sphisticated study, Nancy Reagin answers the question,
1sework and the Hausfrau achieve iconic status in Germany?’
hows how Germians used ideas about women’s roles and domestic-
ictlate 4 national identity. She highlights the domestic objects and
es that, along with regional, patriotic, and dynastic symbols, con-
1o what it meant to be ‘German’ in the nineteenth and twentieth
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Introduction

+ In the domestic tradition of the German wife and mother, T see a more
secure guarantee of our political future than in any of our fortresses.

Otio vorn Bismarch

This book explores the gendered aspects of what has undoubtedly been
the most successful ideology to emerge during the last two centuries:
nationalism. Nationalism is sometimes discussed only in terms of
its more extreme or vivid manifestations: political organizations that
seck independence for an ethnic group, or right-wing movements that
* attempt to take over a preexisting state. In such older narratives, the
~ nation is presented as a work of men: its origin is told as a story of
wat, conquest, or revolution. But as historians of cultural nationalism
have noted, nationalism can also be expressed in the more everyday
forms that help to create and sustain national identity: the shared rit-
uals, values, symbols, and assumptions that bind people together as a
nation. Some forms of cultural nationalism {national holidays or sym-
bols such as flags) may be consciously and fervently embraced by some
of the citizenry. Other manifestations of nationality have blended into
the fabric of daily life, so much so that they arc hardly noticed by
the nation’s citizens. Such quotidian aspects of the nation constitute
what Michael Billig calls “banal nationalism,” the daily habits of social
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life, of thinking and of language, that help to reproduce established
nations,*

In both its obvious and banal aspects, the nation is always a work in
progress: national boundaries, symbols, political systems, and identi-
ties can and do alter substantially over time, After Italy was welded
together out of disparate regions during the 1860s, one of the most
prominent [talian nationalist activists, Massimo d’Azeglio, proclaimed,
“We have made Italy, now we have to make Italians.” Similar to other
protonations, the inhabitants of the Italian peninsula, who spoke a
plethora of mutually‘incomprehensible dialects, nonetheless shared a
preexisting sense of culture, of peopledom, But many features of the
nation were not yet determined and had to be hammered out over
decades: what the national language was to be; the nation’s bound-
aries and whether border regions (which were often culturally hybrid)
were to be included; and unifying practices such as national rituals,
holidays, and symbols. “Invented traditions,” created to unify coalesc-
ing nations, abounded during the nineteenth century and were usually
represented as a revival of “ancient” rituals or symbols of the nation
in question.?

Like Italy, Germany was a late-forming nation, a state created out of
regions that shared a long-standing sense of belonging to Germandom
but that also had strong regional and local identities.? The unified

* Michae! Biltig, Banal Nationalisn: {London: Sage Publications, 1995), 8, Billig argnes,
“The most endemic image of banal nationalism is not a flag which is being consciously
waved with fervent passion; it is the flag hanging unnoticed on the public building.”

2 See Fric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger, eds., The Invention of Tradition (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1983). See also Eric Hobsbawm, Natrons and National-
ism Since 1780: Programnte, Myth, Reality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
19g90), ch, 2.

3 There is.a substantial literature of the long-enduring strength of regional loyalties and
identities in Germany that sometimes existed in tension with the claims of the nation-
state. Some historians argue that German national identity was notable (compared
to some European states) for the strength of Germans® regional identities and the
resulting federalism in its governmental steucture. See particufarly Celia Applegate,
A Nation of Provincials: The German Idea of Heimat (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 199¢); Alon Confino, The Nation as Local Metaphor:
Wiirttemberg, lmperial Germarny, and National Memory, 1871—1918 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carofina Press, 1997); and Abigail Green, Fatherlands: State-
Building and Nationkood in Nineteenth-Century Germany (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, zoot). For a discussion of work published during the last decade on
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man nation-state not only had to win citizens’ loyalties in a cul-
re where most people had strong preexisting regional allegiances
and identities {e.g., as Bavarians or Saxons), but also faced the chal-
¢nge inherent in the fact that the new German state could not claim
‘represent all ethnic Germans. The particular geographic boundaries
at were established in 1871 were not identical with the world of the
erman Kulturvolk, because millions of German speakers lived in the
apsburg Empire (where they felt perfectly “at home” and had no loy-
Ity to Germany), scattered across the Russian Empire, and indeed in
:brnmunities of ethnic Germans around the globe.* As in Italy, nation-
ilists therefore faced the challenge of inventing “Germans”: a form of
ational identity compatible with Germany’s new boundaries and state
eveloped only slowly, in tension and in conjunction with both strong
egional identities and the broader identity of a far-flung Kulturvolk
“that transcended Germany’s actual boundaries.

- 1In “inventing” Imperial (Germany, nationalists could therefore count
‘on the fact that almost all Germans defined themselves as a people
with a shared culture (a Kulturvolk), but the process of working out
‘a political national identity that was firmly tied to Germany’s specific
borders was more difficult and halting. The designation of a national
anthem or the establishment of a repertoire of patriotic songs is only
one example of how German-speaking Europe’s shared culture com-
plicated the creation of an Imperial German nationality. As scholars of
German musicology have noted, compared with other contemporary
. Western nations, “Imperial Germany operated from the start with a
deficit of national symbols,” and German-speaking Europe’s musical

this subject, sec Nancy Reagin, “Recent Work on German National Identity: Regional?
Imperial? Gendered? Imaginary?” Cemsral Exropean History 37 {June 2004% 245-
71. See also Harold James, A German Identity, 17901990 (New York: Routledge,
1989} for a quite different argument. For the origins and development of Ger-
many as a nation defined by a shared culture, see Otto Dann, “Naticnale Fragen in
Deutschland: Kulturnation, Volksnation, Reichsnation,” in Etienne Francois, Hannes
Siegrist, and Jakob Vogel, eds., Nation wid Emotion: Deutschland und Frankreich im
Vergleich, 19. und 20. Jabrhundert (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1995),
66-82.

On the German global diaspora, sce Krista O’Donnell, Renate Bridenthal, and Nancy
R. Reagin, eds., The Hefmat Abroad: The Boundaries of Germanmess (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 2005).

S
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canon (although it was illustrious) could not be easily used to remedy
this lack. Many important patriotic music pieces could not be simply

adopted by late-nineteenth-century German nationalists, because these
pieces were celebrating a cultural German nation that differed sub-
stantially from the actual political nation established in 1871. Imperial
Germany never did adopt a national anthem. Other efforts to create
unifying German public rituals, holidays, or symbols have generally
been seen by historians as only partially successful.®

But although the process was halting, a national identity that many
Germans subscribed to was certainly in place by 1914. Over decades,
particularist or regional political parties slowly declined in Imperial
Germany, as local identities were reconciled with {and sometimes
eclipsed by} national identity.” Dynastic figures often served as unifying
symbols for the nation in their roles within public festivities. And the
shared experiences of the wars of German unification formed a basis
for the creation of shared public memories and rituals that memori-
alized the “founding years,” with its heroes and battles.® As in other
nations, print media helped to articulate and solidify a sense of national
community that was linked to Germany’s actual political borders.

Some of the most successful aspects of the shared national commu-
nity were those that were rooted in the private sphere. During the late
nineteenth century, notions of Germanness expressed within the house-
hold became popular and were often more widely shared than many
“public” manifestations of German national identity. Thus, Sedan Day
failed as a national holiday in Imperial Germany, but Christmas cel-
ebrations (both public and private) grew explosively during the same
period, as Christmas — with its domestic values and symbols - came to

§ Celia Applegate and Pamcla Potiter, eds., Music and German National Identity
{Chicago: University of Chicago Press, zooz}, 16.

& For the limited success of attempts to construct national holidays or symbols, see
Confino, The Nation as Local Metaphor; and also Wolfgang Hartwig, “Biirgestum,
Staatssymbolik und Staatsbewusstsein 1871—1914,” Geschichte und Geselfschaft 16
(1950): 269-95.

7 The decline of regional particularist parties was widespread by 1900, although, as
Abigail Green notes, regional institutions and governments still remained particularly
strang in Germany.

8 See Jean Quatacrt, Staging Philantbropy: Patriotic Women and the National Inagi-
#ation in Dynastic Germany, 1813—1916 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
2001).
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een as the German holiday par excellence, observed even by some
atman Jews.

“This book argues that the articulation of Germanness came to
nclude a particular domestic identity that was interwoven with the
"eﬁ'od’s dominant notions of gender.? The evolution of gender roles
i German society during the late nineteenth century produced an
feal of the “German” housewife, household, and domestic prac-
es that became interwoven with Germans’ national identity. This
sal was also enshrined in discussions of colonial German houscholds
‘German Southwest Africa before 1914. These understandings of
German domesticity and housekeeping were further articulated and
romoted by Germany’s large housewives' organizations and increas-
ngly incorporated into public policy after World War L Under the
National Socialists, this domestic ideal of national identity was racial-
zed (a process that had begun before World War I}, becoming one part
f the mix of racism and misogyny that drove Nazi family policy. It
fso underlay the housekeeping and consumption practices urged on
serman women by Nazi women’s organizations.

i Finally, a particular set of convictions about what made up “Ger-
nan” domesticity helped to inform the work of Nazi women’s groups
n occupied Poland during World War IL This book discusses briefly
‘how Nazi women participated in ethnic-cleansing campaigns, a topic
treated at greater length by Elizabeth Harvey’s Women and the Nazi
East.™ Although I touch on this, I am more interested in how Reich
‘German women brought to Poland worked to “re-Germanize” hun-
dreds of thousands of ethnic German families who were relocated

-® Until recently, gender was often neglected in the spate of work on Furopean nation-
alism and nation building inspired by Beredict Anderson’s Imagined Communities:
Reflections on the Origins and Spread of Nationalism, rev, ed. (New York, 1991}
although this scems to be changing. Quataert’s Staging Philanthropy examines how
female dynastic figures (especially their involvement in public cetemonies) helped to
sustain a “patriotic public” before 1914, For discussions of how particular notions
of {generally martial) masculinity helped to shape an understanding of citizenship in
Germany before 1871, see Karen Hagemann, “Mdnsdicher Muth und Teutsche Ebre™
Nation, Militir und Geschlecht zur Zeit der Antinapoleonischen Kriege Preussens
{Paderborn: E Schéningh, z002); and Svenja Goltermann, Kérper der Nation: Habi-
tusformierung und die Politik des Turnens, 1860—1890 (Goitingen: Vandenhoeck and
Ruprecht, 1998).

© ™ Elizabeth Harvey, Womren and the Nazi East: Agents and Witnesses of Germanization
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003).
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en masse from the Soviet Union to German-occupied territories, by
teaching metropolitan German patterns of household management to
these resettled ethnic German housewives,

But although these domestic notions of Germanness led to unex-

pected and often vicious actions on the part of Nazi women in occu- -

pied Poland, for most of the period covered by this book, domestic-
ity played a seemingly innocuous part in the articulation of German

national identity. Before 1914, the most easily identifiable symbols

and rituals of nationalism were objects such as the enormous mon-
ument to the Teutonic warrior Arminius (the Hermannsdenkmal} and

the periodic festivities staged by German patriots around the monu- -

ment, or the public celebrations and rituals surrounding the German
monarchs.™ Organized nationalism was more easily associated with

aggressive (and largely masculine) right-wing organizations, such as '

the Pan-German League or the gymnasts” movement, than it was with
housewives’ associations and publications.™ Nationalism was most
blatant when it surfaced in national rituals and holidays, gatherings,
and anniversaries that provoked surges of patriotism — “conventional
carnivals of surplus emotion” — that participants saw as special time,
outside the routines of ordinary life.™

By contrast, domesticity was one of the most baval aspects of Ger-
manness. Although they may have been dull, this book argues that
housekeeping and domesticity were nevertheless enshrined as a crucial
site of national identity, especially juxtaposed against widely shared
stereotypes about the private lives of people in other national commu-
nities. The comparisons that German writers made between their own
households and those of foreigners were ubiquitous in nineteenth- and
early-twentieth-century household advice literature and were appar-
ently useful in helping these writers (and their readers) to define
what was specifically German in the private sphere. During wartime,

U For the drive to build the Arminius monument, see Charlotte Tacke, Denkmal in
sazialen Raunt: Natfonale Symbole in Deutschland und Frankreich im1g. falrbundert
{Géttingen: Vendenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1995); for the role that rituals celebrating
dynastic figures played in building national identity and the “patriotic public,” see
Quataert, Staging Philanthropy.

12 See Roger Chickering, We Men Wha Feel Most German: A Cultural Study of the Pan-
German League, 1866—r914 {Boston: Allen and Unwin, 1984), and Goltermann,
Kérper der Nation, on the gynasts’ movement,

'3 Billig, Banal Nationalism, 45.
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seover, the routines of housekeeping were thrown into the national
. }ght, as housewives were told that their work and household habits
crucial to the nation’s interests.

German national identity was successfully constructed because it
was rooted not only in public, but also in private rituals and practices.
Ordinary Germans used notions of gender, the household, and fam-
yto understand the “imagined” national community and their own
entities. What sociologist Pierre Bourdieu called the babitus of social
fe — the routines, predispositions, and practices shared by particu-
;groups — included assumptions and objects that helped to define
erman identity in ways that were sometimes only half-noticed by
ofmans. But such banal, domestic Germanness was the other side of
e coin to the surges of patriotism provoked by a monarch’s public
ppearance or a visit to the Arminius monument,

- Bourdieu argued that one’s own babitus often only becomes appar-
1t when we are confronted with the norms and mentality of a dif-
ferent social group or culture, which provides a contrast to our own
sumptions and habits. Certainly, domestic Germanness was most
easily noticed when thrown into relief by exposure to the households
and private life of other nations, as it was for Mrs. Alfred Sidgwick,
the author of a humorous set of observations about private life in
Germany published in 1908, Home Life in Germany. Mrs. Sidgwick
was a German woman who had married an Englishman. Accus-
tomed to German styles of domesticity, she had to adjust to English
approaches to household management after her marriage, and she

observed English families with wry amusement. When she first heard

a: discussion of “English housekeeping,” she later wrote, “it was a

new idea to me that any women in the world except the Germans kept

house at all. If you live among Germans when you are young you adopt

this view quite insensibly and without argument.” ™ Bourgeois English

“housewives, Sidgwick wrote, left much of their work to the servants

+and did not maintain really clean houses.

. Although she spent most of her adult life in England, Sidgwick

“ clearly admired and preferred the community of German bourgeois

Hausfrauen to which her mother, aunts, and cousins befonged. Being

part of such a community, and its routines of domesticity, helped

' Mrs. Alfred Sidgwick, Home Life in Germany (New York: 1908), 1x3.
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to shape Sidgwick’s sense of her own Germanness. It was a com-
munity that was at least partly imagined, in the sense defined by

Benedict Anderson, because most of its members would never meet .
each other, and yet thought of themselves as belonging to a com- -
mon group.™ Reading Sidgwick’s work (and earlier literature produced

by nineteenth-century bourgeois German women)} makes it clear that
many considered themselves to be part of a community of German
Hausfrauen, and that this community — and the template of household
management that underlay the community - helped define the national
identity of women such as Sidgwick’s female relatives and acquain-
tances.

To Sidgwicl, it was indisputable that there was a German style
of housekeeping, and she seems to have defined this community fairly
inclusively, as potentially encompassing all the housewives of her home-
land. However, the model of domesticity that she looked back on with
such longing was urban and bourgeois in its origins. During the period
covered by this book, the home life that Sidgwick envisioned — with a
wife who could devote most of her day to housework and child care,
some hired domestic help, and a particular level of home décor and

accoutrements — was simply beyond the reach of most rural house-

holds and the urban working classes. And yet bourgeois domesticity
was still relatively successful as a basis for national identity, compared
to some of the more overt and deliberately crafted symbols, such as
Sedan Day, which were offered by German nationalists and rejected
by broad segments of the German public. Unlike national markers
or rituals associated with Prussia or the Protestant bourgeoisie, such
as Sedan Day, the bourgeois ideal of domesticity was accessible and
appealing across regional and confessional boundaries. Ultimately, it
was so widely accepted that it could become the foundation for social

policy.

15 My discussion of the imagined community of Hawsfrauen is entirely indebted to
Anderson’s Irmagined Comnmnities, esp. pp. 25--6, 37-44, and 67—77. Anderson offe}'s
a working definition of such a community as “imagined because the IllC‘[lll)Ct'S e will
never kinow most of their fellow-members. .. yet in the minds of each lives the image
of their communion,” Imagined Comnnnities, 6, Such imagined communities, And‘et—
son argues, area precondition fot a sense of national identity and national community.

Inmtroduction

- As Iwill show, particular approaches to housekeeping and domestic-
ty helped to define the community of bourgeois German housewives.
These standards and assumptions regarding houschold management
shaped women’s roles in their families and formed part of their indi-
vidual self-identities. But these notions of domesticity were also incor-
porated into German public life. The patterns of daily life and private
ouseholds I will discuss were constantly influenced by (and affected)
sublic policies and developments in the workplace; public and pri-
ate were interwoven and mutually dependent. The distinction between
yublic and private was more prescriptive than descriptive.

- In popular discussions of the German home during the late nine-
centh or early twentieth centuries, even the most priyate routines and
abits were sometimes seen to have national significance, What could
e more private, apparently, than a woman’s decisions about how often
o wash, what to sew for her children, or what to cook for her famity?
-And what could be more a matter of personal choice? And yet, these
ecisions were also part of the process of class formation and moved
‘to the heart of discussions of national character by the Imperial period,
at the latest. After 1914, the German home was also increasingly the
object of attempted interventions by women’s organizations, industry,
-and the state, in the form of home economics education or attempts to
‘change consumers’ preferences,

* Under the National Socialists, these attempts to influence house-
hold management expanded dramatically through a variety of guises
‘and programs: reeducation camps for disorderly families; mandatory
‘domestic service for young women; large-scale campaigns to reshape
household consumption; and the introduction of the Mother Cross
award, which was distributed to applicants who satisfied not only
requirements for fertility, but who also met standards of “proper”
housekeeping. Ultimately, these efforts to reshape German domesticity
entered the arbitrary and violent carnpaigns to sort, classify, resettle,
and resocialize hundreds of thousands of ethnic Germans in occupied
Poland after 1939.

This study examines the myth and the practices of cleanliness and
housekeeping. It should be clear from the outset, however, that the Ger-
mans are not alone in cherishing a belief that they are “cleaner” than

. those from other cultures. “Cleanliness” plays a role in the construction
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of national or ethnic identity and myths of national superiority in a
variety of cultures, and certainly throughout the Western World and in
European imperialism in the non-Western world. My focus is on devel-
opment of “cleanliness” (along with such qualities as orde, thrift, and
time management) and the broader practices associated with domestic-
ity in a single culture. Ultimately, this book traces how a specific style
of housekeeping became hound up with German national identity, so
much so that it was incorporated, apparently without debate, into the
brutal and macabre policies implemented in occupied Poland during
World War 11.

But the fact that this book limits itself to an examination of domestic
norms in a single culture does #ot mean that I am arguing that these
values and practices did not exist elsewhere. Undoubtedly they did.
This book does #ot seek to demonstrate that German homes were
cozier, more orderly, or cleaner than their French, Russian, or British
counterparts; such an assertion would be impossible to substantiate.
This is a history of self-perception and identity, and of how identity was
reflected in both daily life and social policy. Although many German
housewives certainly internalized and enacted these standards, I have

no reason to believe that a higher percentage did so in Germany than -

had done so in France, Denmatk, or elsewhere.

[ have tried, wherever possible, to incorporate evidence about the
reactions of actual housewives to this ideal. Certainly, we can find evi-
dence about the norms and goals embraced by some women regarding
household management by examining the statements and programs
of housewives’ organizations. But the aspirations or actual house-
keeping of all German women, or even of the “typical” bourgeois
German housewife (if she existed), are probably beyond historical
reconstruction.

So, although many bourgeois Germans, such as Mrs. Sidgwick, were
sure that their housekeeping surpassed that of their foreign counter-
parts, there is no evidence that they were correct. French women dur-
ing the late nineteenth century no doubt also thought it a good idea to
be very frugal. And similar to the Germans in Southwest Africa, British
imperialists thought that they were cleaner than their colonial subjects,
and this notion of cleanliness was integral to their racist descriptions of
those they ruled over. Many of the attitudes and household standards
that Mrs. Sidgwick valued were common among the middle classes in

Introduction I1

[I:of the advanced industrial nations of this period, although particu-
Jat domestic symbols or objects that were venerated (e.g., the German
Christmas tree or the institution of British afternoon tea) might vary.
“Thus, although bourgeois Germans were sometimes sure that their
housekeeping was the best in the world, it most likely was not. And the
et that the German bourgeoisie was able to establish its domestic rou-
tincs as a model for other classes to emulate was also not unique. The
ncorporation of the bourgeois model of home life {at least as an aspira-
jon) into German national identity was one more example of the social
and cultural accomplishments that David Blackbourne and Geoff Eley
argued constituted the silent victories of the German bourgeoisie — the
most successful where it was least noticed — in its contest for influence
with Imperial Germany’s preindustrial aristocratic elites.™ And as in
other Western nations, nothing was more unobtrusive, more taken for
sranted, and yet less challenged than the fact that an orderly family life
nd household management were desirable.

Germany did not become a full-fledged parliamentary democracy

~before 1914, but Germany’s bourgeoisie nevertheless achieved a level
“of economic, cultural, and social influence that paralleled the level
“enjoyed by their counterparts in other nations during the late nine-
“teenth century. This group was responsible for such developments as
- the enactment of a German civil code that underwrote bourgeois eco-
‘nomic interests; the creation of a host of voluntary organizations and
“public institutions that made up a large part of the public sphere; and
‘the expansion and reform of higher education and professional certi-

fication systems. To this list we can add the construction of a widely

‘shared understanding about the private sphere and what domestic life

ought to consist of.

In fact, this bourgeois mode! had little influence over day-to-day life
in aristocratic households (which were generally predicated on preserv-
ing claims to standing within that stratum), within working-class fam-
ilies (which generally could not afford to copy the bourgeoisie), or the
peasantry. But this ideal of domesticity became what many working-
class families at least aspired to realize, in part. And it was incorporated

'6 David Blackbourne and Geoff Eley, The Peculiarities of German History: Bourgeois
Society and Politics in Nineteenth Century Germany {Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1985},
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apter 3 discusses how the hardships and shortages that World War
mposed on German civilians accelerated the organization of house-
és into “professional” associations and drew the state’s attention to
mportance of housekeeping, because the housewife’s use {or mis-
 of resources was now linked to the success of the war effort. After
8, bourgeois housewives’ groups continued to expand in number
‘became explicitly politicized. Their leadership {and grass-roots
mbership) now overlapped heavily with that of Weimar center-
ht and right-wing nationalist political organizations. In their work,
Jeimar leaders of housewives’ associations increasingly linked specific
actices of housekeeping to a nationalist political agenda, By 1932, the
G largest housewives® organizations were part of a broad nationalist
ctoral coalition that included the National Socialists.
Instead of being dissolved outright (the fate of liberal or feminist
somen’s groups), housewives’ associations were largely absorbed into
lazi women’s auxiliary organizations after 1933. Chapter 4 exam-
nes how the initiatives of Nazi women’s groups expanded on many
f-'the programs launched initially by Weimar housewives’ organi-
yations, taking small pilot projects that had only existed in a few
sealities before 1933 (e.g., the proposal to force all young German
omen to complete a “year of service” doing some sort of domestic
jork) and reworking them into nationwide programs. Nazi organiza-
tions also carried forward many of the norms of housekeeping that
had been widespread among the German bourgeoisie before 1933.
ut Nazi rhetoric and social policy linked particular approaches to
housekeeping with “race,” making women’s membership in the Volks-
emeinschaft {racial or national community} contingent on orderly
ousekeeping.
"+ Chapter 5 turns to the Nazi Four-Year Plan (which drove Germany’s
preparations for World War ) and discusses how housewives were
cajoled (or compelled) to change how they shopped, cooked, and sewed
in order to support German rearmament, Finally, Chapter 6 focuses on
the ways in which Nazi agencies and women activists applied widely
shared standards for “German housekeeping” in their work in occu-
pied Poland after 1939, using the metropolitan German notions of
domesticity as a yardstick to measure the Germanness of the so-called
Volksdeutschen, and as the Iynchpin of their efforts to “re-Germanize”
~ families whose ethnicity was dubious or shaky.

into nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century discussions about what
Germanness consisted of, and later into public policies that influenced
private households. In all this, the success and influence of the German
bourgeoisie mirrored that of its counterparts in other nations. In spite
of what Mrs. Sidgwick and het contemporaries believed, in the German
domestic sphere there was no strikingly German Sondertweg, at least
before 1933. As elsewhere, the German bourgeoisic was able to
enshrine its ideal of private life as an aspiration for millions who were .
not bourgeois. .
German bourgeois housewives’ organizations, along with the advice -
literature produced for housewives, often mirrored their counterparts.
in other naticns in the pursuit of the standardization of home eco-
nomics education and the promotion of particular domestic norms
and standards. Later, the economic protectionism that was character-
istic of German housewives’ organizations during the Weimar period:’
could be found elsewhere in the Western world. But after 1933, there -
was a sharp divergence from practices in other nations in this area, as
in so many others, at least in terms of public policy. National Social-
ist women’s organizations carried forward many of the programs and :
values propagated by Weimar housewives” groups and further racial-
ized them, as well as implementing them on a far broader scale, using: .
more compulsion and violence than their predecessors could ever have
dreamed.
Chapter 1 begins with an overview of the norms and practices of -
domesticity, as they developed among urban middle-strata bourgeois
Germans after the middle of the nineteenth century. As in other contem-
porary nations, specific styles of household management and family life
became vehicles for class formation among the bourgeoisie; particular”
practices and standards for housckeeping helped to form a template
for domesticity. Chapter 2 examines how this style of houschold man-
agement was incorporated into the nineteenth- and early-twentieth-
century German discourses on national character, both that of Germans
and of other nationalities. In scholarly and popular literature, a par-
ticular approach to housekeeping, holidays, and domesticity was now
seen as a hallmark of Germanness, both within Germany and outside
its borders in ethnic German communities in Germany’s colonies.
Before 1914, this model of domesticity was not explicitly politicized
in any partisan sense and housewives were only loosely organized.
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e narratives of nationality that Germans told themselves during
d covered in this book, the practices of private life seemingly
tside of historical processes, constituting an essential normalcy
egedly did not change. By using family life and domesticity as
ndation for national community, Germans could draw on a set
bols and practices to sustain nationality that were “timeless”
private, relatively nonpartisan and hence more universally appeal-
These worked effectively to sustain the national community under
essive political regimes, even as so many of the other things conven-
nally used to define a nation — stable geographic boundaries, ruling
riasties, flags, and particular political systems — were refurbished or
modeled during the first half of the twentieth century, or even swept
Y away.

Throughout this study, I am interested in how domesticity became
one component within a “repertoire” of German national identities, in
which Germans used not only regional, public patriotic, and dynast
symbols, but also domestic objects and practices to define what it mean
to be German, Domestic notions of Germanness were worked into the
fabric of daily life, popular culture, and social policy: in the programs
of bourgeois housewives’ groups; in scholarly and popular discourst
regarding national character; in how ordinary people thought of the
nation and their place in it; and in the work of Nazi women’s groupé
after 1933. :

Symbols rooted in private life were powerful building blocks o
national identity and were at least as effective as public ceremonies
or rituals, because the practices of private life were usually seen ag
“unpolitical” and thus more “naturally” and essentially German. They
were potentially more inclusive than monuments or holidays, such as
Sedan Day, that appealed only to particular political groups. Unli
the Arminius monument, Christmas trees and closets of clean linen
appealed to much of the German public (even those who couldn’
afford them) and thus could sustain national community powerfully,
albeit unobtrusively.*? :

Harold James observed that “there are always, in any society, no
one but several storytellers in the invention of nationality, who us '
ally cannot agree even about the general structure of the narrative.””3
Domesticity was a powerful part of the German narrative, but it waz
only one of several strands that Germans used to weave their story. Bu
the narrative of Germanness (compared to that of other contemporary
Western nations) was particularly changeable because Germany was a
late-forming nation whose boundaries and political systems fluctuated
radically during the period covered by this book. And perhaps it wa
the unstable nature of the German nation-state — both its geographi
boundaries and its form of government — during the late nineteenth and
early twenticth centuries that made domesticity even more importan
as a foundation for national identity.

17 Alon Confino argues in The Nation as Local Metaphor that the notion of “Heimat” -
{home town or locality) was a much more successful unifying symbeol than the nationa
holiday {Sedan Day) proposed by German nationalists.

'8 James, A German Identity, 8.
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tal that she can draw on, such as help from relatives, domestic
ills, training, and “good taste,” form the practice of housekeeping.
ouschold management strategies vary from family to family, but gen-
y follow certain norms and patterns within each social group. In

tal Germany, for example, housewives among the bourgeoisie

The Habitus of Domesticity

e working class were expected to do most of their own sewing,

certainly all of their own mending, as reflected in Clara Geissmar’s
oir. Geissmar, a bourgeois Jewish woman, recounted an incident
s witnessed during the 186os:

“we saw the daughter of a neighbor go by our house, carrying a small
‘kage. My mother...spoke to the young woman, and asked her where she
was going. The young woman . .. confessed that she was going to see an old
dy who darned stockings for a small sum. She said she had two small chil-
n and no servant, and she spent all her time caring for children, cooking,
nd- washing and cleaning, and had no time for mending. And now there
as such a pile of socks. My mother became very stern, and said that this
as a scrious problem. .. such an action was the first step on a path which
rould rapidly pull the woman downwards ... no family could get abead, if a
lthy woman paid for things to be done that she could do berself, .. [my
ther told her] to go home, and never think of such a thing again, The young
woman evidently realized that she stood on the brink of a criminal career, and
promised to do better in the future. My mother took the package from her,
and promised the contrite woman that this once she would do the stockings

Keep order, love it. Order saves you time and effort.
Popular saying, often embroidered on dishtowels and samplers in
Imperial Germany

Housekeeping, and the broader gestalt of domesticity that household
management and family life produce, is the result of a series of choices
made by the family members, and particularly by the woman who
runs the household. How to decorate the home? How often to clean
the rooms, and what standards should one clean to {e.g., is mopping
enough, or must the floor be waxed or polished as well)? How often
should clothes and linens be washed, or the bed sheets changed? Which
items should be ironed after washing? What sorts of foods should
be purchased, grown for oneself, canned or preserved, prepared, and’
eaten, and how often should these actions take place? Should meals
be served hot or cold, or should the meal consist of several courses?
How often should the family entertain; whom should they entertaing
and what should be offered to the guests? What holidays should be
celebrated, and how should they be observed? What routines and rules
should the children be trained to observe? How much direct supervision
should the children receive from their mother, or should she delegaie
this task to someone else? How should family members be dressed,

The choices made by housewives such as Geissmar’s mother and her
neighbor (similar to other sorts of social practices) are strongly influ-
enced by what the French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu called babitus, as
it was expressed in the field of houschold management. The term was
coined by Bourdieu to refer to a set of dispositions, assumptions, val-
ues, and norms that are internalized through socialization {usually at
the subconscious level) and strongly influence how people act and feel.
Habitus thus shapes the mentality of individuals within a group and,
‘combined with the assets available to each person — financial assets,
- but also other sorts of social and cultural advantages, such as personal

particularly when they go out in public?
The choices, like the work, are never ending. The allocations made
by the housewife using the assets available to her, which include

' From Clara Geissmar’s memior located in the Leo Baeck Institute Archive in New
York; the italics are mine. T am indebted to Marion Kaplan for calling this source to
my attention.

16
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connections — determines the practices (habits, rituals, and actions) ¢
both individuals and geoups.® |

A mundane domestic example of how babitus influenced houge
hold practice was the assumption {common throughout the Wester:
World) that starched and ironed fabrics looked “better” than clean by
wrinkled cloth. Among the German bourgeoisie, who usually had th
assets — at least one servant, or money for a laundrywoman — to mak
an exuberant amount of ironing possible, there was an expectation tha
everything made of fabric {even dishtowels and underwear) should b
ironed, precisely folded, and sometimes even tied into bundles with ril
bons. Bourgeois table settings were assumed to reflect both a family
wealth and the woman’s level of culture or taste, which led to par
ularly elaborate displays for holidays and entertaining. Other nor
were less class-bound and were shared across the social specttum
for example, that wearing a stained apron meant that a woman wa
slovenly or even morally suspect — and reflected the belief that wh
one wore should be spotless, and that the apron was an importar

yusehold appliances), a decline in the availability of servants, or
<ult of larger economic changes (e.g., those created by the Nazi
_ééir Plan, which created shortages of key domestic products).
orms for housekeeping and household practice varied signifi-
across region and by class, as those who tried to reshape house-
habits {especially their shopping habits and diet) found out dur-
two world wars. Thus, there was sometimes a gap between the
and practices that advice writers, housewife activists, or domes-
ence educators tried to promote, and those that actually existed
rying social groups and communities,

he approaches to household management discussed were pro-
- not only by writers, educators, and organizations, but were
: eproduced through simple peer pressure or other sorts of social
rol. Oral histories of cohorts of German housewives who grew
uring the early twentieth century offer persuasive evidence that
ny housewives from a variety of social backgrounds did internal-
he high standards of cleanliness and thrift that I will discuss, and
strove to manage their households accordingly.? Some wormen indeed
ternalized such norms so thoroughly that they even made their fam-

ilies' unhappy with incessant cleaning: such 2 woman was sometimes

ferred to as a Putznarr, Putzteufel, or Putzfimmel (none of these terms

ave English equivalents, but all would translate loosely as “a devil for

rubbing”). Although the technology would alter cleaning processes

ewhat over the course of the twentieth century, housewives were

I inspecting each othet’s work — noticing what sorts of foods their

ighbors purchased in local shops; how children were dressed when

heéy were sent outside the house; the cleanliness and quality of oth-

s’ laundry hung out to dry; how often windows and curtains were

indicator of one’s level of cleanliness. _

Bourgeois norms for housekeeping meant thata family could acqui
intangible but real benefits from a “solid domesticity” (respectability,
even admiration from acquaintances, and an increased network of
social connections), depending on how well the housewife managed
her household. And good management also included thrift, which
increased the family’s savings. If the housewife was skillful and pu
sued sound strategies, her family’s standard of living and social status
would be maintained or even enhanced. '

The habitus of housekeeping shaped bourgeois women’s daily wor
and was also omnipresent in advice literature, domestic science courses;
and in the work of housewives’ organizations. Both the mentality and
practices could and did alter over time, and across generations,
- Biirbel Kuhn and Karen Hagemann have published studies of cohorts of housewives
“who were born around or after the turn of the century, which make clear the role that
ocialization and social control played in reproducing the habitus of housekeeping and
omesticity I discuss here. See Karen Hagemann, Frauenalltag und Minnerpolitik. All-
tagsleben und gesellschaftliches Handeln von Arbeiterfrauert in der Weimarer Republik
(Bonn: Dietz, 1990) and Kubn, Haus-Frauen-Arbeit 1915-1965. Erinnerungen aus
fiinzig Jabren Haushaltsgesehichie (St. Ingbert: Roehrig Universitaetsverlag, 1994).
See also Karen Hausen, “Grosse Wische. Technischer Fortschritt und sozialer Wandel

in Deutschland vom 18. bis ins zo. Jahrhundert,” Geschichte und Gesellschaft 13
(1987): 273-303.

2 This is a very simplificd and abbreviated summary of some of the most basic
concepts in Bourdiew’s work, For an introduction to these concepts, sce Rlcl.larq
Harker, Cheleen Mahar, and Chris Wilkes, Az Introduction to the Work of Pierre
Botrdieu. The Practice of Theory (St. Martin’s Press: New York, ‘1990)3 -253
see also Ingo Morth und Gerbard Frohlich, eds., Das symbolische Kapital der
Lebensstile. Zur Kultursoziologie der Moderne nach Pierre Bourdien { Franl(fu‘rtﬂv?am
Campus, 1994). Some of Bourdieu’s most important essays are co[iec‘:te(l in Pierre
Bourdicu, Language and Symbolic Power {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

1991},



20 Sweeping the German Nation

cleaned; the state of bedding hung out the window to air, and so forth =
well past World War I1.4 In some small German towns and villages, this
sort of social control is still very effective today.

This chapter discusses the evolution of collective standards among
the German bourgeoisie during the Imperial period regarding house-
hold management, housekeeping practices, and the specific symbols
of domesticity that arose out of housework, all of which underlay
such social control. Norms, practices, and symbols helped articulate

a collective identity for bourgeois German women, one which con-

tained both standards for judging individuals within the group (i.e.;
measuring whether a woman was a “good housewife”} and a means
of proclaiming one’s membership within the group (e.g., maintaining
a well-ordered cabinet of snow white tinens). Historians have docu-
mented how the household management of middle-class women in a’
number of nineteenth-century cultures helped to define and reproduce
class structure and identity.5 A particular model of domesticity func-

tioned within the German bourgeoisie as a key part of the process of
class formation during the late nineteenth century. But it ultimately -
laid the foundations for a gendered national identity that was rooted -

in the practices of private life.

We should be clear at the outset, however, that this chapter is con-
cerned with German housewives’ norms and self-image, not their actual :
housekeeping: available sources make this inevitable. Norms were’

4 See Jennifer Loehlin, From Rugs to Rickes. Housework, Consumption, and Modernity :

inn Germany (New York: Berg, 1999), 138-9.

5 The use of domesticity to create, define, and reproduce class identity and boundaries

is well established for a number of nineteenth-century Western cultures, Notable con-
tributions to this rich literaturc include Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Hall, Family
Forinnes. Men and Women of the English Middle Class, 178 —1850 (Chicago: Uni-

versity of Chicago Press, 1987); Janc Rendall, Women in an lndustrializing Society: |
England, 1750-1880 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, r990); Mary P. Ryan, Cradle of the .

Middle Class. The Family in Oneida County, New York, 1790-1865 {Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1981); Jeanne Boydston, Home and Work. Housewark, -
Wages, and the Ideology of Labor in the Earfy Republic (New York: Oxford University -

Press, 1990); Bonnie Smith, Ladies of the Leisure Class: The Bowrgeoises of North-
ern France in the Nineteently Century (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984);
Marion Kaplan, The Making of the Jewish Middle Class: Women, Family, and Iden-

tity in Imperial Germany (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997); Phyllis Padmer, °

Domesticity and Dirt. Housewives and Domestic Servants in the United States, 1920~
ro45 {Philadciphia: Temple University Press, 1989); Sibylle Meycs, Das Theater mit

der Hausarbeit, Biirgerliche Reprisentation in der Familie der wilhelminischen Zeit

(Frankfurt: Campus, 1982).
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apifested in daily life, certainly. We have abundant evidence that
lifa Geissmat’s mother was no anomaly, and that many bourgeois
_ﬁ'sewives strove to meet the expectations of their neighbors. But we
nnot measure how compliance with these norms might have varied
m one social group to the next. Nor can we verify whether (as Mrs.
sdwick maintained in Home Life in Germany) German women really
d-keep cleaner houses than their counterparts in other nations: we
»nly know that many thought that they did so. No doubt many women
rom other cultures could match the Germans, however: pressed, pris-
e bed sheet for bed sheet. I am concerned with self-definition and
th norms so deeply internalized that they were usually taken for
anted and seldom questioned. However, we cannot determine the
calities of housekeeping in Germany as compared to elsewhere. The
dealized standards promoted in German advice literature were impot-
_a.nt as yardsticks for the organization of identity: on an individual basis
in helping to determine whether a woman’s reputation) and, later, in
e context of national comparisons.

Domestic Practices and Bourgeois Class Formation

_'dvice literature for German housewives (and the approach to house-
eeping promoted therein) emerged gradually during the course of the

nineteenth century, linked to the growing size and internal cohesion
of the German bourgeoisie {Biirgertum) and to changes in this group’s
‘household technology and consumption patterns.® Germany’s rapid
Jindustrialization after 1850 led to an enormous expansion in the num-
ber of men employed in administrative, civil service, management,
professional, and other white-collar positions. The wives and daugh-
ters of such men were increasingly removed from wage-earning work

f The literature on the formation and growth of the German bourgeoisie in the
. nineteenth century is substantial. Of particular interest for my work here are

Kaplan, The Making of the Jewish Middle Class, 13-15; Konrad Jarausch, Stu-

© dents, Society, and FPolitics in Imperial Germany: The Rise of Academic Hiiberal-

ism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1982}, 127—8; Hansjoachim Henning, Das
westdeutsche Biirgertum in der Epoche der Hochindustrialisierung 1860~1914 Teil
I Das Bildungsbiirgertum in den preussischen Wesiprovingen (Wiesbaden: F, Steiner,
1972); Rudy Koshas, Social Life, Local Politics, and Nazism: Marburg, 1880-1935
{Chapel Hill: University of North Carofina Press, 1986), 12-13; Werner Conze and
Jiiegen Kocka, Bildungsbrivgertunt it 19. Jabrbundert 4 vols. (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta,
1985-92).
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the “educated classes” (Bildungsbiirgertum), who relied
<.l 'or cultural capital, and not wealth, to secure their status.
well-ordered private life was an explicit job requirement for
of civil servants, who could be reproved or demoted if
heir families led “irregular” lives.? The burden of maintain-
rtafﬁ standard of domesticity, therefore, was carried by bout-
ousewives no matter what their income because it was crucial
oring their family’s social status.
literature for such housewives — especially “practical” advice,
Li-and for bourgeois women, which offers evidence as to the
d household management strategies of this social group —
isted before the mid-nineteenth century.”® But the growth in
ber of Hausfrauen (especially urban, bourgeois housewives,
led the main audience for such publications), combined with
ng publishing costs after 1850 led to a flood of publications
market that grew throughout the Imperial period.™ During

(or could earn money only in limited ways) and were expected to de
themselves full time to housekeeping and child rearing, with the |
of one or more servants, Before the nineteenth century, middle-strag
women had almost always combined the physical care of their fani
(e.g., cooking, clothing production) with income-producing activit .es
working in artisans’ shops, in merchants’ businesses, or on faip
Women’s tasks varied dramatically, depending on their Stand (estas
The withdrawal of women from their families” businesses among
urban bourgeoisie meant that by 1870, women from differing inco
levels within the bourgeoisie increasingly had more homogenous *
descriptions” than had their grandmothers, and that their working liv
converged into the role of the Hasusfrau.” This was true only for:th
urban bourgeoisie, however. Farmers” wives continued as active pa
ners on their families” holdings because much of agricultural work w
defined as “women’s work.”

Although married women in this class were increasingly classifi
almost uniformly as “housewives,” the German bourgeoisie of ¢
Imperial period was still a varied group, whose members possesset
dramatically different levels of income and education. The husband
of bourgeois housewives ranged from lower-level civil servants to well
educated professionals or wealthy businessmen. Their wives migh
manage large, well-staffed villas, or be struggling to keep up appear
ances in a small apartment with the help of one “maid for every
thing,” What united the Biirgertum above all was a set of share
values, behaviors, and elements of life-style — an emphasis on dili
gence, self-discipline, conscientiousness, achievement, and theifi - tha
bound them together into a “moral community.”® The display of suc]
behavior within the household and family life, as reflected in specifi
domestic practices, was crucial in securing a family’s position amon
the bourgeoisie. A “solid domesticity” (solide Héiuslichkeit, denotin
thrift, cleanfiness, and order in the broadest sense within the home
was as important as income level or occupation in determining social

arbara Beuys, Familienleben in Deutschland. Newe Bilder aus der deutschen Ver-
genbeit (Reinbek bei Hamburg: Rowohlt, 1980}, 441; Henning, Das westdeutsche
ertum, 274—5 and 485—90; Lepsius, “Das Bildungsbiirgertum als stdndische
gescllschaftung,” 8-13.

eenth-century domestic advice literature, the so-called Hausviterliteratur and
ffshoot, Hausmiitterliteratnr, largely addressed itself to the Hausmutier, a
an who was assumed to run an agricultural estate or farm with her hus-
. Very littte of this literature was concerned with housekeeping in its later
. Late-nineteenth-century advice literature, by contrast, tended to address
rhan or small-town housewives. For a discussion of Hawusvéterliteratur, see Inga
iedemann, Herrin im Hause. Durch Koch- und Haushaltsbiicher zur biirgerlichen
aitsfran (Phaffenweiler; Centarus-Verlagsgesellschaft, 1993), 17—27; Sabine Verk,
schinacksache. Kochbiicher aus dem Musewm fiir Volkskunde (Berlin: Staatliche
Tuseen zu Berlin, 1995), 8-12; and Marion Gray, “Prescriptions for Productive
eimale Domesticity in a Transitional Era: Germany’s Hausmitterliteratur, 1780
40,” History of Furopean Ideas 8 (1987): 413-26 and “Bourgeois Values in
‘the Rural Houschold, 1810-1840: The New Domesticity in Germany,” The Con-
tinm on Revolutionary Europe, 1750-1850; 1993 proceedings, 23 (1994): 449
6, who notes that this genre, along with the term Hausmauiter, declined after
840.

The overwhelming bulk of the advice literature | discuss here addressed itself to
an urban audience, assuming that the reader might possess a small garden at most,
‘Rural housewives developed their own organizations and publications much later
and will be discussed in Chapter 3. See Renate Bridenthal, “Organized Rural Women
it the Conservative Mobilization of the German Countryside in the Weimar Repub-
lic,” in Larry E. Jones and James N. Retallack, eds., Betiween Reform, Reaction,
and Resistance. Studies in the History of Gersman Conservatism from 1789 0 1945

standing. This was particularly true for civil servants’ families and the

7 Bonnie Smith makes the same point about ninetcenth-century French bourgeois house:
wives in Ladies of the Leisure Class, as do Davidoff and Hall in Family Fortunes.

8 The term moral community is taken from Koshar Social Life, Local Palitics, and’
Nazism, 12-13. See also the essay by M. Raincr Lepsius, “Das Bildungsbiirgertum als.
stindische Vergesellschaftung” in Conze and Kocka, Bildungsbiirgertum, 13,
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ourpeoisie forced by circumstances to earn money by writing about
hat they knew best: housekeeping. Henriette Davidis, a pastor’s
-.[ighter from a large family, published her famous cookbook in 1844,
hich ultimately went into sixty-three editions. During the late nine-
ﬁehth century, it was said that bourgeois households, if they possessed
n_d.‘ other books, had at least copies of the Bible and “the Davidis.”
_Lina Morgenstern, a mother of five who came from a prosperous
wish family in Berlin, was active in a variety of feminist and char-
ta jle organizations and a key figure in the creation of housewives’
Juntary organizations. She helped found and led the Berlin house-
wives’ association and edited their widely read magazine, Die Dentsche
'dusfmuen—Zeitung, for over thirty years."™ Morgenstern’s work and
at of her contemporary, Hedwig Heyl, points to the partial over-
ap between the producers of advice literature for housewives and the
ctivists who created housewives’ organizations. After 1870, bourgeois
vomen began to form voluntary organizations for housewives across
Germany, and some of the magazines published for housewives were
ut out by such voluntary organizations.™

- Before 1890, housewives® associations were formed in a handful of
larger German cities. Housewives’ groups in Berlin and Koanigsberg, for
‘example, were among the earliest and largest such groups in Germany,
‘and later played leading roles in housewives’ national leagues. Dus-
ing the Wilhelmine period, such organizations proliferated; the first
national league of such groups was created in 1908. Housewives’
associations before 1914 were primarily concerned with the “servant
guestion,” working against servants’ unionization, and creating refer-
ral bureaus that matched housewife-employers with women seeking

the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, young women fromn
middie-class families had often compiled their own handwritten not
books about housekeeping. They filled their books with verses, sewin
patterns, recipes for homemade medicines, and cooking recipes for
dishes that were seldom made or required exact proportions. Recipes:
often included a notation as to where they came from {Aunt Lina or.:'
Frau Dr. B.). These books were often added to over the course of
woman’s housekeeping career, and passed on to her daughter. Unless:
they were married to the owners of agricultural estates, however, they
were unlikely to need or use Hausmiitterliteratur, advice literature pro
duced for women who were married to estate owners, ™ :
After 1850, however, bourgeois women could select from th
increasing body of publications directed at housewives, including gen
eral household advice manuals, cookbooks, domestic science treatises;
special columns or supplements in women’s magazines, and maga
zines produced by and for housewives.™ By the Wilhelmine period
manufacturers had begun to distribute free cookbooks and pam
phlets in order to promote their products, Many of the most suc
cessful authors or editors of such publications were women from the

(New York: Berg, 1993), 375~405; “‘Professional Housewives's Stepsisters of the
Women’s Movement,” in Renate Bridenthal, Atina Grossmann, and Marion Kaplan,
eds., When Biology Became Daestiny: Women in Weimar and Nazi Germany (New
York: Monthly Review Press, 1984), 153—73; and “Class Struggle around the Hearth:
Women and Domestic Service in the Weimar Republic,” in Michael Dobkowski and
Isidor Walliman, eds., Towards the Holocaust: Anti-Semitism and Fascisn in Weimar
Germarny (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1983), 243-64. See also Elizabeth Jones,
“(Gender and Agricultural Change in Saxony, 1900-1930,” {Ph.D. diss., University
of Minncsota, 2000}
2 Wiedemann, Flerrin im Hause, 40-2.
Advice literature for housewives was addressed to biirgerliche housewives and
assumed that the reader had at least one servant. A rare exception to this rule was
the best-selling advice manual addressed to working-class women, Das biusliche
Gliick. See Barbel Kuhn, “Und herrschet weise im hdustichen Kreise. Hausfravenar-
beit zwischen Disziplin und Eigensinn,” in Richard van Duchimen, ed., Verbrechen,
Strafen, und soziale Komtrolle {Stuttgart: Fischer, 1990), 238—77. See Annabel Weis-
mann, Frob erfiille deine Pflicht. Die Entwicklung des Hausfrauenleithildes im Spiegel
trivialer Massenmedien in der Zeit zivischen Reichsgruendung und Weltwirtschafi-
skrise {Berlin: Schelzky and Jeep, 1989); Siegiried Bluth, Der Hausfran gewidmet.
Ein Beitrag zur Kultwrgeschichte der Hausfraw (Weil der Stadt: Hadecke, 1979);
Wiedemann, Herrin im Hause; and Gisela Marenk and Gisela Framke, eds., Bernf
der Jungfran, Henviette Davidis und Biirgerliches Frauenverstindis im 19. Jahrbun-
dert (Oberhausen: Graphium Press, 1988).

-
Y

4 Davidis (as an author) and Morgenstern {as an editor and organizer) were both
key figures in the development of the imagined comnmmity of Huusfrauen. For
Davidis, see Bluth, Der Hausfran gewidmet, 57 and Framke and Marenk, Beruf
der Jungfran. For Morgenstern, sce Kaplan, Making of the Jewish Middle Class,
206-8; see also Jutta Dick and Marina Sassenberg, eds., Jildische Fraven im 19, und
20, Jabrbundert (Reinbek bei Hamburg: Rowohlt, 1991), 283~6; Heinz Knoblauch,
Die Suppenlina, Wiederbelebung einer Menschenfrenndin  (Berlin: Hentrich,
1997).

Die Fraw im Osten {which addressed bourgeois women in Eastern Prussia) is another
example of advice literature produced for housewives by bourgeois women activists.
Hedwig Heyl was the author of one of the most widely read cookbooks and household
Ratgeber, Das ABC der Kiiche 4th ed, {Berlin: Carl Habel Verlag, 1897),
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positions. They also offered a variety of vocational training for younger
bourgeois women, including specialized cooking courses, infant care
courses, and sewing and handicrafts courses. For married women, they
offered lectures and demonstrations about issues of consumption and
housekeeping, such as advice on purchasing household goods. The
imagined community of Hausfrauen was thus fostered by women’s
contact with both literature and organizational life. which were new
vehicles for housewives’ collective socialization.™

Housewives’ magazines, courses, and organizations found an audi-
ence because they met a need: changes in household technology and
class structure meant that there were aspects of housekeeping that a
young woman couldn’t simply learn by asking her mother, or by look-
ing it up in mother’s notebook. Rapid urbanization (and the transfers
to which civil servants in particular were often subject) meant that a

woman might not be able to easily consult her mother or aunt. If she -
was attempting to secure a somewhat higher social status for her family . :

than her parents had enjoyed, a bourgeois housewife might use advice
literature to learn to entertain her husband’s colleagues, to set the table
and fold napkins properly. Advice manuals offered elaborate illustra-
tions for novices on how to create the origami-like folded napkins
because the properly set table was an important marker of a prosper-
ous and well-run houschold. For special events, the housewife would
often rent extra china or silver and lay it out in carefully proscribed
patterns to achieve maximum effect.

Younger women also turned to advice literature to learn how to
cook new foods {e.g., tomatoes or bananas) that their mothers had
never used. Housewives’ organizations and Davidis® cookbook also
taught women to use new devices (e.g., a coal range instead of a fire-
place, or using the new glass jars and rubber rings to “put up” fruits

and vegetables). Bourgeois women also had to learn how to clean and

maintain a plethora of household items, including Turkish carpets and

t6 For the early history of housewives’ associations, see Kirsten Schlegel-Matthies “Ine
Haus und am Herd.” Der Wandel des Hausfrauenbildes und dey Havusarbeit 1880
1930 (Stuttgart: F Steiner, 1995}, Sec also Bridenthal, “Professional Housewives™;
Nancy Reagin, A German Women’s Movement: Gender and Class in Hanover, 1880—

1933 {Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1995), 226-34. For the role

played by publications in creating imagined communities and group identities, see
Anderson, Imagined Communities, 37-44.
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mahogany furniture, which were now more widely owned than in
f;_revious generations, Before the kmperial period, visitors to Germany
had noted that even in well-to-do households, carpets were rare and
furniture was usually simple.’” More luxurious décor proliferated in
ourgeois homes after 1870, however, and such furnishings were more
lsrone.to become filthy, as coal-burning stoves spread soot through che
house. The growth of industries supplying consumer goods meant that
iirban housewives now shopped for foods, rather than relying mainly
on self-provisioning, which required knowledge of prices and materi-
als. By reading a housewives’ magazine, a woman could learn how to
detect adulteration in loose goods, and how to evaluate the color and
c.bnsistency of products such as coffee or cocoa, which were sold at a
%colonial goods” store.™

- Advice literature and housewives’ organizations thus met the real
needs of a growing group of women, but they also helped to articu-
late and define the role of the Hawusfrau, a term that could increasingly
be applied to women from all regions of Germany and from differ-
ent social strata, They promoted collective identity and norms among,
German housewives, so that many bourgeois women came to see them-
elves as constituting a distinct social category. After 1900, bourgeois
women within such Hausfrauen organizations began to argue that they
-.:'constimted a Stand (a corporate estate), that housework was a “profes-
‘sion,” and thus that the job of a Hausfrau was a well-defined, highly
skilled position.™ Leaders of such associations saw their groups as
‘being analogous to the organizations emerging among other female
-professionals (e.g., nurses’ associations or teachers’ organizations).
Such bourgeois women volunteers identified strongly with the com-
‘munity of Hausfrauen.

17 See Charles Loring Brace, Home Life in Germany (New York: C. Scribner, 1860),

" See Wiedemann, Herrin im Hause, 38—9, 54-5, 60, and 72; Verk, Geschrack-
sache, s7-60, Sce also Henriette Davidis, Die Hausfrau, Praktische Anleitung zur
selbstindigen und sparsamen Fiihrung von Stadt- und Landbaushaltungen 6th ed.
(Leipzig: E. A. Seemann Verlag, 1872.); this edition was one of the first {and few) that
had some sections addressing rural housewives.

™ See Schlegel-Matthies “Im Hous und am Herd” for the argument by house-
wives’ organizations that theirs was a “profession,” see Bridenthal, “Professional
Housewives”; Reagin, A German Women's Movement, 226-34. See also Prigitte
Kerchner, Beruf und Geschlecht: Franenberufsverbiinde in Deutschland, 1848-1908
{Géttingen: Vandenhoek and Ruprecht, 1992}, 21743,
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Advice literature directed at housewives and the public worl
housewives’ organizations reminded bourgeois women across- seular literature produced for bourgeois readers unified dialects
nation of other bourgeois women, who were doing the same kip, i
of jobs and occupied roughly the same social position as themsely_ nguage and social groups. Fellow readers, Anderson argues,
thus creating an imagined community among such women. In colump
devoted to letters from readers, women’s magazines gave reader bourgeois groups who made up these groups of readers were
access to recipes and housekeeping tips from women of whom read rst classes to achieve solidarities on an essentially imagined
ers would otherwise never hear.*® Such publications (and later, houge 3
wives’ organizations) promoted the collective identity of housewiv.
by making readers aware of the universe of thousands of bourgesi
women who had similar roles in their families. The community:
Hausfrauen was an imaginary one (in the sense defined by Benedic
Anderson) because most German housewives would never meet eac
other, and yet increasingly, many thought of themselves as belongin;

ines and domestic science treatises were trying to establish a
norms and standards that would apply to women from a variety
gions and middle-strata social groups. This was a difficult task.
ably, there were differences between income groups and across
.in how these norms were observed, and how households were
ged. Lina Morgenstern acknowledged the challenge of trying to
uct generalizations that could apply equally to the housekeeping
e wife of a Berlin professor, the daughter of a Bremen merchant,
n elderly spinster in Westphalia.>* Enormous variation — in terms
cography, income level, social obligations, and religion — existed
ng the German bourgeoisie, and thus among housewives. The ideal
he Hausfran tried to bridge these differences by denying therm, set-
g standardized approaches to housekeeping. Indeed, some cookbook
writers consciously tried to collect recipes that would be useable for
il German housewives, so that all German women would fearn simi-
ecipes, and (as one author remarked) “also become quite familiar
th the vocabulary and expressions used in other German regions.”s
ut although some practices and especially recipes varied by region,
nany norms took root during this period (especially those involving
uschold cleanliness, organization, and display} to which bourgeois
vomen across Germany subscribed.

The definition of German housewife was therefore simultaneously
nclusive, and exclusive, both in terms of class and region. In a formal
sense, the editors of housewives’ magarzines, cookbook authors, and
he leaders of housewives® associations were addressing all German

to a common group.®*

And this imaginary community was implicitly (and often explicitly
a German one. It was full of cultural references to recipes, holidays
and details of housekeeping that were specific to the German-speakin
world. As a result, the body of publications aimed at housewives helpe
to both define and delimit their group identity. Readers were implic
itly encouraged to think about and identify with bourgeois housewive
across German-speaking Europe, but not outside of it, a fact reflectes
in the title of Lina Morgenstern’s magazine, Die deutsche Hausfrauen
Zeitung.** The community of Hausfrauen was only one of a numbe
of communities created among the European boutgeoisie after th
emergence of what Benedict Anderson calls “print capitalism,” whic

20 Gee, e.g., letiers to the editor that appeared in Die Frau it Osten between 1910 and
1913, i
My discussion of the imagined community of Hausfrauen is entirely indebted o
Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Contmunities, ¢sp. pp. 256, 37-44, and 67-77.
*% [ am not aware of any leading domestic science work by a non-German authos:
that was widely read within Germany before 1914, Authors sometimes referred t
foreign wosks (c.g., Catherine Beecher’s treatise), but their works reflected local:
tastes. After 1918, the American trend toward translating Taylorism into the home:
through “scientific” houschold management found a following in Germany. See Mary
Nolan, Visions of Modernity. American Business and the Modernization of Germany
{New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), 206-33; Nancy Reagin, “Comparing
Apples and Oranges: Housewives and the Politics of Consumption in Interwar Ger-
many,” in Susan Strasser, Charles McGovern, and Mathias Juds, eds., Getting and
Spending: European and American Consumer Societies in the Twentieth Century
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).

2

housewives. In theory, any woman could join a housewives’ group or

* See Anderson, Imagined Communities, 42—4 and 7.
** See Lina Morgenstern's note in Die Deutsche Hausfranen-Zeitung 14 (1887} 368.
* Quoted in Wiedemann, Hetrin int Hause, 30.
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purchase “the Davidis.” In practice, however, the life-style and assum g, w
tions that these groups were predicated upon could not be export and vegetables for the market; feeding pigs, poultry, goats, or
across some social boundaries,

One of the most obvious limitations to this model of housevnfe
was class and income level, The dues charged by housewives’ orgaiiz
tions, and the cuisine and fashions promoted in advice literature {ev . )
in the “simple and practical” editions, as opposed to the gut biirgerlic . parlor. Instead, they often worked sixteen-hour days, rotating
versions) were too expensive for working-class budgets.*® The between cellars, stalls, pig pens, laundry rooms, kitchens, gardens,
terns of consumption that underlay a bourgeois model of housekeepi

‘the resulting harvests; cleanmg stalls; and milking, butter and
makmg, and dalry work of all kinds. Unhke bourgeols house—

included the purchase of items that were beyond the reach of poor rables, and not a “sparkling clean™ house or tastefully set table.
households: glass jars and rings for putting up produce; china, cutle yard and fields were ,much [nore important b‘ecause the?r pro-
and linens for entertaining; and porcelain bathtubs, “solid” furnitiy the fo?d for the family’s survival and secured its reputation in
and rugs. Thus, much of the advice given by bourgeois women’s OL:gé munity. . ot .
zations regarding entertainment, cooking, and how to clean particu healthy Yolllﬂgef lﬂ'fm Emmar:j was, thefe 01"?: not expecte ig
objects was inapplicable to working-class lives. And the frugality nd most of her waking 013'3 IOIHg w a; a cnt).r wor?al:l Wouf
moted by such organizations was already a part of poorer househol seen. as ho“SEW(ifk‘- Instea (’jc eaﬁl.tlng an c<!)10kxng might be le;
strategies. Working-class housewives did not form their own organi fi-older female relative or older chi d (if the household had suc
tions before 1914, in part because they were discouraged by the Socia Ild_)- Indeed, the amo‘l‘mt (.)f agflCUltl‘.fE“i:VOfk expected of farfn
Democratic Party (SPD) from forming a group that would be separat trien increased after the agrlcgltural crisis (.)f the 1‘870_5- As grain
from those of other women’s occupational groups. Poor women there | prices c?li, many smaller farms shifted to intensive CultlYatIOH of root
fore generally appeared in housewives’ magazines and organizatiol . ] :llvestock, and garden Crops. Most of ‘th.e‘work in thesF areas
discussions only as the intended beneficiaries of bourgeois reforme “ 9_ women unc‘ler the estabhsh‘ed sexual division of l.-’slbOI’ n l‘l'll"dl
efforts during the Wilhelmine period. The reformers were anxious mtll._ll.nlt‘les- lermg the‘ same period that urban bourgeois housewives
teach poor women “proper” methods of housekeeping.’ _ f{lftmg their attention to more elaborate stan(,iarﬁis and schedules
A second important barrier to the widespread adoption of bourge ' . atious sorts of hOUSCWOflf: ther.efore, farmers wives were shoul-
housekeeping was the difference in women’s work roles in urban'a er g an mcrea‘sed workload in agrl.cultural production. For _HlUCh of
rural households. What urban women understood under the rub: . ear, they simply could not aspire to an urban bourgeois model

of “housework” was only a small part of the workload shoulde: _ of domesticity, althot}gh in the slower winter months they might be
by farmers’ wives. Many of the jobs to be done on a medium-.. : devote more time to the home. One stl{dy of rural households
small-sized agricultural holding wete specifically classified as “wome xony found tha't farm women spent twice as many hours per
-on housework in November, compared to June; for most of the
their work in the fields, garden, and stalls simply took prece-
e.*® Housework and child care were therefore jammed into the
 schedule as time allowed, and the domestic standards prevalent
rban bourgeois domestic households were simply inapplicable,

26 The housewives who hefped create the first housekeeping schools in late-ninete
centusy cities tacitly acknowledged that most bourgeois advice literature was imp
tical for working-class housewives and created new Ratgeber explicitly addres
working-class women, such as the best-sclling Das bausliche Glick,

For the efforts of bourgeois women vis-i-vis working-class housewives, see the dis
sion in the following text. For the SPD)’s refusal to permit the creation Of. a sepa
housewives’ organization, see Hagemann, Frauenalltag _mwd Mﬁnnerpo{mk, 133
Duting the Weimar period, working-class housewives did articulate their own &
cerns in a variety of publications issued by the SPTy and the German Communist P

(KPD).

*

1

or 2 discussion of the impact of the agricultural crisis on rural women’s workloads
an overview of the sexual division of labor in rural communities, see Jones,
Gender and Agricultural Change in Saxony, 1900-1930,” 27-31 and 162,
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‘the bourgeois women’s movement as a whole) was located
11 Protestant-dominated areas {although Jewish women were
 also well represented). Catholic bourgeois housewives only
0 to create their own associations after 1900, When they did so,
tpanized separately on the basis of confession, a practice that
until 1933.3°

segregation of Catholic housewives’ groups mirrored the divi-
tween Protestants and Catholics in other sorts of voluntary
{zations, as in many other areas of social life during the Imperial
Ithough both intermarriage rates and geographical integra-
tween Protestants and Catholics increased during this period,
ociety was still marked by social and political confessional
‘that had been sharpened by the Kulturkampf, a legislative
the German government during the 1870s to assert control
he Catholic Church’s schools and clergy in Germany, and to
the influence of “foreign” Catholic groups such as the Jesuits.
ant bourgeois parties had generally supported Bismarck’s
ve efforts in this area, as they associated Germany unity
tional identity with the values of Protestantism. But German
ofics and their Church had bitterly and stubbornly resisted the
assert secular control over the Church hierarchy, and the
rkampf, Helmut Smith persuasively argues, was “an ultimately
essful attempt to create a common national culture across con-
nal lines,”3*

he aftermath of the Kulturkampf, German Protestants and
s had substantial differences in life-style and culture. As
s, they often pursued strategies of self-segregation that were often
fiil - patronizing different shops, taverns, and clubs, for example —
1at were sometimes ridden with conflict and disputes. Their dif-
s were particularly acute in what Smith calls “print cultures”:

But a domestic template that could seldom be found i.n.the cou
tryside was relatively successful among women of all relltgli(?us ba
grounds. With some variations, bourgeois je\r'vmh and Cat olic wome
could be and were “proper” German housewwef,. The obvious ada?t
tion that German Jewish housewives made was in the a.rea of coolit
because many still observed the rules of kashrzft. Mainstream coo
books often implicitly excluded Jewish housewives, as such pubh‘c
tions heavily featured recipes that includftd lar::l and pork, z;llong wi
special dishes for Christmas. But l?()tlrgeo1s]ew1511 Womt;n w l;)wagt
to keep kosher could turn to special cookbooks created for ah c;;rgb
Jewish audience. This subgenre promotec% a style of hous;e 0 ; mi
‘agement that — with its emphasis on thrift, orfif.:r, and ¢ ;atll ine
largely resembled that of the Ger{nan bourgeo%su‘: as a w ode, w
still erying to preserve Jewish re]ig-ious and ethnic identity H-lb-l(-)m't
expressions of Judaism. Housewtves could express a sensibi E;ti : a
was both Jewish and bourgeois when they set an.lmpress;l;fe abba
table, for example, or hosted a “pr(?per” bourgefns sleder. 4
Apart from cookbooks, most mainstream advice literature co;: _
used by Jewish women, and organizations create-d b}: bourgt?ms on
wives often included Jewish members. HOUS.eWIVf‘:S magazines g.(.and‘
ally did not incl ude recipes, kosher or otherwise {Lina I\/lorgenstlell'l I
not), and focused on topics that would have appealed to ]ew1s.
Christian readers alike: endless embroidery ar.1d craft patterns; arti
on how to pose children in photograglls; adVlC('E on how to tea.ch
dren proper table manners; mild physical exercises tor v?'omecrll,f. )
hold bookkeeping; and servants. Of the mftgazmes sxvnveyj ; o
study, only the conservative Kolonie und Heimat often include feq

g kosher. .
tha';l‘::eevt:; no such dietary barrier for b(')u-rgeois Catl}OliF h
wives, who in theory could appreciate and join the publication
organizations created by their Protestant com'lterpa.rts. In pra
however, most of the best-known writers for t.h:s ,audlence cam
Protestant circles, and the organized housewives’ movement (a.

olic housewives’ groups were founded in some cities before 1914, but Catholic
sewives did not create a separate national Catholic housewives® league until after
orld War 1, which was affiliated with the Katholischer Deutscher Franenbund, See
apter 3 for details about Catholic housewives’ otganizations,
Iniut Smith, ed., German Nationalism and Religious Conflict. Culture, Ideol-
Politics, 1870-1914 {Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995), 1. See also
1athon Sperber, Popular Catholicism in Nineteenth-Century Germany (Princeton:
ceton University Press, 1984), 226-34. See also Helmut Smith, Protestants,
tholics and Jews in Germany, 1880-1914 (New York: Berg, z002).

29 See Kaplan, Making of the Jewish Middle Class, 72—4; and alsiol? d.isse]r:ta[t;z;r;::c_l
( ’ i rati f Domestic Life in the :

| Matzo Kleis: A Comparative Study o .
Eﬁi;s(?;(many 1840-1914,” soon to be completed by Ruth Abusch-Magder at

University.
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o-70 than were other Catholic social groups.? Subjected to simi-
social controls and class standards as their Protestant counterparts,

vspapers; and journals. Catholic writers, moreover, were
holic bourgeois housewives were thus exposed to the same domestic

ericrally c_ﬁ_c"c'fﬁdéd' from the national literary canon, as defined
otestant scholars, and the two confessions had sharply contrastin
“views of German history.? ,
Confessional differences in print cultures certainly spitled over int
the domestic sphere as well. Surveys done in Baden in 1889 and 1894
found that Protestant homes typically owned homilies by Luther, hym
nals, the Bible, and Protestant devotional literature. Catholic homes
generally owned almanacs and novels written by Catholic authors
along with Counter-Reformation works on Jesus or about apparition
of the Blessed Virgin.» The walls of Catholic households were apt to.
feature quite different images from those found in Protestant homes;:
particularly pictures of the various manifestations of the Virgin,
But the differences between Catholic and Protestant styles of domes
tic management did not go quite as deep as the statuettes of the:
Infant of Prague in some Catholic homes might suggest, as bour- .

s. :
though the community of German Hausfrauen formally included

German housewives, it was implicitly bourgeois and urban. The
del of domesticity espoused by this group could, with a few mod-
"tions, transcend religious divisions, but most of it could not
ported across class lines or into farming households in rural
eas, This approach to housekeeping had roots in particular strata of
erman society, but writers and housewives’ organizations attempted

romote these norms across regional lines among the German bour-
oisie as a whole, replacing the Babel of cooking and housekeeping
styles with a uniform way of approaching household management, at
edst among the urban bourgeoisie.
- Before the mid-nineteenth century, housckeeping was not seen
something to be formally learned in a course, but rather some-
ing handed down within families and neighborhoods from older
: younger women (e.g., from Aunt Lina or Frau Dr. B.). Styles of
usekeeping and cooking were intrinsically local and familial. Stan-
ards and judgments regarding women’s housekeeping were set locally,
aried regionally, and were evaluated within the context of particu-
households. In rural areas, for example, housework was only one
part of a woman’s broader job description, and she might be respected
locally much more for the consistent quality of the butter she made
‘and sold, than for the whiteness of her linens.
In the process of building the imagined community of Hausfrauen,
‘authors and leaders of housewives’ organizations were remaking and
expanding that part of the older job description that had consisted
of housework, even as the self-provisioning and agricultural work
that many of their grandmothers had done now dropped out of the
urban housewife’s job description. At the same time, leaders of house-
wives’ groups were trying to construct uniform standards and schedules
that would apply across middie-strata households. They thus estab-
lished a job description for the Deutsche Hausfran: writers articulated
standardized norms, for example, regarding how often curtains should

geois households of both confessions embraced fairly similar domesti
standards for cleanliness, order, and thrift. Similar to Catholic bicy--
clists’ associations and hikers” groups, Catholic housewives’ organiza-.
tions generally held themselves aloof from the Protestant-dominated
nondenominational associations, But the concerns and programs that-
Catholic housewives’ groups pursued were, generally speaking, identi--
cal to those of their Protestant counterparts. Just like their Protestant -
counterparts, middle-strata Catholic women had to maintain standes--
gemdssige households, and the strategies they used to pursue this end.
do not scem to have differed appreciably. As Jonathan Sperber notes, :
Catholics were underrepresented among the German bourgeoisie, and
thus formed a smaller minority among that class than in other social
groups, one that was influenced by the Protestant majority in some
respects, Bourgeois Catholics were more likely to be secularized and
were less influenced by the religious revival among lay Catholics during

3 Smith, German Nationalisn and Religious Conflict, 63—70 and 8o-2.

3 Ibid., 82.

M For the identical programs and concerns pursued by bourgeois Protestant and
Catholic housewives’ groups in Hanoves, ¢.g., during both the Imperial and Weimar

periods, see Reagin, A German Women’s Movement, 60-5 and also Chapter 3. ¥ Sperber, Popular Catholiciswt, 2812,
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Hausfrau Lo recycle or make things herself, even when she could pur-

ase commercial substitutes at modest prices. When doing the wash,
oh ::éhould take the time to brew her own batch of starch out of
tato peelings or stockpiled candle stubs every week. Even after ready-
n de tailored suits for men could be easily purchased, some women
1l sewed their husbands’ suits themselves, and almost all bourgeois
omen produced their own and their children’s daily wardrobes well
st 1945, hiring a seamstress only occasionally to make the “best”
outfits. Indeed, before she married, a bourgeois woman was expected
o ew sufficient amounts of table and bed linens, and underclothes to
¢t her entire married life, Long after canned produce was on store
elves, authors expected that housewives would spend weeks every
u_m.c:r and fall, putting up fruits and vegetables for the winter.3?
ermans saved scraps of leftover food to make slop for animals (as
Jsewhere}, but German manuals on housekeeping went further, rec-
mmending that the first bucket of water used in washing dishes also be
iven afterward to animals (if the small-town housewife kept chickens

be washed, and how many times they should be rinsed during washing
(ten times, according to Mrs. Sidgwick).3® The popularity of such pu
lications reflected and furthered the growth of a group of self-identified
Hausfrauen.

The creation of this imagined community was crucial to the cre:
ation and maintenance of bourgeois class identity and class boundariés,
As in other Western cultures of this period, specific aspects of house-
keeping became markers of class: floors and furniture that housewives
{or their servants) frequently scrubbed and polished; clothes (partic:
ularly aprons) that were clean, starched and ironed; fixed mealtimes
and schedules for family members (especially children}; and househol
management that allowed a family to live within its means and put aside
regular savings.3” This style of housekeeping helped build the “moral
community” of the bourgeoisie, bridging income differences within the
bourgeoisie and enforcing class boundaries between the middle strata
and the working poor. But the bourgeoisie also deployed these stan-

dards against working-class housewives. During the late nineteenth
or pets), as it might also contain small bits of food.4°

In many families, necessity dictated thrift, Civil servants, in partic-
lat, earned very little and had to live within their means, At the same
ime, they had to keep house in a style that was “appropriate to one’s
tation” (standesgemdiss) and scrape together school fees for their sons
nd dowries for daughters; they often squeczed the surplus for this out
~of the food budget.#* But thrift had long been perceived as a key “bour-
‘geois virtue,” also practiced by many of those who could afford to live
ore expansively, Historian Percy Ernst Schramm, who came from
a prosperous Hamburg attorney’s family (his father was later elected

century, bourgeois social workers, home econoinists, and club womer
increasingly tried to intervene in working-class households and remake
poorer housewives through inspection, domestic science training, and
the granting or withholding of aid in accordance with these standards
of household management.3® :

Thrift - regardless of the cost in labor — was one of the lynchpins of
the ideal style of household management articulated in German advice
literature and by housewives’ organizations in both their missionary
efforts vis-a-vis working-class housewives, and in publications directed
toward women of their own class. Bourgeois female writers urged the

' Produce preserved at home was also valued because it was seen as being more whole-
some, but thrift was an important additional motive, See Kuhn, “Und herrschet
weise,” 257-60; Wiedemann, Herrin im Hause, 118~21; and Bluth, Der Hausfran
gewidmet, 78, who comments that “home and cooking advice books were, above
everything else, books on how to save money.”

4° See Seminar der Koch- und Haushaltungsschule “Hedwig Heyl,” Lebrgang des
Pestalozzi-Fribel-Hauses IT (Berelin: Carl Habel Verlag, roos), 89.

41 Lower-level civil servants’ families often lived in extremely straightened circam-
starices. Their wives might attempt to supplement the family’s income by taking
in boarders or doing sewing at home, but they risked official reprimands for their
husbands if the wife’s income-preducing activities became too public. See Beuys,
Familienleben, 446,

36 For the attempt to establish uniform schedules, see Barbel Kuhn, “Und herrschet
weise im hiuslichen Kreise.” "
37 For the ways that bourgcois housckeeping functioned to define class in other nations, -
see the works cited in note 3. See also Rendall, Women in an Industrializing Society;
44H; Susan Strasser, Never Done, A History of American Housework {(New Yorl:
Patheon Books, 1982). .
¥ For German bourgeois women’s attempts to remake working-class housewives in
their own image, see Reagin, A German Women's Movement, 43—98 and Ute Fre-
vert, “Fiirsorgliche Belagerung, Hygienebewegung und Arbeiterfrauen im 19, und
friihen 2o, Jahthundest,” Geschichte und Gesellschaft 11 (1985); see also Kathleen
Canning, Languages of Labor and Gender. Femmale Factory Work in Germany, 1850~
7974 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996), 300-7.
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mayor during the 19205} recalled in his memoirs his astonishment,
a child, upon accidentally discovering that his grandfather put byt
on his Zwiebdcke at breakfast. “We had been told at home that w
ever did this, would be put in prison. Indeed, Aunt Emmy went ey,
one step further: she maintained that whoever put marmalade on ¢
of butter was wasteful, and such behavior would lead inexorabl
hell1”4* Hans Fallada, born in 1893 to the family of a well-off high
civil servant (a Reichsgerichtsrat) wrote later that his Aunt Gustche
(admired in the family for her thrift) contrived to cook her breakfas
egg in the water that was boiling for the morning tea.** Family ¢ te
tainment among the bourgeoisie tended to consist of activities thatco
little or nothing: a walk in the park after Sunday dinner; reading alon
to family members in the evening; and making music together on th
piano or recorder (mothers who played could teach the children a
thus save the cost of music teachers’ fees). Visiting Fnglish or Amg

ohorts) have noted.47

erely the quest to save money, but also the high standards of
ss promoted by housewives’ publications and organizations
esulted in labor-intensive housework, Late-nineteenth-century
iterature presented housewives with detailed schedules for
_mé,' with days set aside each week and month for washing, iron-
d so forth. Manuals suggested washing floors daily and polishing
tove after every use. A housewife should empty out and clean ali
‘and cabinets at least once every eight days. The procedure given
pavidis for the daily cleaning of the bedroom, far too lengthy to
it here, required that the woman cleaning wear spotless white
gloves, an apron, and slippers {to keep from contaminating the
- 1f followed to the letter, this approach would have rendered the
Imost sterile.#®

can authors sometimes commented that the German bourgeois familig
they observed lived more simply, and spent less on food and clothmg
than their English-speaking counterparts,44

All expenditures were supposed to be meticulously recorded
housckeeping account books. This meant additional work, but als ' eighbors.# Descriptions of properly cleaned curtains in such liter-
that husbands could inspect each woman’s thrift {or lack of it): T ure; similar to other linens, always noted that they should be “snow

»

working-class or lower-middle-class families, such economies wer ite” or “sparkling white.” Indeed, there are adjectives for white
bliihendweiss) that are challenging to translate. German house-

hs, put them through ten separate rinses, and starch and iron
before they were rehung, now “sparkling white” again, because

often necessary, but writers presented extreme thrift as a virtue fo _
every German housewife, no matter how prosperous. The trade-o! _ wives seem to have had as many adjectives for white in regards to
was clear: thrift almost always entailed additional labor on the part¢ aning, as Eskimos are popularly {(and erroneously) believed to have
women.# As one 1910 household advice manual urged, “never spen
money on things which you can make or grow yourself. Only purchas
what is absolutely necessary.”#6 Tt is impossible to know exactly ho
many bourgeois women followed this advice, but it is indisputable tha
many women did, as historians who have done oral histories on th

he kitchen and the linen cabinet in particular were depicted as sites
ere a housewife’s cleanliness, diligence, skills, and order were on
isplay. The kitchen should be spotless and gleaming after every meak;
any chance visitors glanced into it, they should see a shining stove,

Sce Hagemann, Frauenalltag und Minnerpolitik and Kuhn, Haus-Franen-Arbeit.

? The instructions ate reprinted in Marenk and Framke, Beruf der fungfrau, 77.
Extremely high standards for cleantiness, along with a constant round of cleaning, are
discussed in Kuhn, “Und herrschet weise,” 244—52; Wiedemann, Herrine it Hauise,
113-18; Bluth, Der Hausfrau gewidmet, 75-8. Interviews with housewives done by
- Kuhn in Haus-Franen-Arbeit, 69, include the details of the elaborate cleaning proce-
dures women followed for curtain cleaning,

4* Quoted in ibid., 440-1. For the economic position of civil servants, by contrast, sc
ibid., 439 and Henning, Das westdentscle Birgerittm, 487—90 and 274-5.

4 Quoted in Wiedemann, Herrin im Hause, 132,

44 See Brace, Home Life in Germany and also Ida A, R. Wylie, The Germans,
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 91z}, 269—78.

45 See Kaplan, Making of the Jewish Middle Class, 290-30.

46 Quoted in Wiedemann, Herrin ime Hanse, 118,
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floor; and pans The lmen cabinet containing the trousseau should: k
Full of snow white linens: pressed and precisely stacked. Mrs. Sidgwic
déscrlbed ‘the inside of the linen cabinet of a German acquaintfmCe:
of hels, a professor’s wife, whom Sidgwick depicted as typical in th

didn’t have her house all sparkling and polished by early Saturday
oon, was considered lazy and slow,”5*

-On Saturday afternoons, housewives would prepare “better” week-
 foods and often bake a cake for Sunday afternoon. The Sunday cof-
and cake would be served later, after the main midday meal, which
ten featured the “Sunday roast” or other more expensive meat entree.
o overall menu for the week was to be planned on the woman’s
u.} enzettel (a small list or chart that contained a week’s meal plan),
ich could help her track the various ingredients she needed to pur-
hase and stay within budget.’

. Other models of housekeeping, which might have stressed fine cook-
ng or offered a schedule that allocated a greater amount of time to be
pent with children (or even more time for community involvement
hobbies), were thus eclipsed.s* Historians of American domesticity
oint to a somewhat different distribution of the housewife’s workload.
hyllis Palmer, for example, argues that by the mid-nineteenth century,
\ierican housewives no longer produced goods as much as they had
in earlier generations. Instead, she concludes, much of the cleaning and
ooking was left to servants, as the housewife was expected to spend
much of her time overseeing the household’s shopping and consump-
tion, supervising her children’s moral and intellectual development,
assuring her husband’s comfort, maintaining the family’s network of
social connections, and engaging in charitable and community welfare
work. Some American advice books even recommended prioritizing
romance and companionship within the marriage, even if it meant
leaving the dinner dishes unwashed for the evening!

That is a substantially different model than the “job description™
for German housewives contained in the advice literature examined,
Even in families with relatively modest incomes among the middle
- strata, it was assumed that the Hausfran would hire low-paid “help”
to watch the children while she oversaw {and did much of) the cleaning

regard:

[She] threw back both doors of an immense cupboard occupying the longest
wall in the room....[Flor their happiness they possessed all this linen: shelf
upon shelf, pile upon pile of linen, exactly ordered, [and} tied with lemo
coloured ribbons.

The linen cabinet thus simultaneously demonstrated order and:
cleanliness, while reminding the viewer of the Wilhemine housewife’s
hard work and affluence, as measured by the amount of linens and by"
how white they were. Much of the work a housewife did, after all, was
invisible to the community (e.g., meals and picking up, which had to.
be done again and again). But the laundry, which ir cluded the linens,
and the whiteness of her wash was one area in which a woman could:
produce something that really could be shown off to visitors and neigh-
bors. As one housewife commented, when a woman hung out [aundry.
to dry, or set out bleached and ironed linens for guests to see, “one:
could really judge how hard-working a housewife was by looking at’
her linens.” The weekly laundry, neatly mended, spotless, and hung
out in well-organized rows (it was supposed to be sorted and hung by
category and size) thus was seen as public proof of a housewife’s dili-
gence, thriftiness, sense of order, degree of domestic skill, and overall
capability.>* :

Besides the daily round of sweeping, straightening, dusting, polish-
ing, and cooking, at least once a week (often Fridays), women had a
special cleaning day when floors were waxed and special chores done.
Saturday mornings were also days when extra cleaning was done:
“Saturday was usually cleaning day,” one woman who grew up in
Southern Germany before World War I later recalled, “a woman who

7 Ihid., 66.

53 The recipes in advice literature and ingredients lists in model Kéichenzette! often listed
prices for each ingredient, so the housewife could calculate the cost of each dish. Sece
Wiedemann, Herrin Im Hause, 29,

54 See Palmer, Dosmesticity and Dirt, 5—6 and 36-8,

5 Sidgwick, Homre Life in Germarny, 135~6. For an additional discussion of the symbolic
importance of “snow white” linens, see Wiedemann, Herrin im Hause.
' Quote taken from the interviews done with early-twenticth-century housewives in
Kuhn, Haus-Fraven-Arbeit, 31,
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Jer. Sometimes writers presented these characteristics as specifically
German” domestic virtues, Excerpts from treatises by eighteenth-
tury authors such as Schiller, Goethe, and Campe (which had been
ginally written for a narrower eighteenth-century audience of “the
ucated”) urging that young women be trained to order, cleanliness,
nd thrift, were now widely reprinted in household advice manuals
id cookbooks.* Late-nineteenth-century housewives’ magazines and
ooks also frequently quoted and excerpted the section of Schiller’s
8oo poem, “The Song of the Bell” {enormously popular among the

and cooking.’s The pressure to clean was undoubtedly linked to rising
standards for personal and household cleanliness (e.g., how often bed
sheets had to be changed). Overall, as homes became somewhat largey:
in some classes and filled with more objects, the amount of timé:
required for cleaning also rose.’¢ o

The imperative to maintain a “spotless” table and household indeed
sometimes trumped other considerations, such as practicality. Advice
literature often denounced Wachstiicher {(waxed table coverings, fore
runners to today’s vinyl table cloths that could be easily wiped clean);
Bourgeois housewives held them in low regard precisely because
of their convenience. One 1900 housekeeping manual disparaging}
remarked that “nothing leads so easily to uncleanliness and carelessness:
at mealtimes as these convenient waxed tablecloths, which can be sim-
ply wiped oft.” A “sparkling” white tablecloth, the author concluded;
would train family members to be clean.’? Convenience was thus i
erally a dirty word. Advice manual writers acknowledged, however,
that the frequent bleaching and bluing required in order to maintain a
“snow white” appearance was damaging to the fabric, shortening its
life. The alternative — allowing linens to become slightly yellowed ot
dingy over time — simply did not enter the discussion,

Various media of popular culture promoted the norms of snow white
cleanliness, relentless thrift, and the maintenance of good household

ourgeoisie, and reprinted in numerous school textbooks and antholo-
gies during the nineteenth century) that listed the duties of the house-
ife. Schiller urged the housewife

to tule wisely, in the domestic circle, and teach the daughters, and guard the
sns, and employ without ceasing, your industrious hands, to increase the
[family’s] prosperity, with a sense for order. ... And collect in a clean polished
cabinet, the gleaming wools, the snow white linens. ., .%

Women also embroidered couplets from Schiller’s poem, along with
other sayings promoting these “domestic virtues,” on framed wall-
hangings and Uberbandtiicher (literally: “towels that hang on top”).
These last were pressed, decorative linens with embroidered sayings,

52 For cighteen examples of treatises on sex roles (Geschlechtscharakter) that stress
the domestic “bourgeois™ virtues that later characterized housewives' advice litera-
ture, see Paul Miinch, Orduung, Fleiss, und Sparsamkeit. Texte und Dokumente zur
Entstebung der “biirgerlichen Tugenden” (Munich: DTV, 1984), 210-16, 26071,
and 341-3. Miinch argues that “order, industry, and thrift, which are closely linked
to the ideals of cleanliness and purity, form the center of the... ‘bourgeois’ book of
virtues. They have also long determined the self-image of Germans, and their stereo-
types of foreignets in a peculiar fashion.” For the development of gender roles and sex-
ual stereotypes during the Enlightenment more generally, see Karin Hausen, “Family
and Role Division: The Polarization of Sexual Stereotypes in the Nineteenth Century
— An Aspect of the Disassociation of Work and Family Life,” in Richard Evans and W,
R. Lee, eds., The German Family (London: Croom Helm, 1981), 51-83. For the pop-
ularization of these Enlightenment authors in nineteenth-century household advice
manuals, see Weismann, Froh erftille deine Pflicht, 215—17. For the increasing empha-
sis on bodily cleanliness among the German bourgeoisie during the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth century, see Manuel Frey, Der reinliche Biirger. Entstehung und Ver-
breitung bilrgerlicher Tugenden in Deutschiland, 17601860 (Géttingen: Vandenhoek
and Rupreche, 1997).

“The Song of the Bell” (das Lied der Glocke) is reprinted in Friedrich Schiller,
Gedichte/ Schiller (Berlin: Aufbau Verlag, 1980), 244, This translation and all others
in this book, unless otherwise noted, are my own.

55 For an emphasis on extreme cleanliness as a marker of upward mobility (common
in Western cultures in this period), see Kuhn, “Und herrschet weise”; and Robert
Frost, “Machine Liberation: Inventing Housewives and Home Appliances in Interwar
France,” French Historical Studies 18 (1993): 115, :

56 The rise in standards for cleanlincss and the increased amount of time spent cleaning
during the nineteenth century have been noted by historians who have studied house-
wifery in a number of Western nations. For this development in Treland, sce Joanna
Bourke, Husbandry to Housewifery. Wonten, Economic Change, and Housework in
Ireland 1890-7914 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993}, 2z06—35; for the United States,
see Boydston, Homee arnd Work and Strasset, Never Done; for Britain, sec Caroline
Davidson, A Womarn's Work is Never Done. A History of Housework in the British
Isles, 1650-1950 (London: Chatte and Windus, 1982} and Jane Rendall, Wowmer i
an Industrializing Society, 8v; for France, see Smith, Ladies of the Leisure Classes.

57 Wiedemann, Herrin im Hause, 77.

58 Ibid,, 117, During World War 11, when soap, bleach, etc. were in short supply (as was
new fabric), officials in the housckeeping division of the Mational Socialist Dewtsches .
Franemwerk debated whether to urge housewives to omit bleaching in order to spare
the fabric, They concluded, however, that housewives would never accept such advice
and that dingy linens would lead to bad morale.

=%



44 Sweeping the German Nation The Habitus of Domesticity 48

which covered and concealed slightly rumpled dishtowels ~ not evepy
a dishtowel could be seen in a wrinkled condition — or were used 6
conceal corners containing brooms and mops, sewing machines, bread
baskets, ironing boards, laundry baskets, table tops, and even watet
facets. These textiles gained popularity after 1870, first among the
upper-middle-class and then spreading downward, They were common

century.? Christmas trees began to appear in well-off urban homes in
¢ late eighteenth century, and had become common in bourgeois
mes across Germany a century later. Poorer and rural Germans
id not adopt these practices until the twentieth century. By the mid-
ineteenth century, the tree was laden with wax candles, gilded nuts,
155 balls, flowers and ribbons, and marzipan and chocolates, while
parlor and other “public” rooms were decorated with a growing
riety of holiday objects. On Christmas Eve, the tree’s candles were
he household’s children were allowed to enter the room where the
e stood; and the family exchanged gifts, sang songs, or listened to
he children recite poems. Elaborate meals with special holiday dishes
o accompanied the holiday.

These new Christmas practices were supported and spread by the
me structural shifts that had made possible the broader culture of
urgeois domesticity of which Christmas was such an important
art: the rise of print culture, which made possible claborate popular
hristmas books” with their songs, poems, and stories; the growth of
énsumer culture, which fostered the many products associated with
he holiday; the expansion of the bourgeoisie; and the sentimental,
ven sacralized notions of the home and family life that Christmas
einforced.® This version of Christmas was one of the most successful
invented traditions” of the century. Ultimately, the tree and many of
¢ associated practices spread from Germany throughout the English-
speaking world.

- Christmas was also successful as a German national holiday. By
900, contemporaries spoke of a “German Christmas,” and widely
shared the belief that Christmas was better celebrated in Germany
than anywhere else, as its values were particularly consonant with
German national character. Visiting English and American authors
Wwere often persuaded to share this view, even as they publicized and

in working-class homes by 191 4 and had indeed become a marker of the
lower-middle and working class by the 192,05 (as they fell out of fashion
among wealthier families). Many of these linens bore the same cliché of |
“home, sweet home” found in the English-speaking world (e.g., Eigner
Herd ist Goldes wert and Trautes Heim, Gliick allein), while others cel:
cbrated the “domestic virtues” of order, thrift, and cleanliness. Popular
examples included Halte Ordnung, licbe sie. Ordnung spart dir Zeit
und Miih’; Reinlichkeit der Kiiche Zierde; and Sauberkeit ziert.** By
the Wilhemine period, some of these embroidered decorations expli
itly clajimed these domestic virtues as the particular provenance of the
German Hausfran. A typical example was an embroidery pattern for
a linen cabinet decoration from 1913 that proclaimed:

[S]weet smelling, soft, and snow white, protected lies herein, the most beautiful
linens, rewarding the industry of the faithful hands of the German housewife =
her ornament and glory!$*

The typical bourgeois home was thus filled by the late nineteenth cen-
tury with objects preaching cleanliness, order, and thrift, sometimes
claiming these virtues for German women especially. The linen cabi-
net in particular seems to have become a national domestic symbol in
trivial forms of popular culture.

Holidays were also an important part of domesticity. Christmas -
celebrated with a variety of rituals, practices, and symbols — became
a crucial part of domestic life {as opposed to being primarily a reli-";

gious holiday) among the German bOul‘gEOlSle d“rmg the nineteenth- % T am indebted here to the analysis of how Christmas observance became inter-

woven with German national identity offered in Joseph Perry, “The Private Life of the
Nation: Christmas and the Invention of Modern Germany™ (Ph.D. diss., University
of Hlinois at Urbana-Champaign, zo01). See also Ingeborg Weber-Kellermann, Das
Weilnachtsfest: Eine Kultur- und Sozialgeschichte der Weibnachtszeit (Munich: C.
J. Buchner, 1987); and Klaus-Dieter Dobat, “Q Tannenbaum, O Tannenbaum. ... ”
“Wie der Siegeszng eines deutschen Weihnachtssymbols begann,” Damals 21 {1989):
1093—10T,

© %4 See Perry, “Private Life of the Nation,” 29—4T.

1 These sayings, translated in order, are: “One’s own heasth is worth gold,” “Dear .
home, source of all happiness,” “Keep order, love it. Order saves you time and effort,”
“Purity is the kitchen’s decoration,” and “Cleanliness is an ornament,”

%2 Quated in Weismann, Frob erfille deine Pflicht, 220, Weismann’s collection of sayings
embroidered on textiles includes a number of other references praising the “German |
housewife.” Some editions of Davidis offered similar embroidery patterns,
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promoted this version of the Christmas celebration in their own co
tries. Ida Wylie, an Englishwoman who lived in Karlsruhe for six ye,
later wrote that “Germany without Christmas — or better — Chy,
mas without Germany! For me the one state is as unthinkable as
other...there is no country in the world...where Christmas is
intensely “Christmasy,” as in the Fatherland.”% Indeed, Christmas .
able to become the national holiday, because it was far more attract
and inclusive than Sedan Day (which was observed primarily amdgg
the Protestant bourgeoisie), or other holidays that tried and failed
cement a national community. Even German Jews found the tree ang

pent a year at special boarding schools that specialized in home
ics for bourgeois gitls. Bourgeois women’s organizations and
P]gj{ers offered evening courses in the domestic arts, which were
ersubscribed, for working-class women.
ér 1900, many provinces and cities began to introduce mandatory
rses in cooking, cleaning, infant care, general household manage-
nt. knitting, and various sotts of sewing. In Munich, for example,
eighth grade was added to girls’ schools (the Volksschule, which
ing-class children attended) in 1896, and the additional grade
’ made mandatory in 1913; much of the curriculum for this year
its associated practices hard to resist: more secularized Jewish famil ~devoted to various aspects of domestic science. One Bavarian
might exchange Hanukkah presents under the tree. German Christn ool inspector justified the extra needlework instruction by argu-
indeed became a holiday in which sentimental domestic customs helpe that “A woman who can mend her clothing, who can keep in use
to create a shared feeling of national identity.*® Scholarly and popul years every scrap of lining material and every button, is a pearl
publications spread the (false) belief that German Christmas — par the house.” Another inspector claimed that the new domestic sci-
ularly the tree and lights — were rooted in pre-Christian “Germani ‘courses taught “those virtues that should adorn every housewife:
tribal customs. In many families, Christmas trees were decorated wi nliness and orderliness, thriftiness and industriousness, simplicity
small national flags or hung with glass ornaments in the shape: ‘good taste.”5?
Bismarck’s head.®” Christmas thus succeeded as a national holida
part because its domestic nature made it an attractive forum for the
articulation of national identity.
The bourgeois model of domesticity — how to clean, cook, and ce
ebrate holidays — were acquired not only through advice literatu
and training in the home and neighborhood, but increasingly in fo
mal domestic science education, starting in the late nineteenth centur

Conclusion

y the beginning of the twentieth century, a particular approach to
usehold management and domesticity had reached full flower among
he German bourgeoisie. It was primarily urban in its origins and
sumptions, but was generally accessible to Jewish, Catholic, and

Before 1933, educational policy on domestic science varied betwee otestant boutgeois women alike. After 1890, housewives® organiza-

different regions, but the national trend toward introducing home ec

s ; | ) ions, public schools, and employers began to promote a simplified
nomics instruction {both in popular private courses and as a mandator

ersion of this model of domesticity among young working-class

part of the public school curriculum) was unmistakable. In the decad women. Domestic science education for the lower classes recognized

before World War I, young women from better-off families were ofte

he houschold of a relative or friend for domestic training, ¢ : " .
sent (o t tra g’_ ¥ For the spread of home economics instruction, see Reagin, A German Women's Move-

nient, 74~-80 and 232-3; see also Schlepel-Matthies, In: Haus und am Herd, 2223
© Katherine D, Kennedy, “Lessons and Learners: Elementary Education in Southern
- Germany, 18711914 " {Ph.D. diss., Stanford University, 1981), 333—45 and “Domes-
- ticity (Hauswirtschaft) in the Volksschule: Textbooks and Lessons for Girls, 1890
1914,” Internationale Sehulbuchforschung 13 (1991): 5-21; Keschner, Beruf und
Geschlecht, 212 #f, Formal instruction in dotmestic science became increasingly pop-
ufar in many Western nations after the turn of the century.

The first quote is taken from Kennedy, “Domesticity in the Volksschule,” 12: the
second quote comes from Kennedy, “Lessons and Learters,” 345.

% Wylie, The Germans, 85; Maggie Browne, Chats About Germany {London: Casse
and Co., 1884), 18; see the promotion of “German Christmas” by an American
author in Brace, Hote Life in Germany, 221-2; {or the popularization of “German
Christmas® throughout the English-speaking world in the late ninetcenth century, seé
Perry, “Private Life of the Nation,” 30.

56 Ibid., 22.

67 Thid., 82—9; see also Dobat, “Q Tannenbaum,” 1094-6.
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that working-class housewives couldn’t afford all the accoutreme
of a bourgeois household, certainly, but still attempted to instill:
norms of domestic cleanliness, order, and thrift across class lines us
courses, advice literature, the work of housewives’ organizations, an
the more informal mechanisms of peer pressure and social control,

Certain idealized practices, symbols, and objects had come to rep
resent this vision of bourgeois domesticity. Among them were the ¢
ebration of “German Christmas”; “snow white” linens and curtain
the Sunday cake and roast; and orderly household accounts and th
Kiichenzettel, which documented household thrift. All these symbo
were outgrowths of the practices dominant among the Wilhelmin
bourgeoisie. But what was merely bourgeois at home became Germ
abroad, when such practices were placed into a comparative conte
And such everyday objects and approaches to household managemen
would become key symbols in discussions of German national chara
ter. In the discourse on national character, the ways in which Germa

Polish management.

looks like the Hottentots live here,

Popular sayings, wsed to describe sloppiness or chaos, as in
household management

national identity was rooted in the household management strategie
of the bourgeots private sphere would become clear: cleanliness wa
next to Germanness. '
scrub, innate in our Volk, has a moral and national value.”

i Kdthe Schirmacher, a leading conservative German feminist, 1917

=N
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The preservation of Germanness demands a clean home. The drive to

Jlara Brockmann, a journalist and lecturer, went to German South-
st Africa for a lengthy visit during 1907-9, to study the lives of Ger-
an women in the colony. After returning to Germany, Brockmann
ote and lectured widely about the need for more German women
1 German Southwest Africa, More women were needed in German
olonies, she argued in a 1910 publication, because without their home-
1aking skills, newly settled farms would not become true German

: [Wlithout the presence of a Hausfrau...a [colonial] farm cannot become
heimisch, because only [her presence] secures German ways and customs,
and a German family life.. .. [I knew a bachelor farmer in Southwest Africal
whose animals throve but whose house and rooms were in terribly neglected
condition. ... [Tlhe farmer’s study presented a picture of impressive disor-
er....[Tlhe desk had not been dusted for six months....[After his bride
arrived from Germany] the unkempt dwelling was transformed into an inviting
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sense — which went back at least to the eighteenth century — that the
[.n_'habitants of all the German states shared an overarching culture, At
the same time, the coalescing sense of Imperial German national iden-
ﬁfy was implicitly challenged by competing or contradictory visions of
what it meant to be German. German national identity was still a work
.n"progress during the Imperial pertod (and beyond), as the Protestant
jourgeoisie struggled to assert its vision of Germanness in opposition
. competing understandings, which arose across the divides of class,
eligion, and region.3
Millions of ethnic Germans, for example, still lived throughout
sentral and Eastern Europe, usually in states where they felt perfectly
‘at home” (and thus did not necessarily look toward Imperial Ger-
many as their “natural” allegiance).# Within Germany, conservative
ationalists and anti-Semites increasingly argued that the only “real”
Germans were those who shared ethnic German ancestry. Simultane-
usly, members of some religious minority groups (e.g., German Jews
r German Catholics) certainly considered themselves to be “good
Sermans,” but also developed their own diverse understandings of the
ational community. After 1890, settlers who immigrated to Germany’s
fiew colonies also asserted their place within an expanded, impe-
rial nation.’ Conflicting and competing visions or definitions of the
Serman national community were possible because — like all nations —
it was a community that was at least partly imagined. Because this
national bonding was generated through the imagination, conflicting
or minority interpretations of what it meant to be German were cer-
tainly possible.

rural home. In the kitchen and courtyard everything was well-organized . . . the
rooms now rescmbled the comfortable abodes of the homeland.!

Brockmann was drawing upon an understanding of what “German®.
ways and life-styles included, which was widely shared by her bou |
geois contemporaries by the turn of the century. It was an under

standing of Germanness that had developed alongside the model of:
domesticity that it incorporated, a set of assumptions about what
meant to be German that gradually spread among the urban bour-
geoisic in the decades after German unification. :

Like TItalians after their nation’s unification, Germans had to b

“invented.” Legal, national, and cultural definitions of what it micant
to be German — which were revisions of earlier notions of Germanness,,
but now linked to the particular state and boundaries established in
1871 — developed gradually during the decades before World War I,
“The new nation had to create laws that established criteria for citizen-
ship, decide whether or how to organize national institutions (e.g., a
centralized railroad or postal system), and struggle to establish sym-
bols for the German nation {e.g., a flag, national anthem, or national
holiday). As we have seen, Imperial Germany never did designate an
official national holiday or anthem, and only adopted a national flag in
1892. Even the postal and diplomatic systems were not merged l)eff)rgﬁ
1918; only in Weimar Germany were “German” (instead of Prussl.an

or Saxon} stamps introduced.*

Although the unification of national institutions and establishment
of national symbols was halting and incomplete, preexisting reglonal
loyalties were gradually complemented by or even overshadowed (in
most areas of Germany) by a growing allegiance to Germany as a
whole, as a shared German natiopal identity was consolidated befofe
1971 4. German national identity drew heavily upon preexisting regionql
and confessional identities, and was anchored in the long-shared

3 For a discussion of recent work on the development of German pational identity during
the nineteenth century, including competing understandings of Germanness, see my
review essay, “Recent Work on German National Identity,” 24571,

# For the identities and allegiances of ethnic Germans in the Hapsburg Empire, see
Pieter Judson, "Inventing Geemans: Class, Nationality and Colonial Fantasy at the
Mazrgins of the Hapshurg Monarch,” Social Analysis 33 (1993): 47-67; and “Fron-
tiers, Tslands, Forests, Stones: Mapping the Geography of a German Identity in the
Habsburg Monarchy, 1848-1900,” in Patricia Yaeger, ed., The Geography of Identity
{Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996), 382.m406

¥ For a discussion of the place of German colonists in the national community, see Krista
O’Donnell, “Home, Nation, Empire: Domestic Germanness and Colonial Citizenship”
in O’Donnell, The Heimat Abroad. Fot the variations of German identity developed by
members of different religious confessions, see Helmut Walser Smith, ed., Protestants,
Catholics and Jews i Germary, 1880-1914.

1 Clara Brockmann, Die dewtsche Fraw in Stidwestafrika. Ein Beitrag zur Frauenfrage in
unseren Kolonien (Berlin, 1910), 3-6.

2 For the difficulties and delays in establishing a national holiday and unified poqtal
raflroad, diplomatic systems, ¢tc. see Confino, The Nation as Local Metaphor and
Green, Fatherlands; for the debates over establishing criteria for German citizenship
in the new nation, see Howard Sargent, “Diasporic Cltlzens The Persistent Problem o
Germans Abroad in German Citizenship Law, t815-2000,” in O’Donnell, The Heimad

Abroad.
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genres and social venues before 1914, to an examination of how house-
wives were mobilized on behalf of the nation after 19714, and their daily
housekeeping thus politicized both during and after the war. Many of
the traits established in German public discussions before 1914 about
their own and others’ domesticity — especially stereotypes about Ger-
man housewives’ thrifty and labor-intensive approaches to housekeep-
ing — were on display in the political campaigns mounted by German
housewives during the Weimar period. But now these domestic prac-
tices were put increasingly into service of nationalist causes and interest
groups. _ .

. At the same time, changes in household technology during the 19208
entered the discussion about what styles of domesticity were appropti-
ate for Germany, and became the focus of much of the work of house-
wives’ groups. The political developments of the Weimar period, and
material interests of bourgeois leaders of German housewives’ associa-

The Politicization of Housework

Even in autumn, the fruit of our homeland, the apple, is unreasonably -
neglected {by housewives] and in its place many sorts of [foreign] oranges
are consumed in astonishing quantities.

tions, simultaneously drew housewives’ organizations steadily toward
the right. Thus, the dual thrust of Weimar housewives’ groups was
to modernize and “professionalize” housework, while also mobilizing
housewives for goals beloved of the right wing. By the end of Weimar,
the major housewives® leagues were strongly allied with right-wing,
- pationalist parties, and their leaders pursued a campaign of economic
nationalism and agitation against Weimar’s parliamentary system,
while they also worked to modernize and rationalize the housewife’s

From a 1927 article in The German Housewife

By the turn of the century, a particular approach to housekeeping, hol-,
idays, and domesticity had become an integral part of how Germans.
saw themselves and others. But the promotion of domesticity or partic-
ular practices of housekeeping was of little interest to the state before
191 4, except for the spread of domestic science instruction in the public
schools. And although housewives had begun to organize themselves
during the late nineteenth century, forming quite large associations in:

“role,

.. o, o o German Households under Siege
some cities, housewives’ organizations were not politicized in any pa

tisan sense. The coming of World War I changed this — as it did every:
other aspect of social life — and drew the state’s attention to women’s
housekeeping practices and their importance to the nation. Housework
and domesticity become entangled with the national interest, which
accelerated the organization of bourgeois housewives, and boosted
their claims to being a Beruf, a formal profession. Along with the ex-;
pansion of bourgeois housewives’ organizations came their explicit;

The World War I, which transformed German society and deeply
- affected private life, provided the impetus for the enormous expansion
- of housewives’ organizations, and thus set the stage for the politiciza-
tion of housework. The war’s demands on the Gerrman “home front”
" indeed led to the rapid expansion not only of housewives’ groups, but
of the German women’s movement across the board, Women’s organi-
zations stepped in to fill a vacuum because the German government had
not undertaken the kind of detailed planning for the civilian economy
required for a long war.

'The German army had based its overall planning on the premise of
a fast, overwhelming attack on France, similar to its successful strategy

politicization after 1918, as housewives’ associations gained influence.
in right-wing Weimar political parties.

This chapter turns from the analysis of how national identity was
articulated using the practices and symbols of domesticity in various

7z
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1 enormous amount of time and effort simply to keep their house-
iold economies functioning. It often took considerable initiative and

during the Franco-Prussian War in 1870-1. The German general staff
planned to force the surrender of Belgium and France and then to trans;_.
port most of its forces rapidly to the Eastern Front to confront the Rus:
sian army (which faced some delays in mobilization). Of course, the

;asourcefulness simply to obtain a minimum of foodstuffs and fuels
dr heating and cooking, In addition, housewives had to navigate
found government attempts to regulate household economies. Marie-
lisabeth Liiders, who was one of the leading organizers of the women’s
":_ovement’s attempts to support the war effort, recalled later that the
tate’s attempts to intervene in the domestic economy

master plan failed: Germany did not knock France out of the war, and
was instead committed to a very long two-front war. But the goveri-
ment had not given much thought to the effect that a drawn-out war
would have on civilians, nor created any schedules for the mobilization
of the domestic economy,

The immediate result was chaos, when millions of households losi
their chief “breadwinners” to the military mobilization. The Allies in::
posed a fairly complete naval blockade of German ports soon there:
after, which threw still more families into poverty, as the shortage of
raw materials and the conversion of the industrial sector to wartime
production led to the closure of factories and workshops, The textile
industries (which employed a heavily female workforce) were particu-
larly hard hit. _

Because of the shortage of materials and foodstuffs, the German:
government introduced rationing and pursued an unsuccessful pol;
icy of autarky. The overall goal was to make Germany — which, with
its large population, had been dependent on substantial food imports.
for decades — self-sufficient in terms of the production of food and'
raw materials. Autarky proved to be impossible to sustain, howevet.

-were expanded week by week. In the end, the production and distribution of
[t materials and objects one needed for daily life were regulated by laws and
E;crees. ... [Civilians® lives were] characterized by confiscation, prohibitions
egarding the sale and use of materials, by collection drives, and by attempts
“fo save or produce substitutes for raw materials.*

he “war-related materials”™ on Liiders’ list, which the state collected,
processed, and recycled, included the most varied detritus of domestic
life: coffee grounds, wine corks, women’s hair, gramophone records,
and fruit pits,

Both potato and grain harvests declined sharply during the war,
and the shortage of animal fodder led farmers to feed part of their
harvests to their livestock, making cereal shortages worse. Prices for
‘both bread and potatoes (which formed the bulk of the diet for much of
the German population) rose steadily, and the government mandated
the addition of potato additives and rye grain (which grew better in
‘Germany than did wheat) to wheat flour, to produce what was called
‘K-bread, which was touted as the patriotic bread choice. The K in K-
bread stood for both Krieg (war) and Kartoffel (potato). Consumers
loathed K-bread, with its additives, grayish color, and soggy crust, but
pooter shoppers had no other choices; as the war progressed, even
K-bread was often in short supply.3

Housewives might be issued ration coupons for milk, bread, or pota-
toes, but this did not mean that they could find stores that had these
products in stock. Children, for example, were given ration cards that
entitled them to one liter of milk per week (a very modest allotment),

Germany lacked sufficient sources of fertilizer and fodder, for exam-
ple, to even maintain a prewar level of food production. The nation
also suffered from persistent shortfalls of fats and fuels, along with
many raw matenials needed for basic consumer goods (e.g., cotton,
wool, and leather for clothing). The results for civilians included
food shortages, widespread malnutrition, and increased mortality rates
in every age group because poor nutrition undermined resistance to
disease.”

As the war continued, the home front for many women literally ran
right through their kitchens. By 1916, many housewives had to devote

' For the terrible impact that the war had on civilians® dict and health, see also Anne
Roerkohl, Hungerblockade und Heimatfront (Stuttgact: K Steiner, 1991). And for an
analysis of the politics of food consumption in World War I, see also Belinda Davis,
Home Fires Burning: Politics, Identity, and Food in World War I Berlin (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 2000).

t Marie-Elisabeth Liders, Das unbekannte Heer. Prauen kimpfen fiir Deutschland,
1914-1978 (Berlin: E. S. Mittler and Sohn, 1936), 186,

3 For a detailed discussion of grain shortages and the ingredients of K-bread, see Davis,
Homie Fires Burning, 25—30.
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but their mothers often could not find any te purchase, as the milk
supply available to consumers dropped to 20 percent of its prewar
level by 1916.4 Those who could afford to do so hoarded food and
coal, and black markets in food and consumer goods flourished; but
black market prices were often so high that only the well-to-do could
buy there. The winter of 1917 was popularly known as the “turnib
winter” because only turnips seemed to be widely available, and mal
nutrition became widespread in German cities. Turnips had previousiﬁr
been used as an animal fodder crop, and their diversion to feed urban
civilians only worsened the shortage of livestock. .

Consumers responded with street riots, strikes in the workplace;
and bitter, widespread criticism of the government. Women, who often
waited for hours in vain in food lines, were particularly likely to partic:
ipate in food riots. These, along with related consumer protests under:
mined the Wilhelmine state, and a heated discussion developed withiri
and outside of government circles about what constituted an equitablé
distribution of foodstuffs. Such widespread rejection of the state and
its authority ultimately prepared the way for political revolution after

trown away as garbage even in the most frugal household before,
o replace the raw materials that Germany had previously imported
itd needed for wartime production, But the constant admonitions to
ecycle, gather and forage, and contribute to scrap collections did not
'élp a great deal, One agronomist indeed argued that collection and
ecycling efforts couldn’t make a substantial difference, and concluded
hat the propaganda to do so was yet another symptom of what he
alled “war time psychosis.”$

The bourgeois women’s movement (in its wartime form, the Nation-
al Women’s Service) became the main vehicle through which the Ger-
man government tried to mold housewives® shopping and cooking
habits to meet the needs of the wartime economy. The National
Women’s Service distributed recipe booklets and the model menus
Speisezettel) published in newspapers to adjust civilians® diets to match
‘available ingredients. These menus stressed foods that would be fea-
‘tured in government discussions throughout the next thirty years: pota-
toes, dark bread (particularly K-bread), substitutes for bread spreads
such as butter and margarine, little meat, and substicutes for cooking
with fat, as all sorts of dietary fats were in short supply.

. The National Women’s Service also helped found housewives® asso-
ciations in most German cities. With the support and promotion of
the National Women’s Service and local authorities, the number of
chapters of housewives® organizations and their combined member-
ship grew explosively during the war. By the end of the war in 1918,
housewives’ associations had indeed become some of the largest organ-
izations within the women’s movement. The new housewives’ groups
developed a variety of services to help housewives cope with shortages
of every type of product. Housewives® associations offered courses on
cooking (to promote ersatz ingredients) that taught ordinary women
how to cook with substitutes for eggs, butter, flour, and meat. Other
classes taught women how to create substitutes for scarce commodities;
how to wash clothes and dishes without proper soap; how to repair
. their own shoes; and (when leather became impossible to obtain) how
. to plait straw soles for worn-out shoes, In some localities, urban house-

Germany’s defeat in 1918. _

Rural or small-town populations had to cope with heavy-handed
government regulations, and shortages of crucial supplies of fertilizer,
labor, and machinery. Malnutrition wasn’t usually as bad in rural areas,
however, because people in these areas often had their own gardens ot
small livestock. But urban consumers found less and less food available

in the stores.

Early on during the war, government propaganda attempted to per-
swade consumers that sufficient food was available, as long as house
wives were thrifty with food and no one ate to excess. An often-used
slogan assured shoppers that “no one needs to starve, but all must:
save.” Federal and local authorities encouraged women and childrer::
to go into the woods, to collect wild fruits and foods such as rose hips
dandelion greens, nuts, thistles, and wild berties to supplement their’
rations. But even the Imperial War Food Office (Kriegsernibrungsami)
came to the conclusion that the calories expended in such efforts prob

ably exceeded the nutritional value of what was gathered. The gov - wives’ associations established consumer cooperatives in conjunction

ernment also organized regular collections of what would have been

5 For recycling and foraging propaganda, see Rocrkohl, Hungerblockade, s1-7 and

4 1bid., 162~4. 17981,
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epeatedly invoke the metaphor of the cooking spoon as a “women’s

with rural housewives’ organizations.® These urban housewives’ asso:
eapon” for the nation after 1918.

ciations created a national organization, which changed its name afteg.
the war to the National League of German Housewives’ Associations;
Farmer’s wives organized into a sister association, the National Fede
ation of Agricultural Housewives’ Associations. '

Housewives’ associations were to a certain extent the wartime off-
spring of the bourgeois women’s movement, and they continued to
grow, while remaining affiliated with the women’s movement through
932. By 1922, the urban housewives’ league had more than two hun-
dred and fifty thousand members, and its sister organization, the rural
housewives’ league, reached one hundred thousand members by the
fate 1920s. The steady growth of the urban and rural housewives’ orga-
nizations meant that by 1929, they were the first and third largest asso-
ations within the umbrella league of the bourgeois women’s move-
ment. ¢ But both housewives’ {eagues soon found other political allies.
Finally, the German Catholic Women’s League created an affiliate
group for housewives during the war, the smaller Catholic Housewives’
Union. In many respects, the Catholic Housewives’ Union pursued
almost exactly the same policies as the urban National League of Ger-
man Housewives’ Associations. The main difference seemed to be in the
two groups’ political affiliations, While the largely Protestant National
League of German Housewives’ Associations (e.g., the rural house-
wives’ league) was closely linked to the Deutschnationale Volkspartei
- (DNVP) and Deutsche Volkspartei (DVP), the Catholic Housewives’
Union strongly supported the Catholic Center Party.

The fact that Catholic housewives chose to organize themselves sep-
arately speaks to the ways that the larger Weimar parties often chose to
organize their own separate constituencies and not to any meaningful
differences in Weimar bourgeois Catholic and Protestant housewives’
“approaches to houschold management. Certainly, there was nothing
- to choose between the two groups in their economic protectionism,
“and their interest in “rationalizing” and modernizing housework. The
Catholic group’s publications even promoted the same streamlined
- vision of “modern,” rational house décor. The photos of “ideal” homes

Houscwives’ Associations and Weimar Politics

Housewives’ groups had thus been initially created in some areas {o
expanded in cities where they already existed) under wartime cond
tions, with a focus on consumer issues and reshaping household prac
tices to meet state needs. The privations suffered during wartime had
highlighted the national importance of housewives — in wartime pro:
paganda, within the women’s movement, and in state policy — as those
whose shopping and cooking choices could exacerbate or cushion the

impact of a crisis. Kithe Schirmacher, a prominent conservative femi
nist, reflected the new view of housewives when she observed in 1918
that “the world war has taught us that cooking and homemaking are
service to the country, defense of the country, and a form of citizenshi
Not only the sword is a weapon — in the ‘hunger war’, the cooking

spoon is equally important.”® Leaders of housewives’” groups would

6 See ibid., 205-10. For a description of housewives’ associations in one locality, sce
Nancy Reagin, A German Women’s Movement: Class and Gender in Hanover, 1880~
7933, 187-202. Renate Bridenthal gives a politically sophisticated analysis of rural
housewives’ organizations in “Organized Rural Women in the Conservative Mobi-
lization of the German Countryside in the Weimar Republic,” in Larry E. Jones and
James N, Retallack, eds., Between Reform, Reaction, and Resistance. Studies in the
History of German Conservatism from 1789 to 1945 (New York, 1993), 375—405. See;
also Barbara Guttmann, ““in nie erfebter Leibhaftigkeit zum “Volke® vereint’: Frauen-
bewegung und Nationalismus im Ersten Weltkrieg,” in Franen und Nation, 204-13
The National Leaguc was largely Protestant and almost entirely bourgeois. For an
analysis of the league during the Weimar period, see Renate Bridenthal, “‘Profes-
sional Housewives’: Stepsisters of the Women's Movement,” 153—73. See also Kirsten
Schlegel-Matthies, “Trnt Haus und am Herd.” Der Wandel des Hausfranenbildes und
der Hausarbeit 1880-1930, 191—228. Working-class housewives’ organizations were
established in only two cities because the Social Democrats rejected the idea of cre-

~

¥ For membership figures for these groups, and the relative size of the housewives’

ating a separate housewives® organization within the labor movement. Most socialist
housewives’ activism was expressed within the labor movement’s very successful chain

of consumer cooperatives. See Hagemann, Frauenalitag und Ménnerpolitik, 143-48.".

=0

Kithe Schirmacher, Vélkische Fravendienstpflicht (Charlottenberg: Augustin and Co.,
1917), 6, quoted in Raffael Scheck, Mothers of the Nation: Right-Wing Women in
Weimar Germany (New York: Berg, 2004).

groups within the umbrella League of German Women’s Associations, see Briden-
thal, “Organized Rural Women,” 390; “Class Struggle Around the Hearth,” 246;
and Hiltraud Schmids-Waldhers, Emanzipation durch Professionalisierung? Politi-
sche Strategien und Konflikie innerhalb der bitrgerlichen Franenbewegung wibhrend
der Weimarer Republik und die Reaktion des biirgerlichen Antifeminismns und des
Nationalsozialissmus (Frankfurt: Materialis, 1987), 176—7,



8o Sweeping the German Nation : The Politicization of Housework 81

and advice regarding home décor offered in its publications didn’t even
include the small religious statues and framed prints found in many
Catholic homes during the early twentieth century. Indeed, the lead:
ers of the ostensibly nonconfessional National League of Housewives
Associations often complained bitterly when their Catholic counter
parts were given a seat alongside the urban housewives’ group on
government advisory committees. The National League argued that i
represented alf German housewives, and that the identical policies pur
sued by the Catholic group meant that a separate representative from
their group was unnecessary, But the Catholic Center Party ensure
in many regions that its housewives’ affiliate group continued to b
represented in such forums. '
. The National Federation of Agriculinral Housewives® Associations,
however, defined itself rather differently than its Catholic and urba
housewives’ counterparts. Most of its member organizations had bee
founded just before or during the war as producer cooperatives, an
the rural league as a whole continued to define itself largely as an asso
ciation of agricultural producers, and not homemakers, throughout thi
Weimar period. Like the urban housewives’ groups, howeves, the rura
league supported economic protectionism and was affiliated with th
DNVP.
From their inceptions, therefore, all three housewives® leagues ha
links (which became stronger over tite) to the world of conservativ
partisan politics. The war had led to rapid growth of all conservative.
women’s organizations, promoted closer links and networks among

such nationalist women’s groups, and resulted in close links betweer
I

groups came to be perceived as female auxiliaries to the Reichsland-
bzmd The Reichslandbund offered the Agricultural Housewives® Asso-
ciations league office space, funding, and political support in winning
government recognition and subsidies. In return, rural housewives’
associations supported the Reichslandbund’s antirepublican agenda
and worked to elect nationalist “black-red-white” candidates in the
24 and 1925 elections,™ The Agricultural Housewives’ Associations
cague was also closely linked to the DNVP: a party on the right wing
of the Weimar political spectrumn — consistently hostile to the nation’s
varliamentary system and to the center and left parties that founded
e Weimar Republic — that grew steadily stronger in the late Weimar
seriod. Many of the rural housewives® leaders (e.g., Elisabet Boechm and
Countess Margarethe v, Keyserlingk) also sat on the DNVP’s women’s
ommittee (indeed, Elisabet Boehm, a strong anti-Semite, was a found-
ng member of the DNVP},**

- The National League of German Housewives’ Associations was not
ormally affiliated with any masculine pressure group, and its own
tatutes mandated that the housewives’ organization was supposed
o stay neutral with regard to partisan politics. In practice, however,
many of its leaders {e.g., Countess Margarete v, Keyserlingk, Martha
oss-Zietz, Leonore Kuhn, Bertha Hindenberg-Delbriick, Charlotte
Miihsam-Werther, Clara Mende, and Franziska Wiemann) played lead-
ng roles in or even held parliamentary seats for the DNVP or the centet-
ight DVP. Judging from internal organization discussions, most of its
nembers voted for or belonged to center-right or right-wing political
arties. In order to preserve peace within the organization, the lead-
tship was supposed to avoid endorsing any particular conservative
party (although local chapters might work for electoral coalitions of
center-right parties).”> But the overlap between the leadership of both

conservative women’s associations and their male counterparts
Rural housewives’ associations had been loosely affiliated with th
right-wing agrarian pressure group Bund der Landwirte before 19
(some of the housewives’ groups’ leaders were married to right-win
agrarian activists). In 1921, the Agricultural Housewives’ Association
league formally joined the agrarian league’s successor organization
the Reichslandbund. Indeed, in many rural areas, rural housewives

I' See Bridenthal, “Organized Rural Women,” 389-401.

!* For overlap between the membership of the DNVP and the RLHV (the agricultural
housewives® league), see ihid., 4004 sce also Raffael Scheck, “German Conservatism
and Female Political Activism in the Barly Weimar Republic,” Gersan History 15
(1997): 34~55.

:'3 While the leadership of the urban National League of Housewives’ Associations was
s overwhelmingly conservative, women who belonged to more liberal political parties
were found among the membezship in some chapters. For an example of a local chap-
ter that promoted political “neutrality,” yet explicitly conservative policies (which

© For the growth of conservative women’s organizations during the war, and the ne
works that developed among them, sce Andrea Siichtig-Hinges, Das ‘Gewissen der
Nation.” Nationales Engagement and politisches Handeln konservativer Fraueno
ganisationen 1900 bis 1937 (Disseldorf: Droste Verlag, 2002).
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housewives’ leagues and the executive committees and parliamenta
delegations of both the DVP and DNVP was substantial an
striking, '

The housewives’ leagues thus simultaneously made up the consery
tive wing within the Weimar bourgeois women’s movement, and w. o
also influential constituencies and sources of female activists for ¢

te less radical.™ Thus, working-class women tended to prefer the
:lal Democrats to the Communists, and bourgeois women skewed
ward those conservative parties that also championed religious val-
¢s. Women voters tended to shun parties they perceived as radical,
ch as the Communist Party and {up through 1930) the Nazi Party.
stead, Protestant women voted disproportionately for the DVP and
NVP: both parties drew the majority of their votes from women, and
¢ number of female votes that the DNVP received approached 60
ercent of the party’s total in some elections. Catholic women formed
¢ bulk of the Catholic Center Party’s voters, consistently providing
percent of that party’s votes. Without the mobilization of female
sters by female activists in the DNVP, DVP, and Catholic Center par-
, Weimar Germany’s ruling coalitions would have been considerably
ther to the left."s The overlap between the leadership of housewives’
ganizations and that of the DNVP and DVP —even though the house-
ives’ associations also belonged to the womens movement — was
therefore not as surprising as it might initially seem, And this overlap
sured that housewives’ interests would be well represented within
oth right-wing parties.

major center-right and right-wing Weimar political parties. For mog
of the Weimar period, there was little contradiction between these tw
sets of affiliations. Although Germany’s military collapse and civiliap
suffering had led to widespread rejection and the ultimate collapse
of the Imperial government — which opened the way for German
socialist and left-wing parties to establish a parliamentary democracy
much of the middle class remained unreconciled to the nation’s mii
tary defeat and new political system. Many bourgeois Germans w
deeply skeptical of the legitimacy and efficacy of the new political sy
tem. Although some voted for the socialist or liberal patties in the fi
rounds of elections out of fear of a Communist takeover, middle-clas
voters drifted to the right after 1920, a tendency that was exacerbatec
by the disastrous hyperinflation of the early 1920s.

Women voters among the bourgeoisie tended to skew toward t
religious conservative parties. A number of electoral studies done o
the impact of women’s enfranchisement have shown that Weima
female voters tended to support parties that had strong religious plat
forms (e.g., the DNVP and Catholic Center Party) and also (compares
to men of the same class) that women tended to prefer parties tha

Housewives” Leagues, Consumption, and the “Rationalization” of
the Household

The consumer politics pursued by all three national housewives’
agnes (urban, rural, and Catholic) reflected the broader conservatism
‘the parties with which they were affiliated. Generally speaking, all
ifee housewives’ groups tended to support the same economic poli-
ies and goals. All three groups attempted to fuse the rationalization
“housework (a self-consciously “modern” stance) with econornic
nationalism, which stressed a protectionist approach to consumer
ssues. In a broader sense, all three housewives’ leagues argued that
‘traditional” German family life and roles had been undermined by
he stresses of the war, and by the subsequent growth of “immorality”
inder the socialist-led Weimar Republic. Al of the housewives’ groups

ultimately drove out Jewish and liberal members, as the chapter president mtend
see Reagin, A German Women's Movement, 240-1.
14 The intricate and extensive finkages between the two housewives” leagues, the DNV
and DVP, arc exploted in a painstaking and intelligent analysis by Scheck, Mothers o)
the Nation. A few examples of the overlap between housewives’ groups and these twi
parties {drawn from Scheck’s study) must seeve here. Maria Jecker, chair of the urba
housewives’ league after 1927, also sat on the women’s executive committee of th
DVP; Clara Mende, who represented the DVE in the German Reichstag from 19268
also played a leading role in the urban housewives’ movement; Elisabet Boehm, firs
chair of the rural housewives’ league, was also a member of the women’s execut
committee of the DNV, Else von Sperber, active in rural housewives’ associations
also represented the DNVP in the Reichstag from 192.4-8; the DNVP was represente
by two houscwife-activists in the Prussian state parliament, Elsa Hielscher-Panthe
and Therese Deutsch, for most of the Weimar period; and Milka Fritsch, a Jeadin;
housewife activist, also represented the DVP in the Reichstag in 1923-4.

5 Julia Sueeringer, Winning Women’s Votes: Propaganda and Politics in Weimar Ger-
mary (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002), §
¢ Scheck, Mothers of the Nation, 19-205 and Snceringer, Winning Women's Votes, 5-6.
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were thus vocal about trends that they saw as threatening traditiona men’s role as housewives, and economic nationalism would gener-
family life. These included a perceived increase in the pumber O.f wolme
working outside the home, a decline in the status of housewives, an
the steady drop of the German birth rate.*”
Some of the most conservative leaders of the housewives’ lea'gu_:
(those who were also active in the DNVP) even compared hous
wives to Cinderella, neglected and overworked, and cast professiona
women — who were more often profiled in popular culture as the Ne ( ' Seho! : ‘
Women —as Cinderella’s stepsisters.BerthaHindenberg_l)elbrilck,w_ ement” to hO“S‘“JWlYES-TB Advice literature '(111 n}agaZ}nes, books,
was prominent in the urban housewives’ league in Lower Saxon d gov‘ernment_ PUbP‘?aUO“S) and th.e emerging discipline of home
ceflected the concerns of many housewife leaders when she wrote: onomics thusl p.ubllazed the American model of housework and
: nsumption within Germany. Members of German housewives’ orga-
zations also traveled to America during the 19208 to observe U.S.
useholds firsthand, and published accounts of their experiences.
fiese first-person reposts indeed became something of a genre in
usewives’ groups® publications during the 1920s.2° Their reaction
to rationalized American housework was generally positive, but they
were sometimes made uneasy by consumption patterns that they per-
ived in American housewives, which they felt could undercut German
otions of domesticity.

roader questions of domesticity and family life.

‘American home economist Christine Fredericks (who was trans-
fated into German) and her German disciples, especially Dr. Erna
eyer {(author of the best-selling advice manual The New House-
old) attempted to apply Taylorism — especially in the form of time
4 motion studies — to the household, by teaching, “scientific man-

It is on of the regreteable trends of our time that so many German women, out o
ignorance of housekeeping and child-rearing, seek to avoid the happiness thq
a healthy woman receives from [bearing] a child. When one olbserves today”
woman, who is externally masculine, with short hair and cigarettes...0
might well fear for the future of the German people.'. ..1Such woren ar
responsible] for the destruction of unborn life [abortions], which are P
formed in such numbers that these losses now exceed all the deaths in .th
Great War.. .. [Housewives] must wish that their fellow women would 1id
work in offices so much, but cather should be trained for their real profession

H 8
as houscwives and mothers.*

But at the same time, the consumer politics of these Weimar hots o the ways that Germans perccived America during the 19205, and how the Ameri.

+n mode! influenced German rationalization, see Nolan, Visions af Modernity, Amer-
ican Business and the Modernization of Germany. For the movement to rationalize
German housekeeping in general during this period, see Schlegel-Matthies, “Lm Haus
and am Hetd,” 153-90; Hittraud Schmidt-Waldherr, “Rationalisierung der Hausar-
beit in der zwanziger Jahren,” in Gerda Tornieporth, ed., Arbeitsplatz Haushalt.
Zur Theotie und Okologie der Hausarbeit (Berlin, 1988), 32--54; Barbara Osland,
“Emanzipation durch Rationalisiernng? Der ‘rationelle Haushalt’ also Konzept insti-
itionalisierter Frauenpolitik in der Weimarer Republik,” in Dagmar Reese et al,
“eds., Rationale Beziehungen? Geschlechterverbiltnisse im Rationalisierungsprozess
¢ (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1993), 222—50.

Housewives’ organizations published numerous accounts by these ohservers in their
yearhooks and magazines, as did professional home economists. Some examples
include Lissy Susemibl-Gliedemeister, “[Ther amerikanische Frauentitigkeit,” in the
1929 Jahrbuch des Reichsverbandes Deutscher Hausfrawenvereine, 141-55; articles
in Die Deutsehe Hausfraw 12 (1927): 74 and 13 (£928): 17, 52, 88, and 122; articles
in Hauswirtschaftliche Jabrbiicher 2 (1929): 2335 3 (1020} 65; and 4 (1931): 104.
For a discussion of the ways in which the United States was seen as 2 model for the
Futuse of German consumption, particularly with regard to appliances, see Martina
Hessler, “Di¢ Einfithrung elektrischer Haushaltsgerite in der Zwischenktiegszeit —
Der Angebotspush der Produzenten und die Reaktion der Konsumentinnen,” Tech-
nikgeschichte 65 (1998): 297-31T.

wives’ organizations (particularly the urban and Catholic housewive
leagues) were strongly influenced by the “rational” model' of hou.s.
wifery and consumption offered by American home econorms.ts sucha
Christine Fredericks. They hoped that the © rationalization” of hots
work could reduce housewives’ workload, and also improve th
image, by recasting them as professional, indeed scientific, hous

hold managers. The combination of “rationality,” a desire to upho

37 For more on the broader politics of housewife leadess and other fcmalle activists w1thi
the DNVP and DVP — which focused on “threats” to the social fabric and famﬂy hf
and urged a return to religious and pationalist values — see Scheck, Mothers of
Nation. ) .

1% From a report ona speech given by Hindenbcrg-Dcl'f)ruck, dated :Scpt. 15, 1926, 11
NH Hann 320 L, no. 22. For other examples of the Cinderella mfmf used to desc i
housewives compared to working wonen, see the letter from Hmdenbcrg—Dcleu
to Franziska Wiemann, dased Nov. 2z, 1926, in NH Hann 320 I, nio. 453 also sed X
article, entitled “Die Hausfrau,” in the Sonder-Beilage of the Hansoverscher Kurie?,

May 5, 1929

. an often complex response to consumer policy questions, and to .
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to copy the comparatively high wages and widespread ownership of
durable goods that characterized American society.”? The majority of
households (i.e., working-class families) simply could not afford these
appliances, although many bourgeois housewives could. A 1928 study
of Berlin found only 45 percent of all households had electricity; of
these, 56 percent had electric irons {(by far the most popular of the “new
appliances” nationally), 28 percent had vacuum cleaners, and only o.5
percent had washing machines, In America, by contrast, 76 percent of
homes with electricity had irons, 30 percent had vacuum cleaners, and
26 percent had washing machines.> The German version of domestic
rationalization — at least, the version intended for the working class —
ith its reorganized kitchens and dearth of labor-saving appliances,
has been called an “austere vision of modernity,” certainly a fitting
characterization for urban working-class households.?s
- Certainly, a lavish “modernization” of the houschold was not in the
cards for most rural housewives. A decline in the availability of maids
_during this period to work in the dairies, gardens, and homes of rural
households meant that agricultural housewives were even more over-
burdened than they had been during the prewar period. Rural house-
wives’ associations therefore assumed that members were interested
n household rationalization only insofar as time saved on housework
proper could be freed up for more work in the fields and dairy. But as
n. working-class homes, the modernization involved was to be done
on the cheap. Most male heads of rural households were unwilling
0 invest in electrical appliances (and the cost of the electricity to run
them) that would be used only in the kitchen, although the farm might
be able to acquire machinery for the fields,

To Gertnan home economists, government officials, and housewives®
organizations, rationalization was defined primarily as the rearfange.-_
ment of the workplace and reform of work methods according to
cime-and-motion studies. The housewife’s workplace was above all
her kitchen, the production site for meals. Housewives’ association
and home economists urged that German kitchens be reduced in size
and reorganized, to save the housewife from unnecessary steps an
motions and to make cleaning easier. Examples of the new, smaller
kitchen were depicted and propagated repeatedly in housewives’ mag
zines, in special exhibits, and in home economics journals, Mllf:h of th
new, government-sponsored housing built during the 1 9zos‘mcludefi_
such kitchens, and housewives’ groups worked together with archi-
tects, government officials, city planners, and interior decor?tors to
design new public housing and promote “reformed” ho-me décor f
the middle and working classes {which Germany invested in more hee‘_l
ily than did the United States during this period). Experts also studied
housewives’ work methods (in dusting, mopping, etc.), and the gov-
crnment’s National Productivity Board published booklets and posters
that showed easier, simpler, and more efficient ways for women to

accomplish these tasks.™
Most supportets of rationalization apreed that the new homes an

kitchen/workplaces would not include the consumer durabl‘es (was
ing machines, vacuum cleaners, electric or gas stoves, refrigerators
that were allegedly ubigquitous in American households as a core cof

ponent of American domestic rationalization. Germa.n mdustnal_@
and government officials argued that Germany was simply too poo

21 Gep the article on the Frankfurt kitchen exhibition in Die Deutsche Hausfran:
(£927): 68; Schlegel-Matthies, “Irm Haues wird am Herd,” 155—73; Nancy R.e.a_gm
“Iie Workstatt der Hausfrau: Biirgerliche Frauenbewegung un-d Wohnungspoht;k_
Hannover der Zwanziger Jahre,” in Adelheid v. Saldern and Sid Auffahre, eds., An’te
und wnenes Wobnen: Linden und Hanmover int frithen 2o0. ]ahrktfnd(irt {Hano;fc
Seelze-Velber, 1992), 156-64. For the alliances betwcefl houSvI::WWt?S Broups: an
other cadres of experts, see Adelheid v. Saldern, “Socaz?l Ratlonallza:loq of I
ing and Housework in Germany and the United States in d’llﬁ 19205, H:storﬂ__qf-
the Family © (1997): 73-97. The “rationalization™ of donl‘lcs'tlc architecture, and
the kitchen in particulas, had also long been promoted w1th}n the context of c‘oc;i
erative housing arrangements by socialist feminists {€.g., Lily Braun) and sociall

3 Nolan, Visions of Modernity, 216; Schlegel-Matthies, “Imt Haus und am Herd,”
1713,

The results of the entire study are given in Schlegel-Matthies, “Im Haus und am
Herd,” 173. For the popularity of irons in particular, see Herrad U. Bussemer,
Sibylle Meyer, Barbara Orland, and Eva Schufze, “Zur technischen Entwickiung von
Haushaltsgerdten,” in Gerda Tornieporth, ed., Arbeitsplaty Haushalt, Zur Theorie
und Okologie der Hansarbeit (Berfin: Dietrich Reimer Verlag, 1988), 72.2. The spread
of ownership of appliances was hindered not only by their cost, but by the high price
of electricity. Still by the late 19308, a percentage of homes that owned vacuum clean-
- ers and irons had increased substantially. See Hessler, “Die Einfithrung elekerischer
. Haushaltsgerite,” 300,

% Nolan, Visions of Modernity, 207,

architects. N :
22 These time-and-motion studies were sponsored and publicized by the Home Ec

norics Grouy of the National Productivity Board.
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“dust catching” knick-knacks or elaborate furniture trim; sectioned
attresses {which could be more easily removed for frequent beating}
p_f:bduced in standardized sizes; and smaller “work kitchens,” which
ere designed to save time and effort in cleaning and cooking. German

The 1930-2 diary of Marianne Lantzsch, the daughter of a prospe
ous farm family outside Dresden, reflects these priorities. Her family
farm did have electric lighting and a powered water pump, but i
electric stove or kitchen appliances for the women of the family. Th
main cleaning tools that she and her female relatives used were buckét’s,_

ndustries worked with housewives’ groups and the National Produc-

rages, brushes, and water. In fact, like their Wilhelmine predecessor:
they spent relatively little of their time doing “housework,” as an urban
woman would have defined it. Instead, they spent most of their wak.
ing hours doing dairy and livestock work, or working in the fields and
garden, along with some baking, mending, and food production (e
producing sausages) for the household. Her farm did acquire a radi
(which could be enjoyed by all family members) in 1930.%

The sorts of housework rationalization offered to farmwives by th
rural housewives’ league therefore tended ro focus on time-motio
studies and the reorganization of rooms in order to save steps ang
effort, rather than on the acquisition of new household appliance
The time saved was clearly supposed to be devoted to increasing agr
cultural production and the farm’s income. And the courses offered

tivity Board to create standardized utensils and canning products, so
that housewives could stock their pantries with their own preserves
and produce more easily. And these new products were supposed to be

acquired in addition to the goods that had always signaled bourgeois
domesticity: china, cutlery, and a full cabinet of linens.

‘Housewives’ associations advocated more expensive goods and
nsumer durables for their (bourgeois) members, while endors-
g a variety of smaller “rationalized” products for all households.
hese included the standardized products that were promoted by the
National Productivity Board and the German Standards Committee,
nging from pots and utensils to mattresses, which were designed to
e more efficient, easier to clean, or more durable. Housewives’ groups
Iso helped popularize products with “modern” design or materials,
uch as the new Jena glass cookware, along with the sleek, simplified
urniture and interior design developed by the Bauhaus movement and
thers during the 1920s.%%

The Americanized vision of household modernity — both austere and
Xpansive versions —assumed tangible form for consumers in hundreds

to members generally focused on their work as agricultural produc:
ers, not as homemakers. Although cooking courses for young rura
women were popular (as indeed they seem to have been througho
Germany, both before and after the Weimar period}, the bulk of the
courses and programs offered by the agricuttural housewives’ feder:
tion tried to train rural women as producers, not consumers: couss
on sorting and packing fruits and vegetables; programs on the quali
control and pricing of eggs; along with a great deal of mformatlon on
gardening and poultry work. *7

The more upscale vision of household rationalization, that marketed
to more affluent households the lavish household exhibitions discussed
in the following text, was implicitly bourgeois and urban. But in these

f large and small exhibits mounted by housewives’ associations during
he late 19208. The largest, such as the massive 1928 shows “Home and
echnology” {Munich) and “Nutrition™ (Berlin) were created in con-
unction with government, business, and industry, and were reviewed
nd publicized in newspapers and magazines nationwide. Parts of both
xhibits were subsequently combined to create a “traveling exhibit”
hat visited a series of German cities. Even a mid-sized exhibit, such
s the “Blue Apron™ show created by Diisseldorf women’s associa-
ions in 1930, could attract fifteen thousand visitors in a month. In
‘smaller cities and towns, local housewives’ associations created their

consumer exhibitions, new products were enlisted to help realize
version of urban modernity that was still based on older norms of
cleanliness and order. The rational urban household was filled wit
products designed to make it possible to reach high levels of cleanl

ness, without the support of a domestic servant: linoleum floors; a lack ® See, e.g., Klara Neundirfer, Haushalten (Konigstein im Taunus: Vetlag der Fiserne

; Hammer, 1923); Ludwig Neundorfer, Wie Wohnen? (Konigstein im Taunus: Verlag
der Eiserne Hammer, 192.8; “Gute und schlechte Farmen im Haushalt,” Fraueniand
20 (1927): 78, For the work of National Productivity Board, see Nolan, Visions of

Modernity, 214-15,

2% Jones, “Gender and Agricultural Change,” 212-17,
17 Thid., 193-8.
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tiousehold, even if their daily reality did not include its technology. )
Rationalized housekeeping was also incorporated into domestic sci-
ce classes during this period, both those offered in public schools {in
increasing numbers) and those offered by private employers to female
employees.’* This trend in home economics education ensured that the
iew approach to housekeeping would be transmitted to the younger
generation.
. The rational shopping habits that housewives’ organizations advo-
ated, however, reflected the ambivalence that these associations felt
oward mass production and the American model of the consumer
ociety. Housewives’ associations had class investments that led them
o defend small retailers and artisans (the backbone of the middle
lass — and key constituencies of the conservative parties) from the
hreat posed by department stores, one-price stores, consumer coopera-
es {affiliated with the socialist labor movement), and chains of larger
etailers. Many members of housewives’ associations were married
o small businessmen or craftsmen. Housewives’ associations there-
ore often denounced the “cheap” quality of mass-produced goods
(Duizendwaren), and reminded their members that small retailers
._cbuld give better advice and more personalized service. Articles that
their magazines published on consumer issues also showed strong dis-
ust and dislike of the advertising and promotion that accompanied
ass production. Similar to home economists, housewives’ associa-
tions stressed repeatedly that “the most expensive product is still the
cheapest™ over the long run, because it would last longet, and advised
readers to buy the best quality that they could possibly afford (which
implicitly meant buying from craftsmen).?
Although they rejected department stores, housewives’ groups still
sought to empower the housewife/consumer in her dealings with
tailers and artisans through increased knowledge about commodi-
ties (Warenkunde). The housewife’s skill at shopping, the result of
detailed education about the qualities and attributes of products, would
help equalize the relationship between merchants and consumers, and

own shows, or contracted with firms that specialized in producing these
exhibits. In return for the housewives” endorsement, promotion, ang
donated materials, these firms organized the shows using their owy;
exhibits (along with material from local businesses) and gave the local
housewives’ association a share of the proceeds.” .
These exhibits showcased every aspect of household rationalization
including model kitchens, living rooms, bedrooms, and bathrooms. Fop
households with different income levels the largest exhibits would pr
vide several models for every room. Visitors could see demonstrations
of the new household appliances that used electricity or gas, along with
information on the cost of using these products. In some shows, entire
kitchens or laundry rooms from the United States stood alongside Ge
man models. Bedrooms and living rooms reflected the new style’
interior decoration. In many shows, visitors could also purchase. t
displayed appliances and furniture. Most shows also stressed rationa
nutrition, which urged the consumption of more fruits and vegetables
and included cooking demonstrations offering visitors a taste of these
healthier dishes and distributing recipe booklets. Other rooms might
include materials on rationalized methods of housework or shoppin
Exhibits on the “new household” were usually organized by hous
wives’ proups, but other women’s associations (e.g., confessional or
teachers’ organizations) would hold annual conventions in conjun
tion with such exhibits to offer their members special tours of :the
shows. In many cities, pupils from domestic science classes toured the
exhibitions. City dwellers came by the thousands, attracted by frée
food samples, discount coupons, and opportunities to buy the latest
gadgets, One critic remarked that the atmosphere of the exhibits often
resembled annual fairs.?* These shows ensured that many (if not most
urban housewives would have been exposed to the vision of the mod

29 Sec Der Haushalt als Wirtschaftsfaktor. Ergebnisse der Ausstellung Heint vund Techuik
(Munich, 1928); Frauenwirken in Haus tind Familie. Die Ausstellung der Diisseldor
Frauenverbinde. Riickblick und Ausblick (Diisseldorf, 1930). Die Deutsche Hausfr
also regularly carried reports on these shows, large and small, from all over .G(?r{na_
Sez the correspoudence between housewives” associations and firms specializing;
these shows in Niedersichsisches Hauptstaatsarchiv (hereafter, NH) Hann 320 Lno
47, and in the archive of the Katholischer Deutscher Fravenbund (hercafter, AKDF
files 1—74—4 and 1-74-5.

30 SecSFmZ:nfyirken irz ;{jus und Familic and Der Haushalt als Wirtschaftsfaktor.

3 See the critical article in Dentsche Hauswirtschaft 21 {1936): 114. :

% For the increase in the number of rationalized home economics courses offered by
- employers, sce Nolan, Visions of Modernity, 116-18.

* The saying “the best is still the cheapest” apparently predated World War 1 and was
picked up on by housewives’ organizations; the strong preference for “quality” in
: consumer goods s still very much evident in German discussions today.
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housewives’ organizations tried to educate their members in meetin etween particular governmental agencies, bourgeois housewives’
oups, and industries to promote new sorts of consumption: a bour-
ois style of domesticity that was hygienic, orderly, rational, and

nodern.

and publications. Because housewives did not always have the time to
acquire this knowledge, however, housewives’ associations went fu
ther. The urban National League of German Housewives’ Associatio
created a center to test consumer products in 1925. Producers could
submit their products, which were tested for durability, cost of ope
ation, and ease of use. Those that the center judged worthy coufd
carry the League’s symbol (a sun stamp) on their products and adver:
tising. Home economists and housewives’ magazines advised women
to “look for the sun symbol™ when shopping. In many larger citie
housewives’ organizations established advice centers with permanent

Economic Nationalism and the Politics of Food

'he consumer education of housewives’ organizations included much
ore than just the promotion or evaluation of new technology and
household rationalization. Much of their work in this area, perhaps
ven the bulk of it, was concerned with the more fundamental con-
umption issue of food. Housewives” associations had been originally
reated during the war to deal with issues relating to foodstuffs, and
od politics were among these organizations’ chief preoccupations.
caders of housewives’ groups acknowledged that not all households
ould afford durable goods, but all households had to purchase food:
foodstuffs were therefore the area where they hoped to have the most
impact on consumers’ purchasing decisions. These organizations’ exhi-
bitions thus always devoted considerable space to cooking demonstra-
tions and recipe distribution within the model kitchens; their advice
centers inclided rotating exhibitions on nutrition and cooking; and
their publications devoted as much space to food choices as they did to
rationalized housework. But although they paid as much (or even more)
attention to apples than they did to vacuum cleaners, their discussions
of food still expressed the full range of anxieties and aspirations that
the new consumer socicty evoked, and consistently urged a program
of economic nationalism,

- The most important fears and hopes in housewives’ discussions
about food centered on the promotion of “German” foods and the

rejection of imported foodstuffs. This was part of the general support

for protectionism predominant during the 1920s, and it reflected the

anxiety that “unrestrained” consumption would undermine traditional

ocial hierarchies. Buying German foods would help protect German

farmers above all, but housewives® associations also linked German

foodstuffs to more traditional diets, life-styles, and domesticity. House-

“wife leaders also associated buying foreign foods with the same lack

‘of “social responsibility” that led many housewives to desert local

- businesses and artisans for department stores or chains. Housewives’

exhibitions on the “new household,” where consumers could obtain
information about new products. The largest and most elaborate was
the so-called Heibaudi, which advised over fifty thousand consutners
1932.3 Housewives’ organizations and home economists also empha
ically and consistently warned housewives against the use of credit o
buying on time. Paying cash, they argued, put the housewife/consume
in a stronger position vis-a-vis merchants. All of these policies we
attempts to strengthen the position of housewives because small reta
ers and artisans derived much of their authority from their specialized
knowledge about products and their control over access to credit. -

The industries that produced household goods (e.g., Siemens, for
electronic appliances, or Schott, which manufactured Jena glassware
worked with the German Standards Committee and the urban and
Catholic housewives’ leagues to market their goods to German womesi
They lent or donated samples to housewives’ exhibitions, agreed with
new norming standards for the size and shape of products, and sought
(and publicized) the seal of approval that their goods could get from
housewives’ testing centers. Overall, this was a loose partnersh

M The testing center was publicized in almost all advice literature and housewives
magazines and often had a booth at the larger household exhibitions. See, e.g., B
Meyes, Der seue Haushalt. Ein Wegmweiser zur wirtschaftlicher Hausfiibrung, 2nd'ed
{Stuttgart: Franclch’sche Verlagshandlung, 1926), x52. For the background and op
ating procedures of the testing centet, see Schlegel-Matthies, “fm Haus und am Her
194—6. The center was modeled on the American Good Housekeeping Institute an
was the first of its kind in Furope.
Heibaudi stood for Hauswirtschaftlicher Einkanfs-Beratungs-Auskunftsdienst; séc
the article on it in the 1928 Jabrbuch des Reichsverbandes Deutscher Hausfrauesn:
vereine.

3
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at he ate only rye bread and proclaimed that “a patriot eats rye
ad,” a point that housewives’ groups stressed repeatedly in their
sumer education,?®

Housewives’ organizations went beyond the products promoted
during World War I in their consumer education. Some of their most
asstonate rhetoric attacked the so-called southern fruits (Siidfriichte):
mpotted tropical fruits, especially bananas and oranges. Housewives’
ublications repeatedly denounced mothers who bought oranges and
ananas for their children, arguing that these imports hurt Ger-
man farmers and Germany’s balance of trade; tropical fruits were
labeled unnecessary luxuries. Housewives’ organizations recognized
t Germany’s climate did not supply local fruit year round, but argued
at a conscientious housewife would buy German fruits in season and
put them up or store them in her cellar over the winter. Magazines
t housewives and advice literature published articles telling women
about the various ways to store and preserve different sorts of local
produce: putting them up in jars, storing them in bins, and layered
among straw or sand. Hard work and thrift — mainstays of prewar
scussions of proper German domesticity — were implicit in these dis-
ssions of household management and food choices.

.Rural women kept and preserved some of what they produced, but
many small town and urban women also went through annual rou-
tines of “putting up,” drying, canning, or otherwise preserving jam,

sauerkraut, beans, fruit, carrots, and so forth for their families® needs

each winters. Often, the women grew the food in their own small gar-

den plots, or even simply put up produce that they had bought in season

the market. One woman interviewed decades later recalled that she

d filled five hundred glass jars each summer, and usually put up two

wndred pounds of “spreads” (jams or other bread spreads) each year.

think about this now that Tam old,” she added, “and I wonder: why

did we work ourselves so hard? Why? We could have taken things a bit

economic nationalism also reflected their close alliance with the ryr
housewives’ league, whose members demanded protective tariffs esp
cially for “women’s sphere of agriculture — milk products, poultt
eggs, fruit, and vegetables,”3¢ Throughout the r920s, urban ho.us_
wives’ associations worked with German food producers to try ¢
influence housewives’ choices of products. In the process, they helped
further develop categorizations of food begun during World War ;|
which products were assigned ambivalent and conflicting attributes,
They continued to promote rationalization, which stressed abundan
in some areas (e.g., the acquisition of durable goods). Protectionist
however — usually conceptualized as “socially responsible” or patrio'_t;g

consumption — was an even higher priority.

Some of the foodstuffs that housewives’ organizations tried to pr:
mote were the same products they had stressed during World War
because wartime autarky had relied on the same products that pr
tectionism singled out in peacetime: potatoes and dark bread. Large
sections of Germany’s arable land supported rye or barley crops be
ter than wheat. To be “self-sufficient” in grain, therefore, and suppo
local farmers, German consumers would have to eat breads made witl
rye flour, and utilize the wheat that Germany had to the fullest by eatiiig
whole wheat bread. German consumers, however, shared the almos
universal Western preference for lighter (or white) wheat breads, witl
their crisp crusts and connotations of luxury.?” Housewives’ orga
zations thus joined agrarian interests in promoting rye as the “patti
otic” grain. They distributed booklets and presented slide shows to
their members that explained how rye bread had more fiber, was mor
nutritious, and helped save German farmers. Wheat bread, especiallﬁ
the light rolls (Brétchen), ought to be seen as luxuries, and reserved fo
occasional use only. Housewives® associations promoted “rye days,’
and when a delegation from the housewives’ National League met wit
President Hindenburg in 1928 {in conjunction with the opening of:
farge exhibition), the league’s magazine later noted that President H
denbutg praised the league’s promotion of rye. Hindenburg stresse

Promotion of rye bread was a regular theme in housewives’ publications, For the meet-
© ing with Hindenburg, see Die Dentsche Hausfran 13 {1928): 92-3. For an example
of a “rye day,” sce Die Deutsche Hawusfran 15 (1930} 56. For correspondence with
- agricultural interests and examples of the protectionist propaganda distributed by
housewives, see AKDFB, file 1~70-2. The promotion and government protection of
rye had a long history, stretching back into the Wilhelmine period, when the Emperor
had endorsed rye as the “patriotic” grain.

36 Bridenthal, “Organized Rural Women,” 4o1. :
37 The preference for white bread was widespread and widely bemoancd by socia
reformers, who simply could not understand why workers prefeered the (less nutri
tious) white bread and rejected the cheaper foods associated with poverty.
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easier, and our families wouldn’t have starved.”? But homemade pre
serves were seen as healthier, better-tasting, and were also being toute
as more patriotic; many women simply accepted this as a normal par

aria Jecker (a leader in the urban housewives’ league) also approv-
nigly cited Mussolini’s prohibition on imported bananas in Ttaly, and
told her organization’s members that “not a single banana or orange
must appear on the table of a German housewife, so long as the beauty
of German fruits beckons [in the marketplace].”4

. Housewives” organizations also championed butter, although the
politics of butter consumption were more complex and problematic
than those of other foodstuffs. Butter had been heavily coveted during
World War 1, particularly among the bourgeoisie. The distribution of
butter had been one of the most hotly debated issues during the war,
while margarine had been one of the ersatz foodstuffs promoted in
ts place.** Butter, once again widely available, was thus a symbol of
cacetime and normalcy. It was also produced in Germany and was
een as a “natural” product. By contrast, many housewife/consumers
iewed margarine with suspicion, because of its “unnatural” and dubi-
us ingredients. Its national provenance was also questionable because
ven if it was manufactured in Germany, it was made out of imported
aw materials (including whale blubber and coconut oil}. Some of the
est-known brands, moreover, (such as Sanella) were owned by foreign
orporations.* However, housewives’ organizations could not simply
romote the use of butter over margarine — as they did apples over
ranges — because Germany imported a great deal of butter;: Danish
utter in particular was widely preferred. And leaders of housewives’
ssociations were aware that many households could not afford butter,

_"hich cost about twice as much as margarine.

- Housewives’ groups could and did appeal to their members to buy
serman butter rather than Danish butter. To substitute for margarine
nd to aid German dairy farmers, housewives’ organizations also began

o promote a dairy product called Quark, a sour sort of curds made

om the milk leftover from butter production. Unknown to many

'_erman consumers during the 1920s, and unavailable in many areas,

Quark was used as a bread spread (in place of butter or margarine) or to

ake desserts. Both of the larger housewives’ organizations, working

of their work loads. :

Housewives who avoided putting up or storing produce and wh
chose instead to buy imported fruits during the winter were stigmatize
as being simply lazy and unpatriotic. Apples were particularly prai'sg
as “the German fruit,” and frequently juxtaposed against bananas o
oranges. One 1927 article in Die Deutsche Hausfrau criticized laz
housewives who “shy away from the small efforts that are necessar
when apples are stored in the cellar”: checking stored apples dail
turning them regularly, and using up those that were going bad. “Thg
is why many housewives prefer oranges,” the author concluded angril
“jt is simply easier for them to buy as many as they need at th
moment.”#° Other writers combined the rejection of tropical fruit
with the recurrent distrust of advertising, blaming the promotion:¢
tropical fruits by the advertising industry. ““Fat bananas’ scream hu
dreds of alluring advertisements at us,” wrote one author in Franes
land, the Catholic Housewives” Union magazine, “is it any wonde
then, when we fall victim to this unscrupulous advertising?”+* T}
most conservative members of the housewives’ movement, such as the
DNVP activist Martha Voss-Zietz, even yearned for a more author
tarian solution to the insidious appeal of tropical fruits, praising: the
Ttalian fascist leader Benito Mussolini for his restrictions on foreig
food imports and concluding “how can a responsible citizen today niot
wish for a man like Mussolini, who ends with a stroke of the pen tl
import of bananas and teaches Germans to eat German apples. .. ?.’?.

39 See this interview and other women’s comments on the “norm” of extensive fo
prescrvation each year in Birbel Kuhn, Hans-Frauen-Arbeit, 82-4.

40 “Hausfrauen, kellert Apfel ein!,” Die Deutsche Hausfrau 12 (1927): 168-9.

4! “Ejne Liicke in der Front! Betrachtungen zum Austandskonsum,” Fraucfz.’and.
{r930): 188. Articles and other material that denounceci pu%'chasmg imports, mclut.ﬂ.!
tropical fruits, were ubiquitous in housewives’ publications. See, e.g., the artic
in Die Deutsche Hausfran 11 (1926} 177; 12 (1927): 1165 and 13 (1928} 179
Frasenland 23 {£930): 185 and 242 and 2.4 (r931): 130 and 194. For the discussios
within housewives’ organizations about tropical fruits, see AKDFBR 1-73—3 and NH
Hann 320 Ine. 79, vol. 1. .

42 Martha VoR-Zictz, “Kauft deutsche Waren!” Franenkorrespondenz 12, no. 3, Janu
16, 1930, quoted in Scheck, Mothers of the Nation, 118. :

# See the reprint of a 1927 talk given by Jecker in BA R 8083 Bd. 8, Werbeschrift.

+ For a discussion of the psychological significance of butter to Gerntan consumers, see
Davis, Home Fires Burning, 97103,

4 See the correspondence of the Catholic Housewives’ Union regarding margarine in

AKDFB, file 1-74-5.
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with the German Dairy Board, pushed it enthusiastically. Housewivés
groups distributed samples of Quark to their members, to familiariz
them with its taste, along with recipes that used Quark; they also 1g
bied local retailers to carry it.46 These promotional campaigns, whic
the National Socialists carried forwatrd after 1933, apparently esta
lished Quark as a product. It is a staple foodstuff in Germany today,
Finally, housewives’ organizations worked with the fishing industry
to promote the consumption of fish, especially herring. Fish was no
promoted in competition to any foreign foodstuff, but rather advo
cated in order to protect the jobs of fishermen and the German fishin
industry. Housewives’ organizations distributed recipes and flyers pro
moting fish consumption, and sent some of their members to course
sponsored by the industry so that they would be trained in cookin
unfamiliar varieties. Course graduates returned home to teach felloy

for decades; their patterns are easy for us to understand, while the figures on a
‘Smyrna or Persian rug require a degree in philosophy to understand. .. . [Paris
fashions] are also unneeded. In Germany there is also a fashion industry; its

roducts may be somewhat different, but they perhaps are more suited to the
“essence of German womanhood,+®

Housewives’ leaders urged their organizations’ members to be vigi-
‘lant about the national origins of everything they purchased, even flow-
ts for the dinner table. Martha Voss-Zietz circulated an open letter to
‘members of the urban housewives’ league, asking German housewives
‘to stop purchasing foreign flowers for their homes during the winter
because this undermined German flower growers and hurt Germany’s
‘balance of trade with other nations. Indeed, she called upon all Ger-
an women to refuse floral tributes from admirers if they contained
foreign, exotic plants. She appealed to actresses and singers to throw
back foreign bouquets that were tossed to them on the stage, promising
that “all men and women whose feelings are truly and deeply German
will give you warm and lasting thanks for such a public display of sac-
rifice, which would awaken patriotism in the souls of hundreds, even
in those who have only a remnant of such feeling left in them.” At
home, German table settings should remain pure because “the dignity
of women in today’s Germany is better suited to the simple, unpreten-
tious German winter flower.”4?
Housewives’ organizations and home economists consistently linked
the individual woman’s purchasing habits to the national economy,
making explicit the link between personal consumption and the polit-
ical, They argued that if the German housewife would only bay Ger-
mat, then unemployment would be reduced, Germany’s balance of
trade would be improved, and Germany would be better able to
pay the “tribute” of reparations payments imposed upon her by the
- Treaty of Versailles, In her housekeeping manual, The New Housebold,

housewives.47

Fish, Quark, rye bread, apples, and German butter were promoted
specifically and vehemently, while white bread, oranges, and bananas
were stigmatized. Above and beyond these particular foodstuffs, Ge
man housewives’ organizations also argued in their publications and
exhibits that housewives had a patriotic duty to buy German. Writers
frequently criticized the German consumer for being partial to foreign
goods, and asserted that other nations’ consumers were far more loyal
to native products, A typical 1928 article in Die Deutsche Hausfran
bemoaned the fact:

Doubtless the German consumer still has the belief that a foreign product is
more interesting and elegant. . .. [She who buys perfume from the firm of Cot

gives money into French hands. ... [Floreign carpets arc also unnecessary, since;
the German carpet industry has been producing the most wonderful carpel

46 For the Catholic Housewives’ Union promotion of Quark, see the correspondence in
AKDFB, filc 1—70—2. For an example of one of the articles housewives’ magazines ra
to publicize its usc, see Frauenland 2.4 {1931} 131, The coreespondence in housewives
organization files indicates that many of their members were unfamiliar with Quear
hence the need to distribute Kostproben (samples for tasting), Complaints that it was

" not wel known or widely carried in stores persisted into the 1930s; see Bundesarch
Berlin-Zehlendorf NS 44/35, minutes of the schooling course for nutritional advisor:
Sept. 20, 1937,

47 See the correspondence regarding fish consumption in AKDFB, file 1—74-2. See also
the articles promoting fish consumption as an act of solidarity with German fishermeii
in Die Dewutsche Hausfraw 11 (1926):1605 14 (1929): 44; and 16 (1931): 51,

. 48 From “Volkswirtschaftliche Verantwortung der Fran bei Einkiufen,” Die Dentsche
© Hausfrau 13 {1928} 179-80.

© 4% See the letter by Voss Zietz (n.d., but probably carly 1922) in the papers of the
Reichsverband Deutscher Hausfrauenvereine, in the Bundesarchiv, Abteilung Reich
und DDR (hereaftes, BA) R8083 Bd. 22, S. xo8. For yet another article urging house-
wives to “buy German,” which was characterized as being “socially responsible,” see
Dr. Ellen Niemer, “Was wollen die Hausfrauenvereine,” in the exhibition program
“Die Hauswirtschaft,” copy in BA 8083 Bd. 47.
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aved resources and cash) rather than buying cheap, mass-produced
é‘p]acements {which was “wasteful” in terms of materials, but also
bor saving). This strategy made sense within the budgets of lower
income households, but housewives® organizations were clearly advo-
ating this approach for alf families, no matter how well-off because the
pproach was seen as virtuous per se. Even for the well-to-do, “socially
;sponsible” consumption meant choosing more labor-intensive forms
of housework in some areas in order to support economic nationalisim.
- In this respect, the American model — otherwise viewed in gener-
ly positive terms — made observers from German housewives’ groups
nieasy, as they perceived what they interpreted as the “wastefulness” of
American households, which they linked to rationalization, The most
xtreme example of this critique was a 1928 article in Die Deutsche
Hausfrau that argued that rationalization had taught American house-
wives to assign a market value to their own labor, which they then
included in calculations as to whether tasks were “worth™ doing. When
it came to washing underweat, for example, American women con-
cluded that it was cheaper to buy new underwear rather then washing
it themselves or having it washed, which supposedly led to the custom
of disposable underwear. The article concluded that in America “there
are no homes in our sense of the word. People simply buy cheap under-

Erna Meyer even blamed the hyperinflation of the early 19205 on
Germans” purchases of unneeded foreign luxuries. During the early
1920s and after 1929, many writers indeed came close to argii
ing that German housewives could single-handedly rescue Germany’

economy. ¥

After the onset of the Depression, the “buy German” campaigns
mounted by both urban and rural housewives’ associations became
insistent and almost incessant, as housewives’ groups (allied with Ger
man industrialists) hosted “German weeks” in most areas, with dis:
plays in store windows, public skits, musical performances and plays
or parades. Perhaps assuming that the Depression ruled out the pur
chase of foreign rugs and fashions for most consumers, the “German
weeks” focused primarily on food products. One play, “Buy German
Products!,” produced by housewives’ groups in many cities, was set i1
a marketplace. In the play, the farmwomen who sold German produce
there banded together with female shoppers to drive out a woman who
sold bananas and oranges. :

The American model of consumption and housework, along with
rationalization in general, was thus attractive for German house:
wives’ organizations, but not when it conflicted with protectionistn
The argument that honsewives should preserve apples rather than
buying oranges year round was rooted in more than simple protec
tionism, however. It reflected specific notions regarding the trade-of
between wasting labor and wasting resources when planning house-
work, notions that had become well-established during the nineteenth
century, When it came to foreign fruits and mass-produced imports,
housewives’ associations fell back upon an older, more labor-intensiv
vision of housework and consumption, and demanded that housewive;
put up or recycle foodstuffs and clothing {which took more effort, but;

ear and throw it away after they have worn it. ... Heaven preserve us
from this Americanization of the household.” 5* What would the writer
have thought of Pampers?

“Americanized,” rationalized housekeeping was associated not only
ith wastefulness, but laziness and self-centeredness because American
housewives allegedly spent the time they saved playing bridge, sports,
and going shopping.’ Leaders of housewives’ associations explicitly

% See “Erwerbstitigkeit und Hausfravengeist,” Die Deutsche Hausfrau 13 {1928): 50—
2. One can imagine what the writer would have thought of disposable diapers.

For stereotypes of American housewives as uncouscientious housewives who spent
most of their time putsuing interests cutside the home, see a series of articles by Louise
Dichl {whe traveled to the United States during the 19205 and published her observa-
tions in a number of magazines and newspapers), including Dichl, “Die Berufsfrau in
Amerika,” Hannoverscher Kurier Dec. 29, 1927 (Nr. 606/07) Beilage Die Frau: Louise
Dichl, “Amerikanischer Haushalt,” Der Bazar (clipping, n.d., in clippings file of NH
Hann 320 I, Ni. 47). Such articles appeared regulatly in the bourgeois women’s press
during the Weimar period. Examples include Lissy Susemihl-Gliedemeister, “Uber
amerikanische Fraventitigkeit™ in the r9295 Jabrbuch des Reichsverbandes Deutscher

59 See Meyer, Der neue Haushalt, 135, For other examples of writers who linked th
average househald’s consumption habits to the national economy, see Cilli van Aubel
“Bedentung und Aufgabe der Frau als Verbraucherin in der Wirtschaft,” in Kathol
scher Deutscher Fravenbund (Hg.), Frau und Wirtschaft. Vortrige der 11. Gener
alversammlung des KDFE in Breslan {Cologne: privately printed, 1931); “Hausfran
Einkauf-Volkswirtschaft,” Die Deutsche Hausfran 11 (1926): 177-9; “Was-wie-w
kauft dic Hausfrau?” Die Deutsche Hausfran 14 (1929): 163,
See the copy of the play in NH Hann 320 I no. 50; material on “German weeks” in:
AKDEFB, file 1—73-3. For the support and publicity given to the “German weeks” by
women in the DNVP and DVP, see Scheck, Mothers of Nation, 116-18.

5
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The master housewife was a woman who had taken special train-
ing courses and passed tests (as did artisans), which certified her as
‘knowledgeable and skilled in every aspect of homemaking. Once she
‘had achieved this certification, she could take on “apprentices,” girls
‘who had finished their schooling and would now be trained for careers
‘as servants: ultimately, the servants would rise (marry) and become
‘housewives.’¢ As depicted in Weimar discussions, the proposed master
‘housewife was an expert at saving resources (and wasting labor): she
‘could “make new things out of worn-out objects.” She put up, canned,
‘or stored foods of every kind when they were in season; sewed clothes
for all family members; repaired and cut down worn clothes; ensured
‘thriftiness through meticulous bookkeeping; and wasted not. She was
‘a rationalized, state-certified version of the ideal bourgeois housewife
of the prewar period.
- The proposal for the certified master housewife was closely linked
‘to demands for a mandatory apprenticeship in domestic service for
all young women. In practice, housewives’ organizations argued that
young bourgeois women couid continue the prewar practice of a year

rejected such “mindless Americanization,” and assured their member
that rationalization was only being pursued in order to allow house
wives to fill a vaguely described “cultural role.” As a leader of th
Karlsruhe provincial league of urban housewives wrote in 1930, th
housewives’ movement was not only an economic, but also a spiri
tual movement, and if it promoted rationalization of housework “thi
should be done not in order to make the household soulless, as hap
pened in America, but free the housewife’s energies for the great cul
tural tasks which are laid upon her as the ‘priestess of the hearth’ [
characterization popular since the nineteenth century, which evoked
Germanic tribal imagery} and the carrier of German culture and tradi
tion.” % Other leaders within the housewives’ movement agreed wit
this use of free time (also using the “priestess of the hearth” image), bu
added that women could also use the time gained through rationaliza
tion to have additional children, and thus increase Germany’s lagging
birth rate.’s

The preference for labor-intensive approaches to some areas of
housework was therefore a continuation of an older, prewar vision
of housewifery and domesticity, which competed with the America
model of scientific management during the Weimar period and ult
mately eclipsed that model after 1933. Prewar notions of domestic
ity and household management resurfaced and indeed culminated in
an ideal figure, a new state certification proposed by Weimar house
wives’ organizations: the master housewife, Throughout the r9zos,
the Catholic Housewives® Union and the urban housewives’ Natiotial
League promoted the concept of the master housewife, who was t
receive state certification after completing training, and passing a series
of examinations. They borrowed the language and hierarchy of Ge
man guilds and artisans to envision the ideal housevrife, '

at a domestic science school, or training in a relative’s home, But many
feaders of housewives” organizations argued that young working-class
women should serve out their “apprenticeships” (sometimes called
the “home economics year of mandatory service”) in the homes of
bourgeois housewives, in effect working as servants for little or no
pay. Other supporters of the “home economics year” conceded that a
year of additional domestic science training in a school might suffice.
Either sort of training would teach working-class girls about “rational”
housekeeping, the thrifty use of resources, and how to reach modern
levels of hygiene (a continuation of the prewar bourgeois suspicion
that working-class housewives did not maintain extremely high lev-
els of cleanliness). Only through such training, as the members of a

T ? * : : . . . «
Hausfrauenvereine, 141-55; “Hausfrau und Volkswirtschaft. Das Fiasko der Ko housewives’ organization pointed out to their local city council, “can
sumfinanzierung in Amerika,” in Die Dentsche Hassfrau 12 {1927): 74; Else Maria
Bud, “Shopping und andere Modern” Hamuoverscher Kurier Dec. 22, 1927 (N
596/7) Beilage Die Fram; Mrs. Emerson,  Amerikanische Ehen,” Hannoverscher Kuriei
Oct. 6, 1927 {Nr. 466/67) Beilage Die Frau; and Alice Salomon, “Frau und Politik i
Amerika,” Hannoverscher Kurier July 24, 1924 (Nr. 342/43) Beilage Dje Frau. See

56 See Bridenthal, “Professional Housewives,” and “Organized Rural Women,” 395-6;
Schlegel-Matthies, “In Hass und am Herd,” 222, The “apprenticeship” proposal —
which some supporters wanted to make mandatory for all female Volksschule grad-
also Schmids, Reisen in die Moderne; Nolan, Visions of Modernity, Tog and 206-34: tates — was in part an atterpt to obtain domestic servants without pay. The “master

54 See Niciier, “Was wollen dic Hausfrauenvereine,” 8. housewife” proposal was a real bid for professional status and state certification,

55 For the argument that rationalization would lead to larger families, see Reagin, A © based on prewar traditions of housekeeping. For petitions that described and justi-

German Women's Moventent, 230-1. : fied the Pflichtjabr, see BA R 8083, vol. 14, 233.
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es, including Bremen and Halle, and laid the basis for a more sus-

our women reach competence in domestic science and the role of t
ined and successful campaign after 1933.5

Hausmutter, which will lead to the economic, physical, and moral hex]
ing of family life, and counteract the serious problems and dangér
that threaten the entire life of our Volk.”s7 Only a prewar standas
of German domesticity could restore family life and, thus, save th

Housewi.ves and the End of Weimar

nation.

) ' . during the middle years of the decade, after the Ger T
These proposals served two purposes. First, they helped the house yen during U ¢ factinan curreicy

stabilized and Germany’s economy was growing, the Weimar parlia-
mentary system had never worked smoothly or easily. From the start, a
block of the electorate (2.5 percent in the beginning, and this share had
increased by the late 1920s) voted for parties such as the Communists
. DNVP and later the Nazi Party (NSDAP), which were all bitterly
pposed to the Weimar regime and generally voted against the ruling
alition. Germans distributed their votes among a broad array of par-
'iés ranging across the political spectrum, which meant that it could be
fficult to piece together a coalition with a majority of the Reichstag
eats, with that majority stifl able to agree on common policies and
gislation. After the beginning of the Depression, it gradually became
impossible to piece together any working majority and the parliamen-

wives’ leagues to refashion housework as a profession, and one that
required training by a state-certified “master” housewife, akin to othe
professions or artisanal trades. The introduction of a mandatory s¢
vice year would also have helped ease the shortage of servants amon
the bourgeoisie. Working-class women moved increasingly into service
sectot jobs during the Weimar period, while the economic security’
many in the middle classes had been undermined by the hyperinfla
tion of the early 1920s. As a result, it was more and more difficu
for bourgeois housewives to find or even afford domestic servanf:
Although the percentage of the German workforce that was femal
stayed broadly constant during the Weimar period {about one-third
of the total), the percentage of female employees who were employed
as scrvants fell about one-third during the period, from 16.1 percer
of the total to 11.4 percent.’® At the same time, servants were freed
from the semifeudal regulations that they had worked under, and th
effect of this, combined with the reduced supply of domestic servant:
meant an upswing in employer-employee tensions and complaints i

ry system became paralyzed by September 1930.

In every election after 1928, mass unemployment and political tur-
moil led voters to increasingly desert moderate or centrist parties for
mall interest group parties or for parties on the far right or left of the
political spectrum. The National Socialists were able to increase their
hare of the national vote from 2.6 percent in 1928 t018.3 percent in
1930, reaching a peak of 37.3 percent in the last free national election
of July 1932.5 Indeed, after the July 1932 elections, the Communists
nd Nazis held a majority of the Reichstag seats between them, which
brought the work of the Reichstag to a stop. Street violence between
supporters of different parties became common. The final series of
Weimar cabinets and increasingly authoritarian chancellors ruled with-
ut Reichstag majorities, surviving only because of emergency decrees
ssued by the Republic’s President von Hindenburg,

this sector. g

An “apprenticeship” that compelled (nonunionized) young workin;
women to be “trained” by housewives for low or no wages would hav
solved the bourgeois “servant problem,” reinforced class distinctions;
and shored up the status of bourgeois housewives. Housewives® orgaii
izations publicized and lobbied for the mandatory home economics
vear in localities across Germany. They apparently succeeded in some

57 See NH Hann 320 I, no. 23, petition to the city of Flanover from the Arbeitsgemei
schalt fiir hauswirtschaftliche-hausmiicrerliche Erziehung, dated Novw. 24, 1925, Fo
reports on similar initiatives launched by houscwives’ organizations in other cities,
dating back to the prewar period, sce BA NS 5/VI, vol. 6861. For the tendency of
bourgeois women’s organizations to use rationalization as a new vehicle to cridqgie
working-class housckeeping, see also Nolan, Visions of Modernity, 222. :

58 Detlev Peukert, The Weimar Republic (New York: Hill and Wang, 1989}, 95.

37 See the newspaper teports on agitation by housewives’ organizations across Germany
and their success at forcing the introduction of a “duty year” in Bremen and Halle in
NH Hann 3201, no, 22,

-6 Hajo Holborn, A History of Modern Germany (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
r98z), 687-8.
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The racist message of the leading DNVP women permeated their arti-
[es, speeches, and programmatic writings. The Deutschnationale Frau
.o main newsletter for women in the DNVP] poured out a mass
of untranslatable vélkisch jargon to encourage women to become the
breeders and educators of a racially conscious people.”®3
ousewives' organizations, many of whose leaders and members
longed to the DNVP or other right-wing parties, also endorsed much
the Nazi’s program. Many leaders of local housewives’ chapters were
so active within the DNVP, and thus worked enthusiastically for their
a'_rt'y’s alliance with the National Socialists, sometimes in conjunction
in late 1931.%* ith local chapters of Nazi women’s organizations.®* It is clear that
Although women in both the DVP and DNVP opposed the Naz any members of the housewives’ leagues must have switched their
approach to religion and their plans to restrict the role of women ir es from the DVP and even the DNVP to the National Socialists
r 1930 when the Nazi Party closed its gender gap, began to win as
jany votes among wotmnen as men, and attracted the bulk of the votes
st by the German bourgeoisie.
Because many leaders within the urban and rural housewives’
sagues were now part of the radical right opposition to the Weimar
overnment, they lost patience with the national bourgeois women'’s
_:ovement, which was increasingly polarized. Still officially con-
fained to partisan “neutrality,” the more liberal organizations and
/omen within the national women’s movement made their dis-
te for the Nazis clear, and urged women voters to vote for par-
ies that respected women’s rights (clearly a veiled rejection of the
‘National Socialists). The two largest housewives’ organizations no
onger wanted to be part of an umbrella group for all women, and chose
o affirm their loyalty to the Harzburg Front by resigning from the
League of German Women’s Associations in 1932. Bertha Hindenberg-
Delbriick defended the decision to leave the women’s movement and
redicted that

The DVP was unable to position itself as a viable alternative tot
Nazis and far right during this period, and declined sharply in electig
after 1930. The DNVP, on the other hand, ended its participation
ruling coalitions (the party had been an uneasy and critical member
some ruling coalitions during the late 1920s) and went into oppositio
radicalized by its authoritarian leader, Albert Hugenburg, Hugenbﬁr
led the DNVP into an electoral altiance with the National Socialis
DNVP and Nazi representatives walked out of the Reichstag togeth
in February 1931, and the two parties (allied with other right- i
splinter groups) formed a radical right coalition, the Harzburg Fr

public life (and the Nazis’ refusal to nominate any women for el
tive office}, both parties — particularly the DNVP — shared many
the National Socialists’ goals. At any rate, the DVP’s decline af!
1930 meant that alt but one of its female representatives disappearec
from the Reichstag, and its voters drifted to other parties (mostly.t
the right). The women of the DNVP, on the other hand, genera
strongly approved of the Nazis’ anti-Semitism, opposition to par:f
mentary democracy, and their vision of a racialized Volksgemeinschaf
(a term used to describe the imagined German “racial community”
Similar to Nazi voters and activists, most of the women active in th
DNVP were ecstatic at the destruction of the Weimar Republic ir
March 1933.* As the most important study of women in the DNV
notes, “the DNVP women in this period never forgot what united the
with the Nazis, namely their racialized vision of the Volksgemeinschaft

1 For the decline of centrist parties and the growth of parties on either end of th
political spectrum, see Michael Kater, The Nazi Party: A Social Profile of Memb
and Leaders, 1919-1945 (Cambridge, MA: Hasvard University Press, 1983); Thoma
Childers, The Nazi Voter: The Social Foundations of Fascism in Germarny, 1919-193
{Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, r983); and Peter Fritzsche, Germ
into Nazis (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1998).

62 For an account of the substantial overlap between the ideology of the DNVP and i
women and that of the Nazis, and of the DNVP’s support for the Nazi take-ovel
see Scheck, Mothers of the Nation, 240-7. See also Siichtig-Hiinger, Gewissen dé
Nation, who argues that the women’s geoups within the DINVP were among the mos
vechement in rejecting parliamentary democracy, and that they were strong supportet:
of Hugenberg’s radical course,

[i]n the near future we will see which group of women leaders possessed more
insight and foresight . . . [the housewives” organizations left the umbrella organ-
ization for the women’s movement, the BDF] not because the goals of the

€3 Scheck, Mothers of the Nation, 2.47.

#4 For a detailed examination of the steady drift of houswives’ organizations to the right
. in one city, and their support for the Harzburg Front afliance, sce Reagin, A German
Women's Movement, 242~7.
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housewives” movement are too narrow, but rather because they are broad nd housewifery promoted by housewives before 1933. Nazi organi-

tions that dealt with women and family policy would have new and
ried sorts of compulsion and persuasion at their disposal, however,
they racialized and expanded the scope of Weimar domestic science
Prbgrams and policies. The result was that an older vision of German
omesticity (now further racialized and often compulsory) was imple-
mented on a broader scale than its creators could have ever imagined.

and aim higher than those of the BDF. ... The BDF concentrates on womern; (m:
their importance, their rights, ... The housewwes movement has concentra
from the very beginning on the family, the Volk, and the nation, within whig
the housewife takes her place as an achicver, a producer, and a servant. ., , 0
the one side [the BDF, the goals are determined by] the individual, gendér :a'ﬁ
freedom (in the sense of lihcrahsm) — on our side, organic mc.orporanon i
a patural, higher community life,®

There was now little that divided the rhetoric of the main housewive
leagues from that of the National Socialist women’s organizations, :

After the Nazis gained control of the national government in ear
1933, many women who had belonged to the DVP, DNVP, and th
housewives’ leagues rushed to join the Nazi Party. Some were accepte
as members, while others were rejected because of critical statements
about the National Socialists that they had made while active for th
other right-wing parties. In any case, they were not persecuted by.th
new regime, and most continued their work in some form after 193
The work of the Catholic housewives’ league was suspended, but bot
the urban and rural housewives® organizations were absorbed into the
Nazi counterparts (instead of being dissolved outright, as was the fate
of most of the bourgeois women’s movement) and some of their Ie'a'f
ers found new careers within Nazi organizations after 1933.%¢ This we
very gentle treatment compared to what was happening to organiz
tions and individuals to the left of the political center.

There was thus a great deal of overlap between Weimar housewive
organizations and their Nazi successors, both in terms of membe
ship and organization. And there would be substantial continuities:
policy, rhetoric, and goals. In the new government, Weimar hous:
wives” leaders finally got a regime that supported many of their goal
the restriction of tropical fruits and the continuation of autarkic c(.):
sumer policies; the imposition of a mandatory year of service for young
women; the certification of “master housewives”; and much mor
The National Socialists picked up and carried forward much of tk
agenda of the Weimar right, taking forward the vision of domesticil

65 Bertha Hindenberg-Dcibriick, “Geistige Ziele der Hausfrauenbewegung,” Mitteilun;
en des HansFravenvereins Hannover 7 (August 1932): 74-6 (italics in original}.
6 For the subscquent careers of many DNVP and DVP female activists after 1933, see
Scheck, Mothers of the Nation, and Siichtig-Hénger, Gewisser der Nation, 362-84.
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“Order must be, but not in our house,” said the indolent housewife.
From the 1876 edition of the Brockbaus Lexicon of German Sayings

Holidays and traditions sometimes become entrenched within a few
years of their creation, as happened in the case of Mother’s Day.t
Domestic practices, however, evolve over decades, linked to changes in
social conditions and household technology. German identity altered

substantially during the period covered by this book and-its domestic

aspects continued to evolve after 1945. National identity is still root'e"d
at least in part in the private sphere in Germany tods y, but many of the
particular norms and practices of housekeeping discussed in this book
have since disappeared in the face of political, technological, and social
changes. More German housewives today purchase frozen foods, for

example, than put up their own supplies of fruits and vegetables cach’

fall.

! For the origins of Mother’s Day, see Karin Hausen, “Miitter zwischen Geschifts-
interesse und kultischer Verehrung, Der ‘Deutsche Muttertag’ in der Weimarer Repub-

lik,” in Gerhard Huck, ed., Sozialgeschichte der Freizeit, (Wuppertal: Hammer, 1980); -
249-80; see also Hausen, “Mothers, Sons and the Sake of Symbols and Gooeds. The
German *Mother’s Pay’,” in Hans Medick and David W, Sabean, eds., Interest and
Emotion. Essays an the Study of Family and Kinship, (London and New York: Cam-

bridge University Press, 1984), 371—413.
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This book has argued that in Germany, a model of household:
management — defined through particular symbols, practices, and

Conclusion 219

objects — developed among the bourgeoisie during the second half of
the nineteenth century. These standards and practices had much in
common with the life-style developed among the bourgeoisie in other
nations because these practices were markers of class identity through-
out the West. In Germany, the particular values and practices associ-
ated with this style of domesticity became integral to national identity.
After 1914, household norms and practices also became part of par-
tisan political debates, as housewives’ groups were rapidly absorbed
into the world of nationalist politics after 1918. And during the Weimar
period, the domestic norms of the bourgeoisie increasingly formed the
starting point for a variety of public policies, a trend that accelerated
after 1933. The domestic and gendered aspects of German identity were
further racialized under the Nazi regime, as a particular approach to
homemaking and family life became integral to the Nazi ideal of the
Volksgemeinschaft.

Particular aspects of household management were associated with
national identity in other contemporary nations, no doubt: but the
objects and practices might vary considerably. In a broader sense,
domestic values and objects became integral to all European imperial-
ist rhetoric and practices: many domestic norms (cleanliness, modest
clothing and orderly homes} became symbols of and justifications for
European hegemony around the world.* Marjory Morgan’s research
on nineteenth-century travelers from Great Britain suggests that —when
confronted with the life-styles and domestic values of other cultures -
English travelers tended to associate such objects as teapots and hearths
with Englishness.* German identity was associated with somewhat dif-
ferent objects and rituals,

But in Germany, practices and rituals used to define the nation within
the public sphere (e.g., a national flag, holiday, or patriotic songs} were
only partially successful for a variety of reasons. And such public

* See Chapter 2 for a discussion of the role that domesticity played in imperialist thetoric
regarding European superiority.

* Morgan’s book examines travel literature to discuss how ordinary British travelers
used the “others” they encountered abroad to define Englishness, Scottish identity,
ete. Domesticity does not seem to have played such a key role as in Germany, but
she does find that some domestic practices {particularly associated with tea-drinking
rituals) and the notion of “comfort” (achieved through carpets, plenty of fires, etc.)
were often invoked to define English identity. Sce Marjorie Morgan, National Identities
and Travel in Victorian Britain (New York: Palgrave, 2001), 123 and 143.
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make this training mandatory for young women and that employers
should offer such instruction to their female employees. By the Weimar

symbols were changeable, or even not yet determined, during ¢
half of the twentieth century, as Germany’s borders and politica
tems underwent repeated changes. By contrast, domestic practices i
norms were seen as stable and unchanging, and also as essen
German, Domesticity thus provided an “unchanging” foundatio
German national identity, an integral part of the repertoire of identj
available to Germans (which could also be confessional, regiona
class based) in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries, '

The power and appeal that the private sphere had as a basis for ide;

period, housewives’ leaders were pushing for some sort of state certi-
fication or recognition for their work. They were not successful in this
before 1933, but did persuade government authorities at many levels to
include representatives from housewives’ organizations on a variety of
government commissions, advisory agencies, and chambers. All of this
is evidence that the men of their class were at least partiaily persuaded
- of the importance of “quality” household management, and were will-
tity was grounded precisely in its normalcy. And in their unobtry ing to tacitly concede the validity of bourgeois women’s standards for
ness and their apparently non-partisan nature, the norms of bourge:
domesticity resembled the other social and cultural accomplishm.

. domestic life.

And just as women had pushed domestic science training and the
" notion of quality housekeeping into public discussions and policy dus-
ing the Weimar period, they were also instrumental in the implementa-
tion of many Nazi social policies that sought to evaluate or intervene
in German women’s household management after 1933. Nazi female
block wardens, female social workers, and district nurses processed
the millions of applications for the Mother Cross, flagging those whose
housekeeping did not pass muster, Women from a variety of Nazi orga-
nizations offered the lush spread of domestic science training courses
for women of every age and social background created during the
1930s, and later administered the mandatory “vear of service” for
German girls. Activists from the Nazi Women’s League helped to create
and disseminate the enormous propaganda campaigns that sought to
reshape German women’s shopping and cooking in order to support
the Nazi Four-Year Plan. Social workers and activists from the local
Nazi Women's League in Bremen helped select disorderly housewives
and their families for referral to the Hashude Educational Settlement
and oversaw these inmates’ daily housekeeping. The massive scope and
sometimes compulsory nature of Nazi social policies that intervened
in Germans’ homes would not have been possible without the support
and involvement of tens of thousands of women activists for various
Nazi women’s affiliate groups.

The enormous programs of classification, expropriation, incarcer-
ation, resettlement, deportation, and Germanization undertaken in
Poland and the Soviet Union after 1939 also depended on German
women’s involvement. As Elizabeth Harvey has shown, how voluntary
their presence in Poland was varied considerably. Students sent there

of the Imperial German bourgeoisie. These included more publi
nomena such as the zoological garden or the revised civil cod
which also enjoyed widespread support. But unlike some of the o
silent victories of the bourgeoisie, the success of the urban bour co
approach to household management was largely the accomplishine
of women, not men, -

It was bourgeois women like Lina Morgenstern or Mrs. Sidgwi
after all, who supported and promoted demanding standards for hou
keeping and then celebrated the resulting domestic order as being:a
to what manufacturers referred to as deutsche Qualititsarbeit. Explai
ing German home life to an English-speaking audience, Mrs. Sidgﬁric
underscored repeatedly that the domesticity fundamental to Germa
national character was a female accomplishment. Her pride in th
showed, for example, in her description of a Berlin acquaintan
home: “She showed me each cupboard and corner of the flat,”
wrote after her friend gave her a tour of the apartment, “and I sa
everywhere the exquisite order and spotlessness the notable Germ
housewife knows how to maintain,”4 :

It was bourgeois leaders of housewives’ groups who began to asse
during the Weimar period (and even sometimes before} that hous
wives were a Stand, a profession. Bourgeois women’s groups began
to create domestic science courses in many German cities long befo
1914, and began to argue (with some success) that the state shoul

4 Sidgwick, Hosne Life in Germany, 135-6. For an additional discussion of the symbolic
importance of “snow white” linens, see Wiedemann, Herrin it Hause. :
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to serve a term of service might only be in Poland for a few months
and might be unenthusiastic about their work. QOthers, activists sent
by the Nazi People’s Welfare or BDM, might have requested assign-
ment to Poland for ideological or opportunistic reasons and staye'd
there for years. Regardless of their original motives or the length of.'
their assignment, Harvey argues persuasively that there was a widely
shared awareness of the fate of deported Jews and Poles among the
members of the German occupation, and that many German women
had firsthand exposure to Jewish ghettos; some joined in the process o
roundups, deportation, and expropriation of the prewar Polish pop-
ulation.’ Women from Nazi organizations were also instrumental in-
programs that tried to Germanize formerly Polish or Jewish homes and:
the ethnic Germans who had been resettled on these properties.

'The work of German women sent to Poland went beyond the impor
tant sorts of familial support for Nazi men already examined in the
work of historians such as Claudia Koonz, Gudrun Schwarz, and-i
Sybille Steinbacher. These scholars and others have examined the ways
in which women provided a backdrop of domestic normalcy that sup
potted the careers of Nazi Party members engaged in racial persecution
and genocide. Wives or sisters of S$ men and others with the occupation ;
forces kept house near or even in the midst of concentration camps;.
provided emotional and domestic support for those committing atroci
ties, and were exposed to the information about the fate of the deported
Jews and Poles, which was widely shared knowledge among the occu
piets. Some of these women also often benefited personally from thei
privileged positions as members of the SS Sippengemeinschaft (“triba
community”) or merely as part of the “ruling race. »6 But the social poli-
cies examined here (both in Poland and Germany) entailed the engage
ment of a much larger number of German wotmen, acting in their ow
right and not as male surrogates: employees of various Nazi women’s:

5 Harvey, Wonren in the Nazi East, 294-301. ;
€ See Gudeun Schwartz, Fine Frau an seiner Seite: Ebefrauen in der ‘8S-Sippengemein-
schaft’ (Hamburg: Hamburger Ed., 1997), 99-169. See also Steinbacher, “Muster:.
stadt” Auschwitz, 243-5. Sec also Claudia Koonz, Mothers in the Fatherland. Women,.
the Family, and Nazi Politics (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1987); and for discussios
about the debates over female “perpetrarors” vs. bystanders, see Adelbeid v. Saldern;;
“Victims or Perpetrators? Controversies about the Role of Women in the Nazi State,”
in David Crew, ed., Nagism and German Society, 1933-1945. (New York: Routledge,

1994)

Conclusion ,_2'_3-"__ g
bureaucracies (c.g.,. the BDM, or the agencies under the leadership
of the Nazi Women’s League), Nazi women’s groups chapter activists
across Germany, block wardens, social workers, nurses, teachers, and
other professionals.

The involvement of women in creating and implementing Nazi
family policy was much more sustained and less dependent on per-
sonal familial connections or chance circumstances than any complic-
ity shared by female relatives of the S5 or Nazi Party bureaucrats. But
this involvement was also lower key, attracting less attention both then
and now than that of the “profile” positions occupied by wives and
family members of leading Nazi officials. Most of the Nazi programs
and initiatives discussed in this book {such as the Mother Cross or
the plethora of domestic science courses) were hardly controversial.
Like the Hashude camp, however, some could be quite aggressive or
coercive. But whether popular or coercive, Nazi policies that sought
to reshape private households were extending and manipulating stan-
dards of household management that had come to seem normative and
desirable long before 1933. The template of domesticity that originated
among the urban bourgeoisie had become integral to many Germans’
understanding of their national identity even before 1914 and for Nazi
officials it was an assumed part of membership in the Volksgemeir-
schaft. Cleanliness, order, thrift, and the other household practices dis-
cussed were key to Nazi women’s (and many other Germans’) under-
standing of what it meant to be German, and thus became crucial to
their efforts to Germanize those resettled under the General Plan Fast.

German perceptions of the Volksdeutschen and their households
during World War II were yet another demonstration that domes-
tic standards and practices were central to German identity, but also
reflected the fact that these standards evolved over a long period of
time. Housekeeping and domestic life continued to change after 1945.
Today, a life-style that would have embodied the essence of German-
ness to one generation now seems old-fashioned and even (to people
on the left) unattractive. This reflects the reality that under every polit-
ical system, the “public” and the “private” are engaged in an intricate
minuet: each helps to define the other and the nation as a whole. And
like the nation, German domesticity is still a work in progeess.
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