
Privately, Zamenhof also connected this ideal with an idea about religion: that there
should be a common, neutral religious ground, roughly the “golden rule” (do not unto
others what you do not wish to be done unto you). However, when he wanted to read a
“prayer” to the “mysterious Force” that unites all people, a group of French intellectuals
rebelled. Generally, they believed that Zamenhof was not modern enough and they also
thought that his Jewish background might be an impediment for the movement (especially
after the debates about Dreyfus had all but torn apart French society).
An important language-reform proposal came from circles closely related to these

Zamenhof sceptics: the language Ido. Ido is an Esperanto word meaning “offspring”, and
the name was originally intended to indicate that the language was meant as a slightly
improved version of Esperanto. The language was published anonymously, but was
designed primarily by the French mathematician and Leibniz scholar Louis Couturat
(1868–1914). In spite of the indeed rather small differences between the two languages, a
bitter feud ensued, which seems to have been, at least in part, also a fight about who should
have power over a language. The Idists believed that the organization of the Esperanto
movement was too democratic or too populist, and guidance over a language should be in
the hands of an intellectual elite. They furthermore rejected the spiritual “interna ideo” and
favoured a purely practical approach to language design instead. The result was that a fairly
large proportion of the leadership of the young movement transferred to Ido. However, the
majority of “ordinary” Esperantists stayed with Zamenhof and his project.
One could say that history has proved Zamenhof’s vision to be right – hence Garvía’s title:

Esperanto and its Rivals. A language probably cannot work when the movement supporting
it is too hierarchically organized. This is why Esperanto survived the battles and continues
to be with us today, even though it obviously never came close to the original goals of its
founder and his contemporaries.
One might regret this state of affairs, as Garvía notes, given that the solution that the

world did adopt, that of English as an almost universal lingua franca, creates quite some
inequality – between those for whom English (or a closely related language) is the native
language and those for whom it is not. Esperanto and Its Rivals presents an interesting
account and an excellent overview of the battles to find a more just and democratic solution
to the language problems of the world.
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RUDISCHHAUSER, SABINE. Geregelte Verhältnisse. Eine Geschichte des Tarif-
vertragsrechts in Deutschland und Frankreich (1890–1918/19). [Industrielle
Welt, Bd. 92.] Böhlau, Köln [etc.] 2017. 878 pp. € 120.00.

This major work by the late Sabine Rudischhauser-Jung was published shortly before she
died on 27 June 2017 at the age of just fifty-six. In the announcement of her death, her
husband Wolfgang referred to her determination to finish her research, despite being ill for
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the past five years. He expressed the hope that her publications in general, and this latest
achievement in particular, would be appreciated in references and reviews after her death.
I met Sabine only once, at a conference where she presented a highly interesting paper on
tariff negotiations in the putting-out textile industry of the French Cambrésis region in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. That paper is now part of this book and is
characteristic of the way she approached the legal history of collectively agreed tariffs on
wages and working conditions. Throughout the book she insists on the importance of social
practices of negotiating by workers and employers in industries, which preceded law
making and the legal recognition of these practices. Because of this approach, her book,
although primarily reconstructing debates on legal aspects of collective bargaining in
Germany and France, is also relevant for social historians and social scientists interested in
the history of industrial relations.
In a lecture given before the General Council of the First International in 1865, later to be

published as Value, Price and Profit, Karl Marx valued trade unions as waging “unavoidable
guerrilla fights incessantly springing up from the never ceasing encroachments of capital or
changes of the market”. He did not mention truces or peace agreements as objectives to be
negotiated during these “guerrilla fights” to temporarily regulate wage relationships. It was
only later that the British couple Sidney and Beatrice Webb developed a theory of trade
unionism as an instrument of “collective bargaining” (a term they invented themselves). In
their major work Industrial Democracy (1897), based on a thorough historical analysis of
British union practices, the Webbs argued that trade unions aim to negotiate a standard rate
of pay and other working conditions with the employers to enforce a “common rule”.
According to the Webbs, the unions’ prime concern was standardization to prevent com-
petition among workers over wages.
In France, opinions on collective agreements were heavily influenced by this approach.

It inspired, among others, the founding father of social and economic history in France,
François Simiand, who belonged to a group of reformists known as Socialistes normaliens
centred on the future director of the International Labour Organization (ILO), Albert
Thomas. Rudischhauser argues that the orientation on the British model by these and other
French social reformers prevented a broader debate on the legal regulation of collective
agreements by the state.
In Germany, there was consensus among liberal reformers, notably Lujo Brentano, that

enforcing general rules on wages and working conditions was advantageous to workers as
well as employers, because it prevented competition over wages by marginal firms
(in German Schmutzkonkurrenz) and thereby stabilized product markets. These reformers
were in favour of legalizing collective agreements because that would result in more peaceful
industrial relations. Rejecting this Friedenschwärmerei (“craving for peace”), some German
social democrats opposed collective agreements, or at least legal regulation by the state;
leading German trade unionists concluded, however, that collective agreements, including
recognition by the state, would enable the unions to gain strength for a new round of
struggles and negotiations.
Rudischhauser shows that, in Germany, ideas and debates on the legal aspects of collective

agreements were much more intense than in France, mainly because social reformers in
Germany were organized in Strukturen sozialreformatorischen Handelns (“structures to
practice social reform”). There were influential platforms, such as the Verein für Socialpo-
litik, which were firmly based on the so-called Historical School in academic social science.
In France, such a well-organized and coherent “school” of social reform was lacking, and
debates remained abstract and separated from practice, both of industrial relations and of
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law making. Nevertheless, in both countries, national laws were enacted in almost the same
years (1918 and 1919). In Germany, they were a consequence of the 1918 Revolution: under
pressure from the revolution, employers were now prepared to recognize trade unions as
negotiating partners. On 23 December 1918, a law was issued to make collective agreements
negotiated in a specific branch universally binding on all employers and workers in that
branch. In France, a similar law was issued on 15 March 1919, also as a consequence of the
changing political situation after the war.
The starting point of Rudischhauser’s comparative research is the widespread idea that the

development of collective bargaining in France lagged far behind compared with other
industrial nations, especially Germany. As she convincingly makes clear, this was so only in
appearance. By careful research into the practice in different industries in both countries, she
shows that negotiating collectively over wages and tariffs was as common in France as in
Germany, resulting in elaborate agreements from an early date. This is illustrated by French
cases such as the contract negotiations in the putting-out textile industry in the Cambrésis,
mentioned above, in the last few decades of the nineteenth century. This followed a major
strike in 1905, culminating in a general agreement, which paralleled the system of industrial
relations in the Solingen putting-out industry in metal wares in Germany. Thorough
comparative analyses of industrial relations and tariff negotiations in the building industries
of Lyon and Munich in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries also make clear that
France did not lag Germany in this respect.
The cases studied by Rudischhauser show that trade unions took on the task of regulating

labour markets in the industries in which they operated, regardless of theories and debates
on this issue by economists and social reformers. These debates centred around the question
of whether a trade union could negotiate agreements on behalf of its members only, or for all
workers in a specific industry. As long as there were no legal rules, trade unions had to
enforce agreements themselves, on both unwilling workers and employers. The practice of
trade unionism showed that unions were perfectly able to do so, but only if they were
prepared to engage in some form of “guerrilla warfare”. For liberal and other social refor-
mers, law making was important to prevent this constant threat of social unrest, and to
regulate industrial relations in a peaceful manner by legally obliging employers to comply
with the agreements, even if they did not take part in negotiations or did not belong to an
employers’ organization themselves.
Rudischhauser goes to great length in analysing judicial debates on this and many other

legal aspects of collective agreements. This is all worthwhile and informative, and helps us to
better understand the role of law making and the state in shaping industrial relations. Her
juridical approach is also a pitfall, however, as it denies her a view on the broader social
development and state formation of which lawmaking is a part. State regulation of industrial
relations is closely connected to a more general process of nationalization of labour markets
and social intervention by the state, which culminated in and after World War I. A broader
social perspective on the changing role of the state in this period would have made this
otherwise impressive book even more complete.
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