, paid him any attentStdi | | manra@®s vi ews
considered in greater detail elsewheréhis studyalongsidethose otthe more welt

knownearlytheoreticians otentralisttrade unionism, Bebel and Yorek.

of one or several smaller geographically close workplaces. That is its modern German usage; in late
nineteenth century GermarthePlatzdeputierte r 6 s i t #lfillddethpsuolei e s 6

% pid., p. 27.

49 Carl Hillmann,Praktische Emanzipationswinke: Eine Wort zur Férderung der
Gewerksgenossenschaftérjpzig 1873, p.10. Angela Vogdder deutsche AnarchByndikalismus:
Genesaund Theorie einer vergessenen Bewegeglin 1977, pp. 338.

%0 Hillmann, op. cit., p. 11.

SSFor a o6centralisto inter pr etadetUnianiam im@ernidnyfrdmma n n , S
Bismarck to Hitler 1869933, Vol. 1: 18691918 London 1982, ppb6-7. More recently, Hartmut

Rubner, like Vogel, also cites Hillmann as anticipating later anasghdicalism but does admit,

0 Wh e i dnéto whatexteritHi | | mann was adopted by the Il ocali s
Hartmut Rubnerkreiheit undBrot: Die Freie ArbeiterUnion Deutschlands, Eine Studie zur Geschichte

des AnarchosyndikalismuSologne 1994, p. 24, note 4. For Marx, see Ch. 2.

52 Hillmann, op. cit., p. 18.
53 See Chs. 5 and 6.
54See Ch. 4.
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Against the backdrop of hisply to Vogel who had criticised him for concentrating on

t he rhstorgmakKi mg mend, ab oinehefarmation®futeo | f RoC
FAUD in 1919 to the detriment of continuity with earliecalisthistory,Bock drew

attention to the deficiencidstherto in knowledge of the localist movement before
Halberstadand cited in this respect one of his primary sources, the retired District

Court Councillor, W. Kulemann, to whom Kater had provided the minutes of all

national congresses of the FVdG betwd897 and 1908 Kul emannds accou
localist movement begins precisely with the Halberstadt waf€oAtotheré p o s t

Ha l b e raxdumrgtthat @ Gerhard Ritterritingin 1963des cr i bed | ocal i
typical product of abnormal relations duritige AntitS o ¢ i a | P’ kater,witla w 6 .

Klaus Tenfelde, Ritter would adfhllowing a briefreference tahe nationalbricklayer
congresses of the 1880s t hat , o6t he cr af tzatienal lexemustii r e ma i
theabolition of the AntiS 0 ¢ i a | .P®¥hat all suel@ibst1892summaries have in
commonby defaults a shared view of the continuation of the localist movement after

this date in contrast, foone GDR labour historiany/olfgang Schréder, Halberstadt

was the point from which the localistme@ ment , O6a di sappearing

represented 6the past of the tr¥de union!

Two trade uniorhistoriespublished in the 198Qwovided a much more comprehensive
account of the formative years of the locatigivement. Firstly, in 1982, Willy

Albrecht published hismonumentaFachvereinBerufsgewerkscha#zentralverband:
Organisationsprobleme der deutschen Gewerkschaften-1890°° This, a

SVogel,pp.224. Vogel 6s eontindteoftbedocdlish movembneis much sparser than that
provided by Bock.

%Bock, OAnarchosyndikalismus inl0Beutschlandd, p.
57 Ritter, op. cit., pp. 11-34.

8Gerhard A. Ritter &K | aus Tenfel de, &éDer Durchbruch der Fre
Massenbewegung im |l etzten Viertel dAgbsiterl 9. Jahr hur
Arbeiterbewegung und soziale Ideen in Deutschland: Beitrage zur Geschichte ded 20. un
JahrhundertsMunich 1996, pp. 1382 (p. 146).

%9 Schrader, op. cit., pp. 288, 243 Another GDR labour historian, Dieter Fricke, took an opposite view.
In common with other podtlalberstadt summaries, it acknowledges the ideological role befsrefthi
Kessler. Fricke, p. 746.

80 Willy Albrecht, FachvereinBerufsgewerkscha#fentralverband: Organisatorische Probleme der
deutschen Gewerkschaften 18790 Bonn 1982.
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chronological survey which embraced all trade unmirthat periodncluding the

liberal Gewerkvereiné 6t r ad e a placead theiradspedive hisdtgries firmly in

the context of the legal limitations of the tinkis surveyof the emerging localist

movement drew on various sources; in concentrating in particuléieaninutes of
national congresses, Aztbnaleispht¢ @mengthe ct i ons
bricklayers, for example, brougimto the lightcrucial figuresother than Kessler

figures such as Rieke, Behrentlilke, and Carl Blaurockthe last of whomhelped to

hold the movement together in Berlin as others were exp&8xhndly, in 1985 Dirk

M¢ | | @ewdrkschaftliche Versammlungsdemokratie und Arbeiterdelegierte vor 1918
postulated that attempts in the immediate aftermath of the First World Wsiiataish

a direct democratic form of representati
movementM ¢, | | hypotbesis restednthe examples afcraft uniod | o @amdnd s m
building workersbased for the most patound existingrade demarcationsnd on

that ofthe metalworkergsee above}!

Both Albrecht and Muller should rightly be regarded as pioneers in their research on the
neglected early history of localist trade unionism in Germany. It is not theea#to
duncover 0 t h ehebendfitof Englisispeaking reaflevsrunfamiliar with

it, althoughas a translation exercise that would be a worthy intention. Soafraive

account which i s what it would be, would po
of the 1840sand almostertainlydrawonM¢, | | er 6 s e ar | theeorigingof a mi n
direct democratic practices, for example in the institution oPth&zdeputiertd 6 s i t e
deputyd, | at eamodnsgh oBoe rsitiemwbasr dcd®SBuphe nt er s be
however, is nothe purpose ahis research projegthich begins in1868, the yeain

which two competing workersd congresses |
democratic movementhat of the Congress of German Workers CIOH3AV -

Vereinstag deutscher Agitervereingin Nurembergrom 5" to 7" September, anthe

A D A V @ WrkersCongreséin Berlin from 26" to 29" September, called for the

51 Dirk Muiller, op. cit., pp. 9, 198.

2Dirk M¢l Il er, 6Bi nn e dstder Gdsdllanschaft dedBerner|Zimsdrerinr st 2 n
Ubergang von der handwerklichen zur gewerkschaftlichen Interessenvertretung', in Ulrich Engelhardt
(ed.),Handwerker in der Industrialisierung: Lager, Kultur und Politik vom spéten 18. bis ins frihe 20.
Jahrhundert Stuttgart (KlettCotta) 1984, 62-86.
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establishment of trade unions. Between that year anobére emergenaoaf localist

dissent at theational brickh y er s 6 congress in 1884, stat
building worker trade uniorend the development of centralist trade union theory,

above all that of Yorckin the 1870swere to have a decisive impamt the

organkational debatesf a decade later

It is not my intentiorto reexamine the localist phenomenon, conclude that it was of its
time, and then consign it to the historical dustbira changed industrial relations

climate across the developed world of minority (or no) trade union meni@rshost
workplaces while job security is naxistent for most workers, local wildcat action

cutting across membership barriers magay,have more to recommend it than

wai ting to OMyaim,lrathertisteseek tofind im the earliestbry of
thelocalistmovement an explanation as to why a branch of trade unidosmout of
resistance toestrictive state legislatiocontinueddoggedIyto defend its independence
once that impedimentie ban on political associatiowas removed aét 1899 Why

did 6for the time beingd assume a per man.
foreseenhis begs a second question: how significant, then, was the legal framework?
It is my beliefthatthe answes to thesequestionanalreadybe found inthelocalist

building workermo v e me nythistery beefare 1893The most decisive part of that
movement 6s earliest history consisted of
view, namely the centralist¥hat interaction, at times, witnessed the exchange of huge
amounts of personal vitriol but such animosities, while real and debilitating enough,
could be found elsewhere (for example, between Auer and Carl Legien, both trade
union centralists, during theatde union debate at the 1893 Cologne party congress).
Underlying the vitriol, which was matched at times by effattsonciliation for
examplethose of Knegendorf and Wilke mationalbricklayer congressdsefore 1886

were emerging difference®ncering the nature of accountabilitit this point,
unevenness introducedfor while craft union localism during this period was
overwhelminglya phenomenoiassociated with building workersentralist building

workers were part of a much larger whdter this reasonthe second chapter of the
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studyfocusesonthe early norbuilding worker ideologues of centralist trade unionism
whose influence, most notably on the Hamburg bricklayers, is undisputed.

For localistbuilding workers on the other harttiere was no earlier ideology to

exercise an influencénsteadas previously indicatedpcalig trade unionisninherited

methods of struggle such as the wage committee and the open public meeting which had
been deployed by more flexible national unionthe 1870svhich hadtolerated local

strike autonomy so long as no financial demands erféustdthe same time, the

Grunderjahre( 6 ear |l y yearsé6) of the new Ger man I
boom in Berlin which pl anaeelyadviintageousi t yos |
position before the onset of economic depression and state persecution. Being the
countryods biggest tradd henicomunrtegproess én tgigl
site placed the General German Bricklayers Association Ubidetka u i@aglership at

the forefront of the earliest strugglestioé new national trade unioPSUnlike Yorck,
Grottkau remained a member of the ADAV d
demandor trade union subservierndais contribution to trade uniatheory is less well

known. Chapter 1 of thistudyexamines these events and the role of Grottkau with

reference to the socieconomic factors which constituted their backd®@papter 2as

previously indicatedthen concentrates on the centralist tieswf Bebel, Yorck and

Hillmann. State repression in Prussia after 1874 forced both social democratic political
parties and many trade unions to relocate to Hamburg where local legislation did not

ban political associatioWhereas the national carpersted t r a dnelerthen i o n
leadership of the Kapell brothers, August and Gitahis pointook the lead in

campaigning folvorckb s i deas foll owing the | atteros

63 A later variant of centralist argumentation which mirrored the concern of localists with the restrictive
impact of the laws of association on the right of combination as laid down in Paragraph 152 of the
Industrial Code of 1869, namely that derived from th& Rbvember 1887 ruling of the Third Criminal
Division of the Supreme CourRgichsgericht can be found in Ch. 7.

Dirk M¢ller, O6OProbleme gewerkschaftlmnesher Organi
arbeitsteiligen Ontepationale Wisseénschadtliche Karesponders aur Geschichte
der deutschen Arbeiterbewegyridp (1979), 5680 (p. 572)

85 At its Annual General Meeting froni4o 9" June 1873, the Bricklayers Associationogpd a

national membership of 10,091. This compares with 6,900 members of the Federation of German Print
Workers, the next largest trade union, for the turn of year 1872/3. Paeplow, op. cit., p. 44. For the print
workers, see: OTakelZleoat3d al Geyamk salt afonkincni 872/ 36
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uni on, most vociferously under the | eade]
Fritz Hurlemannand that of the building labourers, led by Wilhelm Wissmann,

opposeasuch a stanc® This first organzational dispute, which pitted unions rather

than divded memberships against one another, is the subject of Chaptec!3

concludedart One

Part Two is concerned with the emergence of localist trade unionism from 1884

onwards. Whileat the same timgynonymous with increasingly fractious debates at

natonal bricklayer congresse to 1887, the consolidation of a movement which

formed around a desire to defend craft union autonomy of action against the general
centralisingimpulss’as consi derably boosted as a re
strike of1885.T h e st r i k ewake saw iKesded, whose eelationship with many
Berlin bricklayer activisthiadby this point broken down, reconcile himself with most

of these activists who continued to support him following his expulsion from the capital
city the following yearFurthermore t he stri keds outcome pl a
support firmly at the core of the differences between thdisb@and centralist sides.

While neithersidewas6 st ri ke happy' i n the sdundse of
exhausted willynilly on strikes with no prospects of succdbs, debate at the 1886

nationalbo r i ¢ k1 ay er s 6thecuailatgral ugpert whichderlm dricklayers

had earlier provided to strikers in nearby Ratherawltheir refusal to hand ovéo the
Hambur g 0 c o n tthe sutpluscfronmtheir bwn streké funds, citing mutual
obligations to, among others, local carpentens had supported them, brought the
differences of ideology between the two sides intogshalref. In this case, the

difference clearly had nothing to do with the laws of associaonMdiller, thel885

strike precipitatedhe split 0f1887. Unfortunately, whileM ¢, | | pamoamic account of

the whole period to Db9the8lebat®d#hel&836congressitst r i k
hasnothingto sayaboutthe strike itself and perhaps for this reason overlooks the

continuity evident in the fact th&ehrendt h e st r i wasofesof the énweldee r
localists to walk out of the Halberstadch d e  u congoesssdven years latér.

Contemporaneously, Auer noted that the intensification of the use of the full array of

8Wi s s mallilgenteiser Deutscher BauLand und Erdarbeitervereif 6 Ge ner al Ger man Le
Uni ond) was achuildagworkersopen t o non

57 Dirk Muller, Versammlungsdemokratip. 37.
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legislation at the disposal of state authorities, including the nationaS#etalist Law
and local laws of association, frofypril 1886 followed a visit to the Imperial and
Prussian Minister of the Interior, Robert von Puttkamer, by a deputation of Berlin
building employers. The strike, therefore, was a significant event not just in localist
history but alson that of state atudes to trade unionism more generallize 1885
strike, its origins, course, and outcome, compr@despter 4 of thetudy.

Chapter 5 focuses on tfeur national bricklayer@congresss between 1884 and 1887
with an especially close focus on the strike and national journal deb#tescangress

of 1886 While the contrast between the respective bricklayer powerhouses, Berlin and
Hamburg, is evident closereading of the minutesf thesemeetingsallowsthe
contributions of lesser known voicBem other locationso be noted. The divisions

around attitudes to piece work are highlighted agteerindicationthateven at this

early stagefurtherdifferencedn outlook, crudelypub et ween t he Oreal i ¢

Hamburg proponents woul d puydifferetcegswliichd 6i d
once more transcended the legal framew®he chapteconcludes Part Two with the
expulsions from Berlin in 1886 ¢fessler Wilke, and Béarendunder the AntiSocialist
Law and the | ocalist walkouts at the fol

Bremen.

Part Threadealswith the consolidation of localist ideas into a recognisable ideology. In
part this was as a resultlkéssled writings from1886 onwards although eve the

[

earlierst at utes of the first nati doresdmepfot t er y

his imprint. The firstorgarga t i o n a | bl ueprint to bear Kes
appeared in the localist journBler Baugewerkschaftdr 6 The Bui | der Tr ad
between November 1886 and March 1887, was wragginsthe backdrop of a bitter
split in the national carpent er @é&bandni on,
deutscher Zimmerleutefollowing which localism came to be seen as a refuge, in

particular for Bringmann, later one of its most bitter opponents, and Stbei
Democratsagainst a politically reactionary national leadershipese events and

Kessl erds vi ews a aadiscussdd sGhapiere brilikethen f | uence
bricklayers and carpenters, pottery worker trade unionists before 1892 experienced little

personal animosity and no split in their rankisey did not set up a national union at

32



this time.Chapter7 contrasts tis relative harmony among pottery worker trade
unionists with the renewed outbreak of hostilis@song bricklayersvhich followed
temporary O0r e uwiihKassleaftoin this foirprevented &@rOspeaking
at nationalbricklayer congressegVilke henceforth assumed a more prominent role in
asserting the localist viewpoint among bricklayers. Finally, Ch&ptdthoughits

central focus is othelocalist walkout athe first congresof the Free Trade Unions at
Halberstadaind the immediate eftés of this explains such actiorsy looking at
centralist consolidation among the bricklayers, building labourers, and carpenters, and
concludes with pottery workeentralizatiorand the emergence of the later anarcho
syndicalistCarl Thieme as spokegpen for the localist pottery workerEhieme,
alongsideKessler and Kater, would be instrumental in establishinfRépresentativés

Centralizationn 1897.

Twenty years agdMarcel van der Linden, for the International Institute of Social

History in Amsterdam, posed tHellowing questionas the title o supplemeiairy

edition of thelnternational Review of Social Historgy The end of | abour
Summarising the attempt to place research into labour history within the context of

wider society, vamler Linden noted the rise of various alibciplines, among them
owomenés history, cultural hi story, the |
as the application of insights from anthropology and socidtdétyot i ng t he di s
failure © develop a coherent synthesis,then cited the Australian academic and

political activist Verity Burgmannwho, critical of its marginalisation and

specialisation as mirroring the mistakes of more traditional histories, described labour

hi storryédsi dekAddtralia thus: OWithin histoa
desuetude, joining religious history as an outmodeedsdipline consigned, if not to

the rubbish bin of history, then at least to the laws of natural wastage so far as staff
redenishment was concernéd For van der Linden, this decline was especially

pronounced across advanced industrial societies and appeared to be due more to

external factors: the collapse of O6soci al

®Marcelvan der Li ndnemationél Reriew ob Socia Hishqrgs (1993), 13.

®Verity Burgmann, O6The Str angeet@,Bade NairoahdLbbmb our Hi
History, Leichhardt NSW, 1991, pp. &3 (pp. 7671). Cited in Van dekinden, p. 1.
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working-class parg s and the displ ace me-avidenbfdctorwo r k
of % feod.

Fast forward twenty yeasith a focus this time on Britain and workhotpss history is

no longer widely studied at academic lewa#hough the continued existence of a

volunteerrun archive such as the Working Class Movement Library in Salford testifies

to ongoing wider interest outside of the universift¢.an der Li ndends st
remedyto the general trendnamely, that labour histoliptegrate other historical

pergpectives, among them those of geography, daily life, race, and g&hdeincided

with debateaboutsimilar concerns among British labour historians, in particular in the

pages ot.abour History Reviewfaced with the challenge of postmoderniSrin

contrast, for the German historian Thomas Welskopp such artidlessesvhich van

der Linden published asexamptes an &éi nt egr at edi whichci al hi
had as their topics geography, Oo6dand |l y | i
householdss howed t hat | abour history was not
out 6. The i mpression created rather was 1
open in the last thirty years to new methodical and thematic developments that i

identity as a suldliscipline has suffered as a resiiftThe study of labour history in

Germany, however, has not been immftroen seeking to rgosition itself in its case

even more especially following the historical events in Central and EasteypeEur

between 1988 and 1992 in the midst of which Germany found #saléflected in the

decision in 1999f thelnstitut zur Erforschung der europaischen Arbeiterbewegung

Ovan der Linden, p.1.
"1 See online alittp://www.wcml.org.uk/
2V/an der Linden, pp.-3.

BFor exampl e, see: DabouiHistoty Reviewsd.1,(1996% 2t Malcolm Chade,6 ,
6Labour History in the mai lbabourrHstaryrRevien@0i3 (1896)046/ni ng
8; Steven Fielding, 6éThe9;crKesiitsh iFnl eltatb, o uérUrhgiesntto ray
4950;Johnth | st ead, David Martin, 6THB.dorhkpobtmodarnistri st or y
contribution to this debate, see: Patrick Joyce6 Th e end o Social dlistorye2D (1995),s73 or y ? 6
91.

“Van der Linden, p. 3. Thlomaan Wtdrs kloipmpd € Re(ve c&.w)) ,,
Hi st dlmteynational Review of Social Histo8/8 [ 1 9 9 3] Vi&taljphpsschrift flir. Spzéal,

und Wirtschaftsgeschichtg5 (1998), 1214 ( p . 122). More recently, J¢rg
analys i s. J¢grgen Schmidt, OArbeiterbewedmuhivdien und A
Sozialgeschichteb3 (2013), 1916 (p. 19).
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(6l nstitute for Resear ch i mdsedattthe BuhiEur op e
University, Bochumto change its name thelnstitut fir soziale Bewegungen

(6l nstitute f orAppBpriatelyathe fitgtossue of esaehnsed jpurnal
dedicated itself to the historiography of social history and social movements in the

Czed and Slovak republics.

Is there then still a place within tle field of labour historyfor astudysuch as this one

which has as its subject matter workers who are white, skilled, and male? This is a bias
which cannot be wished awalhe wives and children of thosgany building workers
expelledfrom their homesinder the AntiSocialist Law, for exampl only feature as

numbered statistics in the lists compladhe timeby Auer and more recenthy

Heinzpeter Thiimmlef A reading of the minutes diricklayer and building labourer
congresseffom 1884 onwardsevealsthat some womedid workon Germarbuilding

sites as labourers during the period under stoaywe do not hear their voicésOne
contemporary commentator also noted womel
projects in Silesia and SaxoffLikewise, the fourth national congress of pottery

worker craft unions in Stettin in 1889 noted that of 36,325 pottery workers in Germany,

900 were womer® Until 1908,however the laws of associatidiorbadethe

participation of women and youths in political associati@ugh as the localist craft
unions)alongsidemem ne ar gu me Apto loift itchaed 66 ncoennt r al i st
could, and did, join their trade unions. the same time, several local, worramly,

trade unionsvererecordel in attendance at Halberstadtor example, that of the

cigarette caskabellers(Kistenbekleberinngrfrom Bremeri but none from the

building industry Deeper research would need to be undertakénureto uncoveithe

s Mitteilungsblatt des Instituts fiir soziale Bewegundh(2000). For an analysis of the impact of
German unificatioron the historical and social sciences in Germany, see: Jirgen Kieka,
Auswirkungen der deutschen Einigung auf die Geschiaht$ SozialwissenschafteBonn 1992.

6 Auer,Nach zehn JahrerHeinzpeter ThimmleSozialistengesetz §28: Ausweisungen und
Ausgewiesene 187839Q Vaduz 1979.

7 Protokoll Bricklayers, 1884 Berlin, pp. 145. For building labourers, see: Fritz Paepl@w
Geschichte der deutschen Bauarbeiterbewegung: Werden des Deutschen Baugewerk3bédimdes
1932, p. 439.

"8 Karl OldenbergDas deutsche Bauhandwerk der Gegenwaiss., Altenberg 1888, p. 7.

® Drunsel, pp. 133t
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lost voices of the woem building workersSuch arestrictionon the framework of ik
studyis therefore regrettable but unavoidaiNenetheless, bearing this limitation in
mind, | hope that in seeking reasons for the continuity of localist building worker trade
unionism in Germany in its earlier history, | alsinigra fresh perspective to research

on the subjectMale localist voicesfor example those of Wilke and Behreff, which
evidence is more easily available hdezn absent from most histories of the

movement. | hope this study redresses that imbalance.
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CHAPTER ONE:

First stirrings: Berlin, the GeneraBberman Bricklayers Associati@and the role of
Paul Grottkau, 1868874

1868 represented a turning point in the history of German trade unionism. In that year, a
seriesof model statutes were published, following which recognisable trade union
movements replaced the hitherto sporadic founding of individual trade unions. These
statutes were, respectivel ygt itchres &@,Motdlred ¢
oftheGemer al Ger man Federation of Workerso U
German Trade Unionsdé, and the 'ohsjodel St a
reflected party political divisions of the time, namely those between the ADAV (statutes

1 and 2) and the SDAtatute 3), and between these two socialist orgéions and

the Progressive Liberal Partydqrtschrittsparte) (statute 4). Before the unification of

the socialist political parties and trade unions after 1875, building worker atiomi

took place pmarily under the ADAV banner as reflected in comparative membership
figures for 1872/3 for the General German Bricklayers Association (ADAV) of 10,091,
and for the SDAPG6Gs International Trade U]
Oappr oxi maAtte ltyh el ,s0a0nmed .t i me, the | i beral o
and St on Gewdrkvereire dersMaurdgr und Steinhaukad 2,049 members.

While the latter orgamation, which eschewed strike action and campaigns to reduce
working hours as interfereas with freedom of trade, can hardly be said to represent

even mainstream trade unionism, never mind the militant variety which is the subject of
this study, the support of a minority of orgaeid workers for its point of view should

not be overlooked; nahould the fact that at this early point in time only small

minorities of all workers joined trade uniohs.

! RespectivelyMustersatzung fiir die Arbeiterschaftf&@atzung fiir den Allgemeinen Deutschen
Arbeiterschaftsverbandvusterstatuten fir Deutscli@ewerksgenossenschaftdfusterstatuten der
Deutschen Gewerkvereine

2paeplowOrganisationenp. 44. For thénternationale Gewerksgenossensch@ftwerkvereinsee:
Albrecht, p. 531.

At the first full annual genaralFemdeegtaitn g nofoft W r
Un i o Allgedineiner Deutscher ArbeiterschaftsverbpmdMay 1869, 100 delegates represented 35,232
members of 13 trade unions. 23 delegates represented 4,125 bricklayers. In 1875, there were 530,000
building workers alone in Gerany.Correspondenzblgt27th April 1896; August Bringmann,
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One piece of legislation more than any other forms the immediate backdrop to the first
years of building worker trade unionism after 1868. Tiis,Ihdustrial Code
(Gewerbeordnungof 215 June 1869, first of the North German Confederation, and

after 1871 of the new Empire, represented a clear attempt, on the one hand, to regulate,
and on the other, to restrict, the growth of trade unionism among German workers. This
growth became noticebbafter cigar workers and printers established national trade
unions in 1865 and 1866 respectively, but in Prussia it dated back at least to the late
1850s and coincided with the-eenergence of political liberalism after a period of
repression in the wakof the failed revolution of 1848-ere, one effect of the new

national legislation had been to ovéate those sections of the earlier Prussian Industrial
Code of 1845 which banned collective industrial action. Under this earlier regimen,
carpenters iBerlin had not seen a wage increase since $8¥Bat was now given

with one hand, however, was taken away with the other: whereas Paragraph 152 of the
1869 law guaranteed freedom of combination in economic matters, namely in the
pursuit of better workingonditions, Paragraph 153 prescribed penalties for the
perceived misuse of this right. Calling for a boycvifufserklarung, for example,

was punishable by up to three months imprisonrfent.

Geschichte der deutschen ZimmeBmwegung: Hrsg. im Auftrag des Zentralverbandes der Zimmerer
und verwandten Berufsgenossen Deutschlavids 1, 2nd Ed., Hamburg 1909, pp. 38Z. Latter figure
for 1875 cited in Walter G. Hoffmaret al, Das Wachstum der deutschen Wirtschaft seit der Mitte des
19. JahrhundertsBerlin 1965, pp. 172, 196, 205.

“For example, the tobacco workers of the Berlin f
increased wages in June 1858 can be seen as representing a part of a tradition which stretched back to the
Ci gar Wor k er Aséozidtiensler Zigaaenarbeifeof 1848, and forward to the General

German Cigar Workers Association (under the umbiditae ADAV) of 1865. See also: Heinz

Habedank (ed.Geschichte der revolutiondren Berliner Arbeiterbewegirg.1, Berlin 1987, pp. 88

90, 110. A later localist bricklayer, Julius Wernau, is recorded as having spokefi BaldrBary 1889

beforeameetig of the Berlin bricklayersé craft union o
1840s.Der Grundstein 239 Feb. 1889.

5 Max von Mietzelet al, O0Anschreiben an die Zi mmer mei ster Ber
August Bringmann@Geschichte der deutschen ZimmeBmwegung: Hrsg. im Auftrag des

Zentralverbandes der Zimmerer und verwandten Berufsgenossen Deutschalri2isStuttgart 1905, pp.

2-3.

6 Petition of Berlin bricklayers, stonemasons and allied trades ReluhstagJure 1887. Cited in the
Berliner VolksTribling 19th May 1888. See alsbreisinnige Zeitung20th Aug. 1885.
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The Industrial Code of 18d@%ad another consequence of saelevance for the

German building industry, for it drew a line under developments already under way in
Prussia since the Trade Tax Edict 8f/Rovember 1810: henceforth, the prerequisite of

a prior examination before becoming a journeyn@esgll¢ was dopped’ This did

not mean the end of the prior period of apprenticeship but it did further reduce the hold
which the guild, via the masters, had over journeymen. The earlier Trade Tax Edict had
aimed at fostering competition by breaking the productive molyaf the guilds:

henceforth, any citizen had been able to open up a business without proof of prior
qualification as long as they paid the tax. In the building industry, the sheer increase in

the size of building projects in urban areas as a resutimflation growth and early

i ndustrialisation, especi 8auheyw ionr Bperrilnicni,p
contractor, often an investor with no trade background, who held several construction

sites at any one time. Among those-saintractors heirectly employed, it was the
responsibility of the various trade masters to hire what journeymen and apprentice
bricklayers, stonemasons, carpenters, and roofers, etc., were Adedbe. hopes of

most jJjourneymen for a ma snylesswitlstheigrowtlegl e n d e |
ever largesscale building projects on which the guild master operated as one sub
contractor alongside many others working on factory or tenement lbetskaserng
construction, they now sought fully waged employn¥eFis ctange promoted the
ending of tradit i HostandLagipaorangethents witerebyo d gi n g «
apprentices and journeymen lodged with their master employer. One outcome of this

was an expansion of the existing network of hostéésigergg for the singé,

unmarried journeymat?. Having lost direct control of their journeymen, traditional

building masters hafélt further undermined as they were increasingly replaced by

qualified architects at the draftsman stage as building projects became larger. This

development received confirmation in law when Paragraph 25 of the Trade Boards

7 Oldenberg, p. 24.
8 Ibid., pp. 810.

9Mietskaserng 6 r e nt a li tefemeantbak), svidich would house a whole family, typically
consisted bone or two rooms and a kitchen, closely packed together around a series of interconnecting
courtyards. Tenement blocks of this type, with five such courtyards, are recorded as having been
constructed around the Hamburger Tor in Berlin as early as bef@@@nand 1824. By 1825, 3,200

people lived in their 420 apartments. Habedank, p. 15.

10 Qldenberg, p. 22.
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Decree of ¥ February 1849 stipulated that when directing building projects, building
masters who did not possess the state qualification had to employ those who did (that is,

architects)!*

Among bricklayers, such developments, in Prussia, were accompanied by growing

hostility on the part of the guild masters towards the journeymen fraternities
(Bruderschaften'? These associations of journeymen had a long history which went

backto the Middle Ages. While they had concerned themselves more with providing
hostels for travelling journeymen and with arranging local employment, than with

wages and working conditions, the fraternities had not been afraid to organize strike

action agaiast arrogant masters and it was after their example that the tactic of
boycotting whole towns, for example, dur.i
later deployed. While it had been obligatory up to the beginning of the nineteenth

century for evey journeyman working under a guild master to join a fraternity, in the

wake of the Prussian Industrial Code of 1845 it was reported that guild masters were
employing journeymeexpelledirom the fraternities for transgressiofid he 1845 law

had retainedhe examination system for the building trade. More ominously, those
paragraphs which restricted workersod coml
insistence of the masters; if so, this would have been among the earliest precursors to

more verifable later such instancés.

For its part, the new national Industrial Code of 1869 became law to a backdrop of
industrial action in Berlin involving both bricklayers and carpenters, part of a strike
wave simultaneously affecting other towns and citieesscGGermany?® Whereas the

Prussian industrial code of 1845, and others like it such as those of Bavaria and of

11 Theodor RischDie Verordnung vom 9. Februar 1849 betreffend die Errichtung von Gewerberéathen,
Gewerbegerichten und verschiedenen Ab&nderungenlidenseinen GewerbeordnunBerlin 1853, p.
25.

12 paeplowpp. cit, p. 3.
13 bid.
11bid., p. 4.

15Vossische Zeitungeport of joint meeting of carpenter and bricklayer masters. CitBikiZukunft
28th April 1869.
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Saxony in 1825 and 1838 respectively, had proscribed collective action in furtherance

of higher wages, the 1869 law now allowefiThis caused initial uncertainty on the

part of employers and the Berlin authorities, fearful of a later appeal by the new

wo r k e r sdtions aggrestramy collective attack on them. With this in mind, the
Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitusigeculated at thtime of the Berlin carpenters strike

of spring 1869 that the Berlin authorities had appeared for this reason to have decided
against recourse to the Prussian Law of AssociationdMarch 1850, and had opted

instead to prosecute individuals such ast@wu Lubkert, president of the ADAV
affiliate trade union, the Algameimea | Ger mal
deutscher Zimmererveréirsince its founding in December 1868, on the criminal

charge of incitemen®ufwiegelund!’ Lilbkert, a carpenté?dier ( 6 f or emané6) wl
been sacked by his employer shortly before the stfikajoyed good relations with
Berlinds bricklayers and it was at his pi
Association(Allgemeiner deutscher Maurervergimadbeen fornally founded

following a meeting in Berlin in January 1889 iibkert, while still holding the same

position in the carpenters6é trade uni on,

Such close coperation between bricklayeasd carpenters in Berlin would later come

to characterise the localist trade union movement from thel®8®s onwards. For

carpenters, the continued requirement after 1869 of an apprenticeship of several years
continued to constitute a difference between skilled and unskKillaccontrast, it was

dl eged of bricklayers in 1888 that, 6a |
completed an apprenticeship, their training consists, rather, of no more than having been

sent packing by their cheated employers four or five times as incompetentsnaviite

16 Elisabeth TodtDie Gewerkschaftliche Betatigung in Deutschland von 1850 bis, B&%in 1950, pp.
31-2.

17 Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeiturgited inDie Zukunft 25th April 1869;BdrsenZeitung cited inDie
Zukunft 29th April 1869. Lubkert was subsequently sentenced twesdks imprisonmenZukunft 5th
May 1869.

18 Zukunft 18th April 1869.

19 Fritz PaeplowBauarbeit, Bauarbeiter und Bauarbeiter Organisationen im Altertum, im Mittelalter und
in der Jaztzeit,Berlin 1930, p. 7.

20QOldenberg, p. 24.
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they succeeded in acquiring the?Tihswas basi
some accusation and its author, the researcher Karl Oldenberg, appears to have based it
on the fact that many bricklayers were seasonal summer workers withnal gatzo

elsewherg? Whatcanbe demonstrated beyond doubt is that whereas in the less

frenzied building climate of prandustrial times a bricklayer had been responsible for
providing his own stones and mortar, the pressure of increased urbanization, where

profits were maximized thehorter the construction time, had seen the gradual

introduction of unskilled labourers bfandlangeron to building sites whose main task

was stonecarrying. Such extra labour was increasingly imported from the surrounding
countryside and as far afield Behemia and Italy® These developments fostered an
erosion of the guild mentality,; even car |
(Brettschneiderwho sawed their planks for thethWhereas in Hamburg the unifying

influence of this erosion was coenacted to an extent by the mass prevalence of piece

work among bricklayers, especially following the Great Fire of 1842, in Bauwkh a

working practicavas the exception rather than the néfihe interdependence of

bricklayers and carpenters was ewvengre of longer standing, for the fitting of ceiling

beams and floorboards had always complemented the work of the wall builders. One

can i magine the i mpact of a stoppage of
of bricklayers, for instance due fi@ezing weather or strike action, as a result affected

the continuation of the carpentersd wor k.
versafr®

2lbid.: 6 Ei n e ZaplunsePex heutigen Maurer hat eine Lehrzeit niemals durchgemacht, sondern die
Ausbildung darauf beschrénkt, daR sie als stimpernde Anfanger von ihren geprellten Arbeitgebern sich
vier-, finfmal fortjagen lieRen, bis es ihnen gelungen war, die notdémftitandgriffe des alltaglichen
Bedarfs sich anzueignen. 0

2bid., p. 7.
2 paeplowZur Geschichtgp. 432. Oldenberg, p. 7.
24 Oldenberg, pp. 28.

25 This difference in experience and perspective provoked heated exchanges on the question at bricklayer
congresses in the 1880s. See Ch. 5.

2|bid.,p. 28806 Ei ne Ver z°gerung auf seiten der Maurer, be
nichtsofot , aber sehr bald den Fortgang der Zi mmerarhb
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Far from causing resentment, in Berlin such interdependence fostered solidarity. The
successful carpeatr s 6  sirimgil86@ for thé daily wage ofTaler was followed

by that of the cityds bricklayers who t wt
The bricklayer masters refused to meet with the journeymen bricklayers as a group,
citinglegalistt grounds: O0Since, according to the
no longer exists in la#’ This was a referral to Paragraph 105 of the new law which
referred instead to O0selbst@2ndigen Gewer |
with whom jouneymen, their helpers, and apprentices were to come to free agreement

in determining conditions of employmetitNaturally, master craftsmen were among

those tradespersons the code referred to; the Berlin bricklayer masters were playing for
time. After a &rike of four weeks, however, they were fertto concede theTaler

wage and a reduction in daily working times of one hour to eleven hours in sé@fmer.
Among Berlinds building workers, carpent
September 1868&fter the same wage demand had been met with indifference by both

the established guild journeyfAtadnsetingo mmi
of site deputieson3MAugust 1868, Lebkert had propos
organkation of thgourneymen carpenters, the guild, is no longer adequate to satisfy the
spiritual and material needs of the same, the meeting resolves to establish a union of
journeymen car pe n t3Atasgenkral meeting orftdSeptembery p por t
400 carpenterthen joined the newBerlin Association of Journeymen Carpenters

(Berliner Zimmergesellenvergif?

A national trade union, the General German Carpenters Association, was subsequently
founded at a carpent er s'do 3@ Decenberl868. Then Br u |

circumstance that Libkert held the position of union president of both this union and

27Zukunft 30th June 18666 d a nac h d e r-Ordnang eime M@8sevsehaftrexhtlich nicht mehr
bestehed.

28 Bundesgesetzblatt des Norddeutschen Byr{@dé¥ 1869, p269.
2paeplowOrganisationenpp. 1213

30 Bringmann,Zimmererbewegung/ol. 2, pp. 24. The then daily wage of 22%ilbergroschemated
back to a magistrateds decision in 1849. Dirk Mgl

31 Bringmann, op. cit., p. 4.

32 Alongsidethat of Llbkert, the early role of Max von Mietzel, who had called the first meeting of
carpenter site deputies on 14th August 1868, should not be overlooked. Ibid4, . 2

44



that of the bricklayers came about following the decision of Wilhelm Wahl, the

nomi nated first president of a pntheposed |
liberal trade association movement. The decision to set up a national union had been
takenearlierat the Berlin Workers Congresghis, which had been called by the

ADAV, had taken place frori6thto 29th September; it had witnessed the presentatio

of the firsttwo of the statutes highlighted at the beginning of this chapteadalsoset

up a Federation of Trade UnionsAmbeiterschaftsverbandfter the model of the

ADAV itself, with the same president, Johann Baptist von Schweitzer, anceenguay
national committeé® This decision attracted criticism both from withéutarl Marx in
London noted its excessive centralféinand from within, with the Hildesheim

delegate, Emil Kirchner, predicting that the premature establishment of a fedleratio
would push away other socialist elemefit§he congress had also resolved to set up
national trade unions for those trades represented, such as the bricklayers, for which
none yet existed. Wahl had then anfdounce:
be held in Leipzig on®December 1868. Because this announcement had been made in
the liberalBerliner VolkszeitungLibkert had advised social democratic bricklayers
against attendingf. ThoseSocial Democratsvho did so had included Adolf Dammler, a
champion of producer eoperativegProduktivgenossenschafden Schwerin, and

Fritz Hurlemann, who would lead the first bricklayer revolt against trade union
centralizatiomine years latet’ When their attemptst &eipzig to argue against the
adoption of -iudd kexcallédlaftegitarditheasistshof nen

confrontational trade unionism, Max Hirsch and Franz Duncker) programme (statute 4,

%The generic term for a group ofinpvefarckcetos , 60Arbeit
6Gewer kschaft 6, out of fear that the | atter cont e

34 Karl Marx, The First International and After: Political Writings, Vol, Bavid Fernbach (ed.), London
1992, pp. 15&7.

35 Ulrich Engelhardto Nur vereinigt sind wir starké. Die Anf?2
1862/63 bis 1869/70/0l. 1, Stuttgart 1977, p. 647. Kirchner later had to defend himself in print against
accusations that he had undermined the ADAV when puldieflgnding the characters of Wilhelm

Liebknecht and August Bebel at a public meeting the following year in Harweunft op. cit.

36 paeplowBauarbeit p. 5.
87 See Ch. 3.
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above) had been silenced, Dammler, Hurlemann, and all tle&l Democrat
delegates had then walked &tit.

The General German Bricklayers Association was founded in Berlin two weeks after
that of the car p8Jjatuary 186D. Ltibkeat,presidenhaflmoth on 1
organkations, oversaw strike action that yé&g both groups of workers, not just in

Berlin but also in Barmen, Breslau, Brunswick, Cologne, Halberstadt, Hanover,

Leipzig, Mainz, Schneidemiihle, Stettin, Wilhelmshaven, and Wétms.

Contemporaneously, théossische Zeitingeported on a joint meetirgf carpenter and

bricklayer masters in Berlin on 23\pril 1869 at which carpenter strikes alone were

said to embrace some eighty towns and cffi€ollaboration between the two unions,
however, ended following a joint congress they held in Januaryd8#te eve of the
second full congress of the Federation o1
around Schweitzer now proposed that its constituent trade unions dissolve themselves in
favour of regional trades councils. When this proposal disdnsat with the required

two thirds majority, it was put to ballots of the trade unions themselves. Whereas two

thirds of carpenter trade union members, on the recommendation of Libkert, voted for

the proposal (including in Berlin, where opposition was sfest), a similar majority

among bricklayers voted agairt$Exasperation with a failed orgaationi

membership of the reamedd Ar bei t er unt e r( DtWptr Kermr ¢ggs \Saurplpar
Federationd) neverieveattalyllet thelKapalbbroghs, ®ttoa n 9,
and August,tore st abl i sh a nat i on alGermam Capenierser s 0

Federatior{Deutscher Zimmererbuhpdin 18732 In the meantime, the General

38 paepbw, op. cit., p. 6PaeplowOrganisationenp. 10.

39 Heinrich Laufenbergieschichte der Arbeiterbewegung in Hamburg, Altona und Umgelehd,
Hamburg 1911, p. 366. Paeplow, op. cit., p. 12.

40 Cited inDie Zukunft 28" April 1869.

41 Bringmann, op. cit.,pp.48. 1, 423 car pent e rosdssolution 604 agaiestrithe r s Vv
contrast between Berlin and Hamburg could not have been greater: whereas Berlin voted in favour by 217
votes to 101, in Hamburg the vote was an overwhelming 194 to 7.

42Paeplowpop. cit, p. 13.
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German Bricklayers Association found itself in the anomalous position of beisglthe
trade union still in existence with a formal, if tenuous, allegiance to the ASAV.

Libkert had already announced his intention to emigrate from Germany to the United
States before the bricklayersdéd vote was |
president of both trade unions orf™3®pril 1870**For t he bri ckl ayer s¢
then foll owed a bewildering series of su
Hamburg bricklayer, Carl Vater, had to serve a term of imprisonmemtred during

previous strike actigrhe was replaced by the second deputy, Hurlerfrawhen the

latter, however, washortly thereaftearrested in Halberstadhdtransported to
Magdeburgvhere he wasentenced to two months imprisonmenta similar charge of
transgessing Paragraph 153 of the 1869 Industrial Gbdénadcalledfor a boycot},

he in turn was succeeded by the Berlin bricklayer and union presidium member, Elias
Grandorff. When Grandorfivasthenconscripted into the arngtthe outbreak of the
FrancePrussian War in July 1870, another presidium member, Wilhelm Lange,

assumed responsibility until Vatemas released i@ctober. Hurlemann in the meantime

was released after 17 days and likewise conscripted into the*aRimally, at its third

annual genal meeting in Berlin on®lJune 1871, the General German Bricklayers
Association elected the Berlin political activist, Paul Grottkau, as union president.
Grottkaubs coll aborator in sustaining thi
mass consgtion of many members during the war against France, Albert Paul, was
elected one of two viepresidents! Paul would later be a prominent advocate of the

43 The relationship between the General German Cigar Workers Associsliigengeiner deutscher
Zigarrenarbeitervereipand the ADAV was a more fractured one, for following the departure from the

ADAYV in June 1869 of Theodor Yorck and other trade unionleagle t he uni onds presic
Wilhelm Fritzsche, had been suspended from his positiéulasterschaftsverbandce-president after

he recommended to the union that it withhold cont
arbitrary reconciition with the antirade union ADAVbr eakaway, the O&éLassall eanr
Wor kers Associationé. He resigned from the ADAV
departure.

“Lebkert was briefly succeedeuwstasKamelplenhefrerde uinh
dissolution. Bringmann, op. cit., p. 47.

45 Paeplow, op. cit., p. 14.

46 |bid., pp. 1920.

47bid., pp. 1920, 2122. The second viepresident was Lange.
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centralist side during the orgaational disputes of the 1880s at8P0s into the
twentiethcenturyAt t he third national brickl ayers
argued in support of demandstBaé r | i n 6 s sHould fawald the simples

support monies from their recent strikethe national agitation committee in Hamhburg
thiswaspwer l ess to fulfil its mandate Owhen
p o s s inlthke eodrse of the trade union debate a&RB congress in Cologne in

1893, he argued against Ignaz Auer and August Bebel in favour of Carl E&gien.

Grottkau wasan outspoke®docialDe mocr at . Addr essingnthe wun
1872 hewrote 6 We ar e al SoaayBemqerateThen stand up lare prove

that we are worthy of the social democratic movend&fhe later Hamburg centralist,

Thomas Hartwigpresumablyhad Grottkau in mind when in 1885 he stated before the
second national br i ccertrdizaomhsad@ bderegr e&dHd otwh:
(dde s p 1 ie BB8@8tdde to the fact that the trade union movement had concerned itself
with things whch had no place in it; consequently it should not be allowed to adopt any
party directiom® Gr ot t kauds tenure as union presid
time. Elected in 1871 only after ratification by a postal vote of union members, two
yearslatethe had to face down accusations of a
the establishment of a union journal and the raising of union®d&escessful on the

first point and unsuccessful on the latter, he was nonetheless unanimeeisigtee at

thefifth annual general meeting of themea me d &é Gener al Ger man Br
St one Car \Algensindd deutscimedMagrennd Steinhauervere)ii? Like

8 Protokoll Bricklayers, 1886 Dresden, pp.-82Protokoll SPD, 1893 Caigne, p. 203.

“pPaul Grottkau, OMani fest o6, Ber | i Wirscimegicheinuhs8 72 . Ci
immer, Sozialdemokraten zu sein. Auf denn! Beweist, dal3 wir der Sozialdemokratie wirdighsind

50 protokoll Bricklayers, 1885 Hanover, pfp0-11.

51 Paeplow, op. cit., p. 21.

521bid.,pp.444 6. The unionds name was amended in 1873 t
South German coll eaguesd. Paepl DieHambudgerd. , p. 31.

Gewerkschaften und deren Kémpon 1865 bis 189®amburg 1899, p. 102. There is some
disagreement among translators as to how best to render the somewhat ardidhiatezli nntoba u e r

0
English. |1 have chosen 6s tFrmonbofeeGaselischaftdt a tinfe before t he ¢
the use of concrete block construction when that
carverd so shaped stones at the quarry that they

https://lwww.baufachinformation.de/denkmalpflege.jsp?md=1988067120275
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Hurlemann, Grottkau at the same time served a series of terms of imprisonment which
would eventully impel him, like Libkert before him, and Friedrich Wilhelm Fritzsche

of the cigar workersd trade union after w;
was the 6beneficiaryé of his own politic:
arrestand imprisonment: on 2March 1874 he was sentenced before the Berlin

regional courtl(andgerichj to six months imprisonment for disturbing the public peace
(6Ver gehen gegen d)iduring thefrexant eledtian lcaenpai@n fdrrthe n g 6
Reichstagthree weeks later, on #@\pril 1874, he was sentenced before the Stettin

district court Kreisgerich) to nine months on the same charge following a speech in

the city on 18 March; and on 18 December 1875, therliner GerichtsZeitungnoted

his araignment alongside others before the Second Criminal Division of the Court of
Justice Gerichtshof, charged with transgressing the Press Law and with tax evasion for

not providing the authorities with a copy of an electoral broadsbeetheue Laterne

prior to publication. On ZANovember 1877, thBerliner Freie Pressewhich Grottkau
edited, reported that he had been senten:
of blasphemyf& er gehen der ©°f f e nafteritheFnee PresGdmad t e s | 2
published a poend Au s Mwlach ¢omnpared the poverty into which Jesus Christ

had been born with that of nineteenth century Berlin. Grottkau left the country for the
United States, via Hamburg and Liverpool, shortly afterthihile his personaty

looms large in the early socialist histories of both Germany and America, his

contribution to early trade union theory in Germany appears for the most part to have

been overlooked. His series of agitational letters between 1872 and 1873, sent to union
members following an instruction at the &
1872, represented a significant modification from within the ranks of the ADAV of the
prevalent 6lron Law of Wageso. Befisor e ex:

point to say something of the general theory to which they refer.

In 1863, Ferdinand Lassalle, in his fam@ffenes Antwortschreibep 6 Open Let t e
Replyd), which preceded the founding of |
summari sed t he @dDaosn eLhaew noff L¥vatgrnegsdds eutnzdée r

1 26! berwachung des sozial demokr at 1s8c9h0edbn Maawnrdeersgae
zu Berlin (LaB),Bestand A. Pr. BlRep. 030 Polizeiprasidium BerliNo. 10130 pp. 29, 51, 63, 68.
Grottkauds prison sentences in 1874, totalling
Paeplow, op. cit., pp. 48.
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circumstances determines the working wage governed by supply and demand h u s :
that the average workerso wage remained |
subsistence customari{(§ g e wo h n h g liequisedhfdor Cantqnded existence and
reproduction. The actual daily wage always gravitated around this pointtter be

wages, leading to easier marriage and more children, would increase the supply of

labour which in turn would drag wages back down, whereas a fall in wages, leading to
emigration, a fall in reproduction, and greater mortality through poverty, thereby

reducing the supply of labour, would cause a rise back to the avéfEye actual

average wage was as a result continually in movement across a centre of gravity to

which it must always return, somewhat higher at times of economic prosperity,
somewhatlowe at ti mes of @rgir<xiusleavagtnsdwdceinoa 6 cr
one could argue> Despite the advance oivili zationand rising production, the

0di sinheritedo rGempmtiweertthdédfétbm theencreasesli t y 6
productivity ofthei own wor k: OFor you, always the
e mp | oshare, d@vays everything el®é The benefit to the worker, as a consumer,

of falling prices disappeared in the | onq
time as some products became cheaper and came to be commonly regarded as
necessities, the barest subsistence in a given epotahned the average point around
which workersd wages gravitated. Such i m

centuries and across generations was insignifffant.

The benefit of hindsight, however, has s
anticipate that employers would recognise that the permanent immiseration of the

majority of the population was no way to buy industrial peace or maximise product

sales. Grottkau, unlike Lassalle, a committed trade unionist, was not so inflexible.

Instead hetooki s cue from Fritzsche who, speaki
general meeting in Hamburg in August 1868, had stated that although strikes were no

means to change the basics of capitalist production, they were nonetheless means of

4 Ferdinand Lassall®ffenes Antwortschreiben an das Centalnité zur Berufung eines Allgemeinen
Deutschen Arbeitercongresses zu LeipZigrich 1863, pp. 186.

55 |pid., p. 16.
56 Ibid., p. 17.
57 1bid., pp. 1718.
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promoti ng wonscloenesspanccuhdershe precondition of the right form of
organkation, of removing especially pressing social grievances, for example

excessively long hours and Sunday wdth this spirit, Grottkau set out his own views

in a circular to the brickkhker s uni on membership foll owi
meeting® While praising the contribution of Lassalle in raising class consciousness,

and at the same time downplaying the 1 mp:
rendered imperceptible by ina®es in the price of groceries and otheressitied, h e
added that in contrast, reductions in working time were permanent and also frequently

led to wage increases. The greatest achievement of the union in this area had been the
introduction of the tendur working day in Berlin and Hambuf§Grottkau elaborated

on this in the second of his twelve agit:
been widely misinterpreted: if wages were determined by supply and demand, the

worker could only win througa reduction in working tim&. His argument, namely

that a reduction in working time would lead to a greater need for workers to meet

existing demand, and thereby push up the wage rate, buttressed his conclusion, that
workers as a result would enjoy a lnég quality of life, with more free time and less

torment®? On the length of the normal working day, Grottkau answered his own
guestion as to what position the trade ul
programme of the @SociodIThiDwmasaaafereace fothe Wo r k «
fact that the SDAP had adopted the demand for a ten hour working day at its Dresden
congress from 12to 18" August 1871, while up to 8,000 Berlin bricklayers, under the
leadership of Grottkau and Albert Paul, were oikestat the same time for the same

58 paeplow, op. cit., p. 5.

% The fourth annual general meeting of the General German Association kiiBeis took place in
Berlin on 29' May 1872.

Paul Grottkau, 6Manifestd, op. cit., pp. 24

51 paulGrottkau,Unterhaltendes in 12 Briefen zusammengestellt an die Mitglieder des Allg. deutsch.
Maurer- und SteinhaueWereins und Solche, die es werdeollen: Verfaldt und hrsg. im Auftr. des Allg.
deutschen Maure¥ereins Berlin 1874, pp. 40, 12.

62|pid., p. 12.
3 1bid., pp.1%12.
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demand* Grottkau was among the earliest of conciliatory voices calling for socialist

unity.%°

In his first agitational letter, Grottkau had been concerned to emphasise the

dehumanising and degrading position of the wagedr k er as boughtg@the d uct
| abour market, | i ke any othero6. To rise
a question of justice and | ove for oneos
working class, however, could only be bratugbout by a fundamental change in the

|l aw, that is, on the political I evel. Buf
association: how, then, would it be possible for it to improve the situétioretie

union orgargation was necessary, firstof alltoar moni se wor ker s 6 i n
increases in the prices of necessities (that is, to counter sinking real incomes). Secondly,
as important as political agitation was, it was an idea for which the majority of working
peopl e, 06 6(oogvgeerds udnepacetividig endaof centuties of exploitation,

could not immediately move themselves. Every serious person had to devise means by
which it would be possible to bring this mass back to political agitation. Experience had
taught that this was most easily atcessfully achieved through trade union

organkation. Thirdly, the hitherto indifferent worker leadhin the trade union to

recognise modern Capital as the enéft this point, Grottkau turned to the example

of previous revolutions where the radical bourgeoisie had welcomed the worker as an

ally only so long as agitation remained purely political. Once political freedom had been
achieved through the efforts of ,athe people had been cheated of it by the possessing
classes. It went without saying that the trade union movement educated workers
politically, as a result of which they were as radical as any other democrat. The trade
unions shared the same enemy agthigical movement but they had one enemy more:

the radical bourgeoisie. Workersdo politi.:

The figure of 8,000 is from Laufenberg who descr
t o that enbergpnp.d77. Pheplowfwrote of the end of the strike that 5,000 bricklayers were

working to a ten hour day; 3,000 had left the city, leaving o3 still working an eleven hour day.

Paeplow, op. cit., p. 21.

% Fritzsche is more often mentioned astaro such mediating voice. For example, see: Hermann Milller,
Geschichte der deutschen Gewerkschaften bis zum JahreB&7a 1918, p. 166.

% paul GrottkauEr st er Br i ef 6, Ber IZirGesdhighlegp.680.t ed i n Paep
57 Paeplow, ibid., p. 691.
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union movement on the other hand was dangerous to it for two immediate reasons.
Higher wages hit it in the wallet amdreduction in working time gave workers more
time to think. Trade union orgaation weakened Capital; it strengthened the workers.
As a result of it, the rule of Capital over Work became ever more difficult to exercise
until finally, with the help of patical agitation, it would become impossible. The trade
union movement readied working people for the future confrontation with their

enemy?®

For Grottkau, it was its economic orgzation in trade unions which therefore

differentiated the workingclassfom t he r adi c al b ouzatgmaloi si e

formula of two movements represented a break with one of the core ideas of the man he

so admired, for Lassall e had written that

that iron and cruel law whircdetermines the working wage can be overcome is to make

the working cl a%RorlLassalle, thererwasarompediateypalliative;
producerco-operatives could only be established by the state. The immediate priority

therefore was to campaidor universal (male) suffrage. In his seventh letter, Grottkau

did indeed highlight the issue of the
al | er wi ©Trade upientomdmition, however, was a product of its age; to
dismissitoutohand was | aughabl e. Before the

possible of existing circumstances had to be changed and this was best done through the

trade union movement. At the same time, it was necessary that this movement was
socialist in chaacter, socialisted, and that it always kept its focus on political agitation
while accepting all whatever their political beliéfLassalle would have found it hard to
accept such a formulation withouttl@nking much of the political programme

associagd with him, while Schweitzer by his dithering over their orgatndnal form
demonstrably believed the trade unions
subsequent letters up to his eleventh were thematic rathepribgrammatiand

therefore less coméious. In them, two imaginary protagonidterrn Schulze and

%8 bid., pp. 6912.
9 L asalle, op. cit., pp. 23.
0 paeplow, op. cit., p. 696.
71bid., p. 693.
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Kernich, argued respectively against and for a socialist transformation of society,
concerning themselves with themes which included: the transferability of the products

of modern production ifavour of the stronger (third letter); individual freedom,

inequality, and the subjugation of the weak (fourth letter); the origin of the misery and
poverty of working people in the domination of Labour by Capital under modern

methods of production (fiftAnd sixth letters); the selfefeating effect on production of
restricting workersd consumption (eight |
trade between the countryside and towns (ninth letter); the inability of a worker to
accumulate capitahrough his or her own work (tenth letter); and a refutation of the

common press slur that socialists wished to divide everything (eleventh iétter).

In his twelfth letter, Grottkau stated that while the permanent eradication of an unjust
system of produ®n was possible only through legislation, and that workers therefore
must strive to gain control of this by m
voted, they should not in the meanti me n
continua wage increases resulted in a raising of needs. Wages increases as a result

were, in part, of lasting benefit Grottkau then described a series of scenarios, first of

all contrasting the example of an indivi
action which competitors would not suffer, with that of a complete argon of all

workers belonging to one trade, putting their demands to their respective employers as a
whole, and in a position to enforce their demands. Such an advantage, hovasver,

only temporary for capitalists and employers were able to import labour from other

towns and provinces. Regional orgaation was therefore not sufficient; only national

trade unions could stop the importation of outside labour and preserve whathad be
achieved’* Furthermore, while capitalists and factory owners would think long and hard
over the transfer of fixed capital, for example of a factory building, whose location had
been precisely chosen for the easiest transport of raw materials andilktyaofab

experienced labour, they would do so if cheaper goods imported from another country

forced them to sell their own at a price lower than they had cost to produce. In this

72 bid., pp. 6948.
73 bid., p. 698.
741bid., pp. 6989.
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situation, capital would be transferred to those lands where labour wagicheap

International ceoperation between workers was therefaisonecessary, in particular

in machinebased industry, in order to be able to introduce the same working conditions

and to remove from employers the reason to invest their capital elseWheti&ewise

fashion and for similar reasons, capital could be and was moved from one branch of
industry, which promised fewer dividends, to another where a higher profit appeared
possible. To counter the threat of worker unemployment in such a situataitka@r
believed that workers across the whole of
equally favourabl(gtermbeandecogHdet)cbngg!
In practice this meant that bricklayers, tailors, and shoemakees¢dorple, should

support machine builders when on strike, and vice Vérsa.

Grottkau was right to exclude building workers, and others such as bakers, butchers,

and servants, who met | ocal demand, from
buthisobservation in the same breath that,
organkation is sufficient, since an importation of labour is not to be fearsd far as

|l anguage and customs allow thisod, is puz:
did work on German building sité5The use of the latter as strike breakers, however,
appears to have been a later phenomenon, for example during the Hamburg building
workersoé strike of 1890 when a contempor
anothemwere Czechs, Poles, Danes, Italians and Germans, who all subsequently asserted
that they had not known they were to carry out sthiteaking worki®Gr ot t k au 0 s
organzat i on al model sat comfortably neither
neutralityh of Theodor Yorck, nor with the | at e
mentioned, its programnreever saw the light of dagxcept perhaps in thater

imagination ofthe GDR historianWolfgang Schroder, for whom following the
centraliastt Halicdrogtyadddt in 1892, O6politica

5 1bid., pp. 699701.
76 |pid., p. 700.
7 bid., p. 701; Oldenberg, p. 7.
"8 Birger, p. 500.
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| arge extent the basis fO6Grathtek awdsa nmed i
never realied, in part because it was overshadowed, at the time and in the historical

record, bythat of Yorck, but also because unlike the later localists, the true inheritors of
his o6political trade unionismdé, it did ni
unionism orgarged on anationalbasis was ripe for prosecution under the lafvs

association, above all that in Prussia, then extant across Germany. And this was duly

what now happened to his bricklayersd uni

Before 1874, efforts by employers, citing recent strike action, to have picketing declared
an abuse of the right of conmaition had proven unsuccessful. For example, attempts
made at the behest of employers by the national government in both 1873 and 1874 to
force through a doubling of the term of imprisonment, from three to six months,
applicable for infringements of Paragh 153 of the 1869 Industrial Code, had been
rejected by a committee of tiReichstagn the groundghat making punishable for one

part of the populatiothat which was not for another would not lift the danger to

society®® The personal harassment of @kau after this date coincided with a change

of direction by the state authorities in Prussia, who, breaking with the reticence which
they had shown since the enactment of the 1869 Industrial Code, now chose to
prosecute both social democratic partiesthiedrade unions allied to them. The legal

tool which they deployed to do this was the Prussian Law of Associatioi'&fldrch

1850. Paragraph 8, Section (b.), of this stated that aaf#ons whose purpose was the
discussion of political matters in eEngs were not allowed to combine for common
purpose with other orgarations of the same type, in particular through committees,
6centr al i nstitutionsd (6Central organed)
this, the police authorities were emymred toprovisionallyclose down such

organkations pending a final judicial decision. Paragraph 16 of the law laid down terms
of imprisonment of between eight days and three months in the event of a successful

prosecution, or fines of between 15 and 150 Marks. The presiding judge then had the

® SchroderKlassenkampfepp. 2945.

80Cited in Siegfried Nestriepk®as Koalitionsrecht in Deutschland: Gesetze und Praxis: Im Auftrag der
Generalkommission der Gewerkschaften DeutschleBeldin 1914, pp. 234: Man werde die soziale

Gefahr sicherlich nicht dadurch heben, daf} man fiir einen Teil der Bevdlkerung fur strafbar erklare, was
f¢er einen anderen straflos bl eibe. 6
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powerto order the permanent banning of the orgation. In addition, Paragraph 1
required that the police be given Bdurnoticeof any meeting at which public affairs
(6ffentliche Angelegenheitewas to be discussed. Under paragraphs 4 and 5, the local
padice were empowered with supervisory powers over such meetings and could close
them down whenever proposals were raised which incited actions liable to
prosecutiorf! In the case of trade unions this meant that their meetings could be
immediately ended ondbe discussion was deemed to have strayed onto political

terrain.

Born of the aftermath of the failed revolution of 1848, It#ve of 1850had been
concerned in the first instance with the
political supporterss;aong t hem t he Ber Handwerkewareml e 6 s P a
(6Association of Arti s aAlge®eine Deaitacde t he Ber |
Arbeiterverbriderund 6 Gener al Ger man Wor ker s @8frothe
that year Later, thelaw had alsoben used agai nst independen
such as the Association for Health Caeeg$undheitspflegevergjianned in April

1853%2Its use, however, had been in abeyance since the liberal election victory in

Prussia in 1859 and it had not beeadiagainst the new trade unions. The authorities in
Saxony, where thkeaw of Associatiorof 22" November 1850 was more draconian,
requiring official permi ssion for associ :
Angel egenheitend) were discussed, and wil
were less reticent and banned the ADAV in Saxony@hSeptember 1868. In

November 1871, coinciding with the national trial of Bebel, Wilhelm Liebknecht, and

Adolf Hepner, accused of treason following the Brunswick Manifesto of the SDAP of
September 1870 which had called for an honourable peace with Fooséng

German victory at the battle of Sedan, t|
the SDAP to be political associations and banned all Saxon branches of the

manufacturing and woodworker trade unions. At this point, the SDAP stole a amarch

the later localists, with whom after 1890 the Social Democratic Party would share an

organkational model, by recommending that the banm@dnbranches reonstitute

81 Hans DeliusPas preuRische Vereinand Versammlungsrecht unter besonderer Berlicksichtigung des
Gesetzes vom 11. k#E185Q Berlin 1891, pp. 6, 19, 22, 7B 467.

82 Rudiger HachtmanrBerlin 1848: Eine Politikund Gesellschaftsgeschichte der RevolytiBonn
1997, pp. 84%; Todt, op. cit., pp. 7B.
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themselves as craft unions (a recommendation which remained in force"tuily2
1898, when the Saxdrandtagfinally conceded the right to political association).

The intensification of political prosecutions in Prussia began with the arrival in Berlin at
the end of 1873 of Hermann Tessendorf, Bi
Public ProsecutoiHrster Staatsanwglt. Tessendorf had o6for mé,
prosecutor in Magdeburg when Hurl emann al
carpenter collaborators, had been imprisoned, the lattef darg 1870 for three

monthsfor likewise transgressing the 1869 Industrial C&d@n arriving in Berlin,

Tessendorf wrote to the Berlin police president, Guido von Madai, expressing New

Year 6s Greetings forbab#lotgdx bed e b aamomg, t
cl astsheastb ,t he strongest measur es..beleng e, | ust
addition to the speediest and most forceful punishment, the immediate arrest of the

c ul F*He proded true to his word and for contemporary and subsequent German

labour historians the following five years in Prussia as far as the socialist parties and the
trade unions were concerned lent themselves to one simple descilitidira

TessendorfThat the prosecutions centred on the ADAYV and its affiliate trade unions

was due to their geographic strength, above all in Berlin, but Tessendorf did not neglect

to use the penal code to prosecute members of the SDAP. Among the latter was the
Reichstagleputy, Johann Most, sentenced to 1 year and 7 months imprisonment for
incitement following a speech on the Paris Commune which he gave in Berliff on 18

March 1874°Gr ot t kau6s arraignment in both Ber.
followed by that & Hurlemann who, fresh from two weeks imprisonment in Halberstadt

in 1873 for libel, was now sentenced before the Berlin municipal couff day 1874

to six months imprisonment, once more following a sp&&Bly.the end of July 1874,

83 Bringmann, op. cit., p. 271.

84 paeplowOrganisationenp. 48. See also: Hermann Miillep. cit, p. 161.

85 Rudolf RockerJohann Most: Das Leben eines RebelBerlin 1924, pp. 444.
8 Bringmann, op. cit., p. 252.
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6not couht n%8F memberssobthe ADAV alone had received total terms
of imprisonment amounting to 211 months and three &ays.

Tessendorf nexesortedo thePrussiaraw of Association His use of iagainst the

ADAYV and its trade union supporters embraced three phases. First of all, the respective
presidents of th#&Vorkers Support Federation, tBeicklayers and Stone Carvers Union,

the CarpenterBederationand of theGeneral German Shoemakers Asation

(Allgemeiner Schuhmachervergirach received notice of small fines in January 1874

for failure to provide the Berlin police authorities with a list of their members within

three days of their foundation, in accordance with Paragraph 2 of tHaw&f
Anticipating further | egal recourse, Wil |
president of the ADAV, transferred the headquarters of the party to BremeH dorikd

1874, hoping to minimise the risk to the widerorgani i on. Hagesight | ever C
was proved correct. Two weeks later, off! 26ine 1874, the ADAV was provisionally

banned across Prussia. The banning obtiei ¢ k traalgumian,andl of theBerliner

Putzerklub( 6 pl asterersé cl ubo) "selgthatofthe ed wi t h
c ar p eunibnand®fdhe Berlin branch of the Leipzigised SDAP on'5August;

and that of thehoemaker8unionon 20" August.Although the longmoribundWorkers

Support Federation finallgissolved itself on 8th September 1874 president and
vice-president, Hasenclever and Otto Kapell respectively, nonetheless found themselves
arraigned on retrospective charges of O6a
the trial to confirm the permanency of the banning ord@resse d or f 6 s 46t hi r d
opened in Berlin on f6March 1875°Tessendor f 6s retort to Ol

Genossenbd at this trial summari ses the r

You wish to be significant; in this way, then you must certainly cenéralid
that is against the law. But withocgntralizatiorand orgargation Social

8lbid.,p.916ungerechnet die mit Geldstrafen erledigten

88 |bid., pp. 961. Hernann Muiller writes ofh 1 0 4 P réoDzaebsesie Gwur den i nsges amt
Monate, 3 Wochen Ge fHermannWidles, opr. ct.fpel®5. ver h2 ngt . 6

8 Bringmann, op. cit., p. 89. See also: Albrecht, p. 34.
% Bringmann, op. cit., p. 263
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Democracys dead, the social democratic movement has then no more
significance™

Among Hasencleverods el even f el | Gawerdecsc us e
Federation secretary, August, and Hurlemann, who had been acting president of the
bricklayersdé union in Grottkaubds absence
Call Derossi, ADAV secretary? Tessendorf did not get everything he wanted: five of

the accusednamely Hasenclever, Hurlemann, Otto Kapell, Friedrich Ecks, and Georg
Reimeri received fines when the Berlin municipal court passed sentencéd'dna26h

1875.The remainder were freed of all charges. The court confirmed the total ban across
Prussiaonthe ar pent er sadtingthe avutdencewhtwogalice officers in

attendance at its founding conference®d3une 1873, where Ot he ¢
worker parliaments and the advancement of social and political freedom had been
explicitly procl ai med °iThe ADAVeandstte Bricklagersa i m
and Stone Carvers Union fared betterly ther Berlin branches remained clos&dhe
contemporary historian Hermann Mullgreculated that this may have been due to the

failure to bring charges against the still imprisoned GrottRmi fact, neither

organiation was headquartered any longer in Prussia. At its annual general meeting i
Hanover in June 1874, tloer i ¢ k | a y with &rottkaw and blurlemann both in

prison, had decided to transfer its seat to the relative safety of Hamburg under the

temporary leadership of Hans Schonth@n 3¢ December 1874 at a mass meeting of

%16 H eTessendorf und die deutsche So@amokratie: SozialisteRrozeR, verhandelt am 16. u. 18.

M2 rz vor d. Stadtgericht zu Berliné, Stenograph,
wollen eine Bedeutung haben; da missen Sie freilich in di#eere zentralisieren und das ist gegen das
Gesetz. Ohne Zentralisation und Organisation aber ist die Sozialdemokratie tot, die sozialdemokratische
Bewegung hat dann keine Bedeutung mehr . 6

92 The remaining accused were (with occupations): Hartwig WaltheanioBuchholz (bricklayers);

Johann Sievert (plasterer); Ferdinand Gruwel (publisher); Karl Finn (carpenter); Friedrich Ecks, Georg
Reimer (cigar workers). Walther had been cashier for the General German Bricklayers Association since
its first annual genat meeting in 1869.

% Bringmann, op. cit., pp. 283.

% The court lifted the ban on thutzerkluowh i ¢ h was f epuonidi ttioc abled .6 nfotn a s e
judgement before the royal court of appédinigliches Kammergerichton 18" October 1875, the court

r§ ected Tessendorfdés request that the plastererso
Sievert, had not been convicted. Ibid., p. 289.

% Hermann Midiller, op. cit., p. 164.
% paeplow, op. cit., p. 49. According to Paeplow, the minutésiofi s meet i ng were 61 os't
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Hambu g brickl ayers, the union decided to ¢
German Federation of BrAligemeiheadeatscler Mauret St o |
und SteinhauerbundTwo subsequent memberstbfs uniondrew differing

conclusions fronthe Tessendorf prosecutiowkich they tookwith theminto the

organkat i onal debates of the 188AO0bsstdefdnded Al b
centrallyorganied tradeunions from prosecution; for Heinrich Riekmlitical

campaigning came fit8’ Theu n i subgfeguent history, with Hamburg as its

backdrop, up to the hiatus of the Aftbcialist Law in 1878, is the subject of Chapter 3

of this study Before this, Chapter 2 examines the political milieu in which the smaller

of the two socialisbricklayer trade unions, the International Trade Union for

Bricklayers and Carpenters, found itself, that of the SDAP, and in particular the theories

of trade uniorcentralizatiorassociated witlt.

97 See Ch. 5.
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CHAPTER TWO:

August Bebel, Theodor Yorck, Carl Hillmann: theories of trade ucéorralizationand
political neutrality, 18681875

Paul Grottkau and the General German Bricklayers Association were not the sole trade
union dissidents to emerge from within the ADAVhéis, among them the leaders of

t he woodworkersd (Theodor Yorck) and tail
already actually gone one step further and broken with the ADAV completely. This had
occurred in June 1869 after Schtzer had unilaterally &cted a reconciliation with

t he 0 p utradeuunioh@ assalledniGeneral German Workers Association

(LADAV i Lassallescher Allgemeiner deutscher ArbeitervgraahSophie von

Hatzfeldt and Fritz Mend&Shortly thereafter, in August 1869, Yor&ghob, and other

ADAV dissidents such as Wilhelm Backe and August Geib, participated in the founding

of the SDAPatEisenach The subsequent devel opment of
unions, supportive of the SDAP, with which fleemer ADAV trade union disidents

now allied themselves, coincided with the emergence of morewneitn (in contrast

with that of Grottkau) Oc ezationtAsthéset 6 t heol
theories, above all that of Yorck, provided the model on which the centralist opponents

of trade union localism in 1880s Germany based their arguments, it is appropriate at this
point to turn to these theories, which predate those of tda¢ists. These theories, too,

had their prehistory, and attentiordiwnfirst of all to a political and economic

theorist less welknown for his views on the trade union question.

Speaking before the General Council of the International in Londo6is, Karl Marx

had said of trade union activity, that

Trades Unions work well as centres of resistance against the encroachments of
capital. They fail partially from an injudicious use of their power. They fail

! Fritzsche, and the General German Cigar Workers Association, at that time (June 1869), the biggest
trade union in Germany with-80,000 members, were not among their number. Up to 1875, the Cigar
Workers Associationthat of the print workers, and some smaller unions, such as those of weavers,
joiners and shoemakers, maintained a position of neutrality towards the social democratic movement and
refused to align their organizations with either political party. Cigarkéts Association membership

figures fromDer SociatDemocraf 28" May/6™ June 1869. Cited in Albrecht, p. 45, note 26.
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generally from limiting themselves to a guka war against the effects of the
existing system, instead of simultaneously trying to change it, instead of using
the orgaraed forces as a lever for the final emancipation of the working class,
that is to say, the ultimate abolition of the wages syste

One year later, in himstructions for Delegates to the Geneva Congresder the
heading, O0Trade Unions. Their Past, Pres

trade unions hitherto:

The immediate object of trade unions was therefore wedfio everyday

necessities, to expediencies for the obstruction of the incessant encroachments of
capital, in one word, to questions of wages and time of labour. This activity of

the trade unions is not only legitimate, it is necessary. It cannot benskspe

with so long as the present system of production lasts. On the contrary, it must

be generalised by the formation and the combination of trade unions throughout
all countries®

Marx, whose main collaborators on the General Council in London wersiBlriéide

unionists, did not know, in the 1860s, that British trade unionism would later seek a
political alliance with the Liberal Party, nor that it would exhibit an increasingly narrow
nationalist outlook and even flirt with Conservative Party politisigmcampaigning for
antriial i end |l egislation direéMardx Gasgg ad ptsit miRg
regarding the revolutionar 3 dp dtoarcteisalaso fa
derived in part from his high regard for those British tradi@nists he knew personally

and in part from what he theninke@swinas Br i i
political questionsin 186 6 he was still able to writ
awaken to some sense of their great historical nmssi® appears, for instance, from

their participation, in Englandpithe recent political moveme@itMisplaced optimism

to one side, what also distinguished Mar

from that of ADAV leaders such as Lasalle amth®Beitzer was that Marx and the

2 Karl Marx, Wages, Price and ProfiMoscow 1970, p. 55. This pamphlet consists of an address
delivered by Marx on June $@&nd 27", 1865, at two sittings of the General Council of the International
in London.

SKar | Mar x, o6l nstructions for DeThefgrstintersaticnaand he Ge
After, p. 91.

4 William FishmanEast End Jewish Radicals 187914 London 1975, pp. 788.

SMarx, oélnstructions for Del-2gates to the Geneva
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International recognised the necessity of trade unions as economizatigasin their

own right that their activity around questions of wages and hours of work was

legitimate, and that it could not be dispensed witloag as capitalism existédVhile

Mar x6s famous statement that, O0the gener:
raise, but to sink the average standard of wages, or to pugaltieeof laboumore or

less to itaminimum limi6’ flew as much irthe face of subsequent employer behaviour
asdidLas s @dlllredws Lawd, he qualified this by e
the |l ength of the working day and differ]
regions and countriésHe therefore antc i pat ed such modi fiers ¢
Grottkau and Yorckfor whom the small improvements variety allowed were worth
fightingfor°They wer e n o t°Fobtherwsrking nlass to abandon e

occasional chances the system allowed it for temporary improvement was tantamount to
cowardice and by so doing workers, oOowoul

initiating of &ny | arger movemento.

While Marx ckarly admired trade unionists, he had little to say on trade union

organkat i on as such, with one exception. 1In
Der Volksstaatreprinted the advice which Marx had reportedly given to the

met al wor ker s 6J. Hamanm during a rara eturn \@sit to Germany earlier

that yeart? According to Hamann, who admitted that his report contained only the
highlights of the interview while he emphasised its truthfulness, Marx had told him that,
O0trade uni o rbowedtosdmbimeevithe politicad association if they are

to fulfil their duties; were this to hap]

6 Ibid., p.91

7 Marx, Wages, Price and Profip. 55.

8 Ibid., pp. 561.

% For Grottkau, see Ch.1; for Yorck, see below.

10 For Lassalle and the Iron Law of Wagsse Ch. 1.
11 Marx, Wages, Price and Profip. 54.

RZgMar x ¢ber Gewer ks Yoksstaat X'eNows 1860aSed adsor Bringmare
Zimmererbewegung/ol. 1, pp. 3034. For an English translation of the first part of this interview, see:
Moses pp. 367.
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time, the unions wéThe culicsity bftlaniasn, ahdthrat ostleec i a |
four othertradeuoini st s present, and Marx0s ready
were fired by the confusion engendered in the wake of the decision at the previous

year os fifth national meeting of the Con:
affiliate to the principle of the International. This had been the culmination of a gradual
process by which those politicised workers who had declined to join the ADAV at its
foundation in 1863 had weaned themselves away from support for the Progressive

Liberal Party'* The wordirg of the affiliation proposal adopted by the VDAV majority

at Nuremberg in 1868 has been the focus of attention among both contemporary and

modern historian$Wh er eas i n the International 6s G
t hat, Ot he e c oofitbenmorkingelasses isthepetorte thegneat end to

which every political mo v e me fithe affilatppi t t o |
proposal stated that, oOpolitical freedom

economic emancipation of the wankj classes. The social question is consequently
inseparable from the political, its solution conditional on this and only possible in a
democratic staté’ Writing in 1909, August Bringmann maintained that the proposal as
adopted at Nuremberg had contraelicthe General Rules of the International; that it

had, in fact, turned these on their hé&Bringmann drew attention to the Hamann

interview which had hinted in public at dissatisfaction with the Nuremberg affiliation
resolution. In private, Marx hadéen | ess circumspect, referrt
dri @0&klof uses Wi hdsvaschddmpttetel VSusei i
The fact that a German trade unionist had felt compelled to turn to him for advice

13 Bringmann, op. cit.

“Bebel and Wilhelm Liebknecht had fi fSidhsischle al | f ¢
Volksparte) in Chemmitz in 1866 before this merged into the SDAP. The minority at Nuremberg went on
to establ i-Bun d Beerkydeing allaitce with the Progressive Liberals.

15 For example: Hermann Muiller, op. cit., pp-%3Bringmann, op. cit., pp. 188; Dirk Mdller, op. cit.,
pp. 1182 2 ; S h |l o m¥onNex Arbeitesbewegung zur Arbeiterpartei: Der Flinfte Vereinstag der
Deutschen Arbeitervereine zu Nurnberg im Jahre 1868: Eine Dokumentagdim 1976, p. 46.

®Mar x, OProvi si onalnaRWwl, e Ocd fo bteTihe Firk ibtdr@ationahéand Ma r x |,
After, p. 82. Bringmann, op. cit., p. 15.

17 Bringmann, ibid.; Hermann Miillegp. cit, p. 53.
18 Bringmann, op. cit.
YMar x, O0Br i e f1Septnl86B,nngkail Madx and Eriedrich Engéiéerke Vol. 32, p. 151.
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highlighted the failure of the new SatDemocratic Workers Party (SDAP), founded at
the final, sixth, national meeting of the VDAV in Eisenach frdfrt@9th August 1869,

to address the confusion which Nuremberg had caused.

The SDAP at its founding congress had not debated a proposaldt@ann Phillip

Becker, a veteran of the 1849 Baden uprising, that the new party adopt a structure
mirroring that of the International, whel
which subscribed to the I nternaedtheonal 6s |
par ty ozationalbasig®m his followed a frantic exchange of letters between

August Bebel, VDAV president, and Marx and Engels, with which Bebel sought, and
received, reassurance that the | atter wel
Citing the laws of association, the new party instead adopted a membership structure
within which many of the workerso clubs ¢
formally excluded the trade unions. The party instead stated that it considereel it to b

the duty of party members to work for unification of the trade unions and it

recommended thigontinued founding ofGewerksgenossenschaftamthe basis of

affiliation to the Internationa?At t he f ol | ofull congyessyobtieeSPAP f i r ¢

Mar x, OBri efJuyhscBMeee | ¥6l, . 232, p. 250. "Hiygel s, 0B
1869;Werke  op. cit., p. 35 3"JulyAesd, emlWerner Bluniembérgugust Mar x 0,
Bebels Briefwechsel mit Fdeich Engels The Hague 1965, pp. 423 . Becker 6 s or gani z a’
is cited in full in the minutes of the Eisenach CongrBsstokoll Uber die Verhandlungen des

Allgemeinen Deutschen sozi@d¢mokratischen Arbeiterkongresses zu Eisenach am 7.¢d&. #xugust

1869 Leipzig 1869, pp. 121.

21 Johann Phillip Becker, president of the Central Committee of the Gespeaking section of the

International based in Geneva, from where he had published the jDamgbrbote( 6 The Her al do)
widelyperce ved as Mar x6s emissary due to his role in
across the Germaspeaking states. It was in this context that Bebel had first heard of him being active in

the Frankfurtam-Main area around 1862/3 and thisexplai Beb el 6s desire for con
and Engels were not the originat AusMeirmein LeBegvolk er 6 s
1, Stuttgart 1914, pp. 8. See al so: Davi d HWax ThdFRrst Internatiohah t r od u c t
and After, pp. 223.

(

22 Gewerksgenossenschafta word not found in modern German dictionaries. Contemporaneously, the

6 Gewer ks genowsesreen sscyhnaofntyermodus wi th the &6l nternation
them as such. If the usual translatmi 6 Genossenschafté (6dcooperativecd
suffix clearly distinguished these trade unions at the time from the trade assoti@ierw e r k fer ei n e 6

the Progressive Liberals although, codmdeunonsngl y, I
before 1870 carried the namésGe wer kver ei n der ahadou@eswehreknv eH celizna rdbeer
Hol zarrthesgeatdi vely. For the most part, the ADAV t
60Al Il gemeiner deutscher Maurervereind, after the e

today,Gewerkschaftvas al ready beginnirm@gtti @ontae udecddey utnh e r
and replace@Gewerksgenossenschsiftortly thereafter.
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in Stutgart, the question of trade union affiliation to the party itself surfaced once more
in the form of a proposal from the Nuremberg party branch that trade unions be allowed
voting rights against a yearly contribution to party fufittiis was withdrawn

following the intervention of the Cologne delegate Moritz Rittinghausen, who argued

that too many trade union members still held-antialist opiniong?

Among the o6l nternational 6 trade unions t|
debate centreldss on their relationship to the party and more on the question of their

own seltorgankation. Chaptell has already looked at the neglected contribution of

Paul Grottkau to this debate. Grottkauos
November 18 8 , Bebel had published his 6Model
Bebel had had less to do with the drawing up of the contentious IWA affiliation

proposal at Nuremberg than former members of the ADAV such as Wilhelm

Liebknecht and, in particular, Jui Vahlteich?® The more immediate background to

the drawing up of the model statutes had been the establishment by the ADAV in
September 1868 of the FederationaddeUnions, ostensibly as an umbrella

organkation for all social democratic trade unigigebel, at this time still president of

t he VDAV, had reacted to this by circul at
behalf of the VDAVOSs s lnthig tthe congmitteetatechthat t e e |
it could neither support nor endotbe Federatiotecause of the way in which control

had been |l eft concentrated in the hands
Personend). Citing the alternative model
warned against being tcaantralizatiad®Eadlowiny t al k

Zronically, given the high esteem in which British trade unions were held in Germany at this early time,
this was later the basis on which the British Labour Raaty founded.

24 Protokoll tiber den ersten CongreR der soclamokratischen Arbeiterpartei zu Stuttgart am 4., 5., 6.
und 7. Juni 1870Leipzig 187(Qhenceforth:Protokoll SDAP, 1870 Stuttgart], pp. 46

25See also: Ch. 1.

26 The similarity in the emphasion the central role of the democratic state in both the Nuremberg
affiliation resolution and in Vahlteichoés earlier
at Frankenberg in 1867 is striking. Bebel, op. cit., pp-478he abridged Etigh language translation of

Bebel s autobiography does not mention the Franke
its account of Nuremberg. Beb#ly Life, London 1912, pp. 1688.

27 See Ch. 1.
28 Hermann Mdllerpp. cit, p. 68.
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Schweitzerodos rejection, for the ADAV and
from a delegate meeting of various Leipzig trades, Bebel published his modekstatute
on 28" November 1868.

Theé Mo d el ®dkapt uvtaehsl 6t e ithe Mutesbeiy aohdressddr the

combination of workers into centralised trade uni®Buch a specific call represented

a clear step beyond that of Marx oO0to for
hardly new and it drew on thearly practice of the established national pnrd r kK e r s 6
tradeunion: local craft unions would federate with one another to form a national union
governed ultimately by yearly congresses which eleitsgatesident and vicpresident.

While this was in miked contrast with the ADAV model of national union first, local

uni on | ater, it could hardly be descri bei
leaders, a central committee sharing the same lo¢adtier the example of the VDAV

- would run theunion between congresses and decide over strike action involving more
than half of a | d°dtds|in effect givendhe smmalenmrbbers of h i p .
union members at this time, gave the central committee of the union a veto over local
industrial adon. The model statutes therefore laid down a marker at this early stage for

the later battles between trade union centralists and localists for control of tiiikes.

avoid industrial action, Bebel proposed that disputes be referred to local courts of
arbitration Schiedsgerichiebut unlike the nestrike trade associations of the
Progressive Liberals, strike action was I
accept the arbitration decisidhBebel, with the ADAYV in view, was not unaware of the
possibility of abuse of power available to a central committee with control of union

funds and his model envisaged the setting up of a parallel supervisory committee

(Aufsichtsra} with the power to syimena all union documentation and suspend part or

2 |bid., pp.54-5.
%0 pid., p .68.

2l n contrast, Angel a Vo gastontanngwithirBtleem thé seeds af threo ldter | s t
localist, and later still anarckheyndicalist, emphasis on local autonomy, and firmly places them (the
model statutes) on theéde of democratic principle against an encroaching centralism. Vogel, pp. 29, 31.

32 Hermann Mdllerpp. cit, p. 69.
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all of the central committee; his model also proposed this structure at local union branch

level 32

Bebel 6s model statutes were conceived as
Consequently, althougBebel assumed that the creation of a confederation of trade
unions(Dachverbanglwould follow on fromcentralizatiorof the individual

0l nternational &6 trade unions, the proces:
Even following his declarationf@pen opposition to the tegpown model of the ADAV,

hopes remained of reconciliation with the ADAV trade unions, hopes which would

finally be shattered in 1869 with the exodus of Yorck and other leading trade union

figures from the ADAV. It was from theanks of the latter that the first serious attempt

at the establishment of an independent confederation would come. The possibility of
reconciliation at local level with the trade associations of the Progressive Liberals,
however, remained. At the 1870 Sgatrt congress of the SDAP, referring to a recent
sevenweek long strike in Waldenburg by trade association forestry workers, Bebel

urged an avoidance of personal attacks and instead advocated struggle on the grounds of
principle agbunckesd phegodmme.chUnl i ke Hir sc
despite the cautious attitude towards industrial action which permeated his model
statutes, saw value in strikes in that t|
Capital and Labour and showed work#rat only the political way would reaé their

aims. Pointing to personal contacts among the Waldenburg strikers, he cautioned

against precipitate action I8pcial Democratsto the point of recommending to the

congress his practice hitherto of having@mraged the establishment only of new

wor ker sé c¢ | ubBunckehuaionevasalrebiy in existence, to avoid

alienating that unionds members while at
the workerso6 clubs, s b rGitroaShaiabhDemogcracy@b i bi n
greaterlong er m si gni fi cance, however, than Be

lengthy trade union debate, over several days, which provided the platform from which

Yorck, president of the International Woodwers Trade Unionliiternationale

%3 1bid., pp. 6970.
34 Protokoll SDAP, 1870 Stuttgart, p. 13.
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Gewerkschaft der Holzarbeifgmwas able to present his developing views on trade

union orgargation.

Yorck did not share Bebel ds background i |
having |l eft the ADAV as recently as June
the antitrade union LADAV had been followed by his removal from his position as

presideh of t he ADAV wo odwGewdrkvaresndler tleutscllee uni o
Holzarbeiter He had subsequentheen reelected When the Hamburg branch of the

union, however, continued to call for the election of a new union president, the practical
effecchadben to split the union, for the unioc
Hamburgdéds side. A second woodworkerso6 tr:
been the immediate outcome. It came as no surprise when at the beginning of the debate
at Stuttgarhe summarised the ADAV thu:Ei n Haupt beschl i eCt,
(60ne head deci d¥¥%9r ¢hé&s masrsc d ptl katidwstorn a d e
therefore emerged, at least in part, from opposition to the ADAV model born of

personal experience bas hissupportforthepr oposal f or a o6uni on
(Gewerkschaftsunigrat Stuttgart was to show, his views were developing beyond

di sdain for Schweit®&hésoani b,msproposar bya o n sni
the Brunswick delegate and lateetalworkers union general secretary Louis Séhler,

was conceived as a practical response to the question of which uniorzatigarthe

isolated worker in a community too small to sustain a craft union branch should join.

This questionhad been raisedylseveral contributors to the debate at Stuttgart, but

above all by the delegate for Breslau, Max Neisser, who had cited animosity between

%5 |bid. p. 5.

36 For others, disdain at what they saw as ADAV failure extdrtd the SDAP itself. For example,

writing some months later itheVolksstaat Jul i us Schei l from Breslau ex
honest party comrade could di sputed, that wunreal.
foll owedashcyo ba wthfer eby most wor kers had made pr ema

think that the funds were not available to be able to undertake industrial action. In his view, those who
maintained that the trade unions had been the means of dejieenimavy blow to the social democratic
movement were not completely wrong. I n addi ti
politically literate, then there is no need f
Volkstaat, 3J une 1871. For Yorckos rejection of the
re-organization, seé/olksstaat 14" June 1871. In his reply to Yorck, Scheil conceded that if the next
party congress decided against purely political agitativhich he considered to be most important), the
party would then have to establish trade unions with the greatest possible reach, tightly organized and
with strike regulation as their aindolksstaat12" July 1871.

on,
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I
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the mineworker and porcelain worker trade unions in Silesia when putting forward a
proposal to fully amalgamate thanous trade unions into one single general union. In
N e i s sievr tllisswould both overcome caste distinctions and present the isolated
worker with a union to joid! For Yorck, such a proposal only recommended itself if
the union body which emerged was to take on the role of political agitation alone but
this would have the reprehensible result of causing skilled workers to turn back to the
guilds®®Yorck arguedthalei sser 6s experiences wete
Against the rigidity of full amalgamation, he recommended the freedom and flexibility
of the Englisi{sic] and American trade unioff$Turning to the recently announced
amalgamation of the ADAWade unions, he foresaw splifs.

Yorckdés final resolution at Stuttgart,
AugustOtto Walster and Karl Hirsch, from Dresden and Munich respectively,
addressed the general concern for the isolated worker by prgpbsisetting up of

mixed (6 g e mi )aumidmg irestnaller localities where the setting up of craft unions was
numerically not possible. I n contrast
would combineamong themselvestionally to form their own rniemnal federation; this
would then combine with those based on traditional craft demarcations to form one

single conf ed e foral tiade nniof mempefd®hknntepnetétipn, that

of the Australian | abour champidniogofnixed J o hn

unions, uniting, for example, all who worked with one material, is that this anticipated

later industrial unionism in GermariyAt atime of low and scattered trade union

0O

W |

Wi |

1

membership however, &émi x ei@kded to beaopen O alli Therepmasa ¢ t | ¢

no better example of this thémestrongest branchofor c k 6s own Woodwor

37 Protokoll SDAP, 1870 Stuttgarp. 8.
%8 bid., pp. 56.

% |pid., p. 14.

4 |bid., p .6.

4pid., p. 14.

42 |bid., p. 48.

43 Moses, p. 52.
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Union, that in Erfurt,which hadwelcomedall other local trade**I1t was t he 6 Un
idea as it applied to existing trade union rgaltich would provide Yorck with the

causefor which he would be most remembeféd.

Yorck laid down some of the views which would subsequently guide his anggni

drive both in opening the debate at Stuttgart, and in later contributions. Against the
sectonal limitations of the guilds, from which the craft unions had emerged, Yorck
contrasted the role of the trade unions in awakening feelings of solidarity and to ready
workers forthe struggl@ s i e zum Kampf )YA&Tkidstruggle wasionema ¢ h
bagainst t he Whikel Bebelnvordkevasmot sppasdd ¢odll strikes and
referred to industrial action as the O0scl
against its oveuse, going so far as to propose nopsrpfor strikes, other than those

forced on workers, which had been undertaken without sufficient prepaf&¥onck

cited the example of the fight to reduce working hours in illustrating the merits and
limitations of industrial action. In common with&t t kau, he presented
Law of Wagesdé argument when he stated t h:
useful in the long run than to do so for a reduction in working hours, as the latter would
lead to a need for more workers and highages to attract them. But legislation would

be a quicker way to introduce an eight hawrking-day and it was the role of the

unions to make this cle&tFor Yorck, the state had the upper hark was not

i mmune to the | i ng esrironiLgw, ancHe conctuded leis opehinglL a s
speectlat Stuttgarwvith a call for the Lassallean palliative of stéd@dedproducerco-

operatives but if the trade unions, in addition to their educative role, were to defend

4 Hermann Mdllerpp. cit, p. 139.
45 Yorck, between 1871 and 1873 also SDAP General Secretary, died on J&hl@rp ht the age of 44.
46 protokoll, op. cit., p. 5.

““Marx |l ater strongly criticised this emphasis on
of the Gotha Programmed which he put down to the
of the Got ha Pr5pig Maxithedist IntevhationallaBd7Aftepp. 3534, 357. See

also: Ch. 3, note 35.

48 protokoll SDAP, Stuttgart 1870, p. 48.
49 |bid., p. 6.
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their members, with or without ste action, they would do so more effectively with
tighter orgargation>°

The intervening period of the FranBoussian War meant that Yorck, whose union was

badly depleted as a result of conscription, was in no position to make any further
contribution tothe trade union orgarational debate before April 1871, when in the
Volksstaah e call ed for the i mplementation of
resolution>! At Stuttgart, Yorck had suggested the issuing of exchangeable union cards

as a practical meamito facilitate mutual support for travelling journeymen where a
branch of their own union did not exist |
(Kartellvertrage between unions weigs equally insufficient as it would be to throw all

trade uniongnto the one pot after the mannert hwei t zer 6 s 6 Gewer ks
(6trade union mashé), a reference to the
TradeUni ons i nt o t heedevdiborrie prapdsedShahe pxeautive F
committee okeach trade unioselectone person from their number to meet at the next

SDAP party congress tbothdebate the ways and means whergigyunion

confederation would best be established and to commit themselves to work for its
realization>®Y o r ¢ k 6 d notga linbpposddd but whereas previously, ambiguity

towards the unions had taken the form of resolutions calling cBD#d>to dissociate

itself from support for strikes, now the pagesha\Volksstaatontained views

antagonistic to trade unions themselves, summarised by thGsestafv Grunrock for

the Ronsdorf party branch wistated that party members should dedicate all their

energies to the pargnd in particular to its local branchegose aimwas to enlighten

t he O un qownrskcd ywwortsesdn intellectual and social mattetsY or c k 6 s
appeal nonetheless met witlide support andhetrade union conference duly took

pl ace on the final day of the"t®IBtAP6 S 187
August. Following Bebel s resolution at I

5 |pid., p. 7.

86 An die Vorstande und Mitgl i e WaksstaaEtApri IBtl.er nati or
Reprinted in Bringmann, op. cit., pp. 21Q.

52S5ee Ch. 1.
53Volksstaatop. cit.
“Volksstaat 2nd Sept. 1871. See note 36 above for Juli
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representatives present constitute a commission to draw up a blueprint for the new
union confederation to be then put to a ballot of union members, Yorck was entrusted

with carrying this out.

Yorck was initially in no physical position to fulfil this task, having been elected SDAP

party secretary at Dresden. That he had been entrusted to do so points on the one hand
to the respect whi ch nh e oy ghtleg/party; oatmreong t h
other hand, however, it was also a reflection on the numerical weakness of the

0l nternational 6 tr ade un-oneelse couldinit@llybemany
found to do the job. By the end of 1873, these unions wargianze approximately

7,900 wor ker s; Yuior;dndthat otbeortetaiworkkre, thes 6
International Metalworkers Trade Unioimternationale Metallarbeiterschgftmade up

more than half of this figure, with 2,400 and 1,500 memisssectively’> From such

small figurespne can understand the dilemma of overwork with which trade union
organkers who doubled as party functionaries were constantly faced and also the

impulse towards cartel agreements andpibaing of resources. Folleing the Dresden

party congress, the SDAP was heavily-poeupied with the treason trial against Bebel

and Liebknechtvhich datedback to December 1870 during the \against France® In
Yorckds absence, others now etlecalkixedhe i ni
unions were set up after the example of Erfurt, while a regional conference of the SDAP

in SaxonyinJanugr 1872 repeated Yorckods earlier
form demarcated trade unions in small localites] called for a@mmittee to be
appointed to draw up a provisional progr
by a general trade union congress. On cost grounds, it recommended that this congress
be held concurrently with the next SDAP congress in Mainz. It wisivaith regret

that the deliberations at Dresden remained hitherto without ersilithe Chemnitz

delegation was entrusted with contacting Yorck to rectifyhis

55 Albrecht, pp. 5313. See also: Ch.1, note 2.

56 In December 1870, Bebel,albknecht, and another party member, Adolf Hepner, had been arrested and
charged with high treason for publicly opposing the continuation of the war against Franc&. On 26
March 1872, Bebel and Liebknecht were each sentenced to two years imprisonmenthee@wurt of

Assizes in Leipzig. Hepner, a worker the Volksstaatwas acquitted.

56Di e Lehre des \Dhksstagnl8'tNavel871.5or Fiirth, seydksstaat, 67 Jan. /28

Feb. 1872; for Cologne: Bringmann, op. cit., pp.-364&orthe Chemnitz conference of the Saxon

SDAP, @'-7 Jan. 1872, se&/olksstaat 10"13" Jan. 1872. While the editor of ti@hemnitzer Freie
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In April 1872,Yorck finally respon@din the VolksstaatHe rejectedhe idea of

hol ding the party and trade union congr e:
or several o trade unions would not be abl
accommodate thi¥.Replyingto afurtherappeal frontheErfurté mied br anchdé o
woodworker$union,®® and pointing to the impracticability of holding baab match

the proposed O0Uniondé statutes inmisgcdnd t hos e
letter, dated 21 April, called for an extraordinary congress of trade unionakeplace

over the Whitsun holida$° He proposed this date part because the metalworkers

were holding their national congress at that time, and he urged others to do the same,
6not | u s toukledravel eoste bubmuch more so that individual trade unions

would be able teffect(6 b e we r k yanyenkdessagyecmaiges to their statutes at the

same % i med.

The congress duly took placeot in Mainz butn Erfurt, from 15" to 17" June 1872.
Thisfrstcongress of the o6l nternational &8 tr ad:é
history of the German trade union movement when one highlights those points on which

it differed from the lesdivisive second such congress at Magdeburg two years later.

Firstly, it witnessed a public disagreement between Bebel and Yorck on the question of

a common union journal. For Yorck, who was now proposing this, such a journal had

long been a necessity in view oktHisappearance of several monthly circulars

previously produced by unions now too weak to do so. The proposed journal would

provide a means for unions to publicise their activities and with which to reinforce their

PresssJohann Most, regarded the establishment of a
the manufacturing workersd trade union, expressecd
that at a time when the trade unions were under afta&axony), it was more important to promote and

to protect them than discuss their reorganizattmiksstaat 14" Feb. 1872.

%8 Volksstaat,13" Apr. 1872. Yorck appeared to concede the weakness of this argument when he added
that, O6r i gmti nfgréo m hteh eh abde ghieren agai nst hol ding the

6admittedly on different, other grounds, than thc
these were, saying only that, 0 agliesterrofcorapetencee r e f | ¢
came to the fore, as did othersé. |1bid.

%9 Volksstaat 17" Apr. 1872.
80Volksstaat24"Apr . 1872. Seep.cidlpsl40: H. MTI Il er,
51 Volksstaatop. cit.
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principles® Bebel, writing before theamgress (which, on the eve of serving his high
treason sentence, he did not attend), ex|
which he believed was necessary to carry out much needed systematic agitational work.
On the craft union basis of thegposed umbrella orgazdtion he was however

mar kedly more insistent than Yorck when |
however, each trade possesses those which are particular and specific to it, and which

can never everdfie und nimmed) betaken into account in a general mishmash. The

mass of peoplé and among these, workers ai@exceptioni first of all see that which

is most familiar, for blood, to them, is thicker than wadn (ist das Hemd naher als

der Rock).& While he acceptethe reasoning for mixed unions where small numbers
rendered craftorgamat i on I mpossi ble, the o6Uniondé pr
each member every three months to the appropriate national crafftiBieive! cited

cost reasons for rejectingY&rdd s proposed uni onthg our nal ;
Volksstaatould have done more for the union cause in the past and proposed as a
remedy to this a weekly supplement to the party p2jdem Bebel 6s absence
andJohanrMost represented hgosi t i on at the Erfurt cong

was defeated.

Yorck suffered a second defeat on the question of those local craft unions unaffiliated to
any national union. Opposition to him came this time not from a leading party figure but
from theformer vicepresident of his own Woodworkers Trade Union, Anton Zierfass.
This opposition carried with it similarities with that of the later localists, in that the

Mainz branch, which Zierfass had represented, had as far back as April 1870
championed giaer independence of action for local union branches and local retention
of union fund<® Following the decimation of the Mainz branch as a direct result of the
FrancePrussian War, Zierfass had helped to rebuild woodworker aajson in the

city, withou re-affiliation to the national union, to such an extent that with 500

624,  MTop.kie r ,

53Volksstaat8th June 1872. See also: AugusbBleAusgewahlte Reden und Schriftsol. 1: 1863
1878, Berlin 1970, pp. 263.

64 Volksstaatop. cit.
55 |bid.
56 At the Woodworkers Union second congress in Mainz. Albrecht, p. 71.
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members the Mainz craft union outnumbered the largest local branch (Erfurt) of the
Woodworkers Trade Union itséif At the Erfurt congress, Yorck recommended that the
local craftunios and of r e dreiadesingurigent theaccondided (

membership of which represented at Erfurt was 5,206 as against 6,152 for the national
unionsi should affiliate to the relevant national union where such existed, and that only
nationalunionend | ocal Omi xed6 union branches s
proposedJnion. The congress, however, rejected this in favour of an alteration to the
proposed statutes which added local craft unions to the list of affiffifes.e r f as s 6 s
quastlocalistrebellion ended when he rejoined the national union but Yorck ensured

that what he considered to have been a great mistake was not repeated: when the lists
were sent out for the second congress of

1874, local caft unions were not invited.

On a third point, in opposing a proposal from the Buckau (Magdeburg) delegate

Wil helm Klees, which resurrected Neisser
dissolved in favour of one general union, Yorck was able to carry the day but only after

a compromise negotiated by the president oMlaaufacturingNVorkersUnion, Julius

Motteler®® Accordingly, those unions which wished to dissolve themselves in favour of
direct affiliation to the new o6Uniond we.
arrangements with the pr ©Yookhadthusfarider d er a |
defeated by leading Social Democratic Party figures on the question of a Simgie

journal, and had had to compromise both with the gloasiist champions of the craft

unions, and with the proposers of one general union, but of greater importance for the

future of German trade unionism was the unanimous acceptance by the delegates at

57 Albrecht, pp. 742, 131, 142.
®Fji gures ci tepdcitipidlH. MTI | er,

89 Julius Motteler, a clotmaker by trade, had like Bebel come to Social Democracy via the Progressive
Liberals and the VDAV. The Ol nternational é Trade
Wo r k eGewdiksgernossenschaft der Manufaktbabrik- und Handarbeiterhad been notable at its

founding in 1869 for its relatively high percentage of women members, some 1,000 of a total membership
of 6-7,000. For this reason, despite decline following both the FrBngssian War and legal persecution

by the Saxon authorities, the total membership figure for the union of 685 given by Motteler to the Erfurt
congress is possibly an underestimate. Betgd, Meinem Lebeol. 1, p .81. See also: Albrecht, pp.

60-1, 1401, 144.

H.  MTop. it p.142;Albrecht, pp. 1422.
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Erfurt of Yorckds proposal on the politi:
indicated at the very beginning of his speech to the Stuttgart party congress in 1870 the
blame which he attached to the thieay division of German trade unionism along

partyp ol i t i c al l i nes for under mi ni magdeluni on
statutes Yor ckos concept of political neeutral
It repeated the advice which Marx had r e

proposal to the Erfurt congress was ostensibly similar but more defensive in tone:

In consideration that the power of Capital oppresses and exploits all workers
regadless of whether they are conservative, progressive libeSalaoal

Democrats, the congress declares it to be the sacred duty of workers to put aside
all party disputes in order to create on the neutral basis of a unified trade union
organiation the pecondition for a successful, strong resistance, to secure our
threatened existence and to strive for an improvement in our class sittiation.

For Yorck, the unions might thereby strive for an improvement in the situation of the
working class, but the SotiBemocratic Party, of which he wascretaryat this time,

was in the best position to deliver this on a lasting basis, through legigfiithile

Marx had also opposed party affiliation, he had not asked that workers themselves
massage party differencedthina 6 n eorgankaa li 6o n . T hiritespret@dtiom t e r n ¢
of 6neutralityd contained within it see
unionism both by reactionaries, for example the Federation of German Carpenters under
the leadership ohe monarchistilhelm Schonstein in the 1880s, and by the General
Commission after 1890 whose constituent union leaders were themSetvals

Democrats3 At the same time, to talk of political neutrality in 1872 was clearly ahead

of its time when only a handful of trade unions, most notably those of the printers and

cigar workers, were not formally aligned to either of the social democratic parties or to

the Progressive Liberals. A further marker, however, in addition to that of strike control,
had now been lain down around which trade union centralisers and localistsfiarel

the party too, would conduct their future battles.

"Her ma n n Gb&thichtgpp. 1423. English translation: Moses, pp.-54
2See note 49 above.
See Chs. 6 and 8.
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T he fUinn astatues as agreed at Erfurt envisaged a confederal structure around a
central committee, control commission, al
statute for individualtradeunions writ large. There was, however, no confederal

president. The centrabmmittee would exercise a strike support regimen along lines

already lain down by Bebel, with an additional stipulation that if strikers receiving

support returned to work unilaterally, they would be liable to pay that supportback.

But the first task ofhe central committee, to be based in Leipzig, was to register the
confederation statutes with a Saxon police regime which in its early resort to legal
measures against both the ADAV, which it
union movement, ab@avall against the Manufacturing Workers Union in its Saxon

textile industry base, had a head start on its Prussian equi{alksntejection of the

Union statutes on July 151872 as being contrary to the Saxon Law of Association,

citing a proposed brahanembership model, could therefore have been predicted.
Yorck, two months | ater, barely expresse:
be repl ac e d®Wiyng tweyearsdateeirstiddolksstaathe as good as

admitted that this appareindifference had been due to the ground conceded to the

local craft unions at Erfurt. If the congress decisions had been carried out, they would

have choked the central unions. It was for him all the same, whether thezatigani

had been crushed by theipzig police or if it had drowned later of its own efforts.

The fact that Leipzig had been chosen as the central committee seat pointed also to the
geographical, in addition to numerical ,
when Yorck suggested Berlin, stronghold of the ADAV and of its dissident breeklag 6

union, as an alternative it received short shrift at a meeting at the end of the SDAP
congress in Mainz in September 1872, where of 51 trade union delegates, only two were
from the German capitaf.Instead, the oveworked Yorck, from his Harburg basear

Hamburg, agreed witNottelerto overseethere onst i t utym io @ea@sa t he ¢

“Her mann oMdit| pl. 1&2. ,
5See Ch. 1 above.

6 protocoll Gber den 3. CongreR? der soeti@mokratischerbeiterPartei, abgehalten zu Mainz am 7.,
8.,9.,10. Und 11. September 18B2unswick 1872, p. 54.

""Volksstaat 22" May 1874.
8 Protokoll, op. cit., pp. 55.
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mutual insurance society less susceptible to legal prosec¢8iighen nothing came of

this, Yorck fell back on bilateral agreements between his own union andotribge
metalworkers and shoemakers to facilitate reciprocal support for travelling journeymen,
which led to the setting up of the Central Administration of the Trade Unions

(Zentralverwaltung der Gewerkschafjen January 1874°

It was in the name of th@entral Administration that Yorck called for a second congress
of trade union$? This duly took place in Magdeburg, from'2® 25" June 1874. In the
absence of the craft unions, this second congress witnessed little argument and it
adopt ed Ysedrmerkb@rship medeliowhat ofErfurt whereby craft unions
coudnowonl y af fil i atUei inahé abkeace pfaraffilatedndtioréal
union for the same trad@With a degree of fasightedness as to the future

development of trade uniam in both its reformist and syndicalist varieties, the

congress also recommended, in addition to the compilation of statistics, the setting up of

labour exchange®.With the exception of the strike support regimen from Erfurt, which
was dropped, to be deded on at a later date, the Magdeburg congress rabéeped
theremainderof or ¢ k 6 s e ztiohal seuctur® andjaalopti®ie Union the
journalof Yor ckods own yva®is dwa.olrhekeevasnd resurrectianrof
previous demands for one general union. Yorck was defeated on only one point, a new
proposal which would have granted the central committee and control commission the
power to act together in an emergency, witlrefsrence to past congress decisions or

t o W ie stabdes (for example, if faced with state repression of the type by which
the Saxon authorities had frustrated the implementation of the decisions of the Erfurt
congress). The recent example of tHe af Schweitzer in the ADAV was cited in

oppositiont*

" 1bid., pp. 534.

®The settidgnupalo¥ lioved h donferega of regsentatives of the three trade
unions in Brunswick on 28and 29" September 1873. This had also been attended by a representative of
the o6l nternational 6 Bricklayers and Carpenters

81 Volksstaat 39 Apr. 1874.
82 Hermann Mdller, op. cit., p. 144.
83 |bid., pp. 1456.

#Protokoll des Congresses b eahienfam23G24TundlE. Maizuei ner
Magdeburg Leipzig 1874, p. 8. Cited in Albrecht, pp. 65notes 225, 226.
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Yorckds relative success at the Magdebur
of the reasons why Yorck had up Uoiomhaét
proposal, as first enunciatetithe 1870 Stuttgart congress of the SDAP, to fruition have
been indicated: the intervention of the Fraftassian War and concomitant

conscription; thédow membershipf the SDAP unions and the comparative strength of

the unaffiliated craft unions amgrihem; and the intervention of the state, in the form

of the Saxon Law of Association. He was ahead of his time in calling for political

neutrality while the social democratic trade unions themselves remained divided on
ideological linesat the same timenuch of the orgamational programme he developed

dr ew on Beb e ls #lis sigmiicaneel howsetveg tvas tha as an active trade
unionist himself, he carried the theories of Marx and of Bebel to a much wider audience
and in so doing developed thdurther: rather than reaching out to the liberal trade

unions, as Bebel had sought to do, Yorck sought instead to broaden the base of the
existing soci al democratic trade unions.
so. Where Marx had expressedd pr ef erence, Yorckds centr
Ol nternational &6 trade unions was the pre
deriving from a Lassallean emphasis on the state, the trade unions were ultimately
dependent on parliamentaggislation to render reductions in working time, for
exampl e, permanent. Yorckés | egacy | ends
when advocating the political neutrality of the trade unions, and to a pessimistic view of

the relative strengths dh¢ trade unions and the Social Democratic Party (in favour of

the latter) As a result of the lattethis legacy canndie so easily ascribed in its totality

to the centralist trade unions who after 1890 claimeditYor c k 6 s successor
unencumbered witthe Iron Law as real wages clearly rose, possessed a confidence in

the relative strength of their own orgazaions which Yorck, living in a different time,

did not. While Yorck absolutely rejected the idea of the trade unions as cheerleaders for
the SociaDemocratic Party, his centralist successors sought a role for themselves

greater than that of a mutual insurance society and independent pressure group, satisfied
withshortt er m gai ns. I n so doing, they broke
Oskiinng average-cwadaded o&venlms efsadi on t heory

in achieving real and sustained wage increases for their members.
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One other theorisg contemporaryf Yorckd ,scame closest to foreseeing such a
development while at theame time being seen later as a herald for revolutionary trade
unionism. In the intervening period between the Erfurt and Magdeburg congresses, the
baton of theoretical innovation had, in fact, passed from Yorck to the typesetter and

later newspaper edit€arl Hillmann® As previously indicated, Hillmann has been
interpreted as championing either o6centr
(Vogel, Rubner) trade unionistAWh i | e Yorckos | egacy was n:¢
Hillmann appears to have & appreciatefirst of all by the centralist sidan 1896,

Das Correspondenzblatt j our nal of the General Commi s
from 1875 that any government would have to accede to the demand for an eight hour
wor ki ng day whrty to foftyavorkedrepresemntdtive®in tReichstaga

party political orgarsation of 50,000 members and one million trade uniodiéts

Hi | | ma n nwas latdr dagred bjrudolf Rocketthirty oneyears after this

1927 thatis,aftert he peri od during which | ocali st
neutralityd had de%Thdunkmavd Hilbnainn ivds gherefaray in a ¢ ¢ «
no position to have influenced the orgaational debates of the 1880s and 1890s. The
inference dravn by later anarcheyndicalists and some academics is that Hillmann was
nonetheless a precursor to the later localists, even if they had never heard of him. But

was this really the case? It is in the interests of clarification, thereford{itmaénn is

examined at the point in the historical narrative at which his contribution to the trade

union debate was made.

I't has already b e e itechdicture, that betaade thélactivitiesyaf n n 6
the trade unions brought ideasvadrking-classemancipation to maturity, they had to

hold a position equal to that of purely political agitation, makes no mention of

85 For a short biography of Hillmann, see onlindatip://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carl_HillmanrSee also:
Bringmann, op. cit., p. 219.

8 See Introduction.
87 Correspondenzblatl7th Apr. 1896.

88Rudol f Rocker, 6Zwei Pioniere. Ei nDeBSgndikaisng zum 3
18th June 1927. Fritz Kater, speaking before the BarlieiterBorse( 6 | abour ex'changed)
January 1921 on the early history of the German trade unim@ment, made no mention of Hillmann.

Fritz Kater,Die Entwicklung der deutschen Gewerkschaftsbewededin 1921.
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organiational form8 In fact, Hillmann was a centralist who made this clear in a series

of articles which appeared first of all in thelksstaatin May 1873andlater that year

unedited, in bookorm in Praktische Emanzipationswinke: Ein Wort zur Férderung der
Gewerksgenossenschafiero Pr act i cal Suggestions for En
Promotion of t he TuphodkDie Organisation @ej Massén f ol | o\
which he wrote from prison in Wiirttemberg in 1875itegatedhis centralist positiof°

Hi |l |l mann supported the greatlel873peawrote of Y
t hat , Ot h ezationmofirfdividual trades  htibei precondition and basis for

the realzation of a unified overall orgaration, as is, for example, already the case in
England[sid6®*Thi s, however, could not be achi e\
naturally: international trade union orgzationwas unthinkable without # First of

all, |l ocal journeymends asso-womangedooas (t h;
democratic basis: limited power would reside not with the ual@rbut with its

executive committee. After the earlier example of Bebel, a further, supervisory

committee would function as a vehicle for complaints. Secondly, prior to national trade
organkation, care had to be taken to ensure the greatest possible heihogtlocal

union statutes. When such preconditions were fulfilled, one could build further on solid
ground: &éa congress or conference of repl
unite the individual parts by means of a common statmitehich al unions have to

submi6® Following similar reasoning, Hillmann welcomed the decision of the Erfurt
trade union congress in 1872 to reject Yt
establishedor all trade unions. This would happen once all trddestheir own
journal, o6as via the | ocal the nazatiomnal ,
is fody medo.

89 See Introduction.

% Carl Hillmann,Die Organisation der Massen. Ein Wort zur Klarung und Befestigung. Eine
GefangniRarbeit, den deutsech&ewerksgenossenschaften gewidineipzig 1875.

%1 Hillmann, Praktische Emanzipationswinke p .die &irfheitlicide Organisation der einzelnen Gewerke
ist aber die Vorbedingung und Grundlage zur Verwirklichung einer einheitlichen Gesammtorganisation,
wiezB dies in England schon der Fall istao.

92 Hillmann, ibid.
% 1bid., pp. 224. My italics.
% 1bid., pp. 234.
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Hillmann did, however, applaud the decision at Erfurt to champion trade union
independence of the political parties, a position Winiace more places him completely

at odds with that of the localist trade unionists before their turn to syndicalism after

1904%° For Hillmann, the most advanced trade unions were not those whose title bore
the word 6inter n@WI retnahich repedieally dfférg politicenswo r d
and policemen the opportunity to test th
(presumably a reference, before Tessendol
the Saxon authoritidostier nMdv embad r6 wd701d wol
manufacturing workersoé6 trade unions), bui
political party and whose statutes were characterised by reciprocity with respect to

rights and duties. Uninitiated workers were mistulsif politically sounding name¥.

At the same time, those who combined to protect and to pursue their interests were in

any case acting politically; no rigid paragrdpfor example, one banning discussion of
religion and party politics could excludeltis. As local trade unions combined at the

national level, this political tendency would come more to the fore as unions concerned
themselves with | aws over such as shortei
6Vol ksupt emrdi avtotm@ n 6 spyisorcldbout. i woalshb& foljowirsgn d

state persecution and vilification in the press that trade union members would come to
identify their own efforts with those of tf8acial Democrats’Muc h of Hi | | man
immediate ire was directed at the decision of the ADAV in 1872 to extend its resolution

of 1870, which had dissolved its constituent national trade unions, to local unions

having ADAV members:

It is an outrage, in the name of the dogmhauniversal suffrag@& to wish to
dismantle orgaaations which have grown out of purely natural and real
circumstances, and to take decisions, as did the last annual general meeting of
the General German Workers Association in Berlin, which extenarssfthe
dissolution of the trade unions as soon as possible into purely political
associations. May workers keep waféh!

% |pid., p. 12.
% |bid., pp. 17, 21.

lbid., p. 21.
%lbid.,p.130 Es i st ein Frevel, die rein ssemengwadhsemehen un
Organi sationen im Namen des Dogmas fiall gemei nes ¢

wollen, und wie die letzte Generalversammlung des Allg. Deutschen Arbeitervereins zu Berlin
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The SDAP too, however, was not free of 01
Hillmann regarded it as his duty to make clearithgortance of the trade unions and to

defend them from®%fanatical dogmati stso.

It is clear from the above that to argue a line of continuity beginning with Hillmann

through the social democratic localists to the later anasghdicalists is simply wrong

If, however, one removes the earlier localists from the picture then the predisposition
forGermananarche yndi cal i sts to claim Hill mann a
understandable, for Hillmann was optimistic regarding the future potentialdef tr

union action to a far greater extent than either his contemporary Yorck or the localists of
the 1880s and 1890s. One aspect of this optimism in particular came close to later
anarchesyndicalism. Citing Marx and the German national economuigt Breniang

and noting how the guilds of the Middle Ages had, without them knowing it, been

agents for the emancipation of bourgeois society, Hillmann added that,

todayods trade unions are the means f ot
likewise follows,that just as the feudal state had to bring itself to acknowledge

the orgarzation of the guilds and to apply their rules and regulations to its

municipal, state, and police systems, that in the long run trade union

organkation will have to be acknowleddéy the state; and not only

acknowledged but that the form of trade union orzgtion will have to be

applied by the state to the whole of state and municipafife.

There is here, however, an acknowledgement of the role of the state in this process and

with particular reference to the party pl

Beschlusse zu fassen, die darauf hinausgehe@alieerkschaften sobald wie méglich in rein politische
Vereine aufzul®sen. M°gen die Arbeiter die Augen

% Ibid.

1001bid., pp. 1415:6 wi e i n gl eicher Weise die Handwerkergilc
zur Emanzipation der birgestien Gesellschaft waren, so sind auch die heutigen

Gewerksgenossenschaften das Mittel zur Emanzipation der Arbeiterklasse. Folglich wird ganz ebenso,

wie sich der feudale Staat dazu bequemen mufite, die Organisation der Zunfte anzuerkennen und deren
Gesetzaind Bestimmungen auf das Gemeindg&taatsund Polizeiregime auszudehnen, auch die

Organisation der Gewerkvereine oder Gewerksgenossenschaften vom Staat Giber kurz oder lang anerkannt
werden missen; anerkannt nicht allein nur, sondern auch die Formgdarigation der Gewerkschaften

wird vom Staate auf das ganze Staat d Ge mei ndel eben ausgedehnt werd
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solution of the soci al guestion is only |
championed trade unions as Osuchzatonasui nt
could not be %Blsadmiistrativecbodeswere eqlipped with

executive, but not legislative, powers; its only authority was the will of all. Legislative

power lay with general meetings and congresses and in exceptional cases with

committes and a ballot of the membership. Such features constituted the basis on

which direct lawmaking by the people could be exercised and develted.

Hi Il ]l mannds O6syndicalistdé model was one f
that his theories we later rediscovered Hi | | mannds opti mi sm hac
one which helps to make understandable his distancing of himselStroial

Democracy after his expulsion from Hamburg under the-8ntialist Law in 1881.

For Hillmann was also optimistias to the morenmediateprospects of trade union

action. Perhaps not surprisingly, Eduard Bernstein drew attention to thif side

Hi I |l mannds tr ade un i Sozialisische Mdnatshefidl1®00wato t e |
in giving to thebkerah mMmewndagli gii y1 mann
Lassalleds theory into disarr @8%niu®kbt had
Hillmann had written that workera Germany, such as printers, cigar workers,

bricklayers, and carpenters, and in Englgsid, among them machine builders,

building workers, and joiners, had, in influencing the level of their wages and the hours
they worked, 6éalteredb the I ron Law, the
in their favour!®* For Bernstein, Hillmannemaineda Mar xi st , Oal bei t
Harburg colourd (a po shadivedinedarbuegf’®Thegen ce t o
was howeverlittle that was fatalistic n Hi | | mannés for mul ati on
trade unionsThat which is italicisedintheas sage bel ow reads, <co

interpretation, not as a recapitulation of Marx but rather as a rejection of him:

101 pid., p. 16.
102 |pid.,
Eduard Bernstein, 6Geschichtliches zur Gewer ksc!

und P Soziadligsché Monatsheft& (1900), 3768 (p. 381).
104 Hillmann, Organisation der Massep. 47.
105 Bernstein, op. cit.
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With the trade union it is a case not of deceptive phrasesfgitggpre a solid
fortification and defensive wall against thet further decline and degradation of
the working class. Not only must they fulfil this task right away but they can

also drive up wages at least to the level by which it becomes possible to broaden
and to increase needs, and since wages accordingltortieaw of Wages are
determined by customary needs, nothing can therefore be more obvious than to
broaden these. Through broadening needs one is working not only against
typhus and hunger, the worker learns also to value the usefulness of shorter
working hours. Not only does he give a higher value to his wueks protecting
himself much more still from overproduction and trade cribgsso doing he
augments his sociuolitical and economic development and is not alienated
from family life but ratherdd closer to it%

There is a limit to the ability of workers to protect themselves from the effects of

economic recession: real risingwagest o t he | evel at which i
broaden and tidave notoths day grotectedevdrises from
6overproducti on an dinthe faweavoutdrhowewes rise aloRge a |
the lines predicted by Hillmann (and social libemsalsh as Brentanpcontradicting the

pessimism of Lassalle and Maf¥.But hisimmediateenvironmentthat ofeconomic

106 Hillmann, Praktische Emanzipationswinke. 11:.6 Es handel t sich bei der Ge
nicht um triigerische Phrasen, sondern sie aind feste Ringmauer und ein Wall der Vertheidigung

gegen noch weitere Verschlechterungen und Entwirdigungen des Arbeiterstandes. Diese Aufgabe haben
sie nicht nur zu allernachst zu erflllen, sondern sie kénnten auch den Lohn wenigstens auf die Hohe
hinauschrauben, durch welchen es mdglich wird, die Bedurfnisse zu erweitern und zu vergré3ern, und da
sich der Lohn dem ehernen Lohngesetz zufolge nach den gewohnheitsméaRigen Bedurfnissen eines Volkes
richtet, so kann nichts naher liegen, als die gewohnheiiger@Bedurfnisse zu erweitern. Durch die
Erweiterung der Bedirfnisse arbeitet man nicht nur den Hungertyphus entgegen, sondern der Arbeiter
lernt auch die Nutzlichkeit der kurzen Arbeitszeit schatzen. Er giebt der Arbeitskraft nicht nur einen
héheren Werthvielmehr noch schtzt er sich vor Ueberproduction und Handelskrisen, er vermehrt damit
seine sozialpolitische und 6konomische Bildung und wird dem Familienleben nicht entfremdet, sondern

demsel ben n2her gef¢ghrt. 6

YBrentano expressefdanhoiuss | dyo pitni nli8s7n26 wioesnt he accuse

form and contentd for having misquoted a House of
of the Exchequer, William Gladstone. Brentano, writing in the perio@ioakcordia pointed out that

Gladstone, reporting on increasing income tax yieldsnotd o mme nt ed, as quoted by
intoxicating augmentation of wealth and power s
opinion such a claim, which Marx had madeidgris Initial Address to the International in 1864, had

no basis in fact as only persons with an annual i

we look to the average condition of the British labourer, whether peasant, or miner,ativeper

artisan, we know from varied and indubitable evidence that during the last twenty years such an addition
has been made to his means of subsistence as we may almost pronounce to be without example in the

hi story of any cowntBmry naradc oqf o6ddowlodCgdiad Zeitgthaffx qu ot
fir die Arbeiterfrage 7" Mar. 1872. See also: Lujo Brentarig Arbeitergilden der Gegenwart, Erster

Band: Zur Geschichte der englischen Gewerkverdirgzig 1871; Lujo Brentan@ie Arbeiterdlden

der Gegenwart, Zweiter Band: Zur Kritik der englischen Gewerkveréwipzig 1872.
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recession from 1873 onwards, appeared to
own warnings of the political repression of the trade unions appeared more apt and he
himself was imprisoned in 1875 on charges eflshing press law while briefly editing

the Stiddeutsche Volkszeituriggom his prison cell, he observed the unification of the

two socialist parties and noted that thei
created to show the divided trade unioresway to their own unification in the near

future1°® Hillmann played no part in this process; following his release from prison he
returned to Hamburg to edit thlamburgAltonaer Volksblattinstead, the attempts in

the following years up to 1878 to uniéyd then to centralise the social democratic trade
unions would be made, and opposauthe basis of o r cthedies.Such attempts

would pit the Hamburdpased national carpenter and bricklayer trade unions against one

another.

108 Hillmann, Organisation der Massempp. 445.
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CHAPTER THREE:

Hamburgas ef uge: trade union unification and

carpentersod t-#8ade wunions, 1875

As previously indicated, the rigorous application of the Prussian Law of Association of
11" March 1850 following the intervention after 1873 of the new Public Prosecutor,
Her mann Tessendorf, had prompted the | ar
unions, the Bricklayers and Stone Carvdrgon, to transfer its seat from Berlin to
Hambug in June 1874 In Hamburg, on first reading, the equivaléat of association
thatof 30" June 1851, was even more draconian, with no rights of appeal: its first
paragraph simply statedAssociations and gatherings, the aims or activities of which
are contrary to the laws of the state or to social order, as well as all associations and
gatherings of members of the military or of the citizen militia the purpose of which is
the discussion of official or public affairs, are banfeltis second paragph dropped

any onus on the state to produce evidence all togethtre police authority considers

it necessary on grounds of urgent danger to public order or security, it is authorised to
ban a public meeting as well as the meeting of an associdt@putpose of which is

the discussion of public affai8H a mb u lawgobassociation however, did not

precl ude | oc azatiors pombining with athe’. It bad goghimg to say on
regional or national orgaration. In part this was for pracal, geographical reasons
Hamburg was a powerful, but single, efitate whose jurisdiction outside its famous
gates did not extend beyond its docks arbat it also reflected the trading outlook of a
ruling merchant class with one eye on the widerdvavhich historically involved itself

as little as possible with internal German affairs. Hamburg had been no exception after
1848 in wishing to restore the prevolutionary status quo but it had done it in its own
way. The city authorities certainly didake use of their own laws against orgadi

1See Ch. 1.

26Revidirte Verordnung zur Ver h-uhdwergnigdngBe Mh CHd auc
Paragraph 1, in).M. Lappenbergsammlung der Verordnungen der freien HaB¢adt Hamburg, seit

1814. Zwei und zwanzigster Band. Verordnungen vom 1851 und 1852, nebst Register Uiber den zehnten

bis zwei und zwanzigsten Barithmburg 1853, p. 182.See alkaufenberg, pp. 156, 448 Gustav

Kessler Kurze Geschichte der deutschen MatBawegungBerlin 1895, pp. 23, 43.

3 Lappenberg, ibid.
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labour. When in June 1870, separate strikes of stone carvers and carpenters coalesced
intoanalout stri ke of 3,000 building workers
ten hour working day and a fixethily wage, the Hamburgovernment, th&enat

responded by declaring street demonstrations with singing, music, and the carrying of
flags to be incompatible with public ordém.the course of twenty four hours (290

30" June) whichwitnessedviolent clashes between strikers and police on the
Heiligengeisffield and in front of the city hall, strike committee members were arrested

and a police ban placed on its future meetings, citing Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the 1851

law.* In addition, the city athorities did not always close their eyes to events in Prussia
when it was in their own interest not to do ¥¢hen a year later, permission was sought

by Hamburgés bricklayers to hold meeting:
colleagues, thiswasef used, al most certainly with m

strike in mind®

Hamburgdés el ector al regi me was | i kewise |
participatory than its Prussian, thwelass franchise, equivalent. Under the Constitution

of 28" September 1860, which followed the election victory of the liberals the previous
year, only 84 of 192 members of the city parliamentBiwgerschaftwere directly

elected, on a restricted franchise of men over 25 years of age and with 600 Mdks yea
income. This extended the vote to small businessmen but excluded skilled jourfeymen.

In 1869, almost ten years later, in drawing up their wage demands prior to the industrial
action of the following yeaf a joint committee of bricklayers and carpeatestimated

average yearly earnings for bricklayers and carpenters respectively to be 543 Marks, 12
Shillings and 551 Marks, 4 Shillindsdamburg had long been a city of harsh social
contrastsgreater than almosiny other in Germany at the time, as Heinrich Laufenberg,
perhaps the mostwelln own hi storian of Hamburgds | a
describing the city of 1800. This he put down to increased immigration into the city of

4 Laufenberg, pp. 426, 42830, 563; Biirger, pp. 54, 552.

> The meetings were held instead in Altania PrussiaLaufenberg, p. 478.
% 1bid., pp. 1856.

7 See above.

8 Laufenberg, p. 425. For the bricklayers, Birger has an alternative yearly wage of 553 Marks, 4
Shillings. Burger, p. 54.
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people with no means at a #gmwvhen guild manufactory was increasingly unable to

meet the needs of an increasing population, leading to a growth in demand for
unlicensed laboltThe 6 mi ni st e Amtaregleme)ipfi8d3%a had bwensid  (
part, one response by the city authies to these developments: at the same time as
buttressing the power of guild masters over their journeymen, for example by
criminalising the holding of jJourneymeno:
authorisation of a master, other clauses laid downlbogimmigrant potters, barbers,
bakers, and bricklayers could remain in the city without work (generally, one Week).
Such measures were ineffective on both counts, for they did not halt the demand for
outside labour which for the building industry in fi@rlar hardly needed the extra

boost it received following the Great Fire of May 184Rlor did they prevent

journeymen from organing.

The aftermath of the Great Fire witnessed the beginnings of a long campaign by
Hambur gds c¢ ar p e nhgemorkingtday of twelkearcd @ half hoars (b |
am. to 8p.m., minus two and a half hours for breakBhis wagollowed in 1860 by a
joint strike of indigenous and immigrant carpenters in response to an offer from the
guild masters to pay part of a demamaeage increase to indigenous workers dAljo

foil the police, the strike was proclaimed when one journeyman stood'wairén the
midst of a crowd of fellow carpenters and announced it. After six days, the masters
offered an improved increase across the b&afanong bricklayers, the Society for
Foreign Bricklayer JourneymeNérein fremder Maurergesellgmwent back to the

1820s; with branches across the Russian Baltic provinces, Denmark, and northern
Germany, it mir r orhandeatidirksnbbswaspectHossedret riugleof i n g

recognition was highlighted by masters at the time, but its main purpose was the

% Laufenberg, pp. 112.
10|bid., pp. 412, 745.

UThe 6Gr &wmRer BfandyireHamkurg, from 8to 8" May 1842, resulted in extensive damage
to 4,219 structures, including such institutions as the town hall, state archives, stock exchange, city
prison, and workhouse, as well as sixty schools. Carl H. Schléf@es,ch eineGeschichte des gro3en
Brandes in Hamburg vom 5. bis 8. Mai 18#amburg 1843. Cited in Laufenberg, pp-&3

12 By the early 1850s, the working day for carpenters in Hamburg ended at 7 p.m. Burges, pp. 2
131,200 carpenters took part in the strike. @it p. 3.
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regulaton of wages and hours, and it exercised the ultimate sanction that foreign
journeymen should not work for any master found to be disreputalnld.840, it

famously intervened following clashes in Hamburg the previous year between
indigenous and immigraricklayers, and fined the Hamburg bricklayers for forcing

the immigrant workers to leave the clfyAs late as 1854, Laufenberg records

bricklayers being sentenced to two months imprisonment for boycott and membership
of the Society; this followed an athptof the previous yedsy bricklayerdan the city

centre St. Georg distritd enforce a closed shop. Those involved had been imprisoned,
and foreign journeymen had been expelled
r e ¢ owaddérbugch® The first records of joint orgaring by carpenters and

bricklayers precede this date. In 1853 successful joint action by bricklayers and
carpenters for a daily wage of 2 Marks, was followed by a strike of Altona bricklayers
and the pattern was establishedesfiprocation between building workers in Hamburg

with their colleagues in Altona (unttlB64 under Danish, from then ua®38under
Prussiapjurisdiction) which would reoccur over the succeeding decatfesnother

pattern, albeit one wittong provenanceand this time in common with Berlin, would
continue to be that of journeymen leaving the city en masse when in dispute with their
employers. In 1865, 400 Hamburg carpenters did precisely that when their demand for a
new reduced working day ofé&m. to 6 p.m. was rejected® Again in common with

Berlin, greater freedom to orgaricoincided with the capitalisation of the building

industry as private entrepreneurs moved in to meet increased demand and guild masters
became just one group of employers in aichoften more than one step removed from

the actual final contractd? but paternal relations in general between guild masters and

journeymen in Hamburg were already breaking down by the middle of the eighteenth

4 Laufenberg, p. 87.
15 | bid.
16 Der Freischitz: Politik, Unterhaltung, Lokaleitung 72 (1853). Cited in Laufenberg, p. 177.
17 Laufenberg, ibid.
8 Burger, p. 30.
19See Ch. 1.
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century when Laufenberg cites instancegm@monrguild journeymen, in particular

tailors and shoemakers working privately, actually took the guilds to €ourt.

The 1870 Hamburg building workersod strik:i
FrancePrussian War, having achieved a wage increasedagreement from the

employers on a fixed daily wage or minimum rate. The Hamburg authorities did not

reci procate the King of Prussiads amnest:
violations, and those strikers still held on remand received addlitiovo week

sentence$! Two years | ater, the cityds empl oye]
national restrictions on freedom of speech, association, combination, and assembly,
following the narrow failure of Wilhelm Hasenclever to be electedadrsichstagor

the ADAV in May 187222 Nevertheless, because the Hamburg Law of Association,

harsh as it was at local level, contained no equivalent of the Prissiada@ragraph 8,

that is, it did not ban national trade unions because they talkedditics at their

meetings, Hamburg became the refuge of choice for the national social democratic
building worker unions once the Prussian government chose to attack the ADAV and its
affiliated trade unions. It had already been home since 1871 to tmal cammittee of

the other social democratic party, the SDAP, which had moved there by decision of its
Dresden congress at a time when the treason prosecutions against its leaders, Bebel and
Liebknecht, remained pendidgHamburg henceforth came to assuareentral

importance in the early history both of Social Democracy and of trade unionism in
Germany and provided the base from which the unification of the two parties and their

respective affiliated trade unions would proceed.

Attempts at unifying partsf the social democratic trade union movement had occurred
priortoTheodor Yorckos ghenxparcy ed8d®2athoront H
trade unions which supported the SDAP, the most serious attempt had been made in

1871 when weavers from Meerane in Saxony had called for a national congress of

20| aufenberg, pp. :34.
2! Laufenberg, pp. 432. See also: Birger, pp3-4.
22 Laufenberg, op. cit., pp. 47D,
2Ch. 1.
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weaverso trade uni ons i nilurecdftherbwnreGhtauc hau
strike?* This congress had duly taken place betweédha2@l 30" May 1871, with 151

delegates fron77 locations attending® Although Bebel (coincidentallfReichstag

deputy for the GlauchaMleerane constituency), who stood in fioe absent
ManufacturingNVorkersUnion president Juliu$/otteler, was opposed by ADAV

supporters when he proposed that all those presentjoin t edll enrt éesr onéoh,i o n a |
the Glauchau congress had been followed by a second in Berlin in May 1872kt wh

the General German Weavers and Manufacturing Workers Federsligenteiner

deutscher Webeund ManufaktwArbeiter Bund had been set up to serve as an

umbrella orgarzation for the constituent textile industry trade uniéhét the time, the

SDAP newspapethe Volksstaathad celebrated this as an example to the future in
overcoming the split in the social democ]
federation, with little funding, actually had no more writ than the GlauMeerane

committee which had overseen the organg of the Berlin congres$.Based as it was

in areas of existing Manufacturing Workers Union strefigtany of whose Saxon

branches had had to transform themselves into twaétlunions after Novembel 871

when the Saxon Law of Association had been invoked to declare them political
association$ it had little contact with the ADAV and did not survive the economic

crisis from 1873.

A corresponding attempt by the ADAV, on the other hand, to bring stuzal
democratic trade uni o Rresleratiobdmbdnrellghad Beend Wo r k e |
confined to Berlin with the establishment in November 1871 of the Berlin Workers
Federation (thé Ar bei ) er bondéntrast with tme O6i nd
textile workers, this had been an attempteattralizatiorof all localtrades in the wake

of the successful strike by Berlin bricklayers for the ten hour day and its initiators had

%6An di e N¢ebeuDeatdchlandSVolksstaat13" May 1871.
2 Volksstaat3?/ 7" June 1871.

26 For BebelMolksstaat 3¢ June 1871. For the second national congress of weaver trade unions:
Volksstaat 15t June 1872.

276Zwei Ar beit er k\Wwlksgtaael$Jene 18720 Ber | i n o,
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cited the importance of reducing working time as well as raising w@arsttkau and

the Bricklayers Association, however, accorded it little interest; while Albert Paul did

sit on its management committee, the bri
trade uniorstill in existenceand onavhich moreoverepresente®,000 members in

the capital city, decided to hold its national funds close to its éhBst. b e | 6 s

description otheArbeiterbundas adt ot gebor(@dme s tKilnd®dr n chi |
sectarian, did hit the mark: as a talking shop trades council, it aceegitadual

membership at the suggestion of the editor of&XH2 A V Nesier SociaDemokrat

Wilhelm Hasselmann, and was a passive observer of continuing building worker

struggles in Berlin before falling apart after June 1873 when ADAV carpenters once

moreset up their own national trade unith.

Of longerterm significance is the fact that the cashier ofAH®eiterbundwas none

ot her than the carpentersodé | eader, Augus:
centralizatiorof the unified social demoatic tradeunions after 1875. Geib, a

bookseller by trade aralco-founder of the SDAP at Eisenach in 1869, had signalled

early support for the trade unions in a series of articles he had writtdre olksstaat

in May 1871 overthé Nor mal a¢ be ot ma la g@His subseggentdokey 6 ) .
around the failure in 1874 of a third unification initiative, this time from-aligned

soci al democratic trade unionists in Haml
union, more accurately his attitudethis failure, brought him once more to national
prominenceWhenRichard Wolf,the secretaryf the noraligned Metalworkers Trade

Union (Metallarbeiter Gewerksgenossenschafirote tothe Volksstaaandexpressed
enthusiasm for the projeftllowing asubsequennet al wor ke¥a 6 congr e

commentary from the SDA&ntralcommittee, of which Geib was a member, warned

28 Eduard Bernsteirie Geschichte der Berliner Arbeit@ewegung. Ein Kapitel zur Geschichte der
deutschen Sozialdemokratierster Teil: Vom Jahre 1848 biszumlEa b des So z,Barini st enge
1907 [henceforth: BernsteiG@BA Vol. 1], pp. 2356.

2|ts Berlin members did, however, agree to pay an addit®ittaérgroscheach month, one half to the
ADAV for social democratic publications, one half for agitatin the Berlin district. Paeplow,
Organisationenp. 22.

30 Bernstein GBA Vol. 1, pp. 2367. Paeplowpp. cit, pp. 2930.

®The o6iron and metal wor ker s 0 "to@nAgril 24sThis hadagreeg | a c e
on the establishmentoftani f i ed O F e der atAlgemeinerMetdMaheitedtvesbadk er s 6 (
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against unification of the unions before that of the socialist paftise Leipzig branch

ofWol f 6 s qwhich atthei sanre time fanoned as it€ontrol commission,

secondedhe S D Adzifios and requested that all members of the union reject

unification as with statutes which resembled its owlme proposedfederatiorof
Metalworker®would offer nothing better but demand more money sacrifices of its
members? At the Metalworkers Trade Unioannual general meeting, which took place

in Magdeburg on the 85and 26" of May 1874 Wolf and his supporters were outvoted

by those of the Legig branchTh e meet i ng voted instead to
6Uni ond, a so¥whHen SWAIPf ptrliorgrecgr oposed, at
congress at Coburg in July, that ety executivelesist from interfering in union

affairs, Geib publicly sidedi t h t hose who had ppriocipgdly ed W
Julius Scheil from Koénigsberg and Carl Ulrich from Brunswick, to withdraw the
proposal oO0for the@Gasamkeeslf pebedivand egeines!
uproarious debate, Yorck, who had raised the banner of the political neutrality of the

trade unions at the Erfurt trade union congress of June 1872, opposed Wudiityhe
executivehad been completely justified in mistrusting unification alondndines, for it

was knownthatthé ander sei ti geme Uat etr mé hideferendesta par
the ADAV) had wished to portray themsel v
outcome that the real maj or(ddryo el gn btee I
minority. Given such circumstances, #aecutivehad only carried out its dudj.For

its part, the ADAV showed little interest in the Federation after this point. When the
Hamburg initiators of the project wrote an open letter to bothal democratic party
newspapers, in which they asked when the planned national congress of the Federation
would be taking place, the response of AlbsithRe, provisionapresidentof both the

Federation and of the Berlin Union of Machine Manufacwkiviorkers Berliner

Verein der Maschinenbauarbei)ewas to request that thee  émre onrb dinst eféll

226 Er k | ¥olksstagt st May 1874.
%3 Volksstaat8" May 1874.

34 Protokoll der am 25. und 26. Mai 1874 zu Magdeburg stattgehabten Generalversammlung der
MetallarbeitergewerksgnossenschafBrunswick 1874, pp. £34. Cited in Albrecht, p. 189, notes 283

35 Protokoll Gber den sechsten Congress der saggahokratischen Arbeiterpartei abgehalten zu Coburg,
am 18., 19., 20. und 21. Juli 1874ipzig 1874, pp. 580.

36 Protokoll, ibid., pp. 589.
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forward their union due¥.He then resigned in November 18#4he first national
corgressof the Federation of Metalworkers never took place.

With the sol e eaxcegpnteidoon Cadspattiorerodhnkoenr s
following the dissolution of intSeppem#eDAVOs
1874merged with thé a t toleacco worker sections, including the largest in Hamburg

and Altona party unification proceeded first. The Coburg congress of the SDAP had
entrusted its central committee and parliamentary deputies with drawing up proposals

for such and following this, the ADAV and SDAReichstagactions commenced

formal unification negtiationsin December 18722 Both parties were heavily
represented at Yorckds funer al i n Hambur
animosities which for Marx in England would be bought later that year at Gotha with

too many compromises by the SDAFFor the trade unionde, on 1 August 1874 the

first issue oDer Pionie, j our n al of t traeleurdoD,AheCarpemterp e nt e |
Federaton subtitled itsezZzf Lh%Wwhiethe mergemof f or
individual trade unions with one anothveould for thenear future take precedence over

Y or cnkobrse a mUniomdideau st hbe A DAV carpenterso6 tr.
down a marker through its journal at this early date that it sympathisedivighst one

part of Yor c kénsalizatiormagmelghatotthe gifgle trade union

journal. In the immediate term, lodahdeunion officials in Hamburg met with

representatives of some of the national unions and with representatives of the two social

democratic parties on $March 1875 to call fothe convening of a trade union

87 Volksstaat 6" Sept. 1874Neuer SociaDemokrat 13" Sept. 1874.

% Neuer SociaDemokrat16"Sept . 1874. For B2t hkeos -2rnetssi3@nati on
306.

39 Protokoll SDAP, 1874 Coburg, pp. 11, @2 (90). The MAV and SDAPReichstaggroupings had
been ceoperating informally following the generalection of January 1874. Franz Mehri@gschichte
der Deutschen Sozialdemokratifol. 2, Stuttgart 1898, pp. 34.

““Mar x, OCritigue o fThetFistdntefationaland Aftepm 3385n®me 6Mar x 6 s
attribution of the inclusion in the preamble of the programme of the new party, the Socialist Workers

Party of GermanySozialistiche Arbeiterpartei DeutschlanidS APD) , of the aim of 0t
wage systentogether with the iron law of waggMé r x 6 s ¢, tophh prédenminant influence of
the ADAV (6the Lassallean sect has come out on t«

6l ron Lawd was not a ADAIVnta naf tdies BWDIAP . b etawecg n OtClr

41 Hermann Muller Die Organisationen der Lithographen, Steindrucker und verwandten Béafoffel,
Berlin 1917, p. 395; Paeplow@rganisationenp. 49.
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conference. This was to decide, at the s
the unification of individual trade8érufsklassenaround a common statute; an

blueprint for a single orgaration of all tra@ unians; and ora date for a general

congress of trade uniofi$Geib and Ignaz Auer, SDAP Party Secretary, represented the

S D A Pcéngralcommittee;GeorgWilhelm Hartmann performed the same role for the

ADAV. Apart from Otto Kapell, Karl Finn represented trementerdtrade union, and

Hans Schonig from Hamburg the ADAV bricklayetainion. Otherloccupational
groupsrepresentethcludeds hi ps 6 carpenters, dock worke
person committee was delegated to orgathe conference; alongside Otto Kapell, for

the ADAV unions, and Heinrich Grosz, president of the-aligned General German

Ship CarpenterAssociation(Allgemeiner deutscher Schiffszimmerervexditeinrich
Rieke,secretaryof the InternationalTrade Umon for Bricklayers and Carpenters,

represented the SDAP unioffs.

Ri e lpmegersce at the above meetingrks the first point of personal continuity with

the later localist trade union movement, for following the expulsions of GustdeKe

and Fritz Wike from Berlin in 1886the BrunswickbasedRieke was one of the

triumvirate leadershipwith Kessler and Wilkegf the localist bricklayerafter this

point. Rieke, a bricklayer by trade, had been elected President of the joint Trade Union

for Bricklayersand Carpenters at its annual conference in Chemnitz in June 1873

following a disagreement within the union over the role of two producepeaatives

in Dresden and ChemnitZhishad led to the Dresden branch resigning its position as

union seat. The tar carpenter historian, August Bringmann, records Rieke as having

the helpat this timeof Auer, a saddler by trade, in exercising great effort in establishing
firm Iinks between the uni.dtnhesameteneber s hi |
however,appposal from Ri ekeds WihelmBracke tadnchgrar t vy
the necessity for trade unionorgemit i on i n the partyods progr

t he SDAP6s Eisenach congress of August 1

42 Hermann MuillerLLithographen p. 379; Hermann MulleGeshichte p. 167.

“0An die Vorst2ande s2mtlicher deuendokdean Gewer ksct
F a c h v e Vaksstaat " April 1875. Reprinted in Bringmanop. cit, pp. 2256. See also: Albrecht,
p. 213, note 6.
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election** On the sugggions of Geib and Yorck, such programme changes were to be

left to a dedicated committé&Rieke is recorded after this as attending the Magdeburg
congress of 61 nter nat i*Antkelnéicongreassf lisowm i o n s
unionwhich took plaein Coburgone month latercriticism from the Nuremberg

branch over Riekeds monthly salary of 72
the intervention of th&DAP executiveria theVolksstaatThis stated in general terms

that, with reference to the Englific] trade unions,

the trade union movement thrives when competent officials are so provided for,
that they can devote their full energies to the union and are appropriateéy paid
the most copetent and willing party comrade who is able only to devote a part
of the day or of their free time to the union is not in the position to sufficiently
promote the interests of the union, where due, to carry out its buéihess

Rieke clearly enjoyed thgupport and confidence of the SDAP party hierarchy.

The unification conference of the social democratic trade unions duly took place at
Gothafrom 28" to 29" May 1875as an adjunct to that of the political partiBseke, a
participant, recorded bgringmann as having been an eager proponent who had
contributed to the preparatory work, took a back seat at this to Fritz Hurlemann of the
Federation of Bricklayers and Stone Car/éiSubsequently, Rieke worked with
representatives of the latter and wtitlose of th&sermanCarpenterg\ssociation
(Deutscher Zimmerervereinsuccessor orgaration to the banned Carpenters
Federation)n winding up his own union and merging its constituent bricklayer and

carpenter parts with the two ADAV unions. Rieke sligthat a joint conference of his

44 BringmannZimmererbewegng Vol . 2, p . 115. Auer 6s -shpofeiar ent r c
with Geib, he stood in temporarily to liead the Wc
highlighted one problem which faced early trade unionism in Germany: a lack of cagaielgentatives.

See also: Ch. 2.

45 protokoll Gber den 4. CongreR der sozilimokratischen Arbeiterpartei abgehaltenEisenach am
23.,24.,25., 26.nd 27. August 1873 eipzig 1873, pp. -3, 5860.

46 Bringmann, op. cit., pp. 1167.
47 |bid., pp. 1178.

“8bid.,p. 1186 Ri eke war ein eifriger Bef¢grworter dersel
dazu mitgemacht . d
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union with that of ADAV B"'oil4 Bulyasysthastee uni
agreed with separation on trade lines because long experience had proven often enough
that the separated trades in the north had bexa oapable of resistance than those

joined together in the soutde was opposed by the Leipzig, Dresden, Chemnitz, and
Nuremberg branches his own uniorwho voted against unification, citing the ron
attendance of th€arpenterg\ssociation which washolding its first national congress

at the same tim&. The Bricklayers and Carpenters Trade Union was finally wound

down on 9' December1875 following a majority postal vote by union memb@iss

followed a proposdrom Otto Kapellthat bricklayers andarpenters respectivejgin

the Bricklayers Federation aZhrpenterd\ssociationas automatic full members, as

put to a joint conference of the three presidents of the affected trade unions, namely
Rieke, Kapell, and Hans Schéning (for the Bricklayerdefation), with the disaffected
bricklayer uniorbranches, which had been held in Chemnitz dhQétober 1875°

Rieke, at this early juncture in his long political cardeppears to have played no

nati onal role in the merged bricklayersboé
of a notice inits journal the Grundstein on ' August 1878, detailing where to

continue to sendnioncontributions to? Theformer CargntersFederatiorhadalready
signalled its sympathy with the aiircentralizationr and one meansa single trade
unionjournakof Yor ckdés programme, andaftetéhe cons
June 1875the®ssociatior now alsostated that politics and public affairs were not to

be discussed at its meetin@ven that the uniod seat remained in Berlin despite the
banning of its predecessor, this was of practical imjtaatso matche or c k 6s t ac't
of dayto-day political reutrality. The ideological reasoning behind this tactic had

earlier been given most forceful expression by the unanimous adoption at the Gotha

trade union conference of a resolution from Fritzsche, fo€CtgarWorkers

4% PaeplowQrganisationenp. 68.
0 Der Pionier, 18" Dec. 1875. Cited in Bringmann, op. cit., p. 130.

51 Rieke, bornl0" June 1843 in Teichhitte, Lower Saxony, was a Social Democrat city councillor in
Brunswick from 1878 until his death in 1922. He was a member of the Brunkamckagfrom 1918 to
1920, and of thReichstagrom 1920 where he was Father of the Houslee(sprasident Wilhelm

Heinz SchroderSozialdemokratische Parlamentarier in den deutschen ReiddsLandtagen: 1867
1933 Dusseldorf 1995, p. 677.

52The national union by this point was effectively dead. See Ch. 4.
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Associationthis stated that it wathe duty of trade unionists to keep politics out of their
organkations and to instead join ti&®cialist Workers Party of Germany (SAPD
Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands the new, unified, party was now known)
because only this was ableftdly raise the political and economic position of the

worker to that worthy of a human beifr.

With its presidenhGrottkau in prisonthe Federation dBricklayersand Stone Carvers
had been represented at Gotha by Hurlemann, one of two conference minute takers.
The acceptance ttis conference of another resolution from Fritzsche, namely that
special joint congresses be held for trades where various natioriatahdraft unions
existed, confirmed that unification would precedatralization preparations for a full
congress of all trade unions to creagngle centralised U n iwere &s a result
delegated to a fivperson committee elected for the exprasgpose of orgaming a
congress once the process of unification of the individual unions was complated.
committee was comprised of Fritzsche, Hurlemann, Otto Kapihelm
Schweckendieck, for the General Union of JoinAtigémeiner Tischlerverejnand
August Baumann, for the Print Workers Federat®uchdruckerverband Baumann
was the only supporter of the former SDRM.he predominance of building workers
wasindicative of the comparative strength of the ADAV building worker unamyeanst
those of the SDAP prior to this point

While unification, or rather amalgamation, of the individual unions went ahead, in some
instances more smoothly, in others less so, tharaltestdyoutlined for the bricklayets

and carpentedainions, the preparatowyork of thecongressommittee stalled® On

53 Volksstaat 6" June 1875NeuerSociatDemokrat 6" June 1875.

54 Auer, representing the Woodworkers Trade Union, had been the second minutédidsstaabp.
cit.; Neuer SociaDemokrat op. cit.

SVolksstaatop. cit.;Neuer SociaDemokrat op. cit.

56 In June 1875, the General dniof Joiners voted for amalgamation but only with joiner members of
the Woodworkers Trade Union. The opposition withi
year |l ater following a 6general | oi nleongibersar@mingr es
nonwoodworkers who have up to now enjoyed rights in the above named organizations are accepted in
the new federation until they | eave of Protolollr fre
der Verhandlungen der Gendvarsammlung des Allgemeinen Tischler (Schre)néereins, abgehalten

am 13., 14. und 15. Juni zu BerlBerlin 1875, pp. 21. Cited inAlbrecht, pp. 2267 ; O Auszug aus
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239 July 1875t issued a circular, requesting progress reports on the unification process
among the individual unior® On 8" October Fritzsche ina second circular proped

the setting up of joininionj o ur n e y me, inpat tolcaustdr td hestile

propaganda of the existing guild and Christi@tworks He also proposed the

establishment of local job exchanges to encourage more rational regulation of the labour
market>® Writing later, the Social Bmocratic Party historian, Hermann Miiller,

speculated that the failure of the committee to do more than this owed much to the
disillusioning effect which the experience of the Workers Sugpeateratiorhad had

on the for mer ADAYV hdirtradeumiondeaders, mons weseefor 6 o f &
reuni fication acc®®@idvienng tthoatt hien od ddd intoidoen
outright defiance of Schweitzerds strict
necessary to restablish their owtradeunion, it was not surprising that this stuck in

the memory of those personally involved, such as the Kapell brothers and Hurf@mann.

For Mdller, the joy which the former Lassallean trade unions felt at achieving
independence was not to be discourttdBut as an explanation for the inactivity of the
congress committee after 187be Lassallean experience was an unsatisfactory one, for
Fritzsche and the Kapell bcentrdlizateommedelc | ear |
Much more demonstrable is thaetprocess of amalgamation of the individual unions
diverted both the energy and resources of its participants, antldsaed longer than

anticipated.

Muller acknowledged the role of the state authorities as a partial explaffafoen
beforeitwadanned, the ADAV bricklayersd uni on

Hurlemann, with three prison terms behind him by this time, followed suit after his

Protokoll des allgemeinen Tischil@ongresses vom 289. Juni d. J. in Frankfus. M6, Vo |1Rthst aa't
July 1876.

57Volksstaat 28" July 1875;Neuer SociaDemokraf 25" July 1875.
%8 VVolksstaat 24" Oct. 1875.

®Her mann Gebghichte r@. 174: o6von all ihren Gewerkschaf
Wiedervereinigung nachdeanl t en Must er 0.

60 See Ch. 1.
51 Hermann MdllerLithographen p. 394.
62 |bid.
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appointment as national union agitator at the second national congress afidngeck
6 Feded aitn oJfiFoythe taBperders, August Kapell adved to Hamburg
one month earlier following the banning of tessociatiodin Prussia on 22May
1876; the union was promptly-established for a third time in three years as the
Carpenters Tradegnion Zimmerergewerk Fritzsche remained in Berlin where the
Cigar WorkersAssociationremained in existence but at tmercyof prosecutions of
individual members and branches for personal infringements tdwhaf association
Facingsuch acharge himselfi-ritzscheplayed no part in theentralizatiordebate
ignited by the publication iNorwérts party newspaper of tf8DAP, on 10" August
1877 of Gei bréadeUraonPRr ie sitevahich Geikcalled for a single

journal for all trale union$*

Gei boélrsad adden preceded by the metheger of t
Pionier, with that of the Federation of Joiners and Allied Tra®es,Bund The Pionier

had been raunchedsubsequentlyon 4" August 1877, wittn ew mast head, 6
organ of the trade unions of Gerflahsy and
article inVorwarts Geib referred to individual uni
circular, neither f i sh esalogtotlhednmntedooutiockofd a c «
their readers, happy with paltry reading matter because this was what they were used to;
instead of putting an end to this, they cosied up to it and patted the cheeks of its

offspring, prejudice. A central journal would bkethrough such habitualness; it would
concentrate trade union efforts at one central point and convince trade union members
that the workersd question could only be
groups acquired an insight into the whole muoeat® The existing trade union press

was not up to the tasks it set itsédir in division it lacked the necessary powers. The

small and mediursized trade unions were especially affected by Tiis.Pionier, with

atotal already of 8,000 subscriberspyided a good example of what needed to be

53 paeplowOrganisationenp. 78.
Unsere gewer ksVorwats #0th Aug.H&7.Pr essed,

5 Der Pionier. Zentralorgan der Gewerkschaften Deutschlands und der eingeschri¢tiisieranken
und Sterbekassed™ August 1877. Cited in Eduard Bernstellie Schneiderbewegung in Deutschland:
Ihre Organisationen und Kampf¥ol.1, Berlin 1913, p. 210; Hermann Millep. cit.,p. 396.

56 Vorwarts op. cit.
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done If a few more trade unions were to adopt it, then it could name itself with pride,
that which at present it only did in modesty: as central ctgan.

Geib, and August Kapell forthecarm t er s 6 t r uldidy placed treemselvel a d

on one side of theentralizatiordebate although it was actually tBeneral German

Tailors AssociatiorfAllgemeiner deutscher Schneidervejeimich at its annual

conference at Handtom 12" to 14" August 1877had been thérst to propose a new

trade union conference, or general congress, to discuss the issue of press
centralizatiolf®Gei b and Kapell attracted i mmediat
uni oni sts of Hanover waséamecurserhiocamgeneralcent r al
centralizatiorof all trade union§t he support of the tailors
tempered with worries that higher union dues would hamper its recruitmentSvork.

More clear cut in opposing the proposal were the brickldyers s hoemaker s 6,
wor kteades @i ons: f or t h é&GevetksthaftoekSehursnachaisn i o n
presidenWilhelm Bod feared that a single, expensive, bulky, union journal would

displace the political papers and actually cause the leyllitital ignorance to risé:

Gei b and Kappell 6s main base of support
and following a large public meeting before a crowd of 2,000 §rS2ptember 1877
around the theme of 06The &%ndickeasgivenion mo Vv
both Vorwartsandthe Pionier of a forthcoming trade union conference fol'11

November’ This was subsequently postponed to February 1878.

Heinrich Laufenberg subsequently singled out Hurlemann as being most satisfied at the

failure of the conference, which took planeGothafrom 24" to 25" February 1878, to

57 |bid.
%8 Bernstein Schneiderbewegungp. 20911.

59 Vorwarts 21 Sept. 1877.

OBernsteinpp.cit, p. 211. The secretary of the tailorsé
press centralization at the Erfurt conference in
1878 zu Gotha stattgef uDa Bioner, 1 @dpr.cd878 KReptinkedih s konf er e

Bringmann,Zimmererbewegung/ol.1, pp. 385405 {. 392).
" Hermann Mdillerpp. cit, p. 397.
2\/orwarts 5th Oct. 1877Der Pionier, 6th Oct. 1877. The latter cited in Albrecht, p. 236, note 21.

73\orwéarts 12" Oct. 1877
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agree to a central journ&iThis opinion appears to be based on a report in the
HamburgAltonaer Volksblatof a follow-up meeting of Hamburg trade union
representaties on 18 March 1878 at which Hurlemann was verbally attacked and
outvoted by the majority of those present who declared themselves dissatisfied with the
results of the Gotha conference, specifically because this had refrained from accepting
the centratrade union journa®® It is clear from the conference minutes, however, that
several delegates at Gothadput forward various arguments against pineposal for a
central journal, not all of which were do with anéntralist ideology, as indeed had

Bebel when he opposed the idea on cost grounds at the Erfurt congress of SDAP trade
unions in 1872° Perhaps most tellingly, the joinhair (alongside August Kapell) at

Gotha in 1878, Ferdinand Weidemann, President of the Federation of Joiners, whose
own unon had adoptethe Pionier as its journal the previous year, echoed B&lsl

earlier cost argumenandthefearo f t he tail orsdé union, whe
single central journal, cautioning that such would need to attract the paid editorship of
anacademic. The tailor delegate Franz Fahrenkamm from Erfurt argued in addition
that strong unions were needed betbtere could bany thought otentralization for

the metalworker A. Bremer from Berlin, prioentralizatiorof the trade unions was
necesary to arouse the common bond of all workers, only then would a central journal
be feasiblg?

In his opening speech to the Gotha conference, August Kapell referred to the earlier
failure to set up a joint union journal with the bricklayEr$his had bee suggested at
the Erfurt trade union conference in 1875 as the bricklayers at that time had had no
journal of their ownHowever shortlyafterwardsa joint conference of the two social

democratic bricklayer trade unions in Hamburg in August Ej#Bedad launch such a

74 Laufenberg, p. 630.

> HamburgerAltonaer Volksblatt215t Mar. 1878. The report makes it clear, however, that this vote was
taken after midnight by the éunfortunately no | or
mehr groRen Zahl der Asnsee nden 6 ) .

6 See Ch. 2.
7 Bringmann, op. cit., p .391.
78 |bid., pp. 389, 391.
79 |bid., p. 387.
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union journal, named, DarfGtuedsteifThistiuy mannos
appeared from®1October 187%! The idea of merging this journal with that of the

carpenters was briefly raised at the following, acrimonious, national congress of the
6Federathicom® ewd uni on inHambarg om &dugtushl8760 1 d n
At this, both theunion secretargchoning, at a time of lost strikes datling union
membershipand Grottkau, who had remained in Beftiiowing release from his most

recent imprisonmertb editboththe Berliner Freie Pressandthe Grundstein were

respectively accused ofcompetence and dictatorship. Feeling at the congress against
Grottkau had in fact been so great that he had initially been denied®htey decision

to consolidate all aspects of editing, despatch, publication and printing in Hamburg was
followed by af u | | proposal at the unionoéBanhhext r
11" July 1877 to merge the journal with that of the carpenters. This, however, met with
nosupporfé f and Kk ei n)eAttBeesgnee rdnferenbee Hurlemann encountered

some ctticism that the cost of his employment was not in harmony with the success it
brought but he was felected as national union agitatéFollowing publication of

Gei b and Kapuenlilobns jsoiunrgnlael aplrloposal, the o
unionwas made clear in several articleshia Grundsteinf* at a meeting in Hamburg
on2290ct ober 1877, the bricklayersd union

proposal and to the forthcoming Gotha conferéfice.

Hurlemann was later describedamtinuingtoadopt hi s dédhostil e posit
Fritz Paeplowthelater President of the Centidhion of GermanBricklayers

(Zentralverband dedeutschemaurer).8® There is some evidence that the hostility was
mutual on the part of August Kapdbipth from his opening conference remarks directed

at t he br i akdlfrenyhé faterdailuvenwhenrasked by Heinrich Birger to

80 paeplowOrganisationenp. 69.

B1@Grundstein. Organ der Maurer, Steinhauer und ve
Paeplow, op. cit., pp. 680. A pilotissue Probenummeérappeared on 15th Sept. 1875.

82 paeplow, op. cit., p. 77.

83 |pid., p. 86.

84 1bid., p. 90; Hermann Muiller, op. cit.
85 | aufenberg, op. cit.

86 paeplow, op.cit.
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proof read the | atterods history of the H:
authoroés omi sésonempoHar yemaader ship of 1
union in 1870 Kapell himself seems to have attracted the personal hostility of the
print wor ker sRicharwd Martel,,whagoconemenited acrly at Gotha that he

would concedeentralizatiorof the pess if the performance of the editorsiod

Pionier wasto match that of the individual journgfHurlemann for his part countered
Kapell 6sropewcisg of the bricklbpestaegtead t r a
he was forcentralizatiorbut not in the sense of the draft proposal; he was completely
against a central journal. In common with several other conference delegates, he

defended individual union journals against the claim that they fuelled sectionalism. On

the contrary they workeat eradicating this. He warned against haste and believed
generakentralizatiorto be prematur Hurlemann had clearly not needed to stir up

opposition to a central journal, for this was duly voted against by 15 voteS to 8.

After the model of the loose cartel which had developed among Hamburg trade union
branchesince1873! Geib and Kapell also proposed the establishment at a national

level of aKartellkommissio{f 6 cart el committeed), the tas
thus: to advise and decide over all cartel agreement matters; to direct agitation; to
supervise the press; to arbitrate disputes between respective union leaderships; to
supervise and audit the accoutftét Gotha, Hartel cautioned against the proposed
committee becoming a dictatorshipFerdinand Boéttgeithe president of the

Manufacturing Workers Union, opposed the committee being able to delcete
strikestookplaceornatFor t he bri ckl ayer sthis;hemwaso n , Hu
against the committegaving ultimate power over strikes as it would not know the

conditions on the groundlie alsoopposedhe committedeing able to raisextra

87 Bringmann,op. cit, p. 387; Burger, p. 99.
8 Bringmann op. cit., p.391.
89 |bid., p. 388.
% |pid., p. 392.
%1 Burger, pp. 125.
92 Bringmann, op. cit., p. 402.
% pid., p. 387.
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contributions from union members, and suggested instead that individual unions should
be allowed to make publigppeals in favour of workers in dispute. He regretted the

absence in the proposal of any clause that the committee should include all unions and
requested more information regarding its monitoring of the trade union press, agreeing
with Adolf Packepresidetof t he Association of Bookbin
thoroughness would mean that it would control all journals of unions belonging to the
cartel®* The cartel committee proposal was, however, accepted, as a result of which

Hur | emanndés noaated indleadowdttleat thee sirgle journalproposal

which had failed, even though his criticismsaddingle journalvere clearly far more

widely and deeply held than the majority of Hamburg trade unionists who attacked him

afterwards seemed to acknowledge.

Of greater longeterm significance for the subsequent development of both the localist
andcentralisttrade union movements (individual union journals never were replaced)
were Hurl emannds criticisms of the propo:
control over strike support and press monitoring, for the future dispute over thgse ve
issues among bricklayers themselves would give birth to localist trade unionism and

define its centralist opposition. The banning of a full trade union congress, planned for
Magdeburg later that year, which was to enact the proposals accepted abGatine,

imposition of the AntiSocialist Law shortly afterwards, postponed this rupttrre.

% bid., pp. 395, 402.

% The Magdeburg congress had been planned for the Whitsun weekend begifiningd 0878.

Following the second of two assassioa attempts on the German emperor, that of Karl Nobiling"®n 2
June, the congress organizers were informed it could no longer take place. Permission to relocate it was
refused by the Hamburg authorities. Bernstem,cit.,pp. 21617.
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CHAPTER FOUR:

Union re-organization in Berlin:the AniSoci al i st Law and the Bt
1885

Fritz Huappearanee hefodeshe meeting of Hamburg trade unionists'on 18

March 1878 followed the emigration of Paul Grottkau to the United States at the turn of
theyeatWher eas Grottkauds subsequent politi
continued to befanterest to the Prussian political police up to his death in 1898,

Hurlemann disappeed from the historical recoréHe is not listed among the expelled

i n Il gnaz Auer 6s cont e m@ooialis lraw peticsiNachalno u nt ¢
Jahren( 6 AfearerYelar s6), nor i repaiodimoHeiazpatee cent s
Thimmlernor does Gr ot VYokwartsid 3898adfer tb anysubhsequent

coll aboration with his erstwhil e 3nta ckl a:
Paeplow, in his introduction fie Organisationen der Maurer Deutschlands von 1869

bis 1899 states that it had not been easy to procure the necessary documentation for his
study of early bricklayer trade unionism because those colleagues whiayed @

leading role in the 1870s had either died, emigrated, or become fully disconnected from
the wor ker s*@nlikethe Kaped brathers, however, Hurlemann is not

recorded as receiving an amnesty in return for promising to desist from social

1 See Ch. 1. Keder and Paeplow both date Grottkau as having left Germany in February 1878. This is

al most certainly too | ate: aBertinartFrieie Pregsef 1" M@rcho t t k a u ¢
1878, contains a letter from him datedZEkb. 1878, in whiche writes that he landed in Philadelphia,

via Hamburg and Liverpool, on $4ebruary. Kessleiaurer-Bewegungp. 15; Paeplow,

Organisationenp. 91; LaB, op. cit., p. 68.

2Vorwarts 7" June 1898; LaB, op. cit., p. 104. In the early 1880s, Grottkau was active as an independent
Social Democrat in Chicago alongside the later executed anarchists, August Spies and Albert Parsons.
See: RockerJohann Mostpp. 141, 145.

3 Auer,Nach zehrdahren Vols. 1 & 2; ThimmlerSozialistengeset¥hereas Grottkau's police file is
listed separately in the catalogue of Berlin political police files now held blyethéesarchiv zu Berlin
and is therefore easy to locate, no such listing exists for Maria. This does not mean a separate file
does not exist but | was unable to find it on two visits to the LaB in 2005 and 2007.

‘6Vor wort o, in Paepl ow, op. cit. Hartwig Walther,
1873), Bricklayers andtBne Carvers Union (until 1874), and Bricklayers Federation (until 1878), died in
1890s Berlin 6shortly before the plan to write dc

Paeplow did, however, have access to the complete print the Gfundgein, of which Walther had

been nominal editor, and which Walther had stored. Walther is not recorded as playing any part in the

movement of the 1880s other than as the recipient of correspondence between Kessler and Robert Conrad
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democratic activities.If he was by this time disillusioned, one can say that it is not

unusual, then or now, for former activists to just disappear. Hurlemann would not have
been alone: of the leading bricklayer trade unionists from the 1870s, only tke ahm

Heinrich Rieke and Albert Paul-aeppeamith regularityin the minutes of national

bricklayer congresses after 188dgether with that of the hitherto lesdarown local
activist from Hamburg, Thomas®Hdremanw Ggs a |
disappearance is particularly symbolic for it was followed by the almost equally sudden
disappearance of tlieederation oBricklayers and Stone Carvers. The two events are
probably not unrelated f or Hagitatbrdhmann had
bricklayersodé trade union was neSocalist pr os c |
Law took effectat the end oOctober 1878, it had ceased to exi®m 1%t May, the

uniond Bational committee in Hamburg had announae@nnual general meetifay
8"to9"July i n Riekeds>sJBly, thexcomniiteekannounseeéthe on 1

postponement of thimeeting 6 unt i | §Giventhatehis postpanémerg 6 .
foll owed that i n Magdeburg of the gener al
which have arisené, alluded to in the nati

that the bri ckl ajyadlkewisefallénaictim ® the init@alpdlieer e n c e
clampdown which followed the attempted assassination attempts E5ocai

Democraton the German Emperor in May and June. Rieke is probably the originator

of a notice from Brunswick in the union journal ohAugust 1878 giving details of to

whom to send donations; a similar funding appeal from Hamburg was publish&d on 1
Octcber’Fr itz Paeplow commented, O6I1t appears

keep the orgamation alive by their own initiative. Apart from thisowever there is no

from 1884, extractsfromhi ch he t hen presented to the bureau
in Dresden in 1886. Ibid., p. 70; Paepl@ur Geschichtgp. 310.

5 August and Otto Kapell were expelled from Hamburg ofi@6tober 1880. They returned to Hamburg
two yeas later. Thimmler, pp. 59, 202.

SHart wig had been among those delegates who had e
1873 annual general meeting of the General German Bricklayers and Stone Carvers Union. Paeplow, op.
cit., pp. 456. See als: Ch. 1.

"Ironically, a central illness and mortality fund for bricklayessundstein zur Einigkeit 6 Foundat i on
Unityo6), was finally |l aunched @ApdlelB78.tPheplowaus pi ces
Organisationenp. 91; Kessler, ogit., p. 17.

8 Grundstein 15t July 1878. Cited in Paeplow, op. cit., p. 93. See also: Kessler, op. cit., p. 18.
% Paeplow, op. cit.
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further word on the orgaration in the journaft® On 15" October an editorial ithe
Grundsteinexpressed its fear of being banned and contemplated transforming itself into

a purely trade journal. It announced its final issue bBdcembet!

For one historianfHermann Miller,Ger ma ny 6 s nbnethetedsleanyad e d 6 r €
f or t hd&ampffro) H2Giden the circumstances of the collapse of their urfam,

the first two years of the Anfocialist Law periodhis assertion appeaito be based

more on reputation than reality. The merging of the fornri2AX and SDAP trade

unions had coincided both with increased state repression in Prussia and Saxony, and
with an economic downturn which increased the supply of available labour drawn to the
building projectdn the big cities at a time when sosgbcontractors were less

scrupulous about journeymen qualifications than ap@ierful guild would have

been'® Wages fell and hours of work increased as a reSultavKesslerwriting later,
describes a period of decline following the 1875 meo§¢hne bricklayer trade unions

during which the only notable successful industrial action was that of bricklayers in
Altonain early 187#*Paepl owbés | ater, more detail ed,
only the publication othe Grundstein from Octoberl 875, and the establishment of a

national sickness and bereavement fund, strike additional positive'hatésiled

attempt to remove Hurlemann from his union post at the dirfale d e rarmmttal o n 6
general meeting July 1877 was prompted by the failuceincreasethe ni on é s
membershig?’Kes sl er describes bricklayers in H
repressive climate, as being disillusioned with repeated calls for extra financial

supportt’ It is notable that the localist (Kessler) and centrgRseplow) historians of

early bricklayer trade unionism in Germany agree in their analysis of the immediate

19 1bid.

1Kessler, op. cit., p. 19. Paeplow, however, cites a subsequent final issue appearih@eoctdber
1878 hodawi mannouncing this with a single wordé. Pac

2Hermann Miiller Geschichtep. 179.
130ldenberg, pp. 5, 7, 24. See Ch. 1 above.
4Kessler, op. cit., p. 15. See al®iirger,pp. 1056.
5paeplow, op. cit., pp. 680, 91.

16bid., p.86.

7Kessler, op cit., p. 18.
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years prior tdhe promulgation of the AntBocialist Law: bricklayer militancy had

been ground down and, in common with those workers, inclutlgigclose colleagues,

the carpenters, whose unions had been forcibly closed down, it would take time before
t hey wer e agai n,lnthsyKessldrand Paeplowtwérecerfainlygright 6 .

and Hermann Mduller wrong.

When it came two yea later the rdirth of social democratic trade unionism in

Germany coincided with a relaxation, as far as trade unionism was concerned, in the

initial severity of application of the Antocialist Law. Thidollowed a declaration of

intent from the imperial government in Berlin, namely the empearessage tthe

Reichstagon 17" November 1881, to introduce workplace, health, and old age

insurance. One reason for this was almost certainly as a response to thraledactess

of Social Democracy despite its political party being banned. As early as April 1880, a
Social Democrat, Georg Wilhelm Hartmann, woiRaichstady-election in Hamburg.

But other cynical motives were almost certainly at play: in Berlin, tiee feational and

Prussian interior minister, Robert von Puttkamer, appeared to be happy to allow

Owor kersd candidates to stand in-local ci
conservative vote to the detriment of the Progressive Lib&@lse perod from 1881

was characterised at the time as that obtmei | d e (dRld @macticd; @ had

howeverbeen preceded by the extension of Paragraph 28 of the&SAaitlist Law,

which provided for expul sions nars$tateohdi vi di
sieg e Kleiné Belagerungszustaydo the city of Hamburg in October 1880This

period ended witl? u t t k atrikeedecdesin April 1886 and a renewed wave of

expulsions and union closures, at the heart of which bricklayers in Berlin in particular

were to find themselves.

OMi |l dness of practiced was relative and
union attractd the attention of the state authoritigght from its foundation in 1881.

Writing on 12" January 1882, the then Berlin police president, Guido von Madai, had

8December 1873, speech befteichstagCited in Auer, Vol. 1, p. 82.

18 Auer, ibid., pp. 812. Paragraph 28 of the Arfiocialist Law also banned meetings not receiving police
consent. In Hamburg, however, the local poltready possessed this power under the local law of
association. See Ch. 3 above.
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singled out it and other Berlin building industry craft unions, namely those of the
carpentersplasterers and joiners, as being among those new unions which, owing to
their numerousocial Democratmembers, demanded the closest surveilldhéeyear

|l ater, he was more explicit: o6Up to now,
other placedhas there been cause to intervene against these trade unionist associations
on the basis of the Anfocialist Law, howevei is surely only a matter of tin@!

Within weeks of Madai 6s penning of these
Prussian Law of Association against 30 individual members of various Berlin craft

unions for their involvement in the 1882titionsbewegunf 6 pet i ti on movem
the geater part based in the building industry, the accused included three members of
the Berlin brickl ay ehas RobatiCanfad’ The petitom , i nc |
movement, which aimed at the introduction by Reechstagof social protection

legislaion somewhat tougher than that proposed by the national government, and at the
centre of which was a demand for a normal working day of nine hours, had originated
among mineworkers in Essen at the end of 1881 and had been supported in Berlin by

both theanti-SemiticChristian Social Party and by tecial Democrats. Increasingly

however, with exceptions such as Conrad and the gilder Ferdinand Ewald, a Lassallean
Social Democrat whose repeated emphasis on thepaoty political nature of the

movement drevapproving comments from the Christian Social, National Liberal, and
evenconservative press,Social Democrat support for the petition in Berlin coalesced

for the most part around the public position of Rechstagleputy Wilhelm

2pglizeiprasidenGui do von Madai, OAll gemeine ! bersicht ¢b
revolution2ren Bewegungbo, Ber | iFncke & RolfiKnadck,nuar y 1€
Dokumente aus geheimen Archiven: Ubersichten der Berliner politischen Polizei tiber die allgemeine

Lage der sozialdemokratischen und anarchistischen Bewegungl®8388d.1. 18781889 Weimar

1983 [henceforth: Fricke/Knaack], pp.283 (p. 116).

2 Madai, OAll gemeine | bersicht ¢ber die Lage der s
Berlin, 30th January 1883. Reprinted in Fricke/Knaack, pp-86. 162)6i ndes i st das wolt
Fr age dMyitalicg imqguotatién in text.

220f the 30 accused, 18 represented building trades, ifklerpner( 6 p| umber s 6per are i nc
MonstreProzess gegen die Vorstéande der Berliner Gewerkschadimeh dem OriginaBerichte der
iS¢ddeut s,cManicim1883pps3 0

2 Christlich-soziales Blatt17" May 1882. Cited in Josef SchmoRie sozialdemokratischen
Gewerkschaften in Deutschland seit dem Erlasse des Sozidlistatzes, Erster Teil: Vorbereitender
Teil, Jena 1896 [henceforth: Schméle, Vol. 1], p.88tiondzeitung 15" May 1882: Schmodle, ibid., pp.
82-3; Deutsches Tageblatt9th Sept. 1882: Schmdle, ibid., p. 86.
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Hasenclever. Speakingfore a public meeting of Berlin trade unions off May

1882, Hasenclever had stated that he was
contained demands for the ending of industrial work on Sundays, the exclusion of

married women and children under fourteen from industrial work, and a ban on prison
produced goods) but not for it being addressed t&Réhehstagas the majority of

parliamentary deputies were opposed to a maximum normal workirtd Aayong

Berlin trade unionists, Hasenclevero6s po:
machine naker Max Sendig, a member of tBecialDe mocr at sdé centr al
Berlin, and, following Sé&iuyilsghHsythex pul si o
machine fitter, Fritz GorckiAtame t a | wor k e r $"8lovember 18B2G@ckion 5
publicly accusedewald of dithering, ambiguity, and of misleading workers to the

benefit of conservative opinidiA desire to di stanceout tself
of the Progressive Liberals for attaickhe latter opposed a legal maximum normal

working day but weralso principled opponents aht-Semitism- led the underground

Soci al Democrati c Par teiticismof EBaidiinlthe pagesaof r e p
Der Sozialdemokratn 14" November® It also refusd to support the Berlin trade

union newspaper, tigerliner ArbeiterZeitung of which Ewald was publishéf.This

foldedafter barely a month at the end of January 1883.

24Eduard BernsteirDie Geschichte der Berliner Arbeit@ewegung. Ein Kapitel zur Geschichte der
deutschen Sozialdemokratie, Zweiter Teil: Bieschichte des Sozialistengesetzes in Ba3kmnlin 1907
[henceforth: BernsteirGBA Vol. 2], p. 91.

25 Bernstein, ibid., p. 89. Sendig and fellow expellee, the fitter Hermann Malchert, were both sacked
shortly afterwards from employment found at the ¢
Dusseldorf, after they had refused to sign an undertakimaureeing Social Democracy. Both were later

active on the radical wing of the divided Social Democratic Party in Magdeburg. Bernstein, ibid., p. 94.

For Magdeburg, see online fattp://www.anarchismus.at/geschiclttesanarchismus/deutschland/628
antiautoritaeresozialismusn-magdeburg

26Schmole, op. cit., pp. 83.

27Bernstein, op. cit., p. 99. Following this, before a meetinglwhber trade unionists in Berlin off 4

February 1883, Ewald repudiated what he saw as a misinterpretation of his position and strongly

criticised the Conservative Party. At the same time, he acknowledged the past services of liberals in
supportofthew r k er s 6 Arpaitersachi onand prai sed the contributi
true progressive, the moédtemabtignedehr wenkl p€Eht he
des einzigen bestver | e)uSoundleop.reit., pp. &u Qodradshadcearlier Ar bei t
publicly stated his own opposition to Stocker and the Christian Social Party at a meeting in Berlin on 16
January 1883 called in protest at a Conservative Party proposal for the introduction of compulsory work
record cardsA r b e i t )sBerineriAeiterZeitung 16" Jan. 1883. Cited in Bernstein, op. cit.
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It was at this point that the Berlin pub
officers in attendance had previously closiegvn petition movement meetings

addressed by Hasenclever and Conrad respectively®diay and 24 June 1882,

now proceeded t o é&fralaning apalidespiesidlum panonp hecy .
further joint meetings of the Berlin craft union committees df¥rNovember 1882,

on the grounds that some (later, all) unions were pursuing political aims, 30 named local
craft unionrepresentativeund themselves charged or™PEebruary 1883 with having
constituted a political association in 1882 contrary t@@aph 8 of théaw of

associatior?® The basis for this charge was that the four members of the committee

which had drawn up thReichstagetition had signed themselves off on completion of

this work as thécentral committee of the combined trade uniang corporations of

Berlind®* Aside from this petition committee, however, and a |ptess committee
(Presskommissigrirom which theBerliner ArbeiterZeitungemerged, no formal

organkation of Berlin craft unions could be proved to have exigdtetsct, at thevery

meeting of Berlin craft unionommitteeson 7" September at which the press body had
been set up, a proposal for a local federation had been rejédieel Berlin craft

unions subsequently rejected even joint fuading for the proposegewspaper (which
contributed, with thé&ocial Democrat boycott, to its collaps&)The demand of the
public prosecutords office t subsequenttye name
thrown out and temporary bans on the craft unafribe plasterers argbld plate

gilders were lifted on appeal in August 1883. Eight of the accused received minimal
fines. However, the warning was heeded and no further attempt was made by workers in

Berlin to orgarze regionally across trade barriers before 1890.

28Schmdle, op. cit., p. 84; Bernste®BA Vol. 2, pp. 91, 93. On 340ctober 1882, the Berlin
Landgerichthad previously also sentenced eight people &uest the Anhalter Bahnhof train station
during clashes with police on ®3uly (on the occasion of the departure into exile of seven of ten
expelled Social Democrats) to terms of imprisonment varying from one to five months. Bex@Btaijn,
Vol. 2, p. B.

2MonstreProzessp. 55.

|bid., p. 6.

31bid., pp. 67. BernsteinGBA, Vol. 2, p. 97.
32MonstreProzessp.7. Bernstein, ibid.
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Followingthe failure of this first attempt @urbing the burgeoning uniomitzon

movement in the German capital, the authorities in Berlin for the most part stayed their
hand for the next three years during a period whichSasal Democrats, among them

Ewald, ebcted to the BerlincitycoundfPut t kamer 6 s s"tApril88 decr
represents the definite ending of the period of state restraint. Kessler, a participant in the
events, described the period af gledthe hi s
guild with police hel3lnaadtianitotrse famitiahheuse a g g e
searches and individual arrests, it would be a period marked by a wave of expulsions,
organkational bans, and newspaper confiscations after the earlier ofdck18/9.

Bricklayer meetings in Berlin would be banned for two years. Such state actions were

not unique to bricklayers nor to the city of Berlin, but the key agitational role played by
some Berlin building industry employers following the 1885 bricklays 6 st r i ke v
they petitioned Puttkamer to expel the strike's alleged leaders, the speed with which this
request was met following promulgation of the decree, and the earlier prominence of
bricklayer trade unionists in the vizier of former Berlin policesidenMadai (he was
succeeded from 1885 by Bernhard von Richthofen), as previously potatto the

fact thatthe 1885 strikavasa significant contributory factor behind Puttkamegesree

of the following year® Auer, writing in 1888, that is two years later and with the Anti
Socialist Law still in force, was quite insistent that there was a direct link between strike
and decree and that the | atterds promul g:
from a deptation of guild masters, of a list of striker i n g Itceba expelied, 6

coupled with a request to close down the Berlin bricklayers' udidm strike decree

was thereupon born, the bricklay@asd other craft unions closed down, and the leaders

of the bricklayerémovement, Behrend, Wilke, and Kessler, who had never played a

role in the political worke@movement, expelled from Berlin under Paragraph 28 of the
Anti-Socialist Lawn?*Fr om a | egal perspective, the B
wasclearly an important event in the history of the relationship between trade unions

and the state in Germaryven without the localist dimension, it is surprising that it has

33Schmole, op. cit., p. 90.
%Gustav Kesdier Baohan duelesTribéng 9tiBJlene L88& s ! 6,
35 Auer, op. cit., p. 108.
36| bid.
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not hitherto attracted closer stydgr the strike, its background, and its corne,

contain within them many elements which portray the interplay for this period between
the state, on the one hand, and the trade union movement, on the other, more typically
than the much more welinownRuhrminers' strike of 1889 where state interiien

wasfamouslyfracturedb et ween a 6 sy mp ahadlmaédi B6 senap erkor

For localist trade unionistsemselvesthe memory of the 1885 strike formed a central

pillar in the historiography of their movement as written down latd¢dssler but it

was also accorded importance for the centralist side by Fritz Pagjlimthe other

hand, Eduard Bernstein in H&eschichte der Berliner Arbeit8ewegund 6 Hi st or y
the Berlin Workersd Movement 0)ringdhe coarbsey me |
of the strike the bricklayers' wage demand was raised from 45Ré&eb@igper hour,

and that a member of the strike committee, Heinrich Fassel, died in July 1885 following

an attack on him by a strike breakR&WVriting more recently, DirlMiller dates the split

i n the German bricthkesayeked mowemdmrt cbuo m
craft union, which ledhis strike movement, twice contravened the rules ottrol
committeeas it pursued it unannounced and in addiéiba time when nearliyin

Rathenow a strike was fully under wa§® This, and the fact that the Berlin strike

committee raised and spent its own strike fumas)ld be the subject of extensive

debate at the followinghird,n at i on al b r i sankDresdgndnr Margh 1886.n g r e
Within the decentrali sed nztonsofwhidhbathet wo r |
the Berlin craft union and Hambuégc o nt r o | Komralkommissieyavére (

now part, however, the issue of the 1885 strike was a symptom rather than the cause of
differences between the two union centres, for draft proposals from Hamburg for a
centralised union had already been rejebifore the strikat national bricklagr

congresses in 1884 and 188%Raeplow even writes that the strike in Berlin (and that in
Rathenow) actually had the effect of temporarily delaying the open outbreak of

87KesslerMaurer-Bewegungpp. 3540; Paeplow, op. cit., pp. 1122,
%8Bernsteinop. cit, pp. 15860. Bernstein did not, however, have access to the secret police files.
%9Dirk Mdller, op. cit.,p. 37. See Ch. 5.
40paeplow, op. cit., pp. 164, 113116.
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hostilities although the congress minutes from 1886 contain hostility ertbirgtea,

it would be state intervention against the Berlin movement in the wake of the 1885
strike, rather than the strike itself, which would precipitate the national split on the one
issue which had increasingly come to symbolise the differences of outlnaliatal

bricklayer congresses up to this point: |

The split in the German bricklayers' movement will be studied in detail later, alongside
those among carpenters and pottery worfeExcluding the legatlimension, the

further significance of the 1885 Berlin |
event which caused the first orgzational break among German trade unionists along
localist and centralist lines, which it didt, it representethe first publicassertiorof

itsefof Ber |l inbés burgeoning | ocestdblisred br i ckl
organkational tactics, such as the open public meeting and the wage comindiee,

sonot as an adjunct to national orgaation but tathat d the local craft union which
escheweauchorgankiation in favour of political educatioifhe 1885 strike was the

first illustrationbefore a wider publiof localist orgarging in practice In this context,

the eventual rehabilitation to which the strike contributed between the localist
movement 6s | ater |l eading ideologue, Kess|
between whom hapreviously been acrimoniopugas crucialfor it would be Kessler

who one year | at er wo zdtiahal gractewewhenrcrystaliseng s t r |
what came hitherto to be seen as the theoretical basis of the localist movement in a

series ofournalarticlespublishedbetween November 1886 and i 1887+

Whereadirk Miller overestimated he stri keds contributi on,
reasons, towards the split between German bricklayer trade unionists which fallowed

its wake German labour historieghich have focussed anarchesyndicalism, the
eventuakuccessor to the localist trade union movement in Germany, have ignored it
entirely** This latter omission is all the more surprising when one finds mention of the

strike in modern general histories of the city of Berlin, for gxanm David Clay

41bid., p. 116;Protokoll Bricklayers, 1886 Dresden.
42Part Three.

43See Ch. 6.

44 Bock, op. cit; Vogel, op. cit.; Rubner, op. cit.

119



L a r ¢Berlin.g® NeitherAngelaVogel norHartmutRiibner, in theiconsiderations of

localism drew attention to the 1885 strikend barelyo the orgarsational tactics

which under pi nned Kes scomepouddedhe exlercerrogyof For
the sociakcientist) o s ef Schm°l e i n attrofb3B6iriothg Kes s
bannedBauhandwerke(0 Th e Bui | gd,i nkKje sds@iregradnsd s at i ons pl
consisted simply of the combination of centralist and localist forms of @agam with

one another so as to allow the lasvsassociatiomo pretext for dissolution. This would

make possible the Opooling of igcalandet ar i al
e conomi ¢ dtis mucgntehtiendhat without the conjuncture of the Berlin
bricklayersd strike of 1885 with the reh:
development of the localist movement, possibly without its leading ideologuél wou
probably have been a very different one, for the social democratic course which Kessler
had steered for the movement diverted dramatically following his death. The 1885 strike
represented the starting point of these developments and its narrativedednat this

point for that reasoalsa

By 30" June 1879f those trade unions represented at the Gotha trade union

conference in February 1878, onlyatlof the printerfiad managed to rescue its

organkation hitherto by transforming itself intdfar i endl y soci ety, t h
Associationfor German Print WorkeégUnterstiitzungsverein Deutscher Buchdrugker

This, with a new headquarters in less illiberal Stuttgagsnonethelesplace under

close policesupervisiorf” Berlin, subjecfrom October 1878 o a O mi neged st at
underParagraph 28 of the ArBocialist Law witnessed a large initial wave of

expulsions of trade union activistsn cl udi ng Grott kauds ol d c
party unification, Fritzschd-or bricklayes in Berlin, a lack of experienced agitators

and orgargers initially held back reorgaration: @he old leaders had either been

expelled or stood to one siif Nonetheless, from 1881 Berlin's building workers were

atthe forefront of the new uniorationdrive in the capital city which preceded the

4David Clay LargeBerlin: A Modern HistoryLondon 1992, p. 44.
46Vogel, p. 45; Schmole, op. cit., pp. £18.
47 Auer, op. cit., p. 107; Hermann Mllesp. cit, pp. 1801.
48 Paeplow, op. cit., p. 101.
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German emperor's social legislation announcement BiNbv¥ember but gathered
momenum afterit: whereas at the beginning of 1882, there were 18 craft unions in
Berlin, by January 1t88a&n thiefsteym.umber ed

Br i c k Ireargagzationin Berlin commenced with public meeting of some 500
bricklayers on 8 May 1881 Thiscalled for the réntroduction of the 10 Hour Working
Day first won by the strike of 1872 The meeting also resolved to abtish a local

craft union. This duly took placé&llowing registration of the proposed statutes with
the police, at a further public meeting or"1Rine 188$* Conrad emerged as the first
chairof the new union, th¥erein zur Wahrung der Interessen der Maurer Berlins und

Umgegend 6 Association for the Protectandn

Di st mandceprésgnted unioeizd br i ckl ayers in the Opetd.i

0

Although, as previouslynidi cat ed above, he was support

0 br oad apptoach, kehs@lsorecorded déone of the most
incendiarySocial Democrats p e a k e r s 6% Expellet from 8erlin in Gatober
1884 under the AntSocialist Law folbwing his arrest for libelling an official
(Beamtenbeleidigungluringa speech in which he criticised the local health insurance
fund after it had struck off bricklayers in arrea€enradplayed no role in the 1885
strike>3 The strike's immediate causgylin the intransigent attitude Bfe r | buildidys
guild masters towards a wage demand ftoim e  bricktayei® #r an hourly rate of

45 Pfennig The previous rate of 48fennig achieved along with the 10 Hour Working
Day in 1883 following partiastrikes>* was generally considered too low for the capital

city i Paeplow wotethata n annual average bri cwWwelemyer 6s

no way sufficient to maintain a family househetdVhile he criticise the raising of the

49 Schmole, op. cit., p. 90.
%0 See Ch. 1.

51 Paeplow, op. citpp. 1022.
52 Schmole, op. cit., pp. 88.

53 Conrad had been arrested off' &ptember 1884 and settled at first in Halle. For his subsequent role
in the national bricklayersé movement, see Ch.

“Paeplow refers more generally to aBediteiVokdakri ego.

[henceforthBV], 28" June 1885.
55 paeplow, op. cit.
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wage demand to S@fennigon the eve of the abhut strike as a tactical ruse designed to
ensure that those bricklayers whose-garid employers had conceded Btennigwere

kept on board, Paeplow adteiit hat t here was no | ack of v
i ncr @ars¢endd | i ¢ h e )Ahatfispo&GPsernigli Begadse of

di ssati sfact i on wagecorhmitteedwdichjhadwacceped asagyéred
settlement to the strikes in 1883, in 188%as subject to relection®’ Carl Behrend,

the 1885 strd,kewlso 6lpadb|ldwec deaddkedc eCdnrrriadk |a
craft union in Berlin, was elected onto tt@mmitteeat a meeting of some 2,000
bricklayers i n t h¥MapE85t® subsequantynatiter frdamghé o n
wage committe¢o the building industry guild for Berlin, presenting the initial 45
Pfennigdemand, was ignoretd A further mass meeting of Berlin bricklayers dh 7

June then decided that the demand would be enforced from the next daytiddy p

strikes where necessd.

On 9th June, Behrend reported thdk,@00 bricklayers had stopped wétkAt this

stage, the call for an atlut strike was rejected. Theage committeghowever, felt

itself compelled to put the issue of a complete stoppage of work to an open mass
meeting of Berlinds bricklayers after t hi
BaugewerksZeitung called for all striking workers to be sack&dBoth Behrend and

Kessler, the latter in his capacity as editothefBauhandwerke?® werereported as

cautioning against an ablut stoppage of work at a subsequent meeting of 5,000 Berlin

%6 1bid. pp. 12621.

57 BV, 28th June 1885.

%8 BV, 4th June 1885.

9BV, 9" June 1885.

80 BV, ibid.

61 BV, 11th June 1885.

62 BaugewerksZeitung 10th June 1885. Cited BV, 13" June 1885.

Shortlyd t er his appointment as o6technical advisoro
had been introduced to the Berlin bricklayerso6 cr
editor of theBauhandwerkefollowing the first national brickkper s congress i n April
op. cit., p. 108.
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bricklayers on 14 June 188%% A threat from the guild masters ththey had drawn up
ablacklist(Schwarze Lisdeof journeymen strikers, combinédthwith the guild's

continued refusal to negotiate with the wage commitedwith the pressuravhich the

guild exertedon independent masters and contractors to withdraw local settlements of

45 Pfennig was followed bya hardening of bricklayer attitudest a public meeting on

the following day, thevagecommittee now proposed to raise the wage demand to 50
Pfennigper hair.>On 17" June, before 5,000 bricklayers, witl8D00 reported as

having to wait outside, at a meetingh t h e A P Hesdridedhby thesodiak 0
democratidBerliner Volksblatae s, &6t he | argest and most in
Berlin bricklayers i nce t he great strike movement o
that partial strikes were unlikely to achieve a wage demand considered insufficient by

the majority of journeymen bricklaye?$An unstoppable conviction had now grown
among Ber | isnhatonlylamgenerdd stoppage rof work would achieve a
satisfactory result for all, as testified by the Berlin delegate to the followatignal

bri ckl ay einMaich t886f.gsrothraasn, who had continued to argue at this
meeting against aal-out strike®’ The final resolution put to the meeting noted in

addition the frustration with the refusal of the guild masters to negotiate. Containing

two demands, firstly for an hourly wage of B&nnigand secondly, for the

establishment of a commies of equal numbers of masters and journeymen to

determine annual pay rates, it was accepted with just 16 votes &§ainst.

The alltout strike began with a mass leafleting of building sites before 5 a.m. on the
next morning, 18 June 188%? In line with established practiceinmarried bricklayers

and others originating from outside of Berlin were requested to leave the city for the

64BV, 16" June 1885. The reticence exhibited by both Behrend and Kessler in these reports in the Berlin
soci al democratic newspaper contrast sPfanigar ply wi't
demand was raised by the strike leadership to hold the strike together. See also: note 38 above.

8BV, 19" June 1885.
66 BV, 19"26th June 1885.

57Protokoll, op. cit., pp. 16L7. The date given in the congress protocol of J@tircan be assumed to be
a printer's error given that the-allit strike was already one month old at this point.

68 BV, 19"/26" June 1885.
69BV, 19" June 1885.
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duration of the striké® Two days later, on 20June, thavage committeannounced
that 3,000 bricklayers had already léfased on returns from the administrative office
of theCentrallliness and Mortality Funébr German Bricklayer§&ZentratKranken und
Sterbekasse der deutschen MalréBoth Paeplow and Kesslgavea total figure of

1,000 for bricklayers who continued to work; these were described at a meeting on the

allout strikebs first day as beBurschedgi t her

employed on public work&. A report in theBerliner Volksblatestimated that up to
10,000 striking bricklayers had attended@reonster meetintgpgt t he Ber | i n
19" June” It was clearly a big strike, to which the Berlin police and presumably
Puttkamer, so attentive to the rightsdabrker candidatesin the city council elections

AT

two years previously, paid close attention. As earlyastidd20ne, t he j our n

committeef whi ch was now r ef er arstrikec otmani it tt eeelbf

(d-ohri oder StreikKkommissiod) i publicly refuted before aestimated 7,000 strikers,

a

once again in the APhil harmoniedo in Bernl

exaggerated reporting of minor arrests in Charlottenburg and Pdfkdtiiough

Kessler, is not reported as speaking at this meeting, the callsdbobgervation of
Paragraph 153 of the Industrial Code, and for the avoidance of conflict with the police,
on the grounds that only peaceful persuasion could win over indifferent work
colleagues, bear the hallmarks of his later advice following thediifrthe ban on

bricklayer meetings in Berlin in 1888.

The framework of strike orgazation saw Berlin divided into eiglstrike districtsor
Streikbezirkefor which eight branch committeesil{al -Kommissione)) each
comprising three members, had r@ssgibility for local dayto-day running of the strike,

includingthe picketing of building sites. In addition, strikers received a red card

70 |bid.

1BV, 239 June 1885.

2BV, 19thJune 1885; Kessler, op. cit., pp-39; Paeplow, op. cit., p. 121.

3BV, 20" June 1885.

4BV, 239 June 1885.

»BV,ibid;Kessl er, 6An die Bauhandwerker Berlins! g,
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conferring legitimatior/® Of those expelled from Berlioneyear later, Behrend, in his

capacity aghair, and FritzWilke, who succeeded Conrad as publisheahef

Bauhandwerker ar e named as regul ar speakers at
represented the publzitien/"Kessteg a carpentertarel st r i k «
architect, is mentioned less often in the reports and presumably spoke only when invited

to in his capacity as national jourrelitor. At a meeting on 4June, attended by
8,000,thistimeat t he WATi vol i Ointhegiaktvenue #seleinmaitin 6i n

t he brewery gxarcigsingcaution, isiksadgoshhve read out a letter from

the wagecommitteeto the Berlin police presidium and city magistrate which thanked

them for their hitherto welintentioned aftude.”® This was not without reason, for

several speakers (not named in the report iBt#réner Volksblaft sought to refute

charges in local newspapérsaid to have come from official police sourtetkat the

strike was stirred up b§ocial Democratagitators who the authorities should expel, and
they pointed instead to its O6Shthestameneous
meeting, Kessler lambasted tBaugewerksZeitungas the mouthpiece of a minority
cliqgue among Ber dedioatédsto tieia avh gersondl advantdge, inghe
pursuit of which no means were too questiondbfeeelers towards neguild masters

seem to have already been put out by this time, a week into-ihet alirike, for at the

very next stri"Bensd meetsoghodbindependen:
the previous day and presumably heard Ke:
confided to a speaker (again not named) that the majority of local masters did not agree
with the guild, whose intransigeathey believed had transformed the dispute into an

all-out strike8!

6BV, op. cit.
T Kessler Maurer-Bewegungp. 33.
8BV, 26" June 1885.

®lbid. Thereoccurrence of the same wording 6social demc
complaints of guild masters after the strike, and in the Puttkamer Strike Decree of April 1886, is striking.

80 |bid.
81y, 27" June 1885.
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At the onset of the strike, threage committeexpressed its hope for a decisive victory

within 8to 14 days¥? Oneweek later, on 25June, Kessler still maintained publicly

that instead of onto-one negotiation with individual employers, only an agreement

bet ween the brickl ay ethasisithewdgecomnattdeomtteeg ot i a |
one hand, and a | o iepresentativepof botly guitdar@d c o mmi t t
independent masters and contractors on the other, would bring stidoetsg short

term Kessler was wrong in this, for the
solidarity on that of the bricklayers led to a raglindividual settlements, and a calling

off of the alkout strike on 2% July®* An attempt at negotiation with the intransigent

remaining guild masteffgiled, however, following their refusal to meet with the

j our n ewageecomimitteas sole represgative of the striking bricklayer.

Nonetheless, Kessléaterdated the strike as ending oritAugust 1885; Paeplow

merely statdt hat by t hat date, o6énot counting | a
numbers on strike and its long duration, badt very little in financial term@ e i n e
recht e kI )% ThestriGuwemaohtdage committeat the beginning of the

strike regarding inevitable sacrifices, when explaining the postponement of strike
payments for the strikedbds first two week:
however,as already mentionedost the life of one sker?’

By the middle of August, the vast majority of Berlin bricklayers were receiving the 50
Pfennighourly rate® In the longterm, the slow petering out of the strike carried within
it the seeds of a further strike to enforce the new wage: citingaingewerksZeitung

the liberalFreisinnige Zeitungeported on 20 August that two building sites remained

picketed®®l n t his sense, Kessleroés earlier ins

82V, 20" June 1885.
83 BV, 27" June 1885.
84 paeplow, op. cit., p.121

85 The guild mastersiished to also includthe nors t r i ki ng &éBuil ding Workers T
(Gewerkverein der BauhandwerkePaeplow, ibid., p. 122.

86 Kessler, op. cit.pp. 389; Paeplow, op. cit.

87 BV, 24th June 1885; Paeplow, op. cit.; Bernstein, op. cit., p. 160.
88 paeplow, op. cit.; Kessler, op. cit.

8 Freisinnige ZeitunghenceforthFZ], 20" Aug. 1885.
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proved prophetic. On®1Septemberthe Bauhandwerkewas this time quoted as stating

that the partial strikes would be pursued upst@ttober,dintil the time of year makes

it necessary to adopt winter quarteemnd resumed orfApril 1886 as necessafy.
Behrend, speaking a t3"8eptbrmbér was marg enphatit stihe e t |
stating that a failure to pay the Béennighourly rateby thefollowing spring would

result in thedGeneralStrikedonce mordeing declared! For the guild masters, hints at
negotiation were coupled with talk obgsible joint action against violations caused by

work stoppage® TheFreisinnige Zeitungcr i t i cal of what it te
bricklayer soé, whBauhandwerkarchnénue to cgreditthemsalves t h e
with victory in the Berlin bricklag r s 6 stri ke, which does not
holding out the prospect of a more dogged and Iehgars t i ng s t%iisdwe next
in the parallel employer manoeuvringpossible referral to Paragraph 153 of the

Industrial Codepn grounds which included the deployment of physical pressure,

threats, libel, and calls to boycdftAt the same time, the guild masters were reported as
early as 20) August 1885 that is, while partial strikes were still @oingi to be

pushing forthe nt r oducti on of a speci al paragr ap

regarding incitement to breach of contrct.

Such calls were reminiscent of the failed campaige o me e mpl oyer sé ci 1
early 1870s to toughen up the punitive aspects of the Industrial Code oi*F86f

the evidence of police sources themsel ve:
delegation following the 1885 strike would havetmvéh a sympathetic reception. The
following passage from the report of the Bepilice presidentPolizeiprasidentfor

24th July 1886 makes this especially clear. Beginning with the craft unionstes wr

OFZ 1stSept. 188 bi s di e JahreszWwi htesqunat iweedegzmabhbzie
91FZ, 15" Sept. 1885.
26Statut der Vereinigung Vv &HIBepthl83Ber n Berl i ner Ba
93 FZ, 13th Sept. 1885.
94 FZ, 15 Sept. 1885.
9% FZ, 20" Aug. 1885.
% See Ch. 1.
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These are not only hotbedsSifcial Democracybut have also taken over
leadership of the campaign for better wages, in part leading it down paths of
illegality as they on the one hand seek to force employers to give way to their
demands by means of work stoppagesc@ted boycotts)the seding away of
unmarried workers, and blocking recruitment from outsatel on the other, to
force workers who think differently to obey their commands through threats and
violence. As a result workers in Berlin and other locations who do not wish to
partidpate in a strike when ordered to do so repeatedly have to be protected by
police officers and escorted to and from the workgate

The 6sending way of wunmarried workers, al
particular, readsas a recapitulatondafhe 1885 bri ckl ayersodé str
tactic of building workers blacking a town by physically removing their labour, which

the seasonal pattern of building work in nineteerghtury Germany continued to

foster, was one which even regulafdissia found difficult to counter and to have been

seen to be attempting to do so would have run counter to the whole movement in the
direction of freedom of labour from 1811 onwards. Guild masters, the police presidium,

and Puttkamer, as interior ministalike were concerned rather with the importation of
outside labour and with countering the efficacy of picketing, as an example of which

one reads on*1September 1885 of Berlin building trades masters bringing in non

resident journeymen under policeg@r d i n support of one of
Eckerto. Thi s reatatke mpt fati | setdr ihkbewever when
men gathered on si $although Pultkamer wonld specificklly a g a i |
cite such collective action by orgaad workers in his 1886 decree as grounds for an
intensified use of existing legislation, in practice recourse by the Prussian authorities in
Berlin to Paragraph 28 of the Arffiocialist Law and to the Law of Association,

respectively, focussetdoreon theagitational role oSocialDemocratb | e ader sd an

9 My italics in quotationPolizieprasidenBer nhard von Richthofen, 6] bers
Lage der sozialdemokrat i sc hf®oly1886.cRepritedim! ut i on?2r en
Fricke/Knaack, pp. 29817 (pp. 2967):6 Di es el ben sind nicht w@ater Brut st
sondern haben sich auch der Fuhrerschaft in der Lohnbewegung beméachtigt und diese zum Teil bereits in
ungesetzliche Bahnen gelenkt, indem sie einerseits durch Arbeitssperrung (sogenanntes Boykotten),
Entfernung der unverheirateten Arbeiter aus dete @nd Verhinderung des Zuzuges von auf3erhalb die
Arbeitgeber zur Erfullung ihrer Forderungen, andererseits durch Drohungen und Tétlichkeiten
andersdenkende Arbeiter zum Gehorsam gegen ihre Anordnungen zu zwingen suchen. SB.igt es z.

Berlin und auctan andern Orten wiederholt vorgekommen, dafl3 Arbeiter, welche sich an einem von den
Vereinen angeordneten Streik nicht beteiligen wollten, vor MiBhandlungen seitens der streikenden
Genossen durch Aufsichtsbheamte geschiitzt und nach und von der Arbelisgfielieet werden muf3ten.'

%8 FZ, 1st Sept. 1885.
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particular on the alleged O6political 6 nat
wage and press committe€rdinary criminal law, th&trafgesetzbughmost

specifically consisting of breach tife peace type charges, typically brought to bear

against individuals finding themselves in conflict situations with the police, appears to

have been deemed inadequate by Puttkamer, perhaps because Kessler's advice in
particular on the avoidance of violenwas generally heeded duriagd subsequent to

the 1885 strike. I nstead, Puttkamer 6s de
which without necessarily falling under the term of a criminal offence nonetheless bear

the character of unlawful usé force which the police have full cause to actively

oppose at the bef®est of those damaged?d.

Given the publicly stated prepatodriteness 01
again fromspring 1886, and following the @ttion of a newvage committeat apublic

meetingof bricklayers n t h e fdfliernhatydadn @'d-ebruary:®it comes as

no surprise that the very first sentence of Puttkamer's strike decre@ Apiill1886

reads@lhere are grounds to assuthat more or less widespread work stoppages will

occur in the near future encompassing domestic trade and indd5By the end of

May, over thirty trade union meetings had been banned in Berlin ®¥oRer the

bricklayers, the banning of a meetimghe 7 T issheduléd dor 1BMay

inaugurated a period of two years during whatlhmeetingsof bricklayersindependent

of the guild were banned. These included those of the hitherto uncontroversial Central

®oStrei kerlaC des preuCischen I nnenministers Robe
pp. 1035 (p. 103)6 Ausschreitungen, wel che, ohne gerade mit
Strataten zu fallen, doch den Charakter der widerrechtlichen Gewaltsamkeit in dem Grade an sich tragen,
daf die Polizei vollen Anlal3 und Beruf hat, sich ihnen auf Anrufen der durch sie Beschadigten thatkréftig
entgegenzustellen. 6

0o Di e Ber |l i ner seiVdem Puttkaries'setey Straikgrlal. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des
Koalitonsrechtes VolksTibéng 12 May 18881 d 6 , Part 1,

0lAuer,op.citd6 Es i st Grund zur Annahme vorhanden, dacC i
inlandischerindustrie und Gewerbetatigkeit mehr oder weniger umfassende Arbeitseinstellungen

auftreten werden. 0

V2Thgmmler,pp. 465 0. I n addition to the Berlin bricklayer
Association of Working WomerVerein der ArbeiterinneBerling) and the Union of Seamstresses
(Fachverein der Naherinngms having meetings banned by the police at this time. Ibid.
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lliness and MortalityFund1®® Citing Paragraph 8f thelaw of associationboth the
bricklayers' craft union and thpress committee which publishéee Bauhandwerker

were declared dissolved on®2Way.%* A reported countryside excursion by several
hundred bricklayers to Griinau, south of Berlin, 8rl8ne 1886y ndertakerin an

attempt to circumvent the ban on their meetings, illustrates the tense nature of relations
between police and bricklayers in the new more repressive clifia the end of a

day of countryside pursuit during whiatthe displeasure of the crowd understandably
increased'®the actions of a charging mounted policeman in tearing the leggings of
one bricklayer with his spurs led to an exchange of words with the assembled crowd in
the course of which the police officer drevg Babre, seriously injuring four

bystanders®’ Following several arrests, unsuccessful charges were pursued by the
authorities on this occasion undee criminal law on grounds of breach of the peace.
The lesson, however, seems to have made its markegaympatheti8erliner Volks
TribUnelater wroteof the worst no longer being unexpected by Berlin's bricklayers who
became accustomed to not being allowed to hold meéfihgs. appeal in person by

three members of the bricklayers' wagenmitteeto police presidenRichthofen one

year later, on 23May 1887, was followed by police raids on their homes and the final
banning of theommitteedas a continuatidof the banned Berlin bricklayers' craft

union, on ' June. A petition in the same month to Beichstagontaining 10,000

signatures which called for the full restoration of the legal rights to association and

103\/olks Tribiing op. cit. The bricklayers' mutual fund was also known under a shorGitlmdstein zur
Einigkeit. See note Above.

gAnordnung des Berliner Pol i zetgislitdedent en vom
Zimmerkunst: Organ des Verbandes deutscher Zimmerléute 1886.

105y/olks Tribling op. cit.; Richthofen, op. cit., p.298/hile theBerliner VolksTriblinedetils an
excursion of some 500 b HimndfahdstagAscensipndDay) 1886, 500 Manr
Richthofenbs police report talks of an excursion
Democrats on'$June 1886 (that is, the same day). Given the unlikelihood of the former, sympathetic,
sourceunderestimating the number of participants, the latter is more likely an exaggeration.

106\/olksTribing op.cit:6der Unwi | |l e der Menge wuchs erklarlic

W]l pid. The police report runs: oOalso at this poi !
crowd and had to make use of their weapons so as
der Menge heraus tatlich angegriffen und muftemnicht zu unterliegen, von ihren Waffen Gebrauch
macheno) . Richthofen, op. cit.

108\/olks Tribiing op. cit.
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assembly to Berlin's journeymen bricklayers was not called for discu$8iomould
notbeuntil eleven monthsater, in May 1888, after a full period of two yeatisata

public bricklayers' meeting could once more be held again in the German t&Btal.
that point in time, as the next chapter
had effectively fracturechto two, localist and centralist, halves, a split which would not

be without consequence for the movement in Berlin itself.

6 Die Berliner Maurerbewegung seit dem Puttkamer
Koalitonsrechtes NaksThminet18" Mayl188dod, Part 2.

WKessl er, O6An di e Bop cihSeematbov KassedaurerBewedungp. §2; 0 ,
Paeplowop. cit.,, p. 173.
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CHAPTER FIVE:

Der Bauhandwer ker : the | ocali st VS . cent |
188487

At the same time as cong into conflict with the state in Prussia, Berlin's localist
bricklayers had become involved in an orgational dispute with bricklayers in

Hamburg which represented the first stirrings of a twenty year long debate on the forms
to be taken by social deyoratic trade unionism in Germany. Unlike earlier debates
amongSocial Democrats, in particular that at the Stuttgart party congress of the SDAP
in 1870, the existence of separate trade unions was not disputed. Nor;8oAialist

Law Germany, did Yoracks si ngl e confederation of al/l
assume the importance it later would. In its origins, the dispute among Germany's
bricklayer trade unionists was one of tactics:localists, it was aboytrotectng union
organkationin aclimate of political repressiofigr centralists, first and foremost a

guestion of expanding membershijhe localistled Berlin bricklayers' strike of 1885,

which was the subject of extensive discussion at the subsehudmational
bricklayer$congress in Dresden in 1886, contributed to a hardening of positions, at
which point the dispute also took a negative, personal, turn. The trigger of the parting of
the ways, however, when it came one year later following the fourth national congress
in Bremenwas not the 1885 strike but the battle between Berlin and Hamburg for
control of the then bricklayers' trade jourrthk BauhandwerkerFollowingthe 1886
congressandi n t he wake of theBetlingolwarhad rdidetiethames e e
of the jourral's editor, Gustav Kessler, aitslpublisher, Fritz WilkeKessler and

Wilke, and the strike leader Carl Behrend, were then expiededBerlin. The

subsequent publication to replacement journals from Hamburg and Brunswick,
namelythe Neug Bauhandwerkeandthe Baugewerkschafterepresenting the

centralist and localist sides respectively, meant that the debate from that date onwards

attracted a wider public.

Trade union reorgamation among Hamburg's bricklayers after 1878 had occurred la
than that in Berlin. At first sight, this appears paradoxical for unlike Berlin, Hamburg

had not, in the immediate aftermath of the promulgation of the attialist Law, been
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subject to its most stringent provisions, namely thosterParagraph 28yhich

enabl ed | ocal police forces, 6where not
unregistered meetings and publications, but more significantly, to expel those persons
deemed to constitute a danger to public seclitgspite such apparent advageait

had, however, been bricklayers in Berlin, not Hamburg, who had repegiiimst. The
explanation as to why this had been the case would appear to lidatethagplication

of Paragraph 28 to the city of Hambufidnis occurrean 29" October 1880, at a point

in time when the Berlin labour movement had had two full years to recover from the

initial shock of its almost complete suppressitsm extension to Hamburgad been

preceded by a rapprochement betweercthet Seratand the inperial government in

Berlin, triggered by Georg Wilhelm HartmanReichstagyy-election victory for the

Social Democrats in April 1880Shortly afterwards, nearl®itona, then part of Prussia,

had been incorporatento theZollvereincustoms union on May. In return for

i mpl ementing Paragraph 2 8,theSanaektiacted® mi nor
concession on international goods and was to be allowed to keep its free trade storage
and production facilities when it itself joined tHellvereinin 1888. A wave of

expulsions ofocial Democrats and trade unionists followed, beginning dh@¢tober

1880. Among the sevenfywe persons immediately expelled were the former national
bricklayerunion officials, Carl Vater and Hans Schéning, as well as the Kapell brothers,
for the carpenters, and Wilhelm Wissman, Fritz Hurlemann's earlier ally and former
chairof the German Labourers Unidisubsequently, a secret bricklayers' meeting to
discusslte arbitrary behaviour of chargpands and employers is reported to have been
held no earlier than one year later at the end of 1881, that is, some six months after the
founding of the Ber IFdlowing two failkd applicationsfro ¢ r a f
t he Hambur g br i c kist Kregesdodormpaiqe peznsissionttoshold v e

1{Nr. 1271.) Gesetz gegen die gemeingefahrlichen Bestrebungen der Sozialdemokratie. Vom 21.
1 0. 1 ®éuBdhnes Reichsgesetzhl&4 (1878), p. 358.

2Vater had been elected to the presidium of the Bricklayers Association alongside Hurlemann as early as
January 187@Protokoll der Generalversammlung des Allgemeinen deutschen Zimeneins und des
Allgemeinen deutschen Maurfereins im Januar 1870 zu BerliBerlin 1870, p. 7. Cited in Albrecht, p.

67, note 131. For Sch°ning, see esp. Ch. 3 above.
he had been expelled from Berlin previously. Auer, Vppi2 89, 96.

3 PaeplowOrganisationenp. 102.Ignaz Auer recounts that ‘country walks', as in Berlin, were employed
by Social Democrats in Hamburg at this time as a tactic to get round the police ban on public meetings.
Auer, op. cit., p. 23.
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public meetings, the ban on workers' meetings in Hamburg was finally lifted in early
1882 following the intervention of the Progressive Liberal senator, Heinrich@iesc
The Hamburg bricklayers' craft union was shortly afterwards founded at a public
meeting on 2% July 1882

Knegendorf, the firsthairof then e w b r i anioh, anyjoyed ascordial relationship

with several deputies of the lower house of Hamisysgrliament, th8urgerschaft His

influence was sucthat when in 1885 he reported on the botched construction of the

city's stock exchange, this triggered a debate in the council ch&®@beh. ceoperation

under the police regime in Berlin, evenbefor Put t kamer 6 s decree,
unt hinkable. The subsequent alignment of
Social DemocratReichstagleputy Karl Frohmepne of thoseattacked byhe party

leadershigdor theirrole in the national parliament during tbampfervorlage

(6st eamboat btheyhaddyppodeebiamitl subsidies emphasised the
difference in outlooK. The Hamburg labour historian Helga KtBauer summarises the
Hambur g vi e wimpgrdvament in workimgconditons could be achieved by
organzat i on and i nf | uen cfAtadime of ranewed stademb ur g)
repression in Prussia, the latter appeared illusory to Berlin bricklayer trade unionists.
6Local i smd, tlbcalindependerice was the means by which the

connection between politic&bcialDe mocr acy, the ulti mate gu
rights, and trade unionism, could be defended against the encroachments of, in

particular, the Prussian Law of Association.rrthe Hamburg perspective, in contrast,

4 Paeplow, op. cit., pp. 162

6Bericht Rosalowsky vom 25.7.1890: Staatsarchi v
Fasc. 1. Cited in Helga KuRauer Arbeiterschaft, Arbeiterbewegung und birgerlicher Staat in der Zeit

der GrofRen Depression:ie regionat und sozialgeschichtliche Studie zur Geschichte der
Arbeiterbewegung im GroRraum Hamburg 1873 bis 18&hn 1988, p. 217, note 29.

6 StAH, PP, V104a, Vol.1, Z0Feb. 1885. Cited in KutBauer, p. 219, note 38.

" Frohme Reichstagleputy forAltona, had been approached by the Beiiasskommissioim early

1885 as a possible replacement for Kessler as ediideroBauhandwerkeat the time of their dispute

with the | atter. Engaged by the H®aenteuer g 6dagitati
Bauhandwerkefrom 1886, Frohme became a strong opponent of Kessler. Kédslerer-Bewegung

pp. 423; Paeplowpop. cit., pp. 118, 133; Paeploi#nr Geschichtep. 316.

8KutzBauer, p. 220: o6daC durch Organ)Ssateileon und Ei n
Verbesserung der Verhaltnisse erreicht werden kdnne'.
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Opolitical neutr al i t-pdldnyaen®n memkeershgpuar whicke st |
the avoidance of any open affiliation betweea ttade unionand the outlawed SAPD
remained the prerequisitewcreased stateepression appears, at first, not to have

constituted an essential part of thide of theargument.

The debate between the two sides was initially played out at the first of seven national
bricklayers' congressaghich took placdeforethe establishment diie Central Union

of Bricklayersin 1891. This firsbf thesetook place in Berlin on 28and 29" April

1884and followedcalls from Knegendorf and froRobertConrad in Berlin. Prior to

the congress, Knegendorf had in addition dated a proposal on behalf of the

Hamburg craft union which called for the establishment of a natimitklayer®union,
arguing that a continued inward flow of labour from more disadvantaged regions
rendered local successes illusory in the long feAhthe congress itself he added that
the duty of a union was not to provoke war with the master®laftect a peaceful

solution of the work questioBérufsfragg on a legal basi¥. For the Berlin union,

Conrad, replying to Knegendorf, referred to Paapbs 8 and 24 of the Prussian and
Saxon Laws of Association respectively, which forbade the combination of local craft
unions, as O6political associationso, witl
trial of local trade unionists in Berlin, lagued that the prosecution of just a few
members of a local branch could bring the whole union down. In addition, the then
economic situation did not favour newer, weaker, local craft unions joining a national
body!! It was the intervention at this poiot the veteran Hamburg bricklay€homas
Hartwig which produced the compromise which would provide the orgéional
framework for relations between the Hamburg and Berlin craft unions for the next two
year s. Hartwig expressed support for the
delegate, Heinrich Rieke, for the establishment of a trade journal afteothe of the
earlierGrundsteint? At the same time as recommending the avoidancermtfalization

% Paeplow, op. cit., pp. 168.
10 Protokoll Bricklayers, 1884 Berlin, p. 5.
1 bid., pp. $10.

12 |bid. pp. 7-8. This agreement did not prevent Rieke and Hartwig from trading mutual recriminations at
the following year's congress in Hanover, where Hartwig repudiatied Rieke's accusation that Hamburg
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at that point, he expressed support for it in the@mm utilising Marxist terms at odds
with the 6soci al p e.®@awiny anpuofaverable compawsébn Kn e g
betweerthe local craft unionandcentralised bodies such as the armed forces, the

postal service, and even the German state itdaltwig added that,

Imbued as we are with the idea that the craft unions comprise the basis of the
whole workerémovement, nevertheless these on their own are not in a position
to take up the main fight against centralised capital, it is therefore necessary that
related unions join together to make common front against opprégsion

Such a formulationvas atypical of the wider debate which both sides came to see as
pitting O0realistd centralists against O0p:
support for the journal but with a caveat which would prove fateful for himself

per s on altheyonditidény mowewar, that this be published either by a colleague as

a private concern or by HRefoemulatedtasang br i c |
proposal, this method of production was unanimously accefitale same timehe
in-attendanc&achstagdeputyWilhelm Hasencleverecommended that the new

journal serve as an intellectual link between the unions and their melnBertin was

proposed and accepted as the place of publicatidits five congress delegates

subsequently mandated amaeting of local bricklayers to orgagithis!® This was the

first Berlin Presskommissioh 6 pr e s s cThelanhandwerledppeared for the

first time as a pilot issue orif*lune 1884 with Conrad and Kessler as respectively

publisher and editoY’

had been guilty of allowinthe Grundsteinto fold in 1878 Protokoll Bricklayers, 1885 Hanover, pp. 14
15.

BProtokol, op. cit., p. 11: O6Trotzdem wir durchdrunge
Arbeiterbewegung sind, sind sie einzeln doch nicht im Stande, jenen Riesenkampf mit dem zentralisierten
Kapital asfzunehmen, deshalb ist es néthig, dal3 diese Vereine mit gleicher Tendenz sich
zusammenschlieCen, um Front zu machen gegen die

4 bid., p. 13.

15 Paeplow, op. cit., p. 106.

16 Kesslerop. cit, pp. 278.

7 The first numbered issue Ber Bathandwerkemppeared on #7June 1884.
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Kessler is not recorded as having attended the Berlin bricklayers' congress of 1884 and
therefore played no part in the presentation of the localist position at it. His name,
however, became personally identified with trade union localism in subsequentojea

the detriment of predecessors such as Conrad and Rieke, whose earlier contributions are
not, for example, recorded at all by Dirk Muller. There are two possible reasons for this
omission in the case of Muller. Firstly, a primary source he éaspow, neglecedto

mention Rieke's attendance at the 1884 congress, and therefore the latter's crucial role as
originator of the trade journal proposal. Paeplow attribthes instead to the politician
Hasenclevet® The second possible reason is the estrangement which ensued between
Conrad and Kessler following the former's expulsion from Berlin under the Anti

Socialist Law in October 1884 Paeplow, in his account of the affair, expressed a

personal dislike for botparties to such an extent as to render it tempting to disregard

his whole account, and with it the early role of Conrad, for lack of objectivity. In

addition, the early falling out between the editor and the publishibe of
Bauhandwerkerepreserdda temporary breakn the general pattern of localist

alignments which it is tempting to overlook. Although Kessler's estrangement from
Conradwasaccompanied by a rupture between Kessler and Conrad's former press
committee colleagues in Berlin, which was imtiollowed by overtures from

Hamburg, most especially from Knegendorf, for Kessler totetite br i ckl ayer s
from there, this rupture was slowly overcofodbowingt he 1885 Ber |l i n br
strike In the immediate aftermath tfis, Kessler hadittracted the strongest invective

from his erstwhile Progressive Liberal colleagues, thereby allaying bricklayer

suspiciong? and in November 1885 Kessler finally declined Knegendorf's &ffer.
Nonetheless, the affair was cited later by Kessler's enetniest he f ol | owi ng
nati onal b r i avkol gaegtienedshds coonmitmgnt &nd reotivation and

therefore requires explanation in a focussed study.

8 Miller, as did Adolf Braun who reviewed Paeplow's booRia neue Zeijtincorrectly lists the book's
titl eOrganisatiobdieer Maur er Deampragsirkdilldrsop. cit(, p. 360; Adolf
Braun, inDie neue Zeit: Wochenschrift der deutschen Sozialdemoki&tig 9001901), 1.14 (1901),
442-3.

18 Ch. 4, note 53.

20FZ, 27th Aug. 1885.

21 Kessler, op. cit., p. 43. Cited in Paepl@&ur Geschichtep. 312.
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The estrangement between the erstwhile alli€snrad had introduced Kessler to his
bricklayercolleaguesn Berlin - arose following a letter which Kessler wrote to Conrad

on the latter's arrival in Halle following his expulsion from Berlin. DatetiQdtober

1884, Kessler expressed his frustratioit with the remaining Berlin press committee
members and instead proposed that he and Conrad form a public cordibanti¢he
Handelsgesellschafto carry on publication adhe BauhandwerkerBoth Paeplow and

Adam Drunsel, a potter and like Paeplow a later national official of his trade union,
devde considerable detail to this letter in their respective union histories and in
particular to Kessler's suggestion in it that he and Conrad pay themselves a bonus from
any operating surplus. For Drunsel, this clearly contradittedd r i c k| ayer jour
founding statement, which had read that,
from appropriate and proper payment for services rendereshenshall make any kind

of profit. The Bauhandwerkeis no moneymaking schemé&? By Kessler's account,

Ernst Knegendorf at the time felt differently. Reporting back to the Hamburg craft union
on 17" December 1884 following a visit to Berlin at Conrad's request, he reported
nothing amiss and praised the quality of Kessler's articles, which several jhatals
reprinted®® A committee of investigation, presumably with Knegendorf's participation,
found that Conr awlilfullyad c@ kdavissahifich grid gbsiehthiath
getauschi Kessler as to the o u r awadrsbis status and Conrad waplaced as

publisher by Wilke: Conrad's suggestion of such a private undertaking at the preceding
national congress had not been forgoften.

Paeplow confirrmd Knegendorf's support for Kessler at this time alaiimedthat later
publication of the contegtof the letter was prevented by Knegendorf at the third
national bricklayers' congress in 1886 after it had been brought to the attention of the
congress bureau by formBrr i ¢ k IFedgratiortsedsurer, Hartwig WalthéP.One

can surmise from Paeplovdscount that the intervention of theetera®Walther had

22 Bauhandwerkerls June 1884. Citeth Drunse) pp. 1078. See also: Paeplo®@rganisationenp. 108.
2 Kessler, op. cit., p. 33.
24 |bid., p. 32. See also: Paeplagyr Geschichtgp. 309.

25 paeplow, ibid., p. 310. Walther's name, however, does not appear among the list of delegates for the
1886 congresd2rotokoll Bricklayers, 1886 Dresdepp. 35.
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been promptedolelyby Conradgiven thatthe latter had already fully extinguished any
sympathyhe may have enjoyed among press committee members when he attacked
them at t he pr e Elsewhes, Paeplawspesuldtbai Gogpradehads .
made Knegendorf aware of the |letter® but |
For Paeplow thisppeaednot quite to have been the end of the matter for he
commented in summarising that, O6in any c.
as each ot her 6, GConrgosbeirgahanges in 1887 by tisEAPDe st o
Eiserne MasK'lron Ma’) security orgarzation with being a police spy.This

followed his trial and acquittal in Breslau alongside six o8umial Democrats of state

charges of being a member of a secret society. Conrad was innocent of party treachery
but was not fully rehabilitated by the national party until the SPD party congress at

Gorlitz in 1921 following a campaign supported by Eduard Bernatairby the early
Reichstagally of the Hamburg centralisers, Froh/e.

Paeplow reserved his strongest invective, however, for Kessler, who he described as
being 6the Mephi st o? Mudchcriticiem of Kedsleruincludvig v e me |
that of Paeplowgentred on suspicion of Kessler's career hitherto as a
Regierungsbaumeistédstate registered architéctby 1887 carpenters in Hamburg

were publicly inveighing that Kessfers message of Gengessort t o
(actually constituent foundingpnierence of the Federation of German Carpenters

16" September 1888 mount ed to nothing more than a
(bver sch?amt e s)®hen thi$ suppgrtehad beeih dfered, however, and read

out to general applause,thenewm i onds pr es i dhadreferrédditober t Ma
Kessl er as o6t he h o-megistered architectdrr Gueav Kessteh | e s |

welkk nown t o Ber PlKessleshactirafacpbeen ipprenticéd as a carpenter

%6 paeplowZur Geschichtep.310 6 Mit of fenen Karten hat auch Kneg
27 paeplowQOrganisationenp. 111.

28 Karl Frohme Politische Polizei und Justiz im monarchistischen Deutschland (Erinnerungen von Karl
Frohme) Hamburg 1926, pp. 28.

29 paeplowop. cit, p. 109.

30 Der Verband deutscher Zimmerleute (Lokalverband Hamburg) contra Gustav Ke&haburg 1887.
Cited in Schmole, Vol. 2, p. 56.

81 Schmdle, ibid., p. 28.
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and offered his support on thasis of his earlier long experience as stidReporting

onhi s appoint ment (Sashvesstardigdrtothecnaw unianchtvai s or 0
meeting ofits executive committeeon8™November 1883, the nat.
journal, theZeitschrift der Zimmerkungt6 J our nal f or ,dederdbed@imr p e n
as O0Oa sincere f éieeinnd aouff rtihceh tnogveeyreFnrtedu n d
Marzianelsewherea ¢ k n o wl e d g édumbl&eginnihgs whérewrote ofhim
having earlier in |if eStapazedd the jdumeymaist r e s
Shortly beforespeakingo the Berlin Chamber of Architects ol 8arch 1883,

Kessler had publicly criticised those building employers Wihally sought tatake

advantage of wage competitifthe very issue which would prompt Berlin carpenters to

call for the establishment of a national unidhyVhenhewrote in the pilot issue dhe
Bauhandwerkeon ' June 1884 that his contawith local workerécircles was no

recent thingKesslemwas not stating an untrutf.

Kessler made his debut before a national bricklayer audience at the second national
bricklayers' congress held in Hanover front28 28" March 1885. His presence, in his
capacity as ethr of the Bauhandwerkerwas uncontested although criticism of his

editorship was aired during a debate on the journal. From Hamburg, Hartwig expressed
his personal opinion that, O6that which ci
wi t h d® Gonrad,unsatcdinplete volface, now stated that ownership of the

journal lay with Germany's bricklayers as a whole, not just those in the capit#l city.

The Dresden delegate Heinrich Eltzschig declared that for him there wasbouth

the matter of Conrad against Kessler which remained unclear and that he was in

possession of letters which weakened trust in the editor. He demanded clarity in the

32 | bid.

33 ZimmerkunstNo. 7 (Jan. 1884).

Al bert Marzian, 6 Kamer aden ZineerkudstNa. 6 @Dechld88). Zi mmer |
35 bid.

36 Bauhandwerkerop. cit. Cited in Paeplovap. cit, p. 108.

37 Protokoll Bricklayers, 1885 Hanover, p.13Was von Ber |l in kommt, wird me
Mi Ctrauen betrachtet. d
%8 |bid.
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matters® For Berlin, the delegate Carl Blaurock defended the press committee against
all acaisations, especially those of Conrad, while Wilke did likewiséher
BauhandwerkerCarl Behrendwho would latetead of that summer's strike, repudiated
charges that Berlin was pursuing politics in the trade union movefiénegendorf's
intervention fom thechaireffectively postponed further debate to the following year's
congress: as far as Hamburg was concerned, the affair of Conrad against Kessler was
settled; although he did not personally believe that Conrad's honour had subsequently
been defamein the pages dhe Bauhandwerkerhe would ensure that a statement

from Hamburg rectied any slight*! Knegendorf was, however, unsure as to the
journal's future place of publication, noting Kessler's own remark that Berlin lacked in
agitational forcegquipped with the necessary abilitféd his last remark points to
lingering tension between Kessler and the Berlin press committee and may explain why
the latter body turned to the newationaldo c o nt r o | indHamburg & ntoetrelaer

for their opinian on his possible removal. ThEmburgcommittee refused this.

Kessler, who carried no mandate, had lefti&85congress before the decision to set

up acontrol committee had been taken. €&mtralizationhe had confined himself

merely to secondinGonrad's known opposition, and referred to several recent judicial
decisions in which the application of laws of association had been dée€iBiiake,

who with Knegendorf had called the congress, was much more forceful. The future
Reichstagleputy insistd that the trade union movement was in no position to effect
permanent change: this was the task of legislation. On this bestsalizatiorshould

be set aside for the time being in favour of agitation around the maximum working day,
the abolition of tiese paragraphs of the Industrial Code which reduced wdrkers
freedom of association, and in support of the Workers' Protection Bill before the

Reichstad” In place of a national union, Rielseconded Behrend's proposal for the

3 |bid., p. 20.
40 |bid., pp.19, 17.

41 |bid., pp. 20, 245. Knegendorf had personally opposed any apology to Conrad but was in a minority
when the vote was takeltid., p .25.

“2pid., p .20.
4 pid., p. 15.
41pid., p. 14.
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appointment of aationalcommittee: this would have regulatory powers otrex
Bauhandwerkerand over work stoppages, agitation, and travel suppKrtegendorf,
arguing once more for national orgzation, defended himself against the charge that
he strove focentralizatiorafterthe model of thé&ederatiorof German Carpenters,
where allegations of financial impropriety had led to the dismissal of its first national
secretary. Instead, he pointed to the lessitmpn structure of the national stonemasons'
union in which local craft unions maintained theidépendent existené&Without
centralizationthere could be no national fund in support of travelling journeymen; in
addition, the limited success of the previous year's bricklayers' strike in Leipzig
demonstrated the necessity of a national ufidrnis, however, remained a minority
view, held almost exclusively by the Hamburg delegates, and in the face of
overwhelming opposition Knegendorf withdrew his proposal in favour of that of
Behrend?®

In the end, Behrend in his turn withdrew his own propostdvour of one from the

Zwickau delegate, Louis Eckstein, which entrusted the new control committee with
somewhat stronger powetsBoth Kessler and Paeplow agreed that the-figeson
committee, consisting of Knegendorf, Hartwig, Adolf Dammann, Heinrmtehz, and
Ludwig Limbach, was empowered to decide on all aspects of the journal including its
title, writing style, and distribution, as well as being entrusted with responsibility for
work stoppages, travel support, agitation, orgaion, and folb a Heln €ongrel3 der
Maur er Deut schl andthatib ortall qdstioesinode withthea g e n 0
bricklayers' annual national congré8#\gainst the intentions of both Knegendorf and
Behrend' for Knegendorf, his home city did not command enough ré$pbe 1885

congress also finally voted, following a lively debate, in favour of a proposal originating

45 |bid., pp. 14, 21.

46 bid., p. 16. For the Federation ok@nan Carpenters, see Ch. 6.

47 |bid., pp. 16, 22.

48 |bid., p. 23.

49 |bid., p. 25.

50 Kessler, op. cit., pp. 38; Paeplowpp. cit, p. 116. See als®rotokoll, op. cit.,p. 26.
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from Conrad that the new committee should have its seat in HartiDfdnterest is

that Conrad was seconded here by his succes8augmndwerkepulisher, Fritz

Wilke, who pleaded for unity? Knegendorf, in his conciliator role, closed the congress

in similar manner: O0if at times sharp wol
enthusiasm for the good cause. Let us disperse peacefully in ordawytorcéghe good

work togethei®® The earlier words of the Stralsund delegate Friedrich Dahn, however,

were to carry greater prophetic weight. Arguing for publicatiotheBauhandwerker

to remain in Berlin, he expressed the fear that otherwise the outcouhe possibly be

two papers to the detriment of the wider moveniént.

The journal and the Berlin bricklayers' strike of summer 1885 dominated the following
year's third national bricklayers' congress in Dresden at which the competences of the
Hamburg cotrol committee in respect of both were intensely debated. Before turning to
these debates, however, it is apt at this point to consider a source of friction at the earlier
congresses which perhaps more than any other illustrated the chasm in outlook betwee
the two main orgamed bricklayer centres of Berlin and Hamburg at this time: that of
their respective attitudes towards piece
Mordarbeitdéd (O6piece work kil l shé9yndieadiss | at
FAUD, for among the latter's founders in 1919 were the localist trade unionists Carl
Thieme, a survivor from the movement of the 1880s, and Fritz Ratedleed Kater, as
first editor of DerfSgndikaksibdlinsan eargsaue gedigaed a,

lead article to the subjett Furthermorein 1880s Germany the abolition of piece work

had been a central demand of Kater's localist predecessors which they had iimherited
turnfrom the earlier nationd r i c¢ k unéoy, theBend(e der at i oné) of

Grottkau and Fritz Hurlemanis well as being injurious to health, piece work was

51 Kessler, op. cit.

52 bid.

protokol, op. cit., p. 30: 6Sind auch manchmal harte
Sache. Gehen wir friedllich auseinander, um in Ei
541pid., p. 21.

55 For Thieme's activism among Germany's @uottworkers, see Chs. 7 and 8.
%6 Syndikalist 30" Aug. 1919.
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viewed as encouraging competitive individuali¥riavhen Berlirgs bricklayers had

voted in May 1881 to set up a craft union, they had at the same timiencoad piece
work as having contributed to a fall in wages of up to 40 percent at a time of high
unemployment antheyrecommended its avoidane&This had to a large extent
happened: at the 1884 national congress, it was stated that of Berlin's 10,000
bricklayers, only 200 undertook piece w8kl he issue had come to a headst
recentlywhen plasterers, for whom piece work was a characteristie mogork, had
citedo br e a c h wviien & najortityr vated thdi to support the bricklayers' strike of
1885% Hamburg's bettepaid bricklayers, in contrast, made no secret of their earnings
from the practicethe early Hamburg labour historian, HeitwiBurger, notedhelarge
scale takeup of piece workby the city's bricklayers from 184thwardsin the aftermath

of the Great Fire of that year which consumed large péitse old city®* A piece work
rate at that time of 9 Marks @&fennigper 1,000 bcks laid compared favourably with
that of 6 Marks 6®fennigin 1873% More contemporaneously, Kessler described the
situation in Hamburg in 1881 as one of piece work earnings supplemeidixeda
guaranteed (dailywageof 5 Marks®3 For Paeplow, writing later of the aftermath of

the failed Hamburg bricklayers' strike of 1890, the lestablished resort to piece work
in the city and environs constituted a 'virtuosity', at the same time both astonishing and
appalling: the employers kw exactly what could be extracted from the bones of their

workers®

57In July 1877 the General German Bricklayers and Stone Carvers Federation had voted for the abolition
of 06 c oroérvueprtd onpiglad wdrk &t ds national congress in Leipzig. Paeptmwgit., pp. 845.

58 paeplow, ibid., p. 101. For piece work among other building workers in 1880s Berlin, see also:
PaeplowZur Geschichtepp. 4323. According to Kessler, one of the first outcomes of the banning of the
Berlin bricklayers' craftunionvea t h e e mimbpaosityor of giekte rateworking in June 1886.
Kessler, op. cit., p .57.

®Ber |l in del egArotakoll Bridkdayers, 1884 Beglin, p. 21.
80 BV, 30th June 1885.

61Ch. 3, note 11.

52Burger, p. 101.

63 Kessler, op. cit., p. 23.d6sler's possible source for this was Hartwig's statement to the 1884 congress
in defence of hisowntakep of piece work that, ounter 5 Mark g
Protokoll, op. cit.,pp. 212.

64 PaeplowQOrganisationenp. 221.

144



Personal recriminations between congress delegates over the piece work issue had
already undermined the hopes of Knegendorf and Wilke for harmony before the 1886
congress. As early as the first national congress in Berlin two years earlier, Behrend had
cordemned théhateful passior@f envy and jealousy which this method of work gave

room to when he called for a vote on its renunciation, only to be opposed by Hartwig

who had cited his own experience of accepting piece work when none other was
available ad who argued that such congress decisions were difficult to h&td to.

Although no binding vote had been takeri884 the following year's congress in

Hanover had seen a new call from the Mannheim delegate Phillip Bub for a clear
position onthe practio#hi ch he attributed to tHe 6b6swi
Hartwig this time conceded that piece work could be harmful; it shou)dhowever
becondemned when sensil{§verniinftig taken up’ For Ecksteinechoing the
arguments of thBundandofBe hr end, pi ece work -often de
s o | i dP®arhesetasg@ments now spilled over into the 1886 congress debate on the
1885 Berlin strike when the Berlin deleg&teGrothmannresponding to a demand

from the renamed Hamburd\gitationskommisen(6 a gi t at i o)dforano mmi t t e
immediate transfer to it of the 6,000 Marks strike surplus, retorted that so long as piece

work was being taken igpmewheregall agitation was in vaif?

The strike debatead opened acrimoniously enough watttusations from the Hamburg
delegates Hartwig and Dammann respectively thataihee of the 1885 bricklayed

strike in Rathenow had been due to the unannounced outbreak of strike action in nearby
Berlin, and that this had rendered the control commititHamburg redundarit This

prompted an immediate retort from Kessler that bricklayers were no military force who

% Protokol, op. cit, pp.18, 262.
%6 Protokoll Bricklayers,1885 Hanover, p. 7.
67 |bid., p. 15.

%8 |bid. Eckstein is recorded subsequently as a guest speaker before a mass meeting of 1,000 Berlin
bricklayers on 8 May 1885 in the rufup to that summer's strikBV, 5" May 1885.

% protokoll Bricklayers, 1886 Dresden, p. 64. Grothmann's own figure for the surplus was higher at 6,400
Marks. Ibid.

" bid., pp. 11, 14The strike debate overlaps with that arotimeBauhandwerkerFor reasons of clarity,
| have kept thewo separate.
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took orders when on striké Behrend countered the Hamburg charges more directly,
firstly pointing out that the Berlih bricklayers had rggnded to the earlier outbreak of
strike action in nearby Rathenow with an immediate donation of 1,000 Marks, and
secondly that n@ne could blame Berlin's bricklayers for laying down work when the
hourly rate dropped from 4B8fennigone day to 40 the nekt Grothmann, who had
opposed the albut strike, stated from his own experience that it had been impossible to
stop it. He nonetheless refuted the charge of lack of arafm and pointed out that of
thousands of Berlin bricklayers only 400 had workaough the striké® Another

Berlin delegate, Karl Krtger, reiterated the difficulty the wages panel had encountered
in trying to hold the strike back, a point@lsoted by the Dresden delegbteVogel,

for whom the strike was a great success for everfbne

Knegendorf is not recorded as having spoken during this d€dathis place, more
confrontational roles were adopted by Hartwig and, in particular, Dammann. Fer Kutz
Bauer, Dammann's contributions at the 1886 congress contributed to the deepening of
the split with Berlin’® In contrast to Knegendorf, who had chardstarally appealed at

the beginning of the congress for the avoidance of personal friction, Dammann appeared
unconcerned with striking too partisan a tone and set this right from his first

contribution when, reporting on the petition campaign in suppdheofVorkers

Protection BillintheReichstag he attri but(@édl # fjguecésshagni f i

collecting thousands of signatures to the efforts of the Hamburg control comfhittee.

7 |pid. p. 15.

72 pid. p. 16.

3 1bid. pp. 1617.
"4 1bid. pp. 31, 38.

s Knegendorf suffered from an increasingly painful spinal cord ailment which eventually led to his death
on 26" November 1891. His gradual withdrawal from a leading rpleears to date from the 1886
congress. Paeplowur Geschichtep. 445.

6 Kutz-Bauer, p. 220, note 45.

"Protokol, op. cit., pp. 7, 9. Possibly a reference K
searches and arrests triggered byshissequent arrest in Altona culminated in a single trial of all

involved before the Berlin district court fronf & 11" December 1890 at which the ailing Knegendorf,
Dammann, and a further Hamburg bricklayer, F. Wilbrandt, were found guilty and firddrk® each

on the basis of their personal connection by | ett
jurisdiction). Kessler, op. cit., pp. 52 56; Paeplowop. cit, pp. 3645, 368.
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His proposal that the Berlin craft union transfer the 1885 striggiusito the renamed
Hamburgdagitation committe@attracted the significant support of the veteran Hanover
delegatéAlbert Paul, for whom the new committee would be powerless to carry out its
duties of strike support and agitation when monies were n@afded to it as soon as
possible’® The Leipzig delegate C. Zscherpeded that if bricklayers anywhere were to
say that money which they had collected was theirs, this would be tantamount to the
ending of any feelings of solidarity.Despite such expressis of support, however,
Dammann's proposal was defeated in the face of wider admiration from other delegates
for the conduct of the Berlin strike, among them delegates from Dresden, Altona, and
Zwickau® For Mannheim, Bub countered criticism of direct pats to strikers with

the remark that it was not advisable for local craft unions to send monies directly to the
agitation committe@ presumably with one eye on the legal situaffoRor Berlin,

Heinrich Bock referred to forthcoming strike action by ¢hagital city's carpenters, from
whom the bricklayers had received a donation of 3,000 Marks and which they felt
obliged to first of all pay back. élwas seconded by the congress ¢hiag invited

plasterer delegate Julius Dietrieh,veferadof the Berin petition movement of 1882
AnotherBBer I in pl asterer, 0 &vedrlsigtrades onrstekeimr r e d

Berlin to whom the Berlin bricklayers likewise feel indeld&d

Dietrich's intervention at the end of the strike debate in defence of Berlin's bricklayers
illustrates the increasing impact of personal factors on the whalealizatiordebate,

for at the preceding year's national congress in Hanover Dietrich hatl statrms
reminiscent of Hartwig at the first Berlin congress in 1884, dbatralizationvas
unavoidable and that workers had to learn from their enemies, the masters, who were
organied in central associations across Germany. Even a localist sudtkashad

defended local activism as preparation for an effectirgralizatiorf® For both

8 Protokoll, op. cit, pp. 623.
79 pid., p. 67.
80 See note 74 above. See algwotokoll, op. cit.,pp. 1516, 36.
81 bid. p.41.
8 bid., pp. 66, 68.
83 Protokoll Bricklayers,1885 Hanover, p. 12.
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Dietrich and Wilke, theéhenpoint of difference with Hamburg had been one of timing:

for Dietrich, centralizatiorat such an early point would have meant the death of the
craft unions. Wilke had recommehmded, 6épai
contrast, at the 1886 congress Dietrich immediately found himself at the centre of a
storm when Blaurock, replying to Danann's opening report for the Hamburg control
committee, accused the latter body of not having sent Dietrich, in his capacity as
congreshair, the protocol manuscript from the previous year's congress. In addition,
Blaurock complained that the wording page 26 of the said protocol for 1885, namely
that of the proposal summarising the competences of the control committee, was
erroneous?® Knegendorf immediately refuted this, insisting that the minutes had been
crosschecked with Paul in Hanover and tha tvording of the printed protocol was
correct® An apparent attempt by Hartwig, however, to resurrect the old division
between Kessler and the Berlin press committee, when he alleged that the latter body
had told the journal's printers that they would pay for articles included without their
knowledge and agreement, fell flat when Kessler's retort that the complete mistrust
which had existed at the beginning of the previous summer had given way to the
warmest harmony went uncontested by the other Beeliegates even though Wilke's
subsequent testimony would reveal that this was not fully the’t@sese opening
recriminatory exchanges characterised the subsequent debates at the end of which the
final acceptance by the congress of an ogdiinal prgposal from Conrad, and others,
which more clearly delineated than that of the previous year the respective competences
of the two committees, was somewhat undermined by the opposition of the Berlin press

committee to those stdections appertaining the Bauhandwerke® Hartwig's

8 1bid., p. 22.

8 Protokoll Bricklayers,1886 Dresden, p. 10.
8 |pid., p. 11.

8 |bid., pp. 12, 15. For Wilke, see below.

8 |bid., pp. 345,445. Conrad' s proposal stated that the con
responsible for all organizational, agitational, strike, and other such matters, and was to receiviesll mon
including strike support; the annual congress was to appoint both it and the press committee, and to
determine the location from where tBauhandwerkeshould be produced; the latter was the property of
Germanyo6s brickl ay e rndusirgly, the prefss conirstteesvasasato puisuer s . Co
agitational work o6i n t heopshlishunaltered, &ll wtitttremater@la gemte s s 0 ;
to it by the agitation committee. Both bodies were to report back to the annual congresprasdrit
their accountsRe ¢ h n u n g PRaeplolv m biracadynt neglects to mention the Berlin votes
against, merely that the resol uti onQrgadisat@renpaccept ¢
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proposal that the control committee and journal share the same location crystallised the
actual point at issue: the Hamburg delegation wished to add publicatios of
Bauhandwerketo their list of competences as conttetncefethé agi t at i on 6,
committee; the Berlin delegation and their supporters, for example C. Stiven from

Altona, opposed this and warned of dictator$fip.

Dammann's opening remark that the Hamburg control committee had voluntarily
relinquished control over theade journal when this had repeatedly failed to print its
notices prompted immediate criticism from the most vociferous of the Berlin delegates,
Blaurock, that Dammann had not named the notices in qué8timeontrast, Wilke

was more circumspect in hissponse: he disputed the full accuracy of Dammann's
charge that an article sent to Kessler without a signature had been returned but had then
still not been printed after he hadgent it signed although the press committee had
wanted to accept.ite did not, however, dispute that Kessler had pulled the article in
question but added that this had been done without his knowitdaike's admission
followed a defence on his own part against veiled accusations of incompétel®®5,

the Dresden delega€Eltzschig, a supporter of Conrad, had, to the consternation of
Knegendorf, declared that Berlin lacked orgatibnal talenf? Now, singling out

Wilke without naming himEltzschigproposed the employment of a dispatch clerk for
the Bauhandwerkewith aknowledge of bookeeping®® Wilke's response throws light

not just on the chaotic situation he appears to have inherited from Conrad but also for
the later historian on the difficulties encountered by the publishers of the earliest
German trade union jouafs many of whom, like Wilke, were sedflucated artisans,

6l earning on the jobd. Rej ect iWilkg poihted z s ¢ h |

129. For his part, Kessler later criticisthe Berlin delegation for getting bogged down with the
unsubstantial question of ownership. Kessler, op. cit., p. 46.

8 protokoll, op. cit., pp. 13, 16. In his opposition to amalgamation (‘Verschmelzung') of the two
committees, Stlven dissented from dwen delegation's proposal which called for this.

9 |bid., pp. 910.
9% bid., pp. 389.

92 protokoll Bricklayers,1885 Hanover, p. 25. He had at the same time alluded to having seen the
ConradKessler correspondence when he had stated that he was in prsséssiters which weakened
trust in the editorship. Ibid., p. 20.

% Protokoll Bricklayers,1886 Dresden, p. 24.
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to the resources he had inherited from Conrad which had consisted solely of an
incomplete listing of subscrdy addresses. It had been a great effort to come to some
reasonable order as he had not been mandated to strike out irrecoverable debts. No such
irregularity could be attributed to the current management and if congress were to give
him permission to compte the debt cancellation referred to, the accounts would soon

be in ordef* In support of Wilke, Behrend added that the b&ekper must be a

bricklayer; he did not believe the job to be so difficult, as had been proven by the
administration of the CentrdinessFund for Bricklayers and Stone Carvers. For
Knegendorf, the journal's administrator should not only carry out-keeging but also

help the editor with his increasing worklod.

Wilke's reply to Dammann hinted at continuing frictions betwedeast himself and
Kessler, and the latter's own later writings and his contributions to the 1886 congress
provide the outline of an explanation whgessler was 51 years old and had only that
year broken with the Progressive Liberals when he approachéettteration of

Carpenters in 1883. Hater indicated that he saw himself as the originator of the idea

for a journal for bricklayers and related trades when in 1895 he wrote that in contrast
with the@immerkungj the trade journal published by the neationalcarpenters'

uni on, he had ai med at establishing the
t r a & ”isréference in the same piece to this béiitgrthe model of the Londen
basedlhe Builded(published from 1842 by fellow architect, and social reformer,

George Godwin) may be retrospective but it is not inconceivable that Kessler, older and
more formally educated than most of his contemporaries, did bring with him a broad
knowledge of internatinal developments as an additional string to his bow. His
attractiveness to nascent carpenter and bricklayer trade unionists is understandable when
the long tradition of artisans inviting academics to speak before theiwovkers

clubs, especially in Bén, is borne in mind. For Paeplow, Kessler's initial use to

% pid., p. 25.
% |bid., pp. 478.
9% Kessler, op. cit., pp. 28.

“ln contrast, the 6émutual i mpr o peeiad erd moie guardirgt | e s 0
of their autonomy from the middle class. Jonathan Rbse Intellectual Life of the British Working
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Conrad was somewhat more mundane than the high hopes invested in him earlier by the
carpentersodo union; Conrad needed someone
himself®® At the 1886 cagress he admitted that he had no knowledge of-keeking

but, refuting Wilke, he had carried out everything as neceary.

Forgoodmeasure, Conrad added that Kessler, as the editor, had been behind the
improper behaviour of the press committee in umiieing the powers of the control
committee. Kessler now found himself having to refute the charge from the latter body
that he had used thaw of associatioras a pretext to make changes to articles although
as editor othe Bauhandwerkehe wouldsurely have been within his remit to watch out
for possible excuses for police interventf8hCriticism from Eckstein, however, had
greater foundation, for Eckstein enjoyed close links with Berlin's bricklayers, having
spoken in Berlin in the runp to thel885 strike and he had been quick to provide
financial support when it begaft. In addition, he shared the abhorrence of Berlin's
bricklayers for piece work and their oppositiorctmtralizationt?? Nonetheless, he now
called for Kessler to be reprimandext having sown discord by writing to the

Hamburg control committee and to himself to complain of the incompetence of the
Berlin press committe¥’® Kessler, while repeating his assertion that this all lay in the
past and that complete harmony now reignelériin (which as previously indicated

was somewhat weakened by Wilke's testimony), did concede in replying to the Altona
del egate H. Sternberg, who @aehéecmplgaei ne:
B e me r k yhadybeem &dded to articles sent in, thatdeebeen higiminded in the

offhand manner with which he had dealt with these. In a revealing reference to his

Classes2" Ed., London 2010, pp. 581. For Berlin, see: Rudiger HachtmaBeylin 1848. Eine Politik
und Gesellschaftsgeschite der RevolutigrBonn 1997, pp. 9403.

% paeplowop. cit, p. 108.

% Protokoll, op. cit.,p. 40.

100 |bid., p. 15.

101 1hid., p. 36. See also: note 68 above.

102 protokoll Bricklayers,1885 Hanover, p. 15.

103 protokoll Bricklayers,1886 Dresden, p. 36.
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working methods, he stated that articles without spelling and grammar mistakes
received preference due to time presstites.

The latter commenigppear to have been enough for the Dresden delegate Vogel,
another supporter of the Berlin strike, to call for the control committee to have
supervisory powers ovéine Bauhandwerket® Wilke recommended that a committee

of investigation look into Dammanressertion that the crux of the matter was its editor
having too much power; this would then report back to congress. He added that he
interpreted the previous year's congress decision as allowing the Hamburg control
committee supervisory rights only ovausiness matters and reminded the delegates of
another decision from that year which had allowed theptan of pottery workers and
stonemasons onto the Berlin press committee; given this latter circumstance, it was not
possible for a bricklayers' congsealone to appoint this bo#if. Knegendorf seconded
Wilke and proposed the election of a fiperson investigative committee, to the

opposition of fellow Hamburg delegate, Hartwitpwever, anotheBund6 v e t,er a n 6
Paul, also adopted a conciliatory position and argued against calls for the amalgamation
of both committees to one location which he did not believe would end the dispute. For
the Kiel delegate H. Miller, both committees had been at fault. Against this,ehedtz
delegate C. Hiddessen crystallised the argument for amalgamation when he stated that
the dispute would not have arisen if the press committee and Berlin in general had
complied with the decisions of the previous year's congress. Amid argument and
courter argument and the anomalous positions of respected figures such as Knegendorf
and Paul, it was hardly surprising that the 1886 congress accepted the proposal of the
Verden del egate ABadenhopo, that the two
and Berin respectively, but this time clearly due more to delegate tiredness than to any
general conciliatory spirit. Fritz Paeplow summed up the lack of conclusiveness at
congress end thus:

104 |bid., pp. 356, 37.
15 |bid., p. 38.

16 1bid.,pp.389. I ndeed Carl Thieme, in attendance for t
opted press committee member, confirmed that the pottery workers had atiefgadhandwerkeas
their own jounal at their previous national congress. Ibid., p. 42.
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With that, the third congress had completed its agenda. It hakdavetver,

settled the dispute over the best form of orgatmon, nor had it settled the

dispute over the journal, and finally it had not dealt with that personal prejudice
which had of late become noticeable. The antagonism had only been pasted over
in makesift fashion%’

The fissures which had deepened around the persons of Dammann and Kessler
respectively finally split asunder in hastened circumstances (that is, before the following
year 0s national congress) foll awiateg t he
shortly afterwardsOn 17" May 1886, the Berlin police raided the homes of Kessler and
Wilke, among others, as part of the court case initiated the previous September
following K n e g e natrest by Brgssian police in Altona. This legbpenedt the

end of aspeaking tour by Knegendorf across Germany; in the course of his arrest, he
was stripsearched and writings, including correspondence, were confis€&ie

charge sheet for the court case stated that this and correspondence confiscated
subsequently following police raids in Gorlitz, Stettin, Eberswalde, Potsdam and
Magdeburg, and finally Berlin, proved that the Hamburg and Berlin committees, and the
local bricklayer craft unions, constituted political orgaions affiliated to one anothe

in a single associatiof® G e s a mt) m entravientidn of Paragraph 8 of the Prussian
Law of Associatiort®® Following the raids in Berlin, events there took a rapid turn: the
Berlin bricklayer®craft union and the Berlin press committee were provasipn

banned on 21st May° Although its premises were also raidéte Bauhandwerkewas

not formally banned but, to quote Kessler's words writing two years later Bethieer
VolksTribling O penal i sed(weiggemd&eseeg éndiVilke e 6

were warned by the Berlin police president that further publication would be punished
as a continuation of association activityln an attempt to get around the ban on the

press committee, Wilke announced ofi“day thattheBauhandwerker 6 Wi t h a |

07paeplow, op. cit., p. 13&:Dami t hatte der dritte KongreC seine
aber nicht der Streit um die beste Organisationsform, erledigt war auch nicht der Streitraunisagan
und erledigt war schlie3lich nicht die personliche Voreingenommenheit, die sich in der letzten Zeit
bemerkbar gemacht hatte. Die Gegens@atze waren nur

108 paeplowZur Geschichtep. 364.

109 Kessler, op. cit., pp. 52. For the court case verdict, see note 77 above.
110See Ch. 4, note 104.

11yvolksTribiing 9" June 1888; Paeplow@rganisationen p. 131.
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assets and debtso6, had b adnnisttatioaof igssforerterr e d 1
W. Rower. Kessler remained as edittriNonet hel ess, the journal
27" June were confiscated, albeit after subscriptions had been séhtlouhe

meantime, Behrend, &hairof the banned craft union, was expelled from Berlin under
Paragraph 28 of the ArBocialist Law on ff June and moved to Stettin where he

immediately threw himself into electoral agitation for Soeial Democrats!4 The

expulsions of Kessler and Wilke followed respectively Bra8d 17" June.

On 20" June, a new bricklayers' journtiie Neuer Bauhandwerkerappeared for the

first time under the auspices of the Hamburg agitation committee with Andreas Bitter
namedas publisher and Frohme as collaborator. Attached to it was a circular in which

the agitation committee described the behaviour of Kessler and Wilke as being
incompatible with the interests of the bricklay@rovement and that this necessitated

the publcation of a new journal. This was a reference to Wilke's transfer of the assets of
the Bauhandwerketo Réwer and to Kessler's support of tHisWhen one, however,

compares the two orgamaitional resolutions from the 1885 and 1886 national bricklayer
congresses which dealt with the competences of the respective press and control (from
1886, oOagitationd) committees, it is har
1886resolubn meant that the Hamburg committee
more to say on the affairs ifeBauhandwerkéy , f or it had st ated
annual congress to appoint the press committee and to determine the place of

publication of the natinal journatt'® Thelaterresolution had also made no mention of

112 Bauhandwerker23rd May 1886. Cited in Paeplow, op. cit., pp. 231
113Kessler,op. cit., p. 4950; Paeplow, op.it, p. 132.

114 Behrend was expelled subsequently from Stettin §hFebruary 1887. This followed the police
closure on 7 February of an electoral meeting on behalf of the Social DemBeiahstagcandidate

Fritz Herbert, at which Behrend had been €hai Of i nt erest i s that among E
another Bdin expellee, FritZGRr ki . Fol |l owi ng this meeting, one wc
sustained outside in clashes with the army. Auer, Vol. 2, pp. 84,101, 009 For GRrhkdi , see

115 Confusingly, or disingenuously, Paeplow in his narraisecedeshis with a notice published tie
Bauhandwerkeon 20" June, i.eon the same dayn which Rower announced that owing to overwork

and illness he had further transferred thetitto f publ i sher to a AT. Kaaschbo
timing, it is unlikely that this second transfer of title had any bearing on the decision of the agitation
committee to publish although Paeplow infers such. Paeplow, op. cit.

116 Kessler, op.cit.,p445: O6sol |l te k¢egnftig in den Angel egenhei
Zu sagen habenbd.
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supervisory rights other than that the journal should publish everything unaltered which

the agitation committee sent to-if.Hartwig had tacitly acknowledged the new

situation at the end ofi¢ 1886 congress when he had calle&Kessler not to publish

anything in the journal which would damage sales of the congress profttbe

speed of their subsequent actions clearly indicates that for the members of the Hamburg
agitation committee, howey, this was not the end of the matter. From their point of

view, the body which had been called upon to lead the movement needed a journal at its
immediate disposal whidine Bauhandwerkerwhile it continued to be produced from

Berlin by Kessler and theress committee, was not. They had clearly expressed their
unhappiness with having their articles hitherto published at the favour of Berlin

(although the congress resolution had addressed-thla)Paeplow's opinion, it would

have been more honourableriftead the Hamburg committee had resigned at the
Dresden congress although he qualified t|
cornerstone of the German bricklay@wsgankation, which one definitely cannot say

about the Berlinedswould have had greater effect than if Berlin had given up
production of the journal, O6for competeni
groundd, something which o6Berlin and ot h
in suffi ci?thwould alsauheelbeen lsobourable, of course, if, at a time

when the Berlin press committee and its members were the targets of police

prosecution, the Hamburg committee had waited until the last Berlin issue of the journal
had been published. Paeplow, however, refdieds cr i ti ci sm O6fr om a
enemi es6, namely that the behaviour of t|
of a man who felt justified in stealing the wallet of a friend who was struggling against a
superior enemy, wirt hantdhehirse tcoorltl etalgaute s@®K en:
to keep the agitation committee informed following the police ban on the press

committeet?!

117 Note 88 above.

118 protokoll, op. cit, p. 79.
119 paeplow, op. cit., p. 130.
1201hid., pp. 13061.

121 |bid., p. 133.
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Paeplow exhibited less bias when he commented elsewhere that the action of the
agitation committee in publishing the new journal from Hamburg with theNeles
Bauhandwerkedid indeed deepen the split between the two sitidor their part,

Kessler andVilke now sought refuge, following their expulsions, with their fellow

localist Rieke now an independent master non-Prussian Brunswick. Their response

to the actions of the Hamburg committee was not long in coming."Quly 1886 the

first issue da new bricklayer trade journal which made no secret of its locatlisam,
Baugewerkschaftewas published from Brunswick with Rieke named as both publisher
and editort?® This followed a conference in Magdeburg to which the Hamburg agitation
committee hadentonedelegate but did not participa®.l n t he new jour na
issue, Kessler, with Wilke as ®ignatory, gave vent to the anger of both at the actions

of the Hamburg committee when in a lead article entildeli ne schmut zi ge
(6A ®GoAfdiaird) he posed the question, Oowl
organkation be if the editor ahe Bauhandwerkehad not so resolutely warned against
and forestalled the cravings for power of Herr Knegendorf and comrades and their
pursuit of aoolhardy central orgama t | 8°SWlda personalised attack on the

hitherto main conciliatory voice within the Hamburg craft union represented a point of
departure, for up to this point it had in fact been Kessler himself who had been the
recipient of sora personal rancour, albeit for his alleged conduct rather than his views:
at the three national congresses it had been firstly Conrad, and then Behrend, who had
led the anticentralizatiorargument on behalf of the Berlin delegations. There had been
one pesonal attack on Knegendorf at the 1885 Hanover congress from which Kessler
with the remainder of the Berlin delegation had publicly disassociated them'€lves.

addition, Wilke himself had hitherto played a conciliatory role at national congresses

122 paeplowZur Geschichtep. 315.
123By his own admission, Kessler was the real editor. Kessler, op. cit., p. 50.

124 Neither Paeplow nor Kessler provide a date for the Magdeburg conference and the first issue of the
Baugewerkschaftatoes not mention it. Kessler adds that the conferencatteaxded by delegates from
Berlin, Brunswick, Halle, Leipzig, and Zwickau, in addition to Hamburg. Paepglyganisationenpp.

132-3; Kessler, op. cit.

125per Baugewerkschafter: Socialpolitische Wochenschrift. Zeitschrift fir Gesundheitspflege und
wirtschdtliche Verbesserung der Arbeiter aller Baugewerdth July 1886.

126 protokoll Bricklayers,1 8 85 Hanover, pp. 22, 24 ohadistadedtBat,r | i n b
0some people get a certain thrildl by playing at i
Prasidentenkitzel vorhanden se



analogus to that of Knegendorf for Hamburg. The manner of Kessler and Wilke's
response | ay Kessler in particular, as
of personal egotism which were to constitute a considerable part of the subsequent
criticism d him by his political opponents. Amid the subsequent demonization of
Kessler, to which the article had contributed, important actors such as Behrend and
Wilke himself werehenceforthrelegated to bipart roles. In fact, they disappeared from

most historcal accounts of the localist moveméfftThe singling out of Knegendorf for

criticism was in any case misplaced: as the 1886 congress had already shown, whereas

Knegendorf had indeed been the first proposer of a single centralzatyamifor
Germany's baoklayers, other voices, in particular that of Dammann, were proving more
assertive in advocating this idea. Right up to the 1890 conclusion laivitod

associatiorcourt case against the bricklayer craft unions in Prussia, Kessler appears in

his writingsto have continued to assign to the increasingly ill Knegendorf a leading role

which the latter no longer possessed even within the Hamburg craft'éhion.

The animosity engendered by the actions, on the one hand, of the Hamburg agitation
committee, and othe other, of Kessler and Wilke, was regarded so seriously by the
SAPD as to warrant the intervention at this point of leading party functionaries.

t

Frohme's collaboration with Hamburg was on record and he was not involved. Instead, a

panel of arbitratiortonsisting oHasencleveiVilhelm LiebknechtandJohann Dietz
called for a meeting of both sides in Magdeburg. By Kessler's account, this backfired
when the party officials met the Hamburg delegates at Magdeburg train station but
failed to bring thenback with them to a meeting with Berlin bricklayers at a local

pub?® A further attempt at mediation by Liebknecht failed amid mutual recriminations

from Kessler and Knegenddi®By Kessl er 6s account, Li ebk

successful following a visit tBlamburg in persuading Rieke to cancel a national

127 See also: Introduction.

128 Notes 75 and 77 above. Kessler commented of the final court case verdigtthate cont r o |
paid a high price in its attempt 6Dasalwao etuiwas
bezahlt fir das Bestreben der Kontrollkommission, auch in der Petitionsfrage den Berlinern den Rang
a bz ul pKedslernopalt., p.56. Knegendorf had in the meantime, at the beginning of 1888, stood
down as chair of the Hamburg craft union in favour of Dammann.-Bateer,p. 224.

129K essler, op. cit., p. 59.
130 hid., pp. 5960.
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bricklayer$congress he had called for Magdeburg fof 830" March 18873 This

had been called after the still extant Berlin wage committee had earlier written to the
Hamburg agitation committee reclimg that it call such a congress before the end of

March at the latest; instead, the Hamburg committee had ignored this request and called

a national congress for Bremen at the end of Aptin the BaugewerkschafteRieke

stated that he had acted att&rmburg had ignored requests not just from Berlin but

also from |l ocations el sewher3Fpllowingi ti cal
Ri e kcland-down the fourth national bricklayers' congress duly took place at the

latter location from 28to 28" April. In the meantimethe Baugewerkschaftetself fell

victim to the AntiSocialist Law, to be replaced before the congred3dsy

Vereinsblatt

Kessler wrote of the fourth national bricklayers' congress that it left things as they were

(61 i eCacdiieen s o st e h)éhButle gealified tiis whenben d e n 6
acknowledged that a lack of discipline among the Berlin delegates, and Rieke's
abstention, had enabled a 6épackedd Hambul
of theNeua Bauhandwerkeas national journdf® At the congress, Rieke had

proposed the dissolution of both journals in favour of a new$riaeplow, who in his

account, as in that for 1884, failed to acknowledge Rieke's authorship, speculated that

this proposal, if at the santiene it had been agreed that the new journal be published in
Hanover or another central German city, would have carried the day if the Berlin

delegates had not earlier walked out when the congress refused to investigate the
background to the split with Hamrg®*’"Ri ek e 6s ab st daréecognise on t F

theNeue Bauhandwerkerone of two on a two vote majority 2B, was actually

131pid., p. 60.

132 Baugewerkschafte27th Feb1887.
133 Baugewerkschafte6th Mar. 1887.
134 Kessler, op. cit., p. 61.

135 |bid.

136 Protocoll des Vierten Congresses der Maurer Deutschlands am 25., 26., 27. und 28. April 1887.
Abgehalten in Brememjamburg 1887 [hencefortfrotokoll Bricklayers, 1887 Brenmg, p. 62.

137 The election of a congress commission to do just this had been an agenda item for the aborted
Magdeburg congresBaugewerkschafteop. cit.
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inconsequential. When a further vote confirmed Hamburg as place of publication,

Rieke's Brunswick delegation, as well as tfa®otsdam, also walked out. As he left

the congress, Rieke announced that he would call a conference for those locations which
did not accept the congress decisibfig his, the first separate conference of localist
bricklayers would duly take place in Hla on 19" August 18873° For their part, the

Hamburg delegation celebrated their victory by embarking on a pub crawl which

included stopping off at a strip joift

Kessler had written of the first publicationtbe Bauhandwerkemn June 1884 that the
journal had soon developed into an object of such fierce and bitter argument that the
subsequent period for the bricklayers’ movement up to 1887 could be summarised as
that of the dispute around its possessfithat period was now ain end. The dispute,
however, would not have been waged with such vehemence from the Hamburg side if
the journal had not become so associated with a view on trade uniorzatiganivhich
Kessler had not invented but for which he had become id@efogue. Kessler, who

had attended the Bremen congress in a journalist capacity, had already sketched out a
model for localist trade union orgaation in a series of twelve articles which had
appeared ithe Baugewerkschaftérom 22 November 1886 t6™" March 1887. After

their expulsion from Berlin, Kessler and Wilkadremained in close contact with the
Berlin bricklayer$wage committee elected o February 1886, which had not yet

been banned*? It had beerthis wage committee which had been miosistent that the
national congress planned for Bremen be relocated and it hadedmas delegates to

this congress who had initiated the localist walkouts at it. It had becomehaear

138 paeplow, op. cit., pp. 140, 142.
139See Ch. 7.

“0n 15th August 1890, craftan®on apeoimbdiarcammission to ikvestigate thes 6
administration of funds with reference to the conduct of Hamburg delegates to the 1887 national
bricklayersd6 congress in Bremen in visiting music
PP, V 104, Bd.3, 15.8.1890/26.9.1890. Cited in KB&uer, pp. 22%.KutzzBauer comment s t h:
ease with which money was collected in the union led ... to behaviour which when it occurred in middle

class circles was repeatedly condemned inthe wadkerpr e ss as behaviour typicaea
middlec | a s s e sBauér, ibilkKut z

141 Kessler, op. cit., p. 28.

142The 1886 Berlin wage committee would be closed down by the Berlin police on 1st June 1887. See Ch.
4,
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Kessler, a notbricklayer, was now seen by the Berlin localists in particular as their
spokesperson, a situation which would endure until his death in 1904. It would be apt to
turn at this point to examine Kessler's programme and views in greater detail bu
because Kessler himself | ater-ppeféercatodal
nationalcarpentergtrade union in explaining his rejection of political neutrality, before

we can do so we need to consider this experience which was somewhattdiibenen

that of the bricklayersThis experienceandK e s s | e r 6 s comprisethe rexme ,

chapter.
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CHAPTER SI X:

Localism as refuge: the Federation of German Carpenters and the trade union theory of

Gustav Kessler

Writing in 1896,GustavKessler looked back to the founding of the Federation of

German Carpenters in 1883 and reminded readers SfothialistischeAkademikethat

that national uni on' s f i r sSociaDeneocrafd i ve C O |
Hirsch-Duncker trade unionist, ant-Semite and still a few other men of similar

soci al !KeBskedwasimadpersonal position to know this. At one of the first

meetings of the committee in Berlin on"88ovember 1883 he had been elected

technical advisortotThe commi tteeds mixed political
background. The Berl i n car peheRratectiondoftioer a f t
I nterests of Ber |l i alédrst®aanationalturdon,$ad, underi ¢ h |
the | eadership of Al bert Marzian, a part.]
enjoyed harmonious relations with the local Progressive LiagigiedGewerkverein

or trade associatiohAt the first pubic meeting of Berlin carpenters in the Anti

Socialist Law period, in June 1881, two of the seven delegates elected to the first Berlin
carpentersd wage n eGpwerkvesrimembgrs. dnoentimdirt t e e w
influence, the wage committéadproposedhata demand for a 3Bfennighourly

wage be put to the Berlin Association of Bricklayer and Carpenter Masters. This
demand was, however, rejected at & foll o
Reflecting this crosparty ceoperation, the statuted the Berlin craft union, founded

on 39 July 1881, stated that all discussion of politics was to be excluded from union and

1Gustav KesslelSA p. 760.
2Zimmerkuns No. 7 (Jan. 1884). See also: Ch. 4, note 63.

8 Marzian, alongside fellow building workers Bernhard Biitow (bricklayer) and Julius Dietrich (plasterer),
had been a member of the trade union committee of 1882 which had drawn up the nine hour working day
petition. He was among the thirty trade unionists later charged under the Prussian Law of Association.
See Ch. 4.

4Confusingly, Josef Schmdle dates this meeting as having taken place on 26th June 1881, with the
gualification, 6 nac h un s er e fsc]butthentdates itsufaliogup as A4th June. Schmdle, Vol.
2, pp. 1718.

5Ibid., p. 18.
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public meeting$.It was therefore not such a surprise when two years laténemo

Berlin carpenter, Wilhelm Schonstenajseda salutation to the German emperohis

welcome speechtoh e nati onal calHapdverkesalshith congr e s ¢
preceded the founding of the national union. This was, howseen, as contentious

enough for the new union to refer to it in the cosgneeport published shortly
afterwards by the eup hePodsislymwjth odetefieson us ual |
contrary devel opments in the bricklaying
chairasAltgesellel 6 seni or | our n e ysmtatatds yestricjpuniamp os ed t
member ship to those journeymen carpenter:
have | earned the car pent éThe gyl Statiges,iafem i n
the model of the Berlin craft union, also stated that themeagional union too should

keep its distance from political parties.

The newd F e d e mwastplunged into a crisis one year later when Marzian was forced

to resign on grounds of alleged financial impropriety. It is difficult not to agree with the
contemporary social historian Josef Schmadle that one of the specific charges against
Marzian, namely that he had helped indebt the union by claiming 4 Marks per day
expenses when travelling to speak at meetings, was unfair given that this amount
coincidedawi t h t hat daily wage rate for which
Schmel eds opinion it was P Mmsestbstantai ent t o
charges of mismanagement against Marzian, however, had their origin in the failure of
theBerlincar pent er 6 s st r i befretloefsettivbpup of h8réatibnal t h at
union; the | ocal carpentersd craft wunion
having run out of money. Following this the wage negotiation committee, to which

fundraising for a fighting fund had been delegated, had been dismissed at a meeting of

61bid., p. 19.

"Der Handwer kertag der deut £2&h e M ugiviimnmeridi8sNgtée z u
3 (Sept. 1883) . Sc brachtd der Rednenmoehrdie ébtichen Edoles.rGemeint war
namentlich ein Hoch auf Kaiser Wi lhelm 16d. Schm°]|

8 August Bringmann, irsozialpolitisches CentralblatNo. 14 (1893). Cited in Schmole, op. cit., pp-726
9 Zimmerkunstop. cit
105chmdle, op. cit., p. 34.
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Berlin carpenters on May 1883!! The very first issue of the&immerkinst, a

national carpentersodo trade journal | ater
somewhatraser pi cture of the strikeds outcome
fractional number, containing however se\
pay t he wd?JHis didl aoressuabé the dissatisfaction of some Berlin

carpenters wi this time went on partial strike under the leadership of a new wage
committee in March 1884. When this second strike petered out under the weight of

having to rely solely on collections, questions were now raised of the finances of the

new national unionlt emerged that due to insufficient dues having lwedlected and

none at all during the winter standstill months of December to February, that the

nati onal uni on6s debts amounted to some |
agitational materialbad continued to be fundé8iRumours now circulated that before

the Berlin craft union joined the national union, a portion of its funds had disappeared; a
discrepancy was highlighted betweat uniond general fund, which had stood at

17,000 Marks befe the 1883 strike, and a total declared income of some 10,000 Marks
although Marziandés eventual rehabilitati
he was guilty here of no more than sloppy accounting given the large athiount.

Additional question were also raised of the 3,000 Marks cost ofil8&3national
congress, which had been preceded by a t|
flags and displaying trade tools, and of a 1,000 Marks payment to invalided
carpenters?’Local di ssatisfaction culminated in
majority at a meeting of his local union branch off 3@ril 1884; nonetheless enough

of his supporters were able to cause such uproar that the meeting was closed down by

11bid., pp. 223.
12 ZimmerkunstNo. 1 (July 1883).

13Schmole, op. cit., p.32. This apparently small amount should be balanced against the low membership
of the union at this time, which varied between 1,594 in November 88833,637 represented at its

second national congress in June 1 &iBrerkunstdov®d r st an c
(Dec. 1883Ays ®dPg odwkodweiten Handwer kstages des 0
abgehalten im Lokale desHerr Gust aves, Dresdnerstr. 85 in Berl.i

ZimmerkunstJuly 1884.

“The Berlin police also took an interest in Marzi
concealment of savings records, a charge however of which heubssquently cleared before the
Berlin district court. Schméle, op. cit., p. 38.

15Schmole, ibid., p. 34.
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the police® The subsequent congress of tiaionalunion in June 1884 voted
unanimously to remove Marzian from his union post as natcreat A majority of

three then voted to expel him from the union altogether.

Marzian was succeeded as national umioairby Schonstein who is not recorded as
having done anything other during this t|
financial ineptitude, if nothing else, caught up with him. Since December 1883 the anti
social democratic tendency in thationa union, of which Schénstei@immerkinst
editorHeinrich Nix, and the national union treasurer, Gustav Dietrich, were the most
prominent representativé$had received the support of then i dHandbsrg branch of

the national union following the affiliatin t o it of t he | &% al ca.
The Hamburg branch assumed an increasingly crucial role in the national union as rank
and file disillusionment in Berlin, exacerbated by an appeal from Marzian shortly before

his dismissal in 1884 for carpens not to strike before the national union was large
enough to sustain industrial action (Berl
once more in support of the #dennighourly rate), gave way to increased industrial

militancy, reflected, foe x ampl e, i n enthusiastic suppor
strike of 188%° Even Schonstein felt compelled to speak in support of the latter, while

being careful at 8erlinc ar pent er s BJulylS& ot to gntagonise the

police lieutenant irattendancehe declined to reaolut the most recent bulletin of the
brickl ayer s 62 Athgnea tci oormnail385umne)ressidagdebuym
stronghol d Social Dénoeatsther suppaort@isthe Hamburg brandiair,

Oskar Niemeyer,wad e ci si ve i n secur i relgctianAtegheBer | i n
61bid., pp. 345.

7 1bid., p. 35. Schmdle added that the vote to remove Marzian from his post followed the intervention of
Kessler, at thistimesti t he uni onés technical advisor, and ad
protocol extract, th&immerkunss ai d of the affair merely that, &éth
and that of the union executive with regard to the former chélreofational union Marzian was
confirmedd. I't noted Kessl| er 6s Zarmerkunstop.oitc e at t he

8Schmole, op. cit., p. 39.
19 ZimmerkunstNo. 6 (Dec. 1883).

206Zur Lohnfrage!!! Ein ernsteanssp#elianungene di e deut sc
Ver bands k Zimeerkangtdon H(Mar. 1884).

21ZimmerkunstAug. 1885.
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same time, Hamburg became the seatofithei on 6 s s u p €4Victorgforr y c oL
t h e -pdanloinwingofehe Gniorwas confirmed with the adoption of a strike

regimen under which if agement with local employers was not possible a dispute was

to be referred to the national union which alone would decide if industrial actidio was

be undertakenn clear contradiction of the support expressed irZthenerkinstfor

theBerlinbr i ckl ayersé stri ke, i1if a | ocal br an

take such unilateral action, it would forfeit any national supfjort.

For radicalSocialDemocrats n t he carpentersod union, a ¢
the wake of théuttkamer Strike Decree in April 1886 confirmed the incompatibility of
their position with that of the union executive. In it, Schonstein requested that local

branches only allow the discussiantheir meetinge f 6 s ol el y economic

is,ofwmages and working conditionsdéd. Crucialdl
active in the political movement accept |
thatthewelbb ei ng of thousands of families was

possible dissolution of the national union would once again open the floodgates to the

Iron Law of Wages and force wages dotfiThe Baugewerkschaftewhich later

reprinted this circular along with several others, commented acidly that it was

0f aceda@hpodft 6Sch°nstein to boast (6biinn t hi s
di esem Dokume)otf ddrhohiesiaghdei todnifdamndisl i e s 6
membership figureS§he ef fecti veness of Sch°nsteinds
politically apathetic union membership which was in some cases hoshbeitd

Democracywas howevergvident enough at the next national congress of the
carpentersd uni on Hen pr@aste fsom the Maigdebury,Libeck, 1 8 8 |
and Celle branches against what was seen as gagging were easily brushed aside on large
majority votes for the union executi¢lt had long been known that the national union

did not O6éownd t Hoarnat theZipmankinsg owsng to Karziah o n a |

having been unable to finance the purchase of it from its editor Nix; nonetheless, a

225chmole, op. cit., p. 39.
Zbid., p. 40.
24 Reprinted inDer Baugewerkschafted 3th Feb. 1887.
25Schmole, op. cit., pp. 43, 52.
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proposal from Magdeburg that it be left to the individual member to subscribe to what

was a private journal was also rejecteivh en | at er t hat summer N
carpenters staged a joint strike with thi
confident enough to reject a request for support on the grounds that the systematic
incitement by those who made social demociatipaganda their special concern

invited the intervention of the authoriti&sOn 15" December 1886, Schonstein

declared the local Magdeburg branch to be dissolved in view of the danger caused to the
national union by individual members who had ignorednwas to keep the bricklayer

and carpenter wage movements separate. TI
Schulze was specifically named at this point and charged, among other things, with

having facilitated joint meetings, and of having allowed thetigle of a joint

committee of both groups of workers of which he had then becbaie Schénstein

also added that theationalexecutvewoul d vet members of the

replacement®

The Magdeburg policevere then givemotice of the dissolution, an action referred to
scathingly intheBaugewerkschaftas bot h -bpgsaltdoandcbpfiffi
6by such means one ma kK &hisaaoafSyc hnteneshadeahiegn 6i smp «
immediate effect of causing the BarNorth branch of the union under the leadership of

Hugo Lehmann to rally to the support of the Magdeburg bréhaéten theSocial
Democrall e hmann i n turn was threatened with
uni ondé, both t he Ber declaned tRai they Wwoulkkbcede ifbrees t b |
single member was expellétThis ripple effect became a flood when the Leipzig

c ar p e nt wiorsWhiclt hadblean unable to affiliate to the national union owing to

the exigencies of the law of association in Saxony which forbade combination not just

on political grounds but al so when publ i

2 |bid., p. 44.
27|bid., p. 48.
28Baugewerkschafteop. cit.

Plpid:6 man macht einfach eine Versammlung dadurch u
gleichzeitig die Aufl®sung des Lokalverbandes an:

30schmole, op. cit., p. 51.
3bid., p. 57.
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congress to discuss a form of orgaationsuitable enough for it to joiff The
I mmedi ate response of the national <carpel

all branches which chose to participate in the congress.

It was no surprise in such a cliteghat when the dissolved Magdeburg branch quickly
re-constituted itself as a local craft union it adoptedBhagewerkschaftas its

journal , f o rzatidha sadél,evhidh snade mogecnetiofsipport forthe

social democratic ideal, wasen to offer the means for local craft unions to maintain

their political identity. The decision by Kessler and his bricklayer supporters to re

launch theBauhandwerkeunder a new namad pointedly been taken in Magdeburg

at the time of the jointcarpentr s 6 and brickl ayersodé strike
Baugewerkschaftarow found itself at the centre of the dispute between the two
irreconcilable sides when initsissueofBe br uary 1887 it reprir
circulars of April and December 1886 together with a commentary condemning“them.
Following a meeting on 5February 1887, the Hamburg branch of the national union

now published a refutation of what thelpimedto b e Kessl|l er 6s oO0def ar
of the true factso; in it, Kessler was a
few hollow-headedshowo f fingalling a congress to achieve his own purposes. With

some irony, the author of this highly penslised attack on Kessler was another former

carpenter turned journaliggjmmerkinsteditor Nix3°

The Magdeburg carpent er sBApi B887qmndestablisrebdi | y
theFreie Vereinigung der Zimmer¢ré Fr ee Assoc i awithacentralf Car
committee in Leipzig. The subsequent history of this omgdianin and of that of the

other localisbuilding workerunionswill be considered in the remaining two chapters

of this study At this point it is now appropriate to look at the ideas which motivated the
localist movement as crystallised at this tim&ie s s theoret@a writingsThe first

thing to be said is that Kessler was no anarchist. The introduction siutighas

2BV, 16th Jan1887. Cited in Schmole, op. cit., pp.-&0
33Schmole, ibid., p. 51.
34 Baugewerkschafteop. cit.

35Der Verband deutscher Zimmerleute (Lokalverband Hamburg) contra Gustav Kaleit.; Schmole,
op. cit., pp. 536. See also: Ch. 5, note 30.
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already highlighted Kesslerds contributi
Social Democratic Party in 1891, as well as his opposition to rotation of membership of
the partyds executi ve 3%HncommorswittCRiekep Kese c on
did not deviate, once he had formally joined it, from public loyalty to the party. After

1890 he stood as a candidate in succe$®arehstagelections. Unlike Rieke, however,

he did not break with trade unidecalismin the wake of the acceptancethg SPD
congress in L¢beck in 1901 of Eduard Ber |
centralizatio®! Kessler was sympathetic to French syndicalism from his first

encounter with its adherents in Paris but this was hardly party heresy before 1901. Of

anar chi sm, he wrote as early as 1887 of

We believe itto b& o feat lygarm for our cause when the view forms in the
heads of a few, when the lesson is propagated, that the unceasing activity
currently generated by the supporters of the new era can lead to nothing, that
only @he bold deediwill lead to change and progses/Ne believe this view to be
an error which is to be fought with all determination. It is based primarily on a
false application of basically correct principfés.

I n an article undeil®b&leg8psmpl é FritzKatehlc e 8 8 0«
summarisedhe history of the localist and anaresgndicalist movements after the first

of these two dates (that is, after the founding oRRbpresentatives Centralizatiand

first publication ofthe Einigkeif), and that solely of the localist movementdoe it

(with reference tdhe Bauhandwerkerbefore and after 1890Hewas careful to

emphasi se t haSocjalDénkoeratand as suchvowisg toshis radicalism
during -8Ebei @IAnsi Lawdo, the most persecut ¢
the latter epithet, with reference to the continued publicatidhedauhandwerker

after 1886 Oundmame§thd e trhd st wwaasr ibech &fpi t e

editor was nowherg a n  k e i ntaemteddy thesldcal police for longer than six

36|ntroduction above, pp. 145.
71bid., p. 18, note 30.

%8 Baugewerkschafter 9t h Jan. 1887: O6Wir halten es é fg¢r ei
sich in den Képfen einzelner nun die Ansicht ausbildet, wenn man die Lehre verbreitet, dafstlzse
thatige Arbeit , die Anh2nger der neuen Zeit |et z
That o Aenderung und Fortschritt schaffen k°nne. I
Entschiedenheit zu bekédmpfen ist. Séeuit hauptsachlich auf eine falschen Anwendung an und fiir sich
richtiger Grunds?2tze. d
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w e e K°# i8 therefore not surprising that one theme more than any other marked

Kessler's writings on trade unionism to sachextent as to sometimes make the

attribution to him of unsigned newspaper articles comparatively*€&sssler

repeatedly stressed the necessity for omgaioins to keep within the law and avoid the
tentacles in particular of the various laws of aggamn in late nineteenth century

Germany. Indeed, when imperial legislation in December 1899 overrode regional law of
association restrictions on political activity by trade unions, this legal change would be
interpreted by some localists, citing Kessés meaning that localism, as a tactic, was

no longer necessafyKessler himself had appeared to predict such an outcome when

he wrote i n 1896 tczatiart[thatig theocenitral dnions ensithe f o r
local craft union$ have their advantagesd disadvantages and are: effective for all

situatons¢ | egal circumstances have had the e
including that with thoroughly social democratic foundations, has completely separated
itself from the political movemenL her e i s no ot her “ eason f
Kessler cited Britain, France, the United States, and Australia as countries where the

laws of association did not prevent the trade unions from intervening directly in politics

and saw no reason why it sholld different in Germany. Furthermore,

If we had a better right of association, the orgation of the mass of social
democratic workers, which is uRritary :
wingodé of trade-wimigdniodt pudinatdrailyase @inesf t w
organke itself after the model of the trade unions in associations. These same
organkations would lead both sides of the struggle for an improvement to the
situation of the workers under today?o:
proletariat, for the attainment of political powfer.

Kessler, howevedid notbelieve that such freedom of association would be achieved in
Ger many 0f o%¥ Hisearlieoadvice ithé Bawéwverkschaftaherefore still

%9 Syndikalist 18th June 1927.

“For example, the two part article, 6Die Berliner
Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte desKoa t i onsr e c ht eVelksiTribin® Bin/i9%hdvay 1888.d 0 ,

41See Conclusion.
42Kessler,SA p. 761.
“bid.,pp.7623. Kessl er refers to 6Englanddé in the Germ

“I'bid., p. 757. gmewmsuhderstédndablé givenka seavids ofatpemptsrby the national
German government in the course of the 1890s, beginning with4teledo Ums t ur zvor |l aged
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stood: trade unions were notlimit themselves to being associations for illness or

travel support which otherwise left everything as it was and waited for an economic
transformation, to be 6achiev&Withlmay some |
glance sideways to his political and g@mal opponents and enemies, he continued to

ask of the Ocentrvaelr biamida lsacrehdwt?drumsiirars t esXde c L
commi tte@polofti trmdmw associationsodé who exh
di stance from pol iotniec adlo aacbtoiuvti sitts :whoéeWh anto
(in the opinion of the German judiciary) can be held in the union? Wait until the man in

red comes to his senses? Or until®enlight

For Kessler, the enlightenment of tBerman judiciary lay in the future; in the here and

now, the local craft union continued to provide an already available means of

enlightening the workers as to their situation. Writing in 1887, he was critical of the

failure of the central unions to atttamembers at that time by neglecting this fdle.
Enlightenment went beyond O6bread and buti

to add the caveat that subjects such as state and foreign affairs, magnets to political

(6Subversion Billé, or o6Law regarding charesges anc
Lawbé) of De c e-mizzerthe $ai&@ Bemoctratic Party and the trade unions. In November
1895, recourse was even made to the Prussian Law

central committee, now based in Berlin. The enspiegod of legal uncertainty lasted over a year before

charges were dropped; during this period Hamburg, on the one hand, and the parliamentary party, on the
other, assumed their old roles. Nevertheless, on DecemBdi899 the German government introddc

national legislation overiding the laws of association of the individual German states. A newldva s
Gesetz betreffendgdas ahdreeidn Swesesarnand of associ ati
organizations, including trade unions. Thildwed the defeat in thReichstagless than one month
earlieron2®November 1899, of a new attempt by the nati
organization,theso al | ed &6 Zucht hausvorl aged, or OPenitenti
imprisonment and even penal servitude for attempts to enforce a closed shop or picketing during strikes.

The change of direction was, however, not without precedent: the regional parliaments of Bavaria and
Saxony had voted one year earlier to raise the barisb on pol i ti cal associati ol
participation in political organizations (with the exception of the Social Democratic Party). The new

national law, howeverplled back the latter concession and it would not be until 1908 with the adoption

of anational law book that women in Germany could formally join political parties. There was also little

doubt at the time that the raising of the ban on political combination was motivated by an attempt to
encourage nascent Christian trade unionism andipeit the Social Democratic Party from the

mainly Roman CatholiZentrum( ¢ C e rparty, élbpth political parties had combined with

Progressive Liberals in thReichstago defeat the Penitentiary Bill.

“Gustav Kessler, o0Diies ateiwen ,k sXlh.af D iBdugelesksectiftggyrami s s i
6th Feb. 1887.

4®1bid.
471bid.
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police intervention, or religion, @ivisive issue, should be kept out of craft union
meetings® But one should not, for example, be restricted to asking for a pay rise

without at the same time asking why wages were set at the level they were. Craft unions
had to point out to their membedhgt pressure on wages arose less from the evil
intentions of employers than from general economic conditions which forced the
employer through unregulated competition from all directions to insist on cheaper
production. A fundamental improvement in theuation of the workers could therefore

not be achieved through strikes, as useful and necessary as these sometimes were, but
only through social reform. In addition the craft unions had to educate their members
about those institutions and customs sucpi@sework through which they made their

own situation worsé® The existing law too, as it impacted on workers' rights of

assembly, on health and safety and on working conditions, on housing and nourishment,
on health care and on provision for iliness, invalidity and old age, on accident insurance,
and on the legalrganiations of masters and journeymen, certainly formed a basis for
discussion in the craft unions which were to seek to provide their members with the

greatest possible insight and clarification on such questtdhgthermore,

The craft unions, in psuit of this aim, the awakening of the workers, should

make use of all legal means and utilise every advantage which the law offers and
which the modern interpretation of the law, unsympathetic to the workers, still
allows them. They should, as the expressn s ays, O6offer some
yet awakened workers they wish to make receptive to the aims of union life.

They should hold social events, pay travel support, support their members in
cases of emergency, and procure for them all kinds of snaaltelarger

advantages, from lowost coal to the cheap theatre ticket. They should provide

the members with access to good books, aiming to wean them away from life in
the gin shops for more noble pleasures. Members should be so educated at union
meetingghrough discussions, lectures and readings, as to cause them to reflect
and learn to grasp their situation and their economic and social pdsition.

“81bid.

“Gustav Kessler, oO0Die gewerkschaftliche Organisat
Baugewerkschafte6th Mar. 1887.

50 Baugewerkschaftebth Feb1887.
51bid.
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Kessler himself summarised the role of t|
and for political é u ¢ a P?The experience of the Federation of Carpenters made
clear the danger inherent in | eaving O6pol
political d trade union movement open to :
autonomous econdmorgankation, with local control over finances and strike

organkat i on, and as a political déincubator o
but they would not remain monarchists f ol
of s oc i much isdormndon ith leter syndicalism although for Kessler it always
supplemented the educational work of the Social Democratic Pate defence of

this political function of the craft unions meant that while the laws of association

remained on the di&te books, compliance with them meant that they could not form a

national union.

Whereas for his centralist opponents the union was everything, for Kessler the local

craft union formed one part of an orgaational triumvirate, the other two parts of

which, the open assembly meeting and the wage comndte&,on earlier strike

experience, for example that of bricklayers in Berlin in 1885. Because it also followed

that wage struggles often required agreement beyond a single location and often also
acrosuni ons, and that in Kesslerdés view it
carvers, and carpenters, at least, came to an agreement with one another on a question of
wages which might lead to a strike (as had happened in Magdeburg in 1886), craft

unions as political associations were unsuitable means for the conduct of such struggles

if they were to avoid renouncing all educational activity on economic questidhs.

open assembly meeting and the wage committee provided these means. Kessler
recognsed that many workers did not join trade unions out of disinclination towards
organkational life. People were deterred for various reasons from joining the existing
unions and not all of t he%eaddtienpas indnswer e |

became larger, and Kessler included craft unions in this, practical considerations, for

52Kessler,SA op. cit., p. 761.
S3Gustav KessleDie Ziele der Sozialdemokratischen Parerlin 1895.
54Baugewerkschafte6th Mar. 1887.
55| bid.
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example of finding a large enough meeting place, meant they became more difficult to
manage; the open assembly meeting was the tried and tested method of overcoming
this.Such meetings, as Ofree associations©o,

organkations. Kessler summarised their functions as such:

They can debate and decide on all important and appropriate matters of a
political nature or not. As a result the desaare for the most part interesting

and appealing, the meetings are therefore for the most part well attended and
their influence is deeper and of greater benefit. They have the effect of
informing and inspiring to a very high degree. This public meetamdo and

decide what it likes so long as it remains within the normal civil law. It can
resolve on petitions to the authorities and to-gawng bodies, and appoint
committees to draw up such petitions; it can delegate persons for a particular
purposeto negotiate with the representatives of other trades of the same type or
also of a different type; it can elect wage committees to regulate local wages and
to also combine with wage committees in other localities; it can collect money
from the voluntary entributions of trade colleagues and decide over its
administration and expenditure; in short, such a general meeting can do
everything which it finds beneficial to the interests of the trade and workers. The
meeting is gone once it is closed; the nextlweno further connection with it
other than having the same interéSts.

To be effective, the craft unions needed to call such meetings frequently. Such meetings
were open to all trade colleagues irrespective of membership of craft union, trade
associatin (Gewerkvereily guild, or no membership at allKessler recommended that

a threeperson secretariat be elected each time but added a warning on-taknuge

that, 6éone is mindful above all of the m
general neetings in the same book as for the minutes of meetings of the craft union.
This particular practice has al¥Eady cos!
meetings were therefore to be kept fully separate from the union although in practice

they coutl share the sanwhairi as indeed had been the case with Carl Behrend during

the Berl i n b%HKesslrlwanyse fars vriting in 1887 as to assert that if
called frequently and regularly trade col
% bid.

S"Kesslerwaspossibly thinking back here to the mass meetings of several thousand bricklayers during
the Berlin strike of 1885.

S8 Baugewerkschafteop. cit.
59See Ch.4 above.
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enduring institution for the representat.
meeting of the trade will then prove itself suitable for delivering the firm basis for the
organkation of the trade unions, broader and more solid than that which can be

achieved by any other orgaait i %% n 6 .

One of the functions of the open assembly meeting was to elect the third part of the
organkational triumvirate which made up the localist model, that of the wage

committee. As an elected body charged with a spduaifiction, to negotiate higher

wages and better working conditions on behalf of those who had elected it, it was a
semipermanent body in the sense that its mandate did not end with the closure of the
meeting. It was therefore subject to the laws of asBogiut in contrast with the craft

union, which abjured combination in favour of politics, the wage committee abjured
politics in favour of combination. That is, while Kessler advised that wage committees
under no circumstances associate themselves withftaunion or other body which

pursued political aims, among themselves they could safely contact other wage
committees which likewise concerned themselves with nothing more than local wage
matterse? In this respect only was the local wage committeelain the norpolitical

trade union; in contrast to the latter it was regularly accountable to its electorate at the
open assembly meeting. Although independent of the craft union, the twozatgars

were linked by the assembly meeting which the unione often called and at which

the wage committee was elected. In addition to its negotiating role, the latter body was
also responsible for strike orgaation and support; in fact, in tiBerliner Volksblatof

239 June 1885, the wage committee wasadtul y r e f e LahreoderStreik as t h
Kommissiod i n acknowl edg e%tessler advised hereithat, dual r
6according to the usual interpretation of
one pitfall, which however is easy to avolthey may not allow themselves to be

tempted to make decisions or debate proposals which go beyond local activity. They

may not therefore for instance decide: i,

80Baugewerkschafteop. cit.
61Baugewerkschaftebth Feb. 1887.
62 BV, 23rd June 1885.
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trade across t hée&30Owstrikd sppom, he adised that thg dolteding

of money was legal in Prussia where this was gowivately, o6t he col | ect or
contributions therefore cannot go from house to house or collect in public places but he
may certainly collect in closed circles. Follogijudgements in Berlin it has also been
determined that collecting money on a building site is not punishable where this is

carried out by a worker employed thée

Shortly before the setting aside of the law of association restrictions on politigélyacti

by the trade unions, Kessler sketzatibned ou!
under freer circumstances. I n envisaging
organiation based on political constituency boundaries, mirroring thitseo$ocial

Democratic Party, open to workers of alldes and also to the nonionizd, he came

closer still to revolutionary syndicalism, such as that in France, wiBoiisses d

Travailb, or o6l abour exchanges6, which cut aci
Kessler viewed the French trade union moverntealf as one divided between the

various socialist factions such as the Allemanists, Blanquists, and Guesdists, as well as
Marxists %° He pointed out that in Germany the trade union omgioins which sprang

up following the Industrial Code of 2Duly 1869 whicthadgranted the right of

combination found the ground prepared for them by the young social democratic
movement and devaped where this was strongé&%tn contrast with the liberal

OHi tDunilc ker 6 trade associations, the soci
on the basis of the class struggle, had recognised the fundamental opposition between

the interests of the ppertyless and propertied classes, and knew that the propertied

only conceded so much as could be gained and held on to through struggle and the

power of orgargation®’ Although every thinking worker, of whatever party, had to

pursue higher wages, shorteorking hours, and better conditions, differences in

principles, which determine tactics, had caused all attempts at nrggitie trade

63 Baugewerkschafteop. cit.
541bid.
85Kessler,SA op. cit.
66 |pid., p. 7509.
57 |bid., pp. 75960.
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union movement without considerimgprkerparty membership to founder. This was
a clear reference to the Federation of Carpenters and dlsd tf the printersthe
Federation of German Prikitorkers(Verband der deutschen Buchdrudkevhich, in

Kes s | er dfenctionpd only as @ mutuairid®®

For Kessler Ot he dHitstlytha gHick dmet a idhproviwgthea s p e ¢ |
day-to-day situation of the workerand secondly that which had as its atime
liberation of the proletariat and the attainment of political power. His futudeimo

proposed that,

For the first struggle those workers orgai in the craft unions would join with
their peers in other localities by trade or occupational group according to
expediency, for the second they would combine without respect to trade. The
trade union committees, which today are already widely distributed, would
organke themselves according to electoral constituency and at the same time
constitute themselves as representative political bodies which themselves also
are able to unite with orenother according to need. Since not all workers are
able to join trade union orgaaaitions and one may not exercise pressure on
them, there are also social democrats
who cannot be accommodated in them, there vab &l free associations which
enjoy the same rights as the trade unions and which will also have their
representatives in the committé@s.

With respect to the last sentence Kessler was saying that if solidarity was lacking in the
workplace, the constituendyased committee could provide this. This was-anigng

of the practice under the still extant laws of association of the open asseadilyg

being open to nowraft union members. Kessler did not dispute that the sectional trade
unions in the United States and Britain, in a freer climate, had achieved considerable
success in certain industries and had won a decisive influence onamaesnditions

but he was highly critical of the growth of a conservative labour aristocracy, citing the
example of trade unions in the United States who charged high joining fees to keep out
immigrants, for example. Betterment for one part of the workiags in these
circumstances was at the expense of the other and the economic struggle was thereby

brought into the working class itself, providing the propertied classes with the means of

58 bid., p. 760.
%9|bid., p. 763.
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fighting the workers through the workéefsThe practice of such umis in encouraging

their members to vote for a given political party, which Kessler conceded had in the past
yielded considerable improvements, was not without its limitations. The trade unions in
those countries had been unable to prevent a consideafibieviiages in the course of

the economic crisis which followed the Chicago World Exhibition of 1893. By the time

of the United Statesd gener al el ection of

that no party had made an offer for their vdfes.

For Kessler, such experiences taught workers the necessity of positioning the trade

unions beneath the flag 8bcial Democracyand to conduct the trade union struggle on

the basis of the class struggl e. He ackn:
union s fthat is, thenew unionisnof the unskilled, o6i mpart ed hi gher
sectional battles of the trade union organt i & Wisete earlier he had spoken of

social reform, now, in 1896 in his mgixties, Kessler spoke rather of the conquest of

political and economic power. In contrast with the Lassalleanism of which localists

were sometimes accused, he rejected the idea of produopecatives as any kind of

wor kerso6 panacea, having been involved i1
workersi n Berl in in 1893. Dirk M¢ller has wr
using capital for the general good® athel

If so, while not rejecting coperativeger se three years later his views on capitare
hardly favourable: ¢6lt is not the aim of
workers a small share of capital ownership but rather to strengthen as much as possible
their ability to resist those demands of capital which aim at the highe#blposs

exploitation of the workerd* In a direct repudiation of Lassalleanism, Kessler pointed

out that his orgamational model retained separate trade union org#ion; in his own

words, both movements of the wbentwoifeatg c | a:

lpid., pp. 7578.
711pid., p. 758.
2|bid.

Zlbid., pp. 7567 . See al so: Dirk Mgl |l er, rmaSTyadaeUniorm] i sm and
Movement 6, in Wol fga-Gehard HusiMd e MevelopmentroTratkanignism
in Great Britain and Germany 1880914 London 1985, pp. 2399 (p. 245, note 44).

"4Kessler, op. cit., p. 757.
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of a travellerdéd. They supported tHee s ame
compared trade union activity with that
offers more stimulation and pleasure and at its lower less danged f ewer bur d.
This disparity, and trade union expenses which had eaten up contributions to the party,
had given rise to resentment on both siddé&essler is presumably referring above all

to the central trade unions here and when in conclusiondegrbt exclude them when
writing of two branches of the movement
another until the time comes when the right of coalition becomes a reality for the

workersdé, it is hard not todopemheréude i n 1

If, for his colleague and later anarebgndicalist Fritz Kater, writing in 1927, Kessler

and his | egacy were ounforgettabled, for
OMephi stod character whose imopementhadbon t he
been solely divisivé Paepl owds view was derived from
in the Hamburg bricklayersdé craft union
Berlin craft wunion, wunder Kexshledorthes i nf | 1
split in the bricklayerso6 movement which
unfair denunciation of Knegendorf in the first issue¢hefBaugewerkschaftethereby

invited some of the invective subsequently directed at himself, such invective, on both
sides, paled in comparison with that directed at Kessler by the Federation of German
Carpenters in March 1887. Bearing the nominal authorship of the Hamiauchiof

the national union, a union pamphlet under the Di#e Verband deutscher Zimmerleute
(Lokalverband Hamburg) contra Gustav Kel3kehose real author was the, yet to be
unmasked, police spy Nix, attempted to attribute responsibility for thersghi¢

uni onds ranks to t he®Mualhi gonf itnhfel upeanncpeh | ceft

bordered on the crass and pueril e. For e:
agitation committee, it wr otisgthavedmerienss| er
751bid., p. 763.

761bid.

71bid., p. 764.

8 Syndikalist op. cit.; Paeplow, op. cit., p. 109.
7 For Nix: Ch. 8, note 15.
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which thebuccaneeKessler, an aborted giant microbe, most prefers to move, he swims

in his own muc R Elsewhkre Kasslgy was &coused af cowardice,
again with reference to the bri cdlisadyer s o
it that everything was to be avoided which gave the appearance of a connection to other
organzat i ons: O6not e, t oo zatiohslinadhe seose ofthé Rrussaea s a |
| a # Buch advice was, in fact (as indicated above), part of telajgng localist

programme and in any case timely, given the police closure of bricklayer craft unions
across Prussia whi c harreshadthefendofhsawvmbd a €8 adeni
tour of 1885 on behalf of the earlier Hamburg control committesepport of the

Wor ker s 0 P FBanyeharge obcowamicelagainst a man who, following his
expulsion from Berlin, was tolerated by the local policadrsinglelocation for longer

than six weeks, and whose odyssey before returning to his hairfaraily in 1890,

would in addition to Brunswick, take in Brandenburg, Saxony, Thuringia, Hanover,

Munich, and Nuremberg, was worse than disingenuous given that the harassment

Kessler was subject to was no secret: even a political opponent such as Eduard
Bernstein conceded, following Kesslerds ¢
the AnttSoci al i st Law years he had, déas a res
been chased right ac®lossc Gretrmasty Jaeid i k eB ar
magnanimity, the Federation of German Carpenters signed off their attack on Kessler
with the following words: ONow we ask of
worthy of being a workerso | eader? I n oul
may he %% ani sh. o

The main charge, that Kessler had split
untrue and demonstrated Jwiogleadershiphadf t ouch

become with much of its activist base. TI
8 pid. Cited in Schm°le, op. cit., p. 54: oO6Die Sc
Maurer schon, ist das Element, in welchem der Freib&@Bter als abgetriebener Riesenbacillus am

|l iebsten sich bewegt, er schwimmt in seiner eigert
811bid., p. 55.

82See Ch. 5, note 77.
835yndikalist op. cit.;Einigkeit 6th Aug. 1904; BernsteiBA Vol. 2, p. 357.
84Schmoleop. cit., p. 56.
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hadcome at a seemingly opportune time but it had not come from a localist theorist
(Kessler), or even from unidocial Democratsn Magdeburg or Berlin, but from

Wilhelm Stepharof theLeipzigcraftunion St ephands appeal mad e
ideology but ehibited exasperation with the national union which, citing the local law

of association, had neglected to orgarnin Saxony at all. His appeal had been sent to

al |l oOfwoirkredl yo newspaper s BenirerVelksislattt i r st
Stephanin his response to the immediate brutal denunciation of his call by Schénstein
and the national uni on | eadership, added.
open regarding the workersdé question coul
carpenters is necessary, for only by this is it possible to create a goodzatigartio

deal with the soci al 8&hecldimtsabKegslerevasal ent i |
duccanediproved of longer duration but hostile trade union leaders such a®oRaepl

and Drunsel, who O6rose6 through wunion aci
Kessl er6s humble origins in their criticl
into account the reality that for Kessler as a young man, born in 1832 and a ganerati

older than themselves, there had been no carpenter zatjaniother than the hated

guilds to which he could have dedicated his activities. He had instead chosen the path of
adult education, a biographical detail they could easily have discoverey ifidld read

Mar zi anos Zanmerkinstbf ®ecember 1.88% If they had further read the

foll owing monthdéds issue of the same jour |
meeting of Berlinds carpenters at the bei
that the door to his home remained open every afternewvebn 3 and 5 p.m. for the
discussion of technical matters in confideAt€his was in addition to his paid position

with the national union. He did not ask for money and would hardly have endeared

himself if he had done so.

Criticism ofest&o& adfferentfdrmm temyearsilater with reference to his

commi t ment to the Soci al Democratic Part)

85 BV, op. cit.;Baugewerkschafte20th Feb. 1887.
86 Baugewerkschafteibid.

87 ZimmerkunstNo. 6 (Dec. 1883).

88 ZimmerkunstNo. 7 (Jan. 1884).
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described above, Kessler had requested that the national union keep its distance from
party politicsandinstea st ri ve only for an i mprovemen
establishment of the nati onal®Kessarlater wo ul
admitted himself that he was not a member of the Social Democratic Party at this time,

and sympathetic biogphies made no such claim; his obituaryie Eingikeit for

example, noted the hitherto leading role he had played in the Berlin West branch of the
Progressive Liberal Party from which, ho\
prove his abilityand ct i vi ty i n t h &Kessler madecne seadtalsour p
of the fact that he had not formally joined the (in any case, outlawed) party by the time

of his expulsion from Berlin in 1886 and eighteen months later, in January 1888, the
parliamentaryparty petitioned th&eichstagn this basis that he be allowed to return to

Berlin for family reasons (Kessler was married and father to six daughters and one

son)?! Ignaz Auer noted in his account of the ABticialist Law years that neither

Kessler,no Wi | ke, nor Behrend, had played any
movement 0 befordtt waisr adxpaldyi obyi ous t o
Progressive Liberal colleagues, however, where his political sympathies now lay, for in

the aftermathofthBer | i n bricklayerso strike in 18
6socialistdo brickl ay dlordidthetGerman gowernimenh e s u p |
accept theparliamentary petitionfor Puttkamer, Kessler was one of the most dangerous

of Social Democrat® wo had done everything possible to drag the united joiners,
bricklayers and carpenters %DespiBsuchmany i ni
evidence, August Br i ngmabeforel89, maiatainpdemt er
1897 that Kessler had been amioeer of the Progressive Liberal Party up to 1886 who
turnedtotheradical J u ngewnédment in Berlin in respon
had then fallen out with these and the mainstream of the Social Democratic Party in turn

before turding atde d&ma lointi isand . Bringmann n

8 bid.

90K essler Maurer-Bewegungpp. 245; Einigkeit, op. cit.

“"Bringmann, OEin F¢hrer der pol iEnigksitcop.€in Gewer ks ch
92Auer, Vol. 1, p. 108.

%3Ch. 5, note 20; Ch. 4, note 93.

%Bringmann, op. cit.
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spokespeople for the latter (presumably here was also meant Fritz Kater) had previously
held the opposite point of view, and cit
carpenters in 1883. In adidin, citing Puttkamer, Kessler was a criminal who had been

found guilty on five occasions, including once of a crime of dishof@egen eines

entehrenden®verbrechensd

Kessler responded most immediately to the latter charge although the precié¢hess
dating, and circumstances (6without hesi:
Progress Partyo), of his resignation frol
contained in his obituary indicates that he also acted to clear up the amioidghisy

area tod’® Refuting Puttkamer, Kessler statedfie Einigkeiton 14" August 1897 that

he had been convicted on not five but nine occasions of misdemeanours but never of a
crime, and most certainly never of a crimedghonouy 6 f or  owoldenotwi s e h
have been able to carry his title of state g i st e r €' d@ringmacnthadtkrewnt 6 .

this before 1890 for these convictions had been admitted ootirse of the

parliamentary petition two years earlidhe party had not deemed them grounds to bar

him from subsequently standing for election toReéchstag’® Aside from clarifying

the circumstances of the withdrawal of his parliamentary candidature for Magdeburg in
1890 (o6fr om par tesslertinassgbseguerd yearggstooduunsdiceassfullyk
forthe SPDinCalbAscher sl eben) , Kessler did not
whi ch Bringmann had écooked upé worthy of
and Kater would presumably have notied irony of Bringmann for criticising them for

having previously held different views, for the latter had himself moved in the opposite
direction, from localism to membership of tBeneral Commission of tHé&ee Trade

Unionsby 1896° As the Introductia to thisstudyhas indicated, leading SPD

politicians were for the most part unwilling to take sides in the trade union debate
during Kesslerds | i f theEnigkeit aachakseparatd nbticehof s 0 |

9|bid. For Bringmann after 1890, see Ch. 8.
% Eingikeit, op. cit.

9 Einigkeit 14th Aug. 1897. Cited inSchthéee , op. cit ., p. 193: o6denn dar
Regi erungsbaumei ster nicht f¢hren

%|bid., pp. 1924.

9 bid., p. 194
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thanks from his daughter Johanna,edbthe presenda his funeral cortegef

representatives of local SPD electoral associations, of the editorial bozvdngirts

and of several members of the party execufiv@owards the end of his life, Kessler

had twice been imprisoned, on the fiostasion for four months following criticism of

police violence against the unemployed in an article ivtbel k s bl at-t f ¢r Te
Bees&woaovr-hoaw | o totfe mbhurcgh he was editor, anc
month in 1898 at the age of 67 fdll owing
March commemor at i o n!%drthe parey le®larship ;1 1904 formu n e .
the writers of his obituary, and for Frikater in 1927, there was no longer any

ambiguity. Kessler had diedSacial Democrat!??

Coauthorwi t h Kat er of keBEngkekwadtise orelparticipaatiny i n
the later founding of the anarcisgndicalist FAUD in 1919 who had also witnessed the

birth of the localist movement over three decades earlier. That witness had been Carl
Thieme, whadn 1886asa stove fittehad been seconded o the press committee in

Berlin overseeing the publication of tBauhandwerkern a second obituary, on behalf

of Berlinds | oc al zedundeptieeturhbeclayoftheor ker s or g
Geschaftskommissignh er e ,zi @Qr gamimi t t e e 6K e s sTlhe rebrse p |
cont ri bu tfounder ofoosr orgagedtci @& r many os pottery w
unions had adopted tlBauhandwerkeas their trade journal at their first national

congress duringthe ArRBo ci al i st Law peri od i rrield8 8 4:

of many years from this time on and not to the disadvantage of the further development

of ourorgareat i on 6 . Kessl er had been O6extremely
experience and education in all arowas of
to make himself understood inadotzre ar t h of manner 6; at all

100 Einigkeit 6th Aug. 1904.
101 pid.

102The hostility of the centralised building worker trade msioemained undimmed. For examjthe

Grundstein journal of the Central Union of German Bricklayers, commented in its obituary that Kessler

had dapproached t he wo rtlkaelted maa,tdrivenimere lay gpexd tbah deSirg, a s ¢
afterhehd rendered his position as a state official |
very dubious character and had inflicted i mmeasur
Grundstein 6th Aug. 1904.

103Einigkeit op. cit.
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glad to volunteer his help and advice and had been present as a guest and advisor to all
national pottery worker congresses from 1885 until 189Bearing these words of

Thieme in mind, the following chapter will first of all examine the burgeoning national
pottery workersd6 movement of these year s,
little controversy, before returning to the more ceted field of bricklayer uniamation

after the split of 1887.

1041bid.
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CHAPTER SEVEN:

The Vertrauensménner system: the examples aftdive fittersand bricklayers, 1884
1892

This studyhas so far focussed its attention on bricklayers and carpenters as the two
most significant examples tfcalist trade union orgazing in the construction trade,

the industrial sector within which localist organg had the most impact. Among both
groups of workers, this method of orgaation encountered significant opposition from
fellow trade unionistst its outset, in the case of the former, that of the bricklayers, from
otherSocial Democratsand in the latter case, that of the carpenters, from a coalition
which was led by noi$ocial DemocratsAmong the bricklayers, moderating voices on
both sidesmost notably those of Ernst Knegendorf for the centralists and Fritz Wilke
for the localists, had attempted to temper the degree of personal calumny which the
organkational disagreement was engenderhig such attempt at moderation had been
made in the &se of the carpenters but among a third group of workers associated with
the building industry, namely the pottery workers, who incluat®ti stove fitters and
workshopbased potterssuch animosity was for the most part missing before the first
nationalcongress of the Free Trade Unions at Halberstadt in 288Rough

numerically far less significant both in absolute and in union membership terms, it was
nonetheless among the pottery workers thavVgmwrauensmannes r oO6r egi on al
repr esent atnationalsardimtod woluld develop most freely to become,
by 1892, the localistlternativeat national leveto the vertical branch structure of the
centralists’ During the same perigthe development of a similar system of regional

representativea mong Ger manyo6és bri ckl ayettbacamgas st

!Ofanestimt e d drBonised@téry workers in 1888, 2,077 were stove fitters, 2,933 workshop
based. 3,001 craft wunion members were represent ec
that year. Drunsel, pp. 138

2 At first glance the connectiorf pottery workers to the building trade is a tenuous one but at a time
when the oven or stove was the main heating source for many homes, the rol®fehtetzeor stove
fitter as part of a new homebs ¢ o mmpolhedtingenginesras an e

3 At their respective second national congresses the following totals of unionised workers were
represented: 10,422 bricklayers in 1885; 3,637 carpenters in 1884; 1,123 stove fitters and potters in 1886.
Protokoll Bricklayers, 1883Hanover, p .4ZimmerkunstJuly 1884; Drunsel, p. 111.
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another object of differing interpretation between the centralist and localist camps. This
chapter will compare and contrdlse experiencesf both groups of workers

The stovefitters and potters had turned to thertrauensméannemodel following a

costly mistake made in the early days of union reomgaion after the initial Anti

Socialist Law hiatug-ollowing the establishment of several local craft unions,

beginning with tlat in Berlin in thesummerof 1882, he first national congress sfove

fitters and potters had taken place in Dresden fr8io ™" June 1884 at the initiative

of stove fitteran Hamburg with the aim of centralising various local health insurance

funds and launching a trade jourfdlhe former duly took place under the umbrella of
thedCentral lllness and Mortality Furfdr Pottely Workersand Allied Trades of
Germany(ZentratKranken und Sterbekasse der Topfer und Berufsgenossen
Deutschlandpwith its seat in Dresder trade journal, however, was not launched as

the congress had cited lack of funbistead, ivoted toadoptt he br i ckl ayer s
the Bauhandwerkeras its owr? The Dresden congress also marked the first appearance

on a national stage of the BerBtove fitterand later anarchsyndicalistCarl Thieme,

who shortly afterwards became the potter:
committee supervising publicatiaf the Berlinbased journdl.At this early juncture

Thieme expressed no oppositiorcentralizatiorper seand at the 1884 congrelss

was electedhairof a separate national | oucharey men
after 189%f the Pottery Workers Union of Germariyopferverband Deutschlangs
commented of the statutes for this orgation which Thieme laid before the authorities

in Berlin in April 1885, that, o6they are
addng 6 The same Thieme who so strongly opr¢
1890s. 6

4 Einigkeit, 6th Aug. 1904; Drunsel, p. 100.
5 Einigkeit, op. cit.

6 Confusingly, Hartmut Rubner, in his study of the FAUD after 1919, appears to attribute sole
responsibility for publishing thBauhandwerket o Thi eme (it was Wil kebds nan
journal 8s masthead). R¢bner, p. 60, note 4. See ¢

" Drunsel, pp. 103}

187



The second national pottery worke¥tesd con
39March 1886, narrowly rejected by asehe vo
support fund statutes into the establishment of a national aagiem and

recommended instead that travel support be a local responsibiitynsel attributed

this decision, to foregoentralizaton n f avour of the o6l ocal p
inffluence of Gustav Kessler, O6a man of gre
importance of theentraljo u r n e yfuné FoBD3unsel, this fund would have been

the precursor to a national union and at any rate the means by whictBtheu d e r kr i e |
between localists and centralists would have been avditleis. interpretation of

Drunsel 6s i s not b onotesablishinga nétipnalurhioa attha ct s ,
time, the pottery workers before 1892 actually did avoid the kind of fratrisidajgle
which so poisoned bricklayer and carpent
Drunsel cited a notice which appearedhiaBauhandwerketwo weeksprior tothe

1886 congress in which attention had been drawn under the héatfegr nung f ¢r
Zentral i s dtiAo Wa lrQestralizpyjeeEin t husi ast sd) t o th
joinersoé6 craft union i n théRatonagumionrding aft er
addition to Kesslerritz Wilke had also attended tBerlin congress as anvited

guest andheassuredgottery workerghat in futurethe Bauhandwerkewould devote

more coverage to their tradeNeitherKessler nor Wilkevould have disapproved when

the congresdecided with one vote againstp restrict piece work in favouif the

hourly wage O6accor dibnge tnoa clho clarlt Iciibnhceunms\ e
addition,it unanimously passed a resolution critical of the role of the guild masters in
training apprentices and instead called for a legalised transfer of this potedtacer
co-operatives? To address concerns over a number of unplanned and unsuccessful
strikesduringt he previ ous year, the congress el e
membersall in Berlin, to which all intended strike action had to be reported six weeks

i n advance and which woul d ceowiitethedasveof | oc al

8bid., pp. 11112.

9 1lbid., pp. 1034, 112.
10 bid., p. 104

1 |bid., pp. 11314.

12 |bid., pp. 11415.

188



assoa@tion. With reference to the latter, the committee @as authorised tetandin

contact with local unions themselves but with individual persons or with pottery

workers as a whotgtha is, at the national congrgssonversely, craft unionserenot

allowedt o have contact with one another or t
regi stered meetings had the right o6to eni

external cd¥respondenced.

It is, however, hard to disagree with Drunatllen he asked why rane realted that

also entrusting the new control committee, of which Thieme was a member, with, in its
own words, 0c(6Yepl k)orecdyitatdon, wault lay it open to

prosecution under the very laws of associatiavei$ trying to safeguard the craft

unions against! This duly happened three months later in June 1886 when in the course
of strike action by Berlin pottery workers not jaisé control committebut also the
Berlin pottery workerso craft union were
8 of the Prussian Law of AKlsas Boteslaavt i on. Th
Przytulski, was expelled from Berlin under the ABbicialist Law while Thiem and a

third member of the committee, R. Seidel, were fined. Although the strike itself

achieved its aims of a 25 percent wage supplement and the nine hour working day, the

ot her parallels with simultaneouer state
enough.
At the following yearo6s national congres:

was replacedbyag e ner al ( GaenaAudsdhesdth its seat this time in
Hamburg!® Of the 1,648 unionizd pottery workers represented at the cesgjyrnone
represented the still banned Berlin craft union which was said to have had 800 members
at the time of its dissolution, a testament to the relatremgth of pottery worker

unionization in the German capital following an earlier successfulgaittike in

13 Bauhandwerkgr21st Mar. 1886. Cited in Drunsel, pp. 118.

Y“Drunsel, pp. 113, 116. Drunsel himself added, r e
diesem Kongrel3 geschaffene Kontrolkommission hatte eine unbeschram&tekelin Statut eingeengte

oder begrenzte Vollmacht, viel weitgehender, als sie die Zentralvorstande der damals bestehenden
Verbande der Zimmerer, Tischler usw. hatten und wie sie heute der Zentralvorstand unseres Verbandes
hat .6 | bled., pp. 115

“Thet hird national pottery workepftw®dumel8syr ess t ook
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18852° Continued unsuccessful strikes elsewhere, however, despite a clear growth in

union membership, did provoke renewed debate about how strikes in the pottery trade
were to be prevented. The ngeneralcommittee was as a result entrustathwimilar

powers over strike authorisation as its predecessor although two concessions did water
these down: the requirement for six week:
someti mes of Owildcatd actionyerswasan i ndu:
acknowledged with the requirement that the general committee be informed by

telegraph as soon as possiblé& after a 6d

Reduced national powers did not, however, prevent the new committee in Hamburg
fromfindingi t sel f i n turn arraigned before the
Hamburgbés | ocal | aw of aztomsandaneetingsonlynah i ¢ h
police discretion. At the fourth nationalo t t e r y comgoesskwdhichgadk place in

Stettin fom 23%to 25" May 1888, the Hamburg committee, in continued existence

pending appeal, lay down its mandate in favour of Halle on the congress

recommendation that the general committee, to avoid dissolution, should not
communicate with unions or bodie=cognised as such. To facilitate communication in
compliance with the law, the congress then nominatedviareecauensmanneior

6regi onal represent at i Vdwsdnitseffdidnot f i ve di f
necessarily indicate ultimate oppositiors&iting up a central union; following the

wal kout of | ocalist del egat e socongresstilhe pr e
Brementhatc o n g rcengradisiramainder hadlsonominated five representatives to

whom complaintsvere to bendividually directed® In the person of Ferdinand
Kaulich, however, the new pott ercharwhor ker :
was, at that time, a convinced localist. Under his stewardship, the regional

representativegere allowed to constitu@nadditional orgarded bodyi something

16 Thieme had been imprisoned for ten days following the 1885 strike for transgressing Paragraph 153 of
the Industrial Code. Drunsel, pp. 100, 1256.

"Atthefollowi ng year ds national congress in Stettin, o
reported that 36,325 pottery workers, including 900 women, worked in an estimated 11,400 pottery
establishments. Drunsel, pp. 283Some of these will have been degerson workshops.

8 Drunsel, p. 135.
19 PaeplowOrganisationenpp. 1401.
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rejected by bricklayer centralistBo the later consternation of Drunsel, Kaulich,
speaking at the following yearo6s national
from Hamburg and Altona on the meaning &atlie of centralised orgagaition,

concluded that the system in use was a good one and that he saw no reason to change it:
OMi t iSgseemdme i nt e Kaul i ch di e-0IBok alse/rs t @rmgpa n-
Kaulich meant the local orgamitions®°

UnderKaul i chds nomi nal st eatoa ofdnsohizdpattery he 01 ¢
workers remained unchanged until after the Halberstadta d e cangresenn s 0
1892?'!Cal l's from Hamburg to |l aunch a dedica
rejected at both th&889 and 1890 national congres$eat the 1889 congres$hieme,
representing the fiaunched Berlin craft union, was elected as one of the five
Vertrauensmannem® position to which he would be-etected the following ye&r.

Kessler, in attendanceatBe s | au, was chosen as the pott
International Workers Congress in Paris in Jdly its annual report before the 1890
congress, the gener al ¢ omnmVettrauenesmannahate d o f
thishad proved its widh. It described its own working relationship with the regional
representatives thus: O0Occasionally face
committee discusses the handling of individual questions witkiéhigauensmanner

and can only recomme their deployment once agdfi The national congress in

20 Drunsel, p. 139. The Breslau congress took place frdfvl 88 May 1889. In 1890 Kaulich was even

more insistent in appealing t o oitdtmedonsynrargr 6s nati or
organi zational di sput es: O6We have | earned enough
attack under the Prussian Law of Association, capable even of being introduced into Saxony. We have no
wish to make yet further experime¢ s . 6 Drunsel, p. 160.

21 Another feature which distinguished pottery worker trade unionism at this time was its pronounced
crossborder aspect. For example, Drunsel reported delegates from Bucharest, Vienna, and Prague in
attendance at the 1889 nationahgress and explains elsewhere that Bucharest, Copenhagen, and Zirich
stood in close contact because many German potters worked there. Drunsel, pp. 133, 137.

2|bid.pp.1446, 165. The 1890 national pottery "o@orkersbo
27" June. As in 1885, there was no national congress in 1891.

23 |bid., pp. 145, 167.

%»Drunsel noted with disdain Kessleros admiration
Drunsel, pp. 144. On 19th November 1890, a public meeting ofliBgrottery workers expressed

support for a Job Exchange on the model of the FrBocinse du Travaifollowing a speech by Kessler.

Ibid., p. 171.

25 |pid., p. 160.
191



Munich itself noted that to comply with the laws of association, additional regional
delegates with fundaising duties would have to be elected locally at open meéfings.
When following this congresgottery workers from Kiel complained that the bias of
theVereinsblati(successor to thBaugewerkschaftgmade an impartial judgment on
centralizatiordifficult, the general committee replied in the journal that whoever

infinged congress decision’%, O6is our common

An alternative national sewvucaubbdbe modehert
Yorck was slowly taking shape, for the bridging function of the regional representatives
did not just protect theational ceordinating body, in the case of the pottery workers

the general committee, from prosecution but also enabled the craft unions to maintain a
politicising role within a national frameworR At the same time, it facilitated local
autonomy, irrespeive of applicable laws. This was not what centralist bricklayers had
had in mind in 188When the Bremen national congress had elected their own
Vertrauensmannethe dispute over the functions thieseregional representatives

would dominate renewdubstilities in bricklayer trade unionist ranks after both

centralist and localist sides had met in an attempt-tmify the movement in Bremen

on 29 January 1889. This meeting of leading representatives, among themabam
Staningk, and Andreas Bittdgr the centralist side, and Wilke, Heinrich Fiedler, and

Albin ScHoéffel, for the localists, had followed an inconsequential period of some
eighteen months during which neither side had built on the decisions of the Bremen
congresg? A localist conferene called at the request of Rieke and others in Halle on

14" August 1887 had merely directed that strike support funds could be sent directly to
the strike committee concerned or via a single national representatiV@f&civho

was also entrusted wittoming to an agreement with the Hamburg agitation committee

26 |bid., pp. 1678.
27 |bid., p. 172.

2l n 1886, t he Kgntollkonenissiorb&overit kvasbanided had summarised the tasks of

the craft unions thus: 61. Regulate | ocal and ir
education in economic matters; 3. Nurture an independent mode of thinking in trade matters; 4. Promote
solidarity; 5. Establish empl oyment agencies; 6.
De ut s c IBauhamderkerop. cit. Cited in Drunsel, p. 117.

2 Kessler, op. cit., p. 62; Paeplow, op. cit., p. 174.
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on a suitable, central, | ocat ifahenthisr t he
was ignored by the Hamburg committeé, & er t r auens mann der deu
(6represent atbirv e kd fa y@e theda@neiysbhatt adtisedagainst n
attending a congress called by one side which would only deepen the split and cost
unnecessary money at a time when the out
was still awaited? From Hanburg, theNeue Bauhandwerkeretorted that the agitation
committeehad no authorisation to negotiate with persons other than those nominated at
Bremen, and that the outcome of the Berlin court case would affect individuals, not the

holding of congressem the further development of the orgeation 32

In fact, a successful prosecution under the Prussian Law of Association of members of
the bricklayer craft unions in Berlin, Magdeburg, Itzehoe, EImshorn, Ottensen, Altona,
Gorlitz, and Stettin, would havead longlasting consequences for future bricklayer
organkation nationally. As if to underline this, the 1888 national congress in Kassel,
without localist participation, itself proceeded to devote much time to discussing legal
matters, in particular thaéecision of the Third Criminal Division of the Supreme Court

(Ill. Strafsenat des Reichsgeright® 229 November 1887 that Paragraph 152 of
Industrial Code did not preclude use of the laws of association where trade
organkations(6 g e we r b | i fcbrneernédetmemselues Wwith legal matters or
international affairs and thereby assumed the character of political zatians>3 With

some irony, a congress resolution stated that according to circumstances unions should
rename themselves St r ei K Wesrnt eiiked associ ationso6) ; i
committee by another nam&The 1888 congress, which took place fromd2a 25"

May, also passed a resolution stating that there could be no talk of collaboration

bet ween Ger man yGustaviKessler bull eaey Raepdatexpnedidentof

30 protokoll des Fuinften Kongresses déaurer Deutschlands. Abgehalten am 22., 23., 24. und 25. Mai
1888 in KasselHamburg 1888, pp. 168. Cited in Paeplow, op. cit., p. 142.

3%The Hamburg agitation committee assumed this 0OVe

although this was Schl°ffelés actual title as sol
established at Halle in 1887. Paeplow, ibid., pp-146

32 | bid.

¥l bid., p. 150.

341bid., pp. 1561.
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the national uniondescribedhiscongress as@ Ru mp f p a andanameanveaker
position than those of previous ye&t#part from Berlin, important centres such as
Charlottenburg, Potsdam, StaftAltona, Magdeburg, Halle, Gera, Leipzig, Goérlitz,
Breslau, Nuremberg, Munich, and Mannheim had also been unrepresented, in part
because likdBrunswick because they were localist stronghaldpartbecauses in

Berlin their orgarations were bannedh addition, there had beanchaotic late change
of congress locatio?f. At the Bremen congress in 1887, 70 deleghtad represented
16,668 unionied bricklayers; at Kassel, these totals fell to 43 and 13,983 respeéfively

For all their bluster, bridyers in Hamburg were amenable to some kind of
reconciliation; Paeplow was wrong to attribute this solely totheoded Ber | i n6 s
bricklayers for strike suppoft On 16" June 1888, the print run in Hamburg foe

Neue Bauhandwerkewas confiscated following publication of an article entite® e r
moderne Sk(aVeemmod#deéodn sl ave marketd). TI
demand from local employers in Oppeln (Upper Silesia) for action by the authorities
against the mass rectmient of labour by some Saxon employers. The article also
referred to the effects of such a practice elsewhere in Germany, for example in Kiel
where bricklayers were at that time on strikesimilar mannerthe Neuer
Bauhandwerkecalled for action against the employers and agents who tiieve

practice®® This would prove a topical issue in Hamburg for following the final opening

of the free port in September 1888, building employers attempted to reduce wages by
importing outside lbour. In addition, the Hamburg police had prevented the national
agitation committee from fully publishing its petition and memorandum to the
Reichstagon the right of coalition and later went on to ban two subsequent issues of a

new nat i on gdurnabbearirg khé ramesof tkabof the 187/Dsr

35 bid., pp. 1489.

3% The agitation committee announced o May 1888 that the congress could not take place in Gera as
planned following the police withdrawal of permission after local bricklayers went on strike. According
to Paeplow, the Hamburg committee alleged that Schldffel had orchestrated strike aaitmtarsthe
congress. Paeplow provides no proof behind this allegation. Ibid., pi8, 148 1.

37 Protokoll Bricklayers, 1887 Bremen, p. 4; Paeplow, op. cit., p. 148.
38 paeplow, ibid., p. 174.
% bid., pp. 1524.
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Grundsteif®For t heir part, Berlinds bricklayer
role of conciliator than those localists who had boycotted the Kassel congress. The two
year ban on ingsinthé&dagts ety mdonlyneentraise3 May

1888. Writing one month later in tiBerliner VolksTribiing Kessler attributed this

decision to exasperation on the part of the police authorities with the constant flouting

of building regulations, n parti cul ar of notice periods
contractors'! Shortly afterwards, on June, the longunning court case against the

banned bricklayer craft unions in Berlin and elsewhere had resulted in the acquittal

before the 7 Criminal Division of the Berlin Regional Couttgndgerichj of all

concerned pending appedf Theree st abl i shment of the Ber|l
union then took place following a public meeting o' 82ptembef? This same

meeting raised a demand foet60Pfennighourly rate and the nine hour working

day**Al t hough Berlin6és journeymen bricklaye
guild masters that they form a journeyme.:
years since 1886 had not been withoutigetntal impact for in that time wages had

fallen back to an hourly rate of £ennig* Lack even of a wage committee since June
1887, however , | e fptepaieeto |lhunch strike detion watholta y er s
outside support. But whenthe callcame om Ber |l i n for a O6confe
(Einigungskonferenzhey did not have to knock on the door that hard. In this new

climate where roles appeared to have been reversed and it was now the Hamburg
organkation which was at the receiving end of state prosec(@irteran bricklayer

organker Thomas Hartwitpad alsdeenexpelled under the Anocialist Law in May

1888, the call from Berlin received a positive response and the leading personalities

from bah sides assembled in Bremen 8AJanuary 1889°

40StAH, PP, V 1041, Bd.2, 09.09.1888. &id in KutzBauer, p. 222, note 60. See also: Paeplow, op. cit.,
p. 159; Peter RutterBer Grundstein 1888 bis 1933: Gewerkschaftszeitung des deutschen Baugewerbes
Munich 2004, p .7.

“Gustav Kessler, O6An die Bauhandwerker Berlinséo,
42 Grundstein 1st July 1888; KessleMaurer-Bewegungp .54; PaeplowZur Geschichtep. 368.

“The new Berlin brickl ayer $m@ie\ereimifuhg undiFachgenosseho pt e d
der MaurerBerling 6 Fr ee Association and Beorllliemmiglues of t he

44 Kessler, op. cit., p. 65; Paeplo@rganisationenp. 173.

45 paeplow, op. cit.

{o)

“For Hartwigds expulsion, see: Auer, Vol. 2, p.
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All participants at the Bremen conference committed themselves to working towards the
forthcoming national congress in the hope that differences would once and for all be set
aside. They also decided thm#rsonal attacks would cease in both journals, both of
which woul d al so adyv e r*tThisda ndt, hosvevertptexent s i d
the Hamburg committee shortly afterwards from stating on the front page of
Grundsteinwhen asked for an opgom on a speaking tour by Gustav Kessler that it

would be a mistake to assume that their view of him as expressed at the Kassel congress
had changed: the &é6Bremen Agreemento6 (O0Br
recreating unity célagersagd waenotmancewynead svithler |
establishing the reputation of individual personalitfds was therefore not such a
surprise that one of the first acts of t|
place in Halle from 28to 28" March 1889, was for the Hamburg delegation to

challenge Kessler to withdraw his proxy mandate forEsse® as onl y br i ckl
be all owed tKesslédrly didehis® Tha tcoegeseds had been preceded by
arguments for, and against, a pragddsom Heinrich Fiedleon behalf othe Berlin

craft union that an executive committee should be balanced against an arbitration
committee comprised of a membership spread across several larger towns and cities.

This latter would monitor the spendingtbg first body and mediate in all internal

di sputes so that, o6no room for* ®ecroachm
congress, which was opened by Schloffel and at which 105atekerepresented

18,490 unionied bricklayers, did not accelpti e d prapaosal, s10r another which

47 Grundstein 12th Jan. 1889. Full list of delegates: A. Dammann, J. Staningk, H. Lorebimbhch, F.
Wilbrandt, H. Meyer, A. Bitter (all Hamburg); H. Fiedler, F. Grothmann (Berlin); F. Wilke, Th. Littichau
(Brunswick); C. Schulze (Wilhelmshaven); R. Beyer (Leipzig); Albert Paul (Hanover); Louis Eckstein
(Zwickau); Albin Schldffel (Giebichertsin).

“¥oMaur er De Grusdstdinl9th Maich 1889, Earlier, in repudiating the demand from Berlin

that a second national body, a committee of arbitration, be set up, the agitation committee did not mention
Kessler by name but described such asddody as providing a pretext for foolish megalomania,

wounded vanity, petty malice and scheming. Given that these are all accusations previously levelled at
him, it is no surprise that Kessler wrote of his speaking tour that it was accompanied bgl@dtaoks

and the wusual slanders from the Hamburg journal.
Grundstein 2" Mar. 1889. Kessler op. cit., p. 63.

“Grundstein6"Apr i | 1889. Curiously, Paepl alwangressasendi ng
delegate for Chemnitz, did not mention this in his own account.

50 Grundstein 16" Feb. 1889.
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would have abolished the Hamburg committee altogéttiastead, it confirmed the
organkational blueprint of 1887 at the centre of which Hamburg controlled agitation

and administered strike support, albeit under a differamenthe agitation committee

was replaced with a foyrerson business executive committeed@e s c h2 f t s | e i |
der Maur er ,Eoesisting af thd sanmegeople with Dammann as executive
secretary and Staningk as his deputy. Three locally basadmsudere also appointed.

In a concession to the localist side, the number of regional representav@xcreased

to seven. They would have joint responsibility with the new business committee for
organiing the next national congre¥sThey would also have a right individually both

to receive and examine complaints against the business committee and to arbitrate in all

other disputes?

At the Halle congress, 34 delegates had unsuccessfully argued for recognition for both
bricklayerjournals; thevVertrauensmannewrould arbitrate in disputes between both.

This was rejected’ Insteadthe Grundsteinassumed the place of its predecessar,

Neuer Bauhandwerkefirmly ensconced as before under the control of the Hamburg
executive, itanasthead nowread of f i zi el | es Publ i kati onsor
De ut s c.lODwiagrtadag@wing number of subscribers, a resolution from the Berlin
delegateNilhelmKer st an, that the journal not dr a
at the same time. Writing later, Kessler summarised the 1889 congress, in terms
reminiscent of that of Bremen two years earlier, as being characterised on the one hand
by a Hamburg refusal to listen to other points of view, and on the other by a Berlin lack

of disciplinebut, aside from his own experience and arguably that also of Wilke, whose
request that the congress bureau be elected by card vote rather than show of hands was

rejected, there was | ittle of the rancoul

51 Grundstein 6 Mpril 1889; Paeplow, op. cit., p. 176.

52 Grundstein op. cit. See also: Paeplow, op. cit., pp.-#8TheVertrauensmannewere: Louis Eckstein
(Zwickau); Heinrich Fiedler (Berlin); Albert Paul (Hanover); Fritz Wilke (Brunswick); Friedrich Kandt
(Rostock); A. Peter (Kénigsberg); H. Trautmann (Gorlitz).

36 Zur Au fGundsteim29"gldne 1889.
54 Paeplow, op. cit., p. 186
55 Grundstein 6" Apr. 1889; Paeplow, op. cit.
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of 1887°°Ther e were, however, already enough
would be shortived, for in addition to the old tactical arguments around the laws of
association, and the personal animosity of some towards Kessler, differences of
philosophywhich bore no clear relation to the legal framework or past misdemeanours
were now al so being voiced. Fiedlerds 06al
Hamburg like the usual localist paranoia but in the two years since Kessler had first
publishel his orgarzational blueprinit had been supplemented with the positive

example of th&/ertrauensmannesystem under the stewardship of Kaulich for the

pottery workers! For their part, Hamburg and their supporters clearly believa

than evethatcentralizationaround a single body was more efficient. Their argument
against Fiedlerés proposal was couched i
that control over a body appointed by congress, in this case the Hamburg agitation
committee)ay with that congress. Experience had taught them that good administration
of trade union matters was rendered almost impossible when this and that member of a
supervisory body interfered in it at will. Only a congress could decide if an
administrative body hadoahe its duty. There was no guarantee that a supervisory body
would act more correctl3# An administrative and executive body situatedne

location was in a far better position to act convincingly when the need arose than one
spread over several locatmrThere would always be arguments over such things as
nonpayment of strike support; in such situations only the maintenance of discipline and
mutual trust were of use, for past experience had sliosynthat arbitration in

technical matters and basicrmiples made things worse. This lay in the nature of the
thing. If an argument could not be avoided it would be better dealt with in the open.

Behind supervisory and arbitration bodiag often statusseeking, vanity, and malicé.

56 Kessler, op. cit., p. 645rundstein op. cit.

Adam Drunsel, no friend of | ocalism, nronethel ess
Zentralisationd a6 Bmenpgotherpewdrhbhérstw type (06t
Organi sationen von allen war, die auf diesem Bode

potters were of the opinion that local organization was better than a national union. Dri2@el, p.
58 Grundstein 2nd March 1889.
59 |bid.
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This is an argumentith obvious flaws which flow from its ovesmphasis on
subjective experience. To advocate washi |
internal arbitration is clearly at odds with the maintenance of argi@mmal discipline;

no modern trade uniomould advocate such behaviour. In addition, dishonest motives

can affect all orgamations to a greater or lesser degree; they are not a sufficient

argument on their own for rejecting one particular form. At its core, however, the

Hamburg committee, whaterits motives, was claiming sole national legitimacy for

itself and having thwarted the attempt at Halle to foist a second national body on the
movement, it felt confident in defending its positiiedler felt differently for, as the

business committeeonceded, the congress had conceded individual ombudsman rights

to each of the regional representatives: it was the duty of these to examine and decide on
all complaintswhich they receivedegarding the Hamburigased committee. In

addition, theywere toadjudicate in all other disputes among bricklayers as wétl as

jointly organize the annual congre$8In a circular which he distributed to the other

regional representatives following the Halle congress, Fiedler proposed that they elect a
national contact from among their number teotdinate their work! Responding in
theGrundsteinon 29" June, thebsi ness commi ttee repudi ate
(6 i r r s)ideawhich ieidterpreted as meaning no less than that the regional
representatives would thereby constitute a special closed body with a permanent
secretaryln its view, this was a breach ofragress decisiorf€.Given that its agitation

commi ttee Opredecessor 6 (oneyeasenrketrejettgd of t |
localist reasoning for neattendance at the Kassel congress while the outcome of the
bricklayersé court case in Berlin was pel
individuals not orgamiations, the business committee lay itglén to accusations of
selectively playing the legal card when it now also pointed out that the regional
representatives were spread across the states of Saxony, Prussia, Brunswick, and
Mecklenburg Whatwould happenthe committeeasked, if- which currem practice

suggested was highly probablthe authorities in one or more states were to perceive

the formation of a political orgaration prohibited under the laws of association? As if

80 Grundstein 29th June 1889
11 bi d.
2] bi d.
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to underline the suspicion of obstruction, the business committieel $hat co
ordination between the regional represeni
by so doing in any way compromising the individual character of the independent
Vertrauensmanbound only by the decisions and purpose of the struggle and

responsible only®to the next congresséo.

Open conflict between the two sides was |
Brunswick on 31 July chaired by Wilke (for Paeplow, from this pointwards 6t h e

most passionate opponent of the Hambauginess committee and of those congress
decisions relating $®hismeeting attwhich Wilke reatl out h e |
t he busi ne gepostalboweihto-ti teadd g OGvsted inisuppon diha r

latterthat theVertrauensmannesppont Friedrich Kandt from Rostock as their national
contact®® Expressing the hope that that the business committee would be so led that no
valid complaints against it would arise, the meeting was also of the opinion that no

clash with the laws of associatiaras entailed as in common with the business

committee, the regional representatives only concerned themselves with wages and
working hour<® For Wilke, theopposition of the business committeethe proposal

would mean that the regional representativesld/be powerless twilfil their duties.

While it would be costly to call a meeting for every single complaint, in extraordinary

cases mediation by writing would be impossible and it would be necessary to have one
person to call the others together. & tiights of bricklayers were being erroneously or
deliberately restricted, it was the duty of eveertrauensmanmworthy of the name to

seek judgement before all bricklayers and to act accordtfgly.

%lbid;:6ohne daC dadurch der Charakter des Einzel nen
Absichten des Kampfes gebundenant wonrdt Iniucrh edre nvVemnradtcrt
irgendwi e beeintr2chtigt wird?d

54 Paeplow, op. cit., p. 198der enragirste Gegner der Geschaftsleitung und der bezuglich Agitation und
Fachorgan gefaCten KongreCbeschl ¢(ssebd.

%5 Das Vereinsblaft17th August 1889. Cited e Grundstein 31st August 1889. This meeting
confirmed Fiedlerdés aut hor s hGepchaftdleituntfae hitrentoingti nal ci
revealed this.

56 Vereinsblattop. cit.
1 bi d.
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The business committee commentethiaGrundsteinon 315 August 1889 that the

accusation raised against it was no surprise and it referred readers to its previous
statement®l n t he aftermath of that summero6s ol
strike in Berlin, Fiedler now called at a public bricklagers me et i ng on 3r d
for a joint meeting of the Hamburg business committee with the regional representatives

to decide on an effective campaign of agitation for the following year in which he cited
the example of 't he Bedohiothatwhichwak achieved®y t h
this yearoés strike and be in the si®uati
In response, the business committee stated that it would never submit to such coercion
and that it was especially characteristiat the Berlin call for such a joint meeting
revolved around the interests of that ci
be wary of injuring the feelings of colleagues in other areas through public expressions

of such arrogance as containe i n t h e °It ferthesmore accused &iedler and

Wilke of having neglected their duty ®¥grtrauensmanneo promotethe Grundstein

the official journal, in their areas and pointed to totals of just 20 (Berlin) and 28

(Brunswick) subscribers imé two cities’! In a separate article, the veteran Albert Paul,
Vertrauensmanh or Hanover, admitted that he had
circular to the business committee on receiving it. He accused Fiedler, with the help of
Wilke, of wishing to sownew discord and to disparage the business committee in the

eyes of the unknowing and uninitiatéd.

Nonetheless, a joint conference of the business commiiite¢he regional
representatives, as well agth the three Hamburbased auditors, did duly takéace in
Rostock from 2% to 26" November 1889 but at it the business committee demanded
the deselection of Wilke and Fiedler as regional representaffiesthe manner in

which this was framed, Dammann in particular played a skilful double game. In

%8GrundstRiliguust 1889
®Paeplow, op. cit., p. 199.
®Grundst®4 mt ember 1899

1 bid.
21 bi d.
“Paeplow, op. cit., p. 200.
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Fiedl erds case, the accusation was that h
publicly challenging congress decisions; in addition, he had pursued agitation at his own
will for which he had demanded recompense. In his defence, Fiedler argueel that h

acted under the pressure of the strike. He was not aware that he was contravening
congress decisions and would abide by them in the future. The conference declared

itself satisfied with this explanatidThis left Wilke isolated. Even Paeplow, an actual
witness to events from this point, woulidderconcede that the vindictiveness from

hereon left a bad taste. Dammann accused Wilke of having immediately disregarded the
decisions of the Halle congress when he had reported back that which journal td suppor
was a matter of personal choice. In addition he had sent strike support money directly to
Berlin and boasted that he would do the same again. His interpretation of the role of the
regional representatives was contrary to congress deciSibmhkis defewe, Wilke

stated that he had acted in good faith regarding the latter; if he had breached congress
decisions then this was after the example of the business committee. Regarding the
stri ke, he had felt obliged tkiayers atarthe mo n e
had been told by letter twenty days into the strike that no money from the business
committee had yet been received. As a contributthé®ereinsblatthe could not

championthe Grundsteinbut neither had he agitated against it. It wihshe same

whether the conference excluded him or not but he would take care to se®tgani
actions in future that theySThkibusinessot dama
committeeattemptto expel him failed, however, on a tied vote. At this pthetAltona

auditorC. Stiiven, a localist sympathiser, criticised the business committee for making

use immediately after the national congress of its authority to add to its numbers; the
committee replied that this had not taken place, it had only soagasional advice

from experienced and reliable perséhBammann and the business committee had the

last word; when Kandt complained at the lack of involvement of the regional
representatives in agitation, Dammann replied that as events around FiedMikand

“l bid.
Sl bid.
%l bid. ,-lpp. 200
I bid., p. 201.
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had shown, not aWertrauensmanneawrere suited for this work, even when otherwise

capable and reliablé.

Thefollowing, seventhn at i on al brickl ayee®t3lstdaygr es s
1890 took place to the backdrop of ongoing strike action in Hamburg for a nine hour
working day and 6®fennighourly wage’® Paeplow, for whom the mood of the

congress was narreominded and no memorial to the tolerance of other opinions,

described thattitudeof the majority of delegates from the outset as being against the
6separatism and osh etrr u cthididelegstes represertted e Ke
151 locations and 30,982 unioad bricklayers, a clear increase on previous

congresse® Amongthe many neveraftunions from Bavaria, for example, localists

had put down few if any roots, if the names and locations of those who voted against a
congress resolution condemning Wil keds a
directly to Berlin are amdicator: Schloffel and Heinrich Rieke were among nine

delegates from Halle, Berlin, Magdeburg, and Brunswick, opposing a majority &f 133.
Fiedler, in attendance, did not support his former&Wilke did not witness either

display of solidarity. At théeginning of the congress, his mandate as proxy delegate

for Stadtoldendorf was declared invalid by a large majority at the request of the
credentials pandb Mandat s pr ¢ f u)orgtlse keohmeoal geosndsahatdhe

name of the previous mandate holdeitHarr Splintd, for whom Wilke was standing

in, remained on the mandate form. Letters of proof from Splinti himself, and from
bricklayers in nearby Wangelnstedt, that the mandaténdaegd been transferred were

Bl bid.

®The 1890 Hamburg bricklayer sodo st9ayk.e Ttoild oiwe dt war
foll owaldaya gemer al stEeMae im dHampboarg ofh tthe deman:

wor king day raised at the I nternational Workers
bricklayer so6 cevyaefrt, uhnaido no p proédhendy adty aa g toiionn ame el i n
trade unimpmns locwi2%5ng police repression, the infe:
alternative, and the possibililtykthat -vbdattemwalsd ok

B¢erger pp. 487, 490.
®paeplow, op. cit., p. 204.
81Gr und,s'tfauinre 1890; Paeplow, op. cit.

2Grundepeinit.

8Fjiedler did vote, however, alongside 12 others,
Belin press committthSe un@Gecamempeli ngagai bsetthe sol ¢
Germanyds bricklayers. 126 voted for. Il bi d.
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not accepted. The congress then voted that Wilke was not tedoenidted either in his
capacity ad/ertrauensmanor as a reporter faghe Vereinsblat®* Acknowedging the

work of all the regional representatives, with thetest exception of Wilke, the congress
then voted to abolish the post when it accepted a final resolution from Hamburg which

confirmed the existing orgazational basis and strike regimen with the exception of the

regional representativés,

With what little other dissent there whaving also beemarginalised Stiven, for

example,wasnotfe| ect ed t o hi isStaaingld, fottlee busisessposi t i o

committee, at the end of a long talk during which he cited the main reason for
centralizatioras being to combine forces in the face of ever gigwbmbination on the
employer sidenonethelessefrainedfrom recommending the establishment of a
national union at that point; it was assumed that the-Botialist Law would not be
renewed after which there would hopefully be greater freedom of maowéfrie the

meantime, the Hamburg craft union became involved in an internal financial dispute

which originated from the expenses claimed by delegates to the 1887 national congress

in Bremen and ensuing pub crawl. The misogyny hinted at during that e ptesdeed
some confirmation when, according to a political police report, the craft ahan

Henry Meyer, stated at a meetingof24une 1890 that,

understand the terms of the class struggle, the man must sometime put his foot dow
before the womad’ The financial dispute was resolved at the end of October with one
dissenting voice. Meyer commented that it wdsB a g a t e(l06l as anti hnéd&y
this time, the AntiSocialist Law had already expirétAt the end of a meetingf 74

representatives from various trade unions which took fteBerlin from 16" to 17"

November, Dammann was elected as one of seven members to ti&dirstal

%Grundsbedn

8| pid. Paeplow,3.0p. cit., pp. 212
%paeplow, op. cit., p. 208.

87 StAH, PP, V 1041-3, 24.6.1890. Cited in KutBauer, p. 229, note 99.

8 nterestingly, that sole dissenting voice,

technicabPmeebkobb. der Hauptversammlung
am 16., 23. und 30. Ok t3o0tex in KutzBau€r,p., 229SrotA 98,

80n 'S@pt emberReli8colios, madghley refused to extend
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Commission othe Trade Unionof German$(6 Gener al kommi ssi on de
Gewerkschafte e u t s c)hlt washadamét this new, pe&nti-Socialist Law,

backdrop that the battles of centralist and localist trade unionists in the German building
industry would continue to be fougMth er eas Ger manyo6s pottery
unionists had embradeheVertrauensmannesystemthe majority of itsricklayers
hadseemingly rejected it in favour of the centralised model favoured by the Hamburg
business committee. This dichotopwithin which the centralists now appeared to have

the upper handyascanp | i cat ed by the anomal ous posi
trade unionists to which the final chapter of stisdywill now turn before a final

balancas drawnof the respective strengths of the two opposing orgéional concepts

as they affected building worker trade unionism up to and beljattzerstadt.
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CHAPTER EIGHT:

Before Halberstadt and beyond: the break with centralism, <1833

I't came as no surprise when t heexpgirations t
of the Anti-Socialist Law, that at Gotha fron'80 15" May 1891, voted by a large
majority to establish the Central Union of German Bricklayers. This vote, by 93
delegates againstvho opposed jtwas followed by the walkout of seven dgdées

from Berlin and Halle, among them Wilke, who had returned to Berlin earlier that year
and whose mandate on this occasion was not rejé&rchswick,anticipatingthe

result, had not eveattended This decision by the bricklayers followed that of building
labourers, including stone carriers and bricklayer and carpenter labourers, who had
likewise voted one month earlier to form a national union, the Federation of Building
Labourers and Allied Tradenen(Verband der Bauarbeitsleute und verwandten
Berufsgenossénalbeit on a closer majority of 26 votes to*IFollowing the

expulsions (and subsequent emigration to the U.S.A.) of Wilhelm Wissmann, former
chairof the GeneralLabourers Union and a cleslly of Fritz Hurlemann, from

Hamburg and Berlin respectively in October 1880 and May 1881 under the Anti
Socialist Law, building labourer +ergankation had trailed behind that of the
bricklayers and carpentetStone carriers in Hamburg were reporéschaving been the
first to set up their own craft union at the beginning of 1885. The Hamburg labour
historianHeinrich Birgerecordedhat these then supported strike action by their
colleagues in Berlin later that yeain March 1886a decision byle Hamburepased

Association of Bricklayer Labourer¥érein der Maurerarbeitsleut¢hat no more than

Wil kebs previous behaviour was, h o we vhavwe beero n c e
6unwor t hy OrganiPatoegnp. 22@.,

nai

mo

2Fritz Kater voted on behalf of Magdeburgds brick

3 The third national congress of building labourers and allied trades took place at Hal&iHrtwni Oth

April 1891.Verband der Baugewerblichen Hilfsarbeiter Deutschlands, Zur Entwicklungsgeschichte des
Verbandes der baugewerblichen Hilfsarbeiter Deutschlands: Mit einem Anhang Uber die bis Ende 1907
vom Verband abgeschlossenen Tarifvertrad@rburg 1909, pp. 1-44. Cited in Albrecht, pp. 438,

notes 101, 103.

4 Auer, Vol. 2, pp. 89, 96. Thiummler, pp. 59, 243.
5 PaeplowZur Geschichtepp. 435, 437; Blirger, p. 154.
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thirty stones be carried at a timas rejected by breakaway piece workehsnational
congress of building labourers at Magdeburg froffi tb314" May 1889 then supported
the Hamburg decision on health grounds. It also reported that the Hamburg union had
879 members. Thisongressat which Hamburg opposed a proposal from Berlin that
the invitation be extended to factory and agricultural laboufegsthe example of

Wi ssmannds ear | haeschéwedseting wma safionayjanization ,
citing the laws of association, as did a second national congress the following year in
Hanover from 8 to 11" April 1890/ This did, howeveragreeto set upajournalfor
labourersDer Bauarbeiter(later,Der Arbeitel), in collaboration with the veteran

Social DemocratWilhelm Pfannkuch.

The seat of the nat i &ramal891iwag like tatofithe | abour
bricklayersdé union, i n Hambu mnaionalihibne out c
was the continued existence of craft unions alongside local branches of the national

union in the established localist strongholds and beyond: in, 1@&8ly orgarnzed

building labourers in Hamburg numbered 500. In Berlin, membeddhie local

| abour eexseédedihat obtme local branch of the national union until 1899.

More immediately, localist bricklayers from Berlin, Brunswick, Halled &0dnigsberg

called a national conference for Berlin ori"1®ily 1891, citing their unwillingness to

join the new national union and their intention to stand by the tried and tested method of
free orgarzation andcentralizatiorvia theVertrauensméannesystem, a systerh

furthermore shared with thre-legalisedSocial Democratic Party. Significantly, the

reasons given for rejecting the national union were not just to do with the laws of
association but al so i HdheBelei dn dbsroiccikala ypeorl

conference, attended by 17 delegates from 13 locations, established a loose national

6 Paeplow, op. cit., pp. 43B.

" Protokoll des 1. Kongresses der BAtbeitsleue Deutschlands 13./14.5.1888 StAH, PP, V 1061.
Cited inKutz-Bauer,p. 223, note 68. See also: Paeplow, op. cit., p. 440.

8 Paeplow, ibid., pp. 438, 440.

%In 1895, a very low membership figure of 90 for locally organized building labourers in Badistill

higher than that of 50 for the national union branch. In 1899 the respective membership figures were 700
and 1,050. For both Hamburg and Berlin, see: Tr oct
23.

10 paeplowOrganisationenp. 286.
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organkation around an executive committee of one manager and two internal auditors
in Halle to which a portion of locally raised funds was to be sergdibation and strike
support purposes. In addition to setting up craft unwamsrenone existed, all locations

were to publically elect their owvertrauensmantht

The statutes of the new national orgation of localist bricklayers drew on the earlier
example of the Free Association of German Carpenters. This had been established in

April 1887 bySocial Democratdor the most part from Magdeburg, Leipzig, and Berlin,

in opposition to the anBocial democratic and authoritarian style of the then lelagers

of the Federation of German Carpentérsike that of the localist bricklayers four years

later, the neworgama t i onds national committee in Le
agitational and strike support functions with the proviso in the latter cassufhyairt

monies collected locally did not have to go throudfi fthe latter stipulation, coupled

with the decision of the new orgaation to adopt th&ereinsblattas its mouthpiece,

confirmed the localist orientation of what had begun as a revolt aflstenocratic

activists. Its strike regimen whereby industrial action was to be avoided where possible

by means of free arbitration between employer and worker representatives was
reminiscent of that proposed byi888%er | i nos
Although Wilhelm Schonstein was replacechasional uniorchairatits very next

congress in May 1887, his fellow atiscial DemocratHeinrich Nix remained firmly in

place as editor and publisher of tienmerkunsandenjoyedthe support of
Sch°nsteinds successor, K ehairlof th@ Hlaanburg, and 1
branch of the union, Oskar Niemeyer, even after he was unmasked as a police spy by

Der Sozialdemokrah March 1888-> Even a supporter of centralist tradg@anism such

as the academitosef Schmdle later commented that this was seen to confirm a-widely

1 1bid., pp. 2867.
12See Ch. 6.

BThis was the demand which would see Wilke excl uoc
years laterVereinsblatt 7" May 1887. Cited in Schméle, Vol.2, p. 59.

YAt a public bricklayersodé meeting ch®Novemmer by Frit
1885, the strikeds | eader Carl Behrend, seconded
negotiations be held with all building firm owners rathemnthéth the guild master§/ossische Zeitung

30" Nov. 1885.

15 Schmole, op. cit., pp. 64, 66, 69.
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held view that the deliberate repression of all radical activitiéise unionhad simply

been paid work®

Reconciliation with such a leadership was haptigsible and became even less so

when, following the police closur @& of thi
June 1887 under the Arfliocialist Law, the December 1887 issue ofZlmmerkunst

reprinted without comment threjection by théReichskommissiofa joint appeal

committee consisting of four members of Biendesratind five nominated higher

judges) of the appeal from Julius Setzt, wage comnutiae against the closure. In its
judgement, the state appeal committee declaredhbatrovisions of Paragraph 1 of the

Anti-Socialist Law applied in this instance,

given the enthusiastic activity by the wage committee, that is, dfidisnan

and a majority of its members, in the interests ofSt&al DemocraticdParty,

given its clse links to the known agitator Kessler, but especially given its ...
agitation against the allegedly fdreact
carpentersod6 federati on, alwsdcialdemocratics hi t |
agitation?’

This specific naming@f Kessler by the German state, which followed a vicious personal
attack on him earlier that year by the n;
aroused sympathy for him among the dissident carpenters while at the same time
strengtheninghe appeal of his ided8 Adolf Schulze, who had long stood out as an
opponent of the | eadership of the nati on;
financial impropriety of Albert Marzian, and then against the-smtialist coterie

around Schoénsin, emphasised the educational role of the craft union at the second
national congress of the Free Association at Chemnitz, ffbta " June 1888, in

terms reminiscent of Kessler:

Only the intellectually and morally developed person also possésgestd st ay i n
powé¢ b d u s drequiredrindpursuit of those aims, which are necessary to
achieve the welbeing of the workers. The apathetic person quickly tires when

16 |bid., p. 69.
17 ZimmerkunstDec.1887.
18 Schmole, op. cit., pp. 68.
209



confronted with difficulties. Even material successes are neither to be achieved
nor reld on to with intellectually and morally unenlightened pedple.

Schulze added that even if the best will was there, the national union was in no position
to change this. It was the task of the Free Association to remedy the situation. He did,
however, exphasise that the orgaation did not wish to hinder national unions in

general or the Federation of German Carpenters in particular; it wished to be the natural
complement to thertf,

Another Magdeburg carpenter was at first less conciliatory. Writitigein'ereinsblatt

following his election as singlkehairof the Free Association at its third national

congress in Halle from 3%May to 29 June 1889, August Bringmann stated that the

nati onal uni on was a fatal st thabnbiright¢gp bl o
exist!That year6s congress had aaidsfacedoeed g e d
anothe? Br i ngmanndés intervention was timely
federation was al most mpol bundanmiftcesya g € me
per localist theory, had been leading successful industrial action by mostiymom

members in Magdeburg, Leipzig, Wurzen, and Eisenbdrgcontrast, the national

union had been unable to provided adequate financial support to members on strike in
Berlin.?* This strike, held at the same time as that of the bricklayers and building

labourers during May and June 1889, had witnessed tensiargyahe striking

carpenters when members of the 1887 wage committee argued that to repate all

strike action with partial strikes directed only at recalcitrant employers would lead to the

19 |bid., p.81. Schulze somewhat modified the absolutist tone of the last sentende té same speech

when he pointed to the national union having to restrict itself to the narrow and rather unfruitful
(6ziemlich unfruchtbared) field of wage disputes,
without the aid of intellectuahfluence. Schmdle, ibid.

20 | bid.

2l Vereinsblatt 215 Sept. 1889. Cited in Schmole, op. cit., p. 104. Under pressure of the Saxon Law of
Association, the 1889 congress of the Free Association decided to relocate the seat of its chair to
Magdeburg while ledng its cashier and a thrgerson supervisory committee in Leipzig. Schmdle, ibid.,
pp. 823.

22 |bid., p. 86.
2 bid., pp. 778.
241bid., pp. 1061.
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st r i k e 0% Shertly bfteravgrds,dongtanding disquiewith the national union

came to a head when in September 1889 the Berlin North branch under the leadership of
Hugo Lehmann rejected a national instruction to amalgamate with the remaining Berlin
branches. Instead, it opted to leave the union, reformielj &s a craft union under a

name which | eft Ilittle doubt as to where
Carpenters i n BreleMereimguragnat ZibmeseitBerlins und  (

Umgegen)l Its members included the 1887 wage commitee.

At the end of a year which had seen a sheed reconciliation among bricklayer trade
unionists, the Free Association and the national union, responding favourably to a call
from a regional carpenterso zatenet i ng i n TI
amalganate, agreed to call a joint confererféén the case of the carpenters, however,

the reconciliation was to be of longer duration due to a greater willingness to
compromise on both sides. The Free Association, aware of continuing dissent within the
nationalunion, had taken the initiative in making an offer of financial R&Yithin the
national union, indebtedness caused by large strikes in Berlin and Kassel was combined
with the suspicion that the union policy of avoiding conflict with the authoritiesbyt
served the interests of a few individu&igttempts at successive congresses from 1887
onwards to limit strike support to those who had paid into it also indicated a high

membership turnovef. The localists on the other hand held great hopes frein th

Bpid.,pp.2212. The strikeods central demandd®femigre for t
hourlywage. The brickl ayer s& c¢ e n+,008 tarpaentens joiked thecl83dmi t t e
strike. LaB,Bestand A. Pr. Br. Rep. 030 Polizeiprasidium Berlin, No. 15295, p. 91.

%At a public car pent B@cwlder 1889,d ¢himn igjecied a cBlidhatlthe Rreeo n 3 0
Association set aside its argument in favour of the national uGiamdstein 9" Nov. 1889.

27 This had taken place on 3December 1889. Schmole, op. cit., p. 106.
28 |bid., pp. 1056
2 |bid., pp. 10061, 103.

At its 1887 national congress, the carpentersodo f
represented 40 of 200 local carpenters and who had requested support in the event of a possible strike, to
recruit a majority to the union first as theion only paid strike support to members. At its 1888

congress, Niemeyer had proposed restricting payment of strike support only to those who had paid
contributions for 13 or mor e \emdlunsdunel8&;r. 0 Gewer
Schméleop. cit., p. 75.
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position of strength of forming a single national orgahon fa all unionizd

carpenters on théertrauensmannemodel.

Following an exploratory conference of representatives from both aeg@ms at Halle

on 19" January 1890, a general carpenee6 congress open to bot
over Easter 1890 at Gotha. In his opening speech, Bringmann recommended that

political craft unions comprise the permanentbastb®f ar pent eatend or gan
wage struggles were to be conducted by stdamittees with local funds. The

congress then duly elected regional representatives to aid agitafiois. was not
unexpected. Nor was Bringmann6s referenc:
restricting workersd fr eeidhtheiretcobomachi eve
situation. Thdack of success of most strikes and growing power of the employers

proved to him that no other way out remained than to pull out the evil at the roots, that

is, to make fundamental changes to the existing law. He belipaethe February

decrees of thKaisershowed that the necessity of this path was recognised at the

highest level and it was therefore doubly necessary to contintieWwhere unions

existed, Bringmann proposed that they made it their duty to educhieahivorkers in

social and political questiof$For the national uniqrits treasurer H. Miillerstein

countered that it was not possible to bind people to the trade unions through a couple of
political speeches. It was much more the case that a gradieastanding for political
demands was awakened in those who joined the unions for specific reasons, namely in
the hope of achieving material improvements. Orgtion and education were forever
breaking down in the face of a lack of understanding by tieses and in this the local
organiations were certainly no luckier than the national union. Given the uncertain

nature of the successes of the local unions, it was impossible to demand that the national
unionsimply dissolve itself and to relinquish thvalich it had painstakingly built up.

I nstead of the craft unions, he believed

Arbeitervereined) should work for change:

31 1bid., pp. 1078.
32 pid., p. 108.
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Vertrauensmannesystem only made sense in Saxony witlsitgter law of

association®®

After a committee to which he and Mullerstein were elected met separately to discuss a
total of nine orgamational proposals, Bringmann announced to the congress that all

were united that they no longer wished to fighe another. The congress accepted the
commi tteeds pr opammashoultd ¢oratinue to existifor thertimebeing

while being committed to the creation of a single orgmtion3* The following, eighth,

national congress of the Federation ated proposed statutes which Bringmann as one

of two representatives of the Free Association had brought with him. These statutes

struck out all remaining vestiges of the caste spirit of the guilds including the restriction
hitherto of membershiponlythto s e car penters who had | eal
the rulesd (6ordnungsgem2Cd, in this cas:t
membership was open to any carpenter working in Germany. A further demand of the

Free Association was the removal ofrKQuast from thehaimanship of the national

union. This was duly accepted and he was replaced by the later member of the Hamburg
BirgerschaftFritz Schrade?® Bringmann did not hide the importance he attached to

class politics from the Federationdedegp e s at Frankfurt, statir
and employing classes succeed in mobilising their economic power against us, no legal
means will be able to eradicate it. Against such destructiveness there is only one means:
our power, the power of theorking class, has to be deployed, no matter how restrictive

the legal boundarie®®

This was somewhat of a departure from localism, for which legislation was the absolute

guarantor of working class achievements, and which Bringmann had supported up to

B bid.,pp.1091 0. M¢l Il erstein did not say, O6Leave politi

bet ween his 6gener al wor ker s 6 c-legallsesd &ocial Brdocratib e | o0 c ¢
Party after October 1890 is marked.

34Schmdle, op. cit., pp. 1101.
35 |bid., pp. 11314.

%] bi d. , Gefingt esldérdbesitzénden und Unternehmerklasse, ihre wirtschaftliche Macht gegen uns
aufzubieten, so kann die verderbenbringefétigkeit (derselben) mit keinem Rechtsmittel aus der Welt
geschafft werden. Dagegen giebt es nur das eine Mittel: Unsere Macht, die Macht der Arbeiterklasse, so
eng i hr auch die gesetzlichen Grenzen gezogen si-r
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that point. But while he came to be seen by those localists who die-joat the

nati onal uni on as having betrayed his fol
an der Verbandskri ppe estandmgmerlbessbfzhe zu er wi
Fedeation were also suspicious of his political militaiéyJp to 1896, when he was

el ected as Federation representative to
national function was as Derdimmnerer® of a new
Nonetheless, he waable to persuade th890national congress (the first without the
guild moni ker 6Handwerkertagbé) of the Fe:
high unemployment in favour of a campaign for the eight hour working day, arguing

that in view ofcontemporary production methods and on health grounds this was fully
justified. Union support, however, was to first of all be given where ten hours or more

were being worked® Under his influence, the bitter divide which had accompanied the
establishmenof the national bricklayer and building labourer trade unions was, as with

the pottery workers, postponed until after the first congress of the Free Trade Unions at
Halberstadt in 1892. Although a fourth national conference of local carpenter craft

unionsat Halle in September 1890 had voted to dissolve the national committee of the

Free Association (of which Bringmann had bebair), a minority of craft unions,
including Bringmannés own in Magd®Murg,
the 1891 ational congress of the Federation, Bringmann merely appealed to the

minority to join the fold*

7 bid., p. 128, ote 1.

%8 Der Zimmerer: Organ des Verbandes deutscher Zimmerleute und Publikationsorgan derZentral
Kranken und Sterbekasse der Zimmeréth Jan. 1894.

39 Schmole, op. cit., p. 124. Unlike Grottkau and Yorck before him, Bringmann did not reference the Iron

Law of Wages when arguing for industrial action to be directed at reducing working hours. From 1890 to
1891, membership of the Federation of German Car g
view, the union could not afford any more defeats tikat in Hamburg the previous year. Ibid., pp. 118,

121-3.

40 This took place at Halle on 1Beptember 189@V, 28" Oct. 1890; Schmole, op. cit., p. 116.

41 The ninth national congress of the Federation of German Carpenters took place at Hal&/a@mnc28

1891. Bringmanndéds resolution, unani mously accept e
of German Carpenters views the politically active carpenter differently than it did in 1886 and calls on the
Magdeburg comrades excluded in 188, u t ake t he sl ogan, #AProletari

seriously, to join the national union. 6 Ibid., p.
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Of the decisions taken #te Halberstadt congress of 18#%2 General Commission

appeared most keen to publicteatto postpone industrial unionism in faur of

immediate bilateral agreements between related trade unions, on the one hand, and
6gener al uni o4 The emphasisron lildteeal agreements and general
unionism was hardlynewAt t he f ol |l owing yeards Soci al
Cologne, Carl Legien, Commissighair, would let slip that before hearing Bebel speak

at the International Workers Congress in Paris in 1889, he had been told by various
Hamburg trade unionists, and believed it to be the case, that Bebel was an eti@my of
trade uni ons. B e bsatutedofal868, would retort that dneeshodulcho d e |
expectthata man who stood at the head of the trade union movestend have

knownits history*3 Legien and other members of the General Commission, however,

were certainly not ignorant of thedacy they owed to Theodor Yorckt their very first
meeting, in November 1890, t™Mbtmgerpaddumber s o
referredtoYorck s ear |l i er attempts at establishirt
modelfor that to be set uff. A preponderance of local craft unions at the Erfurt

congress of trade unions 11872 had prevented Yordtom moving their exclusion

from affiliation to his proposed union confederatféwenty years later, with the

same orgamational basis in mind, the General Commission now signalled its

expectation of fierce argument with the modern localist unions, and also what it
expected the outcome would be: 0 Zaliomisnumb
becoming ever smallé& Should, despite this, individual representatives wish to persist

in their point of view, they are at liberty to do so. The movement will also in that case

progress without therd®

26Di e Beschl ¢sse des (brespenddnzbiatdtiaApt. 58820 ngr esses 0,

43 Protokoll SPD, 1893 Cologne, pp. 182, 200. Legien lagptied that he had known what Bebel had

done earlier for the trade union movement but that others had informed him that he (Bebel) had changed
his position on the trade union question. Bebel 0:c¢
clear at tle time.Protokoll, ibid., pp. 212, 216.

44 Paul Umbreit25 Jahre Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbewegung -I8A®%: Erinnerungsschrift zur 25

jahrigen Jubildaum der Griindung der Generalkommission der Gewerkschaften DeutscBlartids

1915, p. 157Y o r ¢ k 6 s resolution abthedStuttgart congress of the SDAP in June 1870 had

proposed general, mixed membership, unions. Bilateral agreements had been concluded between his own
woodwor kersdé trade union and those of eefBl2metal

4 Hermann MdullerGeschichtep. 141.
%6Zum Ge wer k s cComebporelénoblat§rvarCl892.
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The localist delegates to the Halberstadt congress, who nun@&woet ofa total of

208 and who represent8d,477members (from a total of 303, 519), were therefore

perfectly aware that any further recommendation in favour of the central trade unions
contai ned an*TheGeneel Corandissicnaecamanéndation, hAttddo

the proposalor bilateral agreements r ead, 0 Co n gengaizationthetbel ar e s
basis for trade union orgazaition, is best suited to solve the latter tasks devolved to it

and recommends that all trades hitherto locally omgahor linked with one another by

means of &ertrauensmannesystem join the existing central union or form one such

(G esp. s ol pdfEhelpaalistielegates presented their own counter

proposal. In it they stated that they saw nothing in thieeBal Commission proposal

which advanced the trade union movement and they could therefore not vote for it. A

good orgargation would not restrict the freedom of movement of individual trade

unions, irrespective of whether they wished to organize theesak/national unions or

on the basis of t Kafterreteratimydamitiar lacalisty e s 0 sy s |
arguments that the existing laws of association represented a stumbling block to trade
unioncentralizationand that the education of a class camsiproletariat must be of

both a political and economic nature, the localist delegates asked that the congress
recognise the right t ozatiengandthatinircne way $eeka |l |

to exercise a dictatorshif.

The General Commission proposal was passed by 148 votes to 37. Thereupon 13

localist delegates, all but one representing building trades, left the congress after
distributing a note in which they said that while they recognised the view of the

majority, they remained committed to the proven system oftep r e sent at i ves

centralization At the same time, they regarded it their most sacred duty to support the

47 Protokoll Free Trade Unions, 1892 Halberstadt, pf.03 This figure includes the four pottery worker
delegates listed among the nationabus, as well as the 4,700 members they represented. It does not
take into account all Saxon trade union members,

48 Correspondenzblatéd™ Apr. 1892.
49 protokoll, op. cit., p. 60.
50 |bid.
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proletariat irrespective of trade and point of view wherever it finds itself in stréfggle.
TheHalbe st adt oO0recommendati ond, which in th
Gextensivelydealt withand settledhe question of orgazational fornd(6 d i e dérr ag e
Organisabnsform eingehend behandelte und diese Feagd e X rengatned dvithout
immediateconsequence for either of the two bricklayer camgssecond national

conference of locally orgared bricklayers at Brunswick in May 1892 reaffirmed the
organiational structure set up one year befSrEor its part, the Central Union of

Bricklayers repdiated the idea of bilateral agreements at its second national congress in
Altenburg in 1894 when its neghair, Theodor Bomelberg, rejected a proposal from the
Federation of German Carpenters for a si.

to mairtain a stable orgamation at a time of poor economic circumstamntes.

The amalgamation proposal had come about following a heated debate at the 1893
national congress of the Federation of German Carpenters which had been triggered by

a proposal fromtherui onés EIl berf el d branch that the
6 e ¢ 0 nassatiaton sS@wi r t s c haf )dmbracingewoKezsrokall trages.

The debate took pla@gainsia backdrop of fallingnational uniormembership: from

12,000 paying members in 1890, numbers had fallen to 10,600 the following year. Now,

in 1893 (there had been no national congress in 1892), the alvaotrritz Schrader

reported that the number of members had fallen again to & Thk.Elberfeld proposal

was followed by a call that the unionadopt the structure of the Free Association, that

is, of a loose orgamation of independent political craft unions. At the same time, an

unfavourable comparison was drawn between the trade wmohihe Social

51 The thirteen delegates included six bricklayers, three pottery workers, and respectively one stucco
plasterer, decorator, metalworker, and general labourer. Ibid., . 60

52 Correspondenzblat 7" Apr. 1896.
53 paeplow, op. cit., p. 287.

“Grundstein24"Mar . 1894. Bringmann, guest speaker for t
concluding that the time for amalgamation of the two journals was not opportune. Another guest speaker,
Carl Deisinger for the General Commission, in contrast statgdilateral agreements were possible if

the will was thereGrundsteini b i d . Dammann, B°mel burgés prfedecess
Dec. 1893. PaeplowiZur Geschichtgp. 445.

% Schmole, op. cit., pp. 140. The tenth national congress of the Fatlen of German carpenters took
place over Easter, 3March to 3¢ April, 1893 in Bremen.

56 Figure for the end of 1892. Schmole, op. cit., pp.-231
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Democratic Party, which had succeeded in carrying the unasghmasses along with

it since stripping off the chains of the At8bcialist Law?’ At the conclusion of the

debate, the congress decided that while it sympathised with thesptoi@ aim should

be for one single orgaration embracing all workers. To this end, the national executive

was entrusted with carrying out the decision of the Halberstadt congress and to conclude
cartel agreements with related trade unions to gradpaltg the way for an industrial

uni on of the building trades. I n this spi
Verband deutscher Zimmerleute und verwandter Berufsgenps8eére d er at i on o
Ger man Carpenters and Al | i edt ol réedveesrdy) ;c anm

and any cons®ruction workerd.

For pottery workers, who hitherto had eschewed a national union structure in favour of
loosecentralizationin accordance witkhe Vertrauensmannanodel, enacting the

decisions of the Halberstadt conggeneant immediate change of a much more

fundamental nature. At the seventh natiggatery w o r chngress id Berlin from

23%to 28" May 1892, the affiliated craft unions also reported a combined drop in
membership in comparison with 1890 from 4,902,092° This congress was marked

by a speech from the delegate for Breslau, Paul Hennig, in which he posed the question
that perhaps up to that point the craft unions had not been political enough, in which

case they would have to become so. It wagambe disputed that the central unions

were intentionally nospolitical; that would have to be fought agaiffsEor the
centraisRudol ph Pg°tz, the sys tcenmlizationvasehet o w:
means to bring all forces together to attract themember with something fixed and

definite. The example of Hamburg, marching at the head of the trade union movement,
countered t al @ beafs udmpihlthenpgudtysite] noore 6

erlightenment could be provided by means of a pure trade union than by little loved
political meeting$!Al t hough a proposal f rpottely Hambur g

5 1bid., pp. 1412.
% bid.,j pderl42i: mmerer sowie im Baufach besch?2aftig
%0 Drunsel, pp. 163, 178, 188.
6 |bid., p. 179.
51 1bid., pp. 17980.
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workersrecognise the decisions of Halberstadt and fomati@nalunion, was defeated

with thesupport of the Hallgenerakcommitteechair Ferdinand Kaulich, the congress
nonet hel ess accepted another Hamburg pr o]
travel organzation. With the established twmerson general committee of Kaulich and
Hermann Plorin installed ahairand cashier respectively, and with a fperson
6control committeed in Berl i n,Getrhnea nnyebws (
Pottery Workers ahAllied Tradeso(Allgemeiner Unterstitzungsverein der Toépfer und
Berufsgenossen Deutschlahtsre the hallmarks more of a future trade union than of a
mutual fundé? In a further concession to the Hamburg centralists and their supporters,
another body, &ive-person press committee under thairof the author of the
centralizatiorproposal, Gustav Heinke, was entrusted in Hamburg with publishing a

new pottery Wefdpfelso6 journal,

At their own conference at Brunswick in the same mdnottglist bricklayers

complained that the Central Union of Bricklayers was not honouring reciprocal travel
support arrangement$lt was to be this very issue which would finally destroy the
harmony hitherto in pottery worker ranks. Oi"ily 1892 a pulit meeting of pottery
workers in Berlin accepted a proposal from the BarkntrauensmannCarl Thieme,

that following the recent national congress it remained at the discretion of colleagues at
each location as to how they wished to orgarthemselve® The proposal stated

further that as it was not appropriate to change the form of aegem during the

current economic crisis, the meeting resolved to keep the existing form with its
collections to the local general fund. The meeting expected froeagoiés elsewhere

in Germany that they acknowledged those in Betijpyedequal rights so long ak

could be proven that the latter met their obligations to colleagues elsewhere and

62 |bid., pp. 1861, 186.

53 1bid., pp. 1868. Kessler, in attendance at the congress, expressed dissatisfaction with this decision.
Drunsel. p. 187.

64 paeplowOrganisationenpp. 2878.

% Drunsel, pp. 1938. The Berlin national congress had not only left\Wegtrauensmannesystem intact,
but had laid down that additional representatives be elected at local level for strike support purposes.
Ibid., p. 187.
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locally.®® The practical import of this vague form of words became evialea
subsequent meeting on"2Bugust when Thieme himself, in his representative capacity,

was entrusted with effecting the affiliation of individuals to the travel supportfund.

Berlinds | ocalist craft uni oetrustfudlandot wi
had instead opted for the 6Saxondé model 1
representative®

A minority of centralist pottery workers opposed to this point of view went ahead and
formed a Berlin branch of the General Support Assarianyway on 11

Septembef?® The dispute over interpretation of the congress decisions came to a head
when on 2% November a further meeting in Berlin resolved that Thieme should make

no more payments to the Support Association following thepaymentof support

elsewhere to travelling Berlin journeymen. At the end of a subsequent circular in which
this decision and the background to it w¢
greater part among the local colleagues does not deviate fromrtlhige other hand

that two tendencies exist hefEheBerlh i s be:
branch of the Support Association was not without its supporters. Writthg fropfer,
August Jacobey, for t he cdheeded that the associatios ¢ O |
was most clearly a centralist orgzation, borne of compromise, and that where

branches were set up it would want to set aside the craft unions but he protested at the
hatefulnes¢6 G e h @ s sandggnaminy(00N i e d eqg k & cohstantlyidirected at

those who wished to uphold the full congress decision. He conceded that the alternative
was individual affiliation through th€ertravensmannemwhich left the craft unions

intact/? If it so happened that Berlin had exhaustedocal funds in favour of the

66 |pid., p. 193.
57 1bid., pp. 1934.

%8 The General Commission at Halberstadt had conceded individual affiliation for Saxony alone in view
of the severity of the Saxon law of association. The Federation of German Carpenters had previously
done likewiseCorrespondenzblatéd™ Apr. 1892; Sbmodle, op. cit., pp. 1281.

% Drunsel, p. 194.

lbid.,pp.1956: o6 Da nun der gr°Cte Teil der hiesigen Ko
andererseits tatsachlich zwei Richtungen hier bestehen, so ist es besser, dal3 jede Richtung ihre eigene
Wegeg@ ht . 0

"L Der Topfer 47/11" Dec. 1892. Cited in Drunsel, pp. 187
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general movement, then that was an act of solidarity worthy of respect but it had
nothing to with solidarity when some Berlin colleagues continually insisted that this or
that place had received no support when the fundseva 6t t here. Sol i da

than being able to give out moné&y.

Drunsel in his written accoumtas mor e sympathetic, noting
workers had raised considerable amounts for the movement in the 1880s. They enjoyed
strong support fnm places such as Stettin, Konigsberg, Furstenwalde, and Hanover.
This and the fact that the representati v
the opinion of Drunsel, the best of its type, allowed one to view their behaviour in a

milder light”3 Centralists and localists both attended the natibnalp ot t er y wor k
congress at Halle, ¥ao 215 June 1893. There were no denials of mandates and no
walk-outs. Nonetheless, a majority now voted to renam&tipportAssociation as

simplyt he o6 @esm®rcalat i o nPotiefy WarkerambhAtligd M isaded

(Allgemeiner Verein der Topfer und Berufsgenossen DeutschlaftésJacobey and

Thieme had exchanged familiar views: for the former, politics was not necessary in the
trade unionsvhen this could be pursued in the orgations of the Social Democratic

Party; for the latter, local circumstances had to be borne in mind. Berlin would stick to

its position on the central unions uritiesehad proven they could do their jéb.

Drunsel ad other moderate voices opposed a complete break as proposed by Hamburg.
Instead, a general fund was setiuphe capital cityafter theexampleof the carpenters,

into which both the local branch of the new national union, and the craft union, would
pay.”® The founding afterwards, at a public meeting of pottery workers in Berlin®n 27

July 1893, ofa nationalexecutive committetor the localist craft unionghe
Geschaftskommission der Topfer Deutschladdaired by Thiemecompleted the

formal division of building worker trade unionism in late nineteenth century Germany

into two camps.

2 Drunsel, p. 200.
73 1bid., p. 201.
" bid., pp. 204, 216.
S 1bid., pp. 2045.
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This studyhas concerned itself with the origins of localist trade unionism in Germany

and concentrated on one industrial sector, albeit that with which it was most associated.
The subsequent history of | ocalist trade
outside its scope. Nonetheless, a couple of examples which straddle both periods

illustrate just how guilty the General Commission had been of wishful thinking when

before the Halberstadt congress it had looked forward to the quick demise of the
localists.First | y, the |l ocalist trade wunions had
Control CSireikkontrotlkenemissighin spring1890(the first crosaunion

body in the city since the failed attempt of 1888t is,beforethe founding of the

Geneal CommissionThe localist trade unions remained part of this orzgmn,

which in 1892 was renamed the oO0Berlin Tr;
(Gewerkschaftskommissipmntil August 1899Secondly, lg 1895 the Berlin
carpenterso craft mmembershy1900,thistveiid esdto s o me 8 |
1,530/¢ In such a scenario, tifcial DemocraticParty which counted both centralist

and localist trade unionists among its members, saw it as prudent not to take sides, a
view expressed most forcefully by the pal
debate at its Cologne congress in October 1888.party too had recommended trade
unioncentralizatiomat its very first national congress as dagalised orgamzation at

Halle in 1890, buthe SPDleadershipwhich had moved the expulsion of members of

the extraparliamentaryJungenmovement at it&rfurt congress two years earlier, now

rejected any action which would lead to another two camps within the’p&jel,

Ignaz Auer, and even Max Schippel, a more vociferous supporter of trade union
centralizationdid not see the two disputes as raldtdn the opinion of Auer in

particular, both sides to the trade union dispute had behaved as abrasively as each other.
He reported that the party executive had found the dispute to be extremely unpleasant. It

had remained neutral up to that point and teacbntinue to do so in the futuféThe

6 Schmole, op. cit., p. 226; Troeltsch&Hi r schfel d, p. 178. The OFree A:
6Uni on of Car pent e r\ereih derZimiherer Berlins uadiJdhgefpimilulyrl898.t 6  (

"7 1gnaz Auer:Protokoll SPD, op. cit., p. 194.

8 Aside from the Magdeburg carpenter Adolf 8ke, there is little evidence of active localist
participation in thelungenmovement. See Introduction.

™ Auer went so far as to express a wish to lock the leading representatives of each side in a darkened
room until they begged to be allowed out tgaoiate.Protokoll SPD, op. cit., pp. 198, 21718.
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Social Democratic Party would not take a definite position, in favour of the centralists,

until its Mannheim congress in 1986lt was his decision, and not the laws of

association, nor changes to them (as the Conclusion will demonstrate), which would

prove to behe hammer blow which finally destroyed localist trade unionism as an

adjunct of politicalSocial DemocracyThe split with the cetralists orthe central
guestion of &édpol i tciomaslt ineuuterda Itihtére af thanhtii cnhu
localistswould be the very cause of their expulsion once the party leadership changed

its mind®!

80 See Introduction.

8lReporting on the Eighth, O6Extraordinaryd, Congr e
in Berlin, 229to 258" January 1908, th€orrespondenzblattstimated that frorhi7,633 members of the

Free Association as of 3®eptember 1907, 6,743 remained afterwards. This figure, a clear

underestimate which excludes all remaining bricklayers, carpenters, and building labourers, does
nonetheless give an idea of the split theypdecision causedorrespondenzblatts Feb. 1908.
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CONCLUSION

The laws of association, mastpecially that of Prussia, in late nineteenth century
Germany have overshadowed the subject matter of this study of the early development
of localist trade unionism among building workers to such an extent that one is
immediately confronted with the qu&s as to why, when these laws (more accurately,
those parts of these laws which applied to men) were overridden by national legislation
at the end of 1899, the localist movement, which had defined itself in opposition to
these laws, did not make its peasith the central unions. As recently as 1896, Gustav
Kessler had described both forms of orgathon as follows:

there are two main ways in which workers attempt to make their trade union

organkations conform to the requirements of the German lavassidciation: either

they refrain, as far as possible, from discussing political matters in the individual
organkations before combining these npalitical associations together to form
6central wunionsdé, or they fwbianistberpighten t i c al
and hold together the workers, and next to these, which are actually only schools for
struggle and for political education, they set up specialist argtaoms, completely

independent from the unions, comprising +paiitical smalle bodies of representatives

which deal with theentralizatiorof wage struggles. Both forms of orgzation have

their advantages and disadvantages and are not effective for all sitdations.

Furthermore, Kessler added that legal circumstances aloneespansible for the

separation between the trade union and political mover@&utstherein lay the rub,

for while Kesslerdéds opponents among Hamb
centralism, following the decision of the Third Criminal Divisiortlod Supreme Court

in November 1887 that the right of combination under Paragraph 152 of Industrial Code

of 1869 was no defence against the laws of association where tradeatigasi

concerned themselves with legal matters or international affairs, dlengctical lines

he so described, this was to miss the poi
which was conceived by its originator, Theodor Yorck, as ateng strategy of

encouraging trade union growttiNeither at the Stuttgart congress of the SDAP in 1870,

nor at the two trade union congresses of

! Kessler,SA p. 761.
2 |bid.
3 Moses, p. 49.
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for trade uniorcentralizatiorrefer to the laws of association although he was alive

enough to their implicatotso al | ow t he &éUni ond centr al
fall foul of the Saxon | aw because he di ¢
made to the craft uniorisSThe 1887 decision of the Supreme Court induced an air of

panic withintheranke f t he Hambur g brickl ayersodo cr a
the considered argumentfavour ofcentralizatiorthree years earlier of its firshair,

Ernst Knegendorf: at the fifth national congress of German bricklayers in Kassel in

1888 the Hamburgnion now moved a resolution, which was unanimously passed at a
meeting from which localists were absent, that in certain circumstances local craft

uni ons could even rename t hemsaibngsads O6str |

temporary duration afte¢he localist model, in order to comply with the law.

Knegendorfdéds circular to the other brickl
bricklayersdé congress in Berlin in 1884 |
confined it sbeutft etrod Oibsrseuaeds .anAdd nati onal un
influx of workers from less wejbaid areas rendered local improvements to pay and

working conditions illusory. The local craft unions constituted the foundation stone of

such a national uniohBefore Knegendorf, Yorck had opposed temtralizatiorof

workers into a singleolitical body on the grounds that this would have caused them to

turn back to the guilds in repudiatiéMore famously, the Erfurt congress of trade

unions had unanimously accegthis proposal that as capital exploited conservative,
progressive liberal, and social democratic workers alike, it was their first duty to set

aside political quarrels; the politically neutral ground of a unified trade union

organiation was the preondtion for successful resistan&. or c k 6s i nsi st er
point drew on his earlier experience as a member of the ADAV. This, by 1871, had
succeeded in dissolving all national unions affiliated to it, with the exception of that of

the bricklayers.

4Ch. 2, note 77.
5 PaeplowOrganisationenpp. 1501.
% |bid., pp. 1046.
" Protokoll SDAP, 1870 Stuttgart, p. 6.
8 Hermann Miiller Geschichtepp. 1423
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Whil e Yorck had stated at Stuttgart that t
modern stated, his subsequent theoafy was
single pieces of legislation, on the need for trade unions to avoid fracttaf@hlong

political lines’As Chapters 2 and 3 of this study
neutralityd thesis was | ess controversi al
project his proposal for a single trade union journal. The conoedtetween the laws

of association and the need to avoid the discussion of political questions at union

meetings to avoid prosecution appears to have first been raised in the course of the trade
uni on conference at Got hahPHowekeBalttoyghtheh at |
national carpenter and bricklayer trade unions had hadltcaée from Berlin to

Hamburg as a result of the deployment of the Prussian law against the trade unions by
Public Prosecutor Tessendorf from 1874 onwards, neithen witied the law in the

course of their dispute over the single journal proposal, nor did those other trade unions
who took sides during it If the example of the General German Tailors Union can be

taken as typical, it appears that the laws of assocjatibite their effects were certainly

being felt, did not feature as a subject of arguments around unionzatyamiat this

time: on 1% June 1878 (that is, on the eve of the ASuicialist Law), its journaler

Fortschritt, following police house sedres, warned of toughéuturelaws directed at

wor ker s 6 p mlionstltiadded thattavoutd enshorsighted to exempt trade

unions from their effect¥

A gener al pattern emerges here which is
accordingto which centralist and localist models of trade union omgdiain in late

nineteenth century Germany developed as responses to the laws of association. If

neither Yorck, the main driver of trade unioentralizatiorbefore 1875, nor the

nati onal c ar pZenmérergewegkaftermards, noy Knegenelorf later in

% Protokoll, op. cit., p. 5.
10y/plksstaat 6™ June 1875Neuer SociaDemokraf 6" June 1875.

11 The minutes of the Gotha trade union conference of February 1878 contain no reference to the laws of
association. 6Protokol | icber die am 24. und 25. F
Gewer ks chaf DesRonierflF Ape. 1878 Reprinted in Bigmann,op. cit, pp. 385405.

12 Bernstein Schneiderbewegung. 217.
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1884, cited the laws of association as an impetasiitralizationthen those laws

clearly did not have the impact on the centralist side whichl&eatributed to them.

On the localist side the evidence is incontrovertible that their aatonal form

equally clearlyhadbeen chosen with the laws of association in mind and at the first
congress of the Free Trade Unions at Halberstadt in 189@ddlests continued to

allude to this. As they left the congress, the thirteen localist delegates who walked out
not ed -pperation betd@eerothéertrauensmannesf the individual orgammations

with the General Commission is certainly possible ireesipe of the laws of
associati on o f®Thishvas optieistic. aVithsthe exceptiore of Saxony,
where the law of association did not permit local branches of national unions, the
General Commission had no intention of acknowledging uniomaajion through

local representatives. Shortly before the second congress of the Free Trade Unions in
Berlin in 1896, it wrote in th€orrespondenzblathat it regarded the question of the
organizational form as having been dealt withe r 1 )é4d i gt 6

A neutral observer would have noted, however, that between Halberstadt and Berlin the
number of trade unionists which the General Commission by its own figures
represented had fallen from 303,519 to 271,141, while in 1895 it was estimated that the
localtrace uni ons represented o6at I%AAst 40, 00C
Halberstadt they had numbered 34,47While Kessler had misinterpreted the main
impulse behind trade uniarentralization(that is, that it was a different response to the
laws of associatin), possibly as a result of his own highly personalised conflict with the
former Hamburg craft union, the evbandedness of his description of both sides to the
organkational dispute is perhaps reflective of thededsac which it appeared, in the
mid-1890s, the trade union movema@ntGermanyhad got itself into. One year after

Kessler had written the words at the head of this Conclusion, the localists established
thar own nationalorgama t i on, t he OCeRtmlzatiedtatien 19031 thev e s

13 Protokoll Free Trade Unions, 1892 Halberstadt, pp262in Zusammenarbeiten der
Vertrauensmanner der einzelnen Organisationen mit der Generalkommission unbeschadet durch die
Verd nsgesetze der verschiedenen Bundesstaaten wohl

14 Correspondenzblatl 7" Apr. 1896.
15 Protokoll, op. cit., p. 10Correspondenzblatop. cit.; Troeltsch & Hirschfeld, p. 178.
16 Ch. 8, note 47.
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FVdG), with a declaration of principles whi
laws of association, congress regards the form of azgtom which the Social

Demaratic Party adopted at the party congress in Halle a. S. in 1890, to be, for trade
union orgareation also, the most appropriate and best instityftod i e z we c k m2 Ci
und beste)Eifori ¢cheupgdsuit of al FFFmi ms o
the General Commission, Carl Legiends i ni
Halle, the necessity of trade union orgation was proven and the congress decided

accordingly.® Legien meant of ¢&ourse the

Thesame party congresmdproduced two irreconcilable interpretations. In 1907, the
localistEinigkeitat t r i but ed the decision of the f ol
Centralizationn Pankow in 1900, that is, at its first congress following the national

raising of the ban on political association, to stand by its founding principles of 1897 to
the refusal of the Free Trade Unioms to
This, in their own words, was the reason why trade union localists in Germany did not
disband their orgamation following the promulgation of the new law ofllecember

1899, the O6Law pert aiGesetzgetreaffenddes ubs and S
Vereinsveseny , whi ch guaranteed freedom of assc
organkiations, including trade uniort§ Such a refusal by the central unions, however,

should have been obvious from 1892 at the latest and certainly by 1899 as the centrally
organized trade unions finally began to recruit new members in large numbers with the
ending of economic recession; from their point of view, it was a better strategy to stay

as they were and to wait for the more 06s
of fé6. This, to an extent, is what subseq!
metalworker Albin Kdrsten although Fritz Kater in November 1907 notably refused

offers of paid positions in the SPD and central unions and shortly afterwards resigned

7Einigkeit 19"J une 189 7. rTehses 60,f ilrastterc ocnlgai med by both th
place at Halle from 16to 19" May 1897.

8ProtokollISP D, 1893 Co Inbaleweairde die NotvieBdigkeit der gewerkschaftlichen
Organisation nachgewiesen und der Parteitag beschlo3 de@geda

19 Einigkeit 5" Jan. 1907. See Ch. 6, note 44, for the background to the new law of 1899.
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from the party?® Just as unlikely as it was that the central trade unions would have
changed their position because of a change in the law, one has to also ask how likely
was it that the localisiger se(as opposed to individuals among them) would have been

able to reach an accommodation with the central trade unions after 19007

In 1897 t he @CEnt@lizagigetn tiatts vfeswWOndi ng congres
separation of the trade union movement from the conscious polit®sca|

Democracyis impossible without paralysing and rendering forlorn the struggle for an

i mprovement to the situation of %lhhad wor k
not plucked this nor its other founding principles out of thin air. Paul Grottkau had

shown nareluctance before 1878 in identifying the General German Bricklayers
Associationwhile its presidentwith the social democratic ideZUnlike Kessler after

him, he had been lucky enough not to incur the wrath of his contemporaries for his

views on uniororganzat i on; the d&écentralismb6 which h
timed in that the earliest national trad:
autonomy when it made no financial demands on tHedme decade later,

recriminationsovet he outcome of the Berlin bricklI.
one aspect of the divisions within unionised bricklayer ranks which gave birth to the
first | ocalist building workersoé movemen!:
committee in reproachinteir trade colleagues in Berlin for having taken strike action
without informing them, as did those of the executive committee of the Federation of
Carpenters who expelled their Magdeburg branch one year later after it had taken joint
strike actionwith he ci tyds bricklayers, represent
of Yorck rather than that of Grottkau who would have applauded a local strike, such as
that in Berlin, which emerged with a fin:

campagning, which drew on longstablished practices which Grottkau would have

20 Rudolf RockerEin Leben fiir den revolutionaren Syndikalismus: Biographie von Fritz Ketemburg
1985. See online at http://www.anarchismus.at/anarchistidelssiker/rudoHrocker/7695rudolf-rocker
biographievon-ritz-kater.

2lEinigkeit 19t h June 1897: O6Eine Trennung der gewer ks
sozialdemokratischen Bewegung ist unmdglich, ohne den Kampf um die Verbesserung derLage d
Arbeiter auf dem Boden der heutigen Ordnung aussi

22Ch. 1, note 49.

23 Introduction, note 64.
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recognised of the open public meeting and the wage committee, did not protect the
Berlin bricklayerso6 craft union from bei.
demonstralyl did do was to help to bring on board aamon members when industrial
action was being conducted. This remai ne:

membership remained low.

The first national congress of bricklayers in 1884 had eschewm@dalizatiorof their

craft unions, citing the lack of a unified law of association for all of Germany.

Anticipating problems in particular with the laws in Saxony and in Prussia, the congress
resolution stated that this was becacmsetralizationn individual states was in part

impossible, in part very difficuf* While such considerations had not prevented
carpenters from establishing a national |
unrepresented, the decision of the bricklayers proved propheticunintended way.

Between September 1885 and May 1886, the Prussian police proceeded to close down
eight local bricklayer craft unions following the arrest in Altona of Knegendorf with
correspondence in his possesstonl bebweehn
and seven of the unions in question. This enabled the police to claim the existence of a
defactoo pol i ti cal associationdé in contravent
subsequent advice that O0ever ydostituteg s houl
connection to other orgagations and note at the same time that committees also are
organiations in the sense of the Prusdewdonst i t ut ed t he Ol egal
union localisn?® Of greater longerm significance, however, was thenig clearly

influenced by Kessler which he published in Baihandwerkeon 2P March 1886,

which the recently elected pottery wor ke:
unions: in addition to regulatory functi
clarification and education i n modeoohomi c |
thinking on industrial questiosén gewer bl ) cha&md Fdtag emro mot
sol i Kreistsy @®&.r 6s | ater programme in essenc

legal and the intellectual, combined with leestablished methods of wage campaign

24 Protokoll Bricklayers, 1884 Berlin, pp.-20, 24.
25 Schmole, Vol. 2, p. 55.
26 Bauhandwerker21st Mar. 1886. Cited iDrunsel, p. 117.
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organkation. TheVertrauensmannesystem, which trade union localism shared with

the Social Democratic Party, provided the means for natioratdination.

At the Mannheim congress of the SPD in 1906, Albin Kérsten, one of the thirteen
localists who hd walked out at Halberstadt fourteen years earlier and rieeicistag

deputy and firmly in the centralist camp,
central unions from the | ocalists?6% to
In fact, the 06l egal questiond had become

individual localists such as himself. As this study has shown, irreconcilable differences
between the two orgazational concepts on such questions as local control of strike

and the place of politics in union meetings were firmly in place by 1892. One has to
assume that Kesslerds apparent equani mit:
founding of t ICentrdmioromeyeamdieawas to seisthiese

differences in stoné two years before the raising of the ban on political association.

What lay at the heart of the differences between the two sides were differing

interpretations of the nature and functions of a trade union. These could not be

reconciled bya change in the law. Neither the centralists nor localists (before they

turned to syndicalism after 1904) believed in the possibility of a large politicised trade
union orgargation while the laws of association remained in effect. Legien may have
statedat Hal berstadt that, Oothe trade unions
guestiondé, but as a Soci al Democrat hi ms
would give workers a gentle push in the direction of support for the fafthile they

would not have disagreed with these words of Legien, the localists were more direct and
believed that it was one of the roles of the craft unions to educate their members

politically in the direction of the SPD. The abolition of the laws of assooniatieealed

a more fundamental difference between the two sides: the General Commission did not
believe in the possibility of | arge pol i1
(in reality, a reiterati obyYoockalmogtthittyy t i c al

years earlier), the localists were left with two alternatives after 1900: either to join the

27 Protokoll SPD, 1906 Mannheim, p. 318.
28 protokoll Free Trade Unions, op. cit., p. 11. For Yorck, see Ch. 2.
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