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Abstract

Contemporary tax research is split into two camps: comparative approaches emphasize conti-

nuity and cross-country differences, while the globalization literature stresses similar changes

across countries. Counter the continuity thesis, this paper finds that neoliberal dynamics were at

play in a case considered largely resilient to such dynamics: German governments implemented a

series of corporate tax reforms which radically curbed business taxes and added a short-term

and cost-cutting component to investments and corporate finance. While these changes point

towards neoliberal change, they were distinct from the trends we see in other economies:

crucially, the German reforms did not follow the common trend of reducing taxes for individuals

and entailed a particular emphasis on enhancing multinational’s access to international capital –

but did not liberate financial incomes from tax in general. Based on archival documents from the

Bundestagsarchiv, this paper traces the process of German tax reforms and finds that neoliberal

dynamics were at play but received a local (export-oriented) colour through processes specific to

the German polity. Because consensual institutions granted power to a specific business coalition,

radical change was long blocked. Reforms could only be implemented once the state forged a new

coalition. Making sense of the mediation of neoliberal dynamics through state institutions can

contribute to a better understanding of the variegated nature of neoliberalism.
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Introduction

Tax systems critically shape the resource allocation between different sectors of an economy
and thereby determine the type of economic growth that evolves (Haffert and Mertens,
2019; Prasad, 2006, 2012). State actors have to decide whether they want to levy a higher
tax burden on consumption or investment (Huo, 2020), and whether they want to support
certain business groups over others (Berry, 2016). By making these decisions, policy makers
determine the type of growth strategy they want to pursue. So far, the tax literature has
either highlighted tax reforms driven by neoliberal dynamics and globalization leading to a
convergence of tax regimes towards the liberal model (Cerny, 1997; Strange, 1996), or
stressed how institutions in coordinated regimes ensured resilience (Hall and Soskice,
2001; Mares, 2006), or incremental change within the larger framework of collective orga-
nization (Thelen, 2014, 2019). With this emphasis on globalization and institutions, the state
as an active ‘economic player’ (Zysman, 1983: 75) has moved to the backburner of the
analysis. This paper analyses neoliberal dynamics in the German case which, because of
its collective organization and export-orientation, was for a long time considered the case
that was resilient against neoliberal trends.

Can an export-oriented tax regime be neoliberal? In broad terms, neoliberalism can be
defined as ‘a set of economic ideas and associated policies that have a constant goal (to
enlarge the realm of the market) and a variable one (to carry out upwards redistribution)’
(Ban, 2016: 4). In the realm of taxation, scholars have shown that neoliberal reforms usually
combine low tax rates and high levels of tax neutrality. More specifically, the goal of neo-
liberal tax reforms is to minimize the distortion of markets which comes about through taxes
on corporate profits, individual incomes and capital incomes (dividends, interest and capital
gains) (Hakelberg and Rixen, 2020: 4). According to this definition, the German tax regime
has gone through a neoliberal transition and yet the transformation critically differed from
outcomes in liberal regimes. First, German neoliberal tax reforms came surprisingly late. In
the 1980s, when governments in the Anglo-Saxon world implemented radical corporate tax
reforms (Martin, 1989, 1991; Swank, 2006), the German tax regime retained most of its
post-war features including support for large exporting businesses (Prasad, 2006;
Zohlnh€ofer, 2003) and ‘patient capital’ – a system of long-term finance (Gourevitch and
Shinn, 2010: 162; Lütz, 2000: 150). Reforms were implemented only in the late 1990s, and
they differed in several respects from their Anglo-Saxon counterparts: Even though corpo-
rate tax rates were reduced and patient capital dismantled – adding short-term and cost
cutting elements to investment and corporate finance – export businesses remained the main
beneficiaries of the reforms: They benefited from significant (and uneven) rate reductions
and a new dividend tax system which facilitated corporate finance in international capital
markets.

This paper inquires how this unusual pattern of German neoliberal tax reforms came
about. It draws on state-centred approaches to argue that neoliberal tax reforms originate
from the state’s active involvement in the economy and are critically shaped by the state’s
relations with businesses. I develop a heuristic of state entanglement which encapsulates both
movements at the same time: When pursuing growth strategies, the state may find the
support of some economic actors – the winners of reform – but will also encounter consid-
erable backlash by entrenched interests which lose out from a new strategy (Zysman, 1983).
Navigating through these structures of resistance of entrenched interests, the disentangling
of existing relations and building of new ones can be critical to facilitate and shape
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neoliberal reform. By investigating the role of entanglements between state and economy,

this paper explores how state-business relations mediate the outcomes of globalization

pressures on domestic institutions.
The paper shows that much of the entanglement of the German state with businesses was

shaped by electoral institutions. Federalism and consensual institutions – proportional rep-

resentation and multiparty governments (Basinger and Hallerberg, 2004) – entangled the

interests of business groups and policy makers in three different ways. First, federalism

aligns the regional economic interests of state governments and economic interests.

Second, coalition governments represent several different business interests which become

entangled with parties’ interests in federal government. Finally, state actors’ dependence on

certain business groups can entangle their interests with these actors: In the German, case

federal states depended on the services of the savings banks. These entanglements and the

state’s attempt to break them up critically shaped the outcome of neoliberal reform. The

German case helps explain why neoliberalism is not a ‘one-size-fits-all’ process of conver-

gence, but produces variegated outcomes depending on the institutional structure within the

state.
The paper uses systematic process analysis to examine the step-by-step falling apart of the

old tax regime and its replacement with a new regime. Process tracing allows for an in-depth

investigation of interests of several actors in the policy process, the relations of businesses

and the state and the strategies of the state which led to change. This method is applied to

documents from the archives of the German Bundestag (Bundestagsarchiv) which include

statements by officials, parties and business associations on corporate tax reforms.
The paper proceeds as follows: The next section introduces general trends in neoliberal

tax reforms across countries and the unusual pattern observed in the German case. Section

three debates the existing scholarship on tax reforms and the benefits of reviving insights

from the state-centred approach. Section four will outline the process-tracing technique and

the archival research. Section five will engage with the empirical evidence starting with a

historical background of the post-war German tax regime and mapping out actors, relations

and interests during the critical reforms of German corporate taxation. It then compares

two periods of tax reform, one in which the tax system remained largely unchanged (1988–

1998) and one in which radical change came about (1999–2000). The final section will draw

the conclusion that state entanglements and attempts to supersede them can shape the

outcomes of neoliberal reforms.

Neoliberal tax cuts and the unusual pattern of reform in Germany

Neoliberal ideas, policies and institutions have spread across advanced Western democracies

since the 1980s placing tax cuts to the forefront of fiscal considerations (Ban, 2016; Blyth

and Matthijs, 2017; Simmons et al., 2006). Neoliberal tax reforms often entail two critical

features: radical rate reductions and enhanced tax neutrality, i.e. minimizing selective tax

benefits for specific economic sectors. Tax rates often targeted to fall were corporate income

tax rates (CIT), top personal income tax rates (PIT) on individual incomes and profits of

unincorporated businesses, and capital income on dividends, interest and capital gains.

According to supply-side theorems, these rates distort the efficient allocation of resources

in the economy – as opposed to consumption tax which is generally viewed as least distort-

ing (Hakelberg and Rixen, 2020: 4). The overarching goal of this type of tax policy is to
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enhance investment conditions, reduce costs of production and improve the incentives to
work and save (Musgrave, 1959: 246).

Neoliberal tax structures first emerged in the late 1970s and early 1980s in the liberal
market economies under Thatcher and Reagan who dramatically changed the functions,
instruments and goals of taxation in the U.K. and the U.S. In the preceding Keynesian
model, taxation contributed to the overall goal of state management of the economy: Tax
rates were generally high, but investment credits, grants and exemptions incentivized invest-
ment in certain economic sectors (Howard, 1997; Steinmo, 2003). Progressive income tax
rates contributed to demand stimulation and limited private investment when resources were
needed for alternative societal goals (Martin, 1991: 22). This model came into crisis after
productivity growth had slowed in the 1960s, and supply-side notions, suggesting that cou-
pling high tax rates with exemptions was unfair, complicated and inefficient, increasingly
influenced the thinking of economists and policy makers (Brownlee, 2018; Prasad, 2012).
Under the additional pressure of businesses threatening to leave jurisdictions for cheaper
production sites (Ganghof, 2006; Streeck, 2010), many finance ministers and economic
advisers in OECD countries came to view taxation as a critical hurdle for productive invest-
ment (Swank, 2006).

Many OECD countries followed the liberal model and implemented corporate, top mar-
ginal and capital income tax rate cuts (Ganghof, 2006; Hakelberg and Rixen, 2020). Many
governments radically reduced the top statutory corporate and income tax rates, and curbed
investment tax credits for specific economic sectors (Swank, 2006). After mobile (high-
income) individuals and profits of multinational corporations contributed to a massive
outflow of taxable profits in the 1990s, OECD countries also specifically reduced taxes
on financial incomes (interest income, dividends and capital gains) (Hakelberg and Rixen,
2020: 11). For instance, several countries – which traditionally taxed interest within the
general income tax schedule – introduced lower rates to curb cross-border tax evasion
(Genschel and Schwarz, 2011: 359).

While many OECD countries followed the liberal model, German reforms differed in
several respects. Throughout the 1990s, German governments only achieved incremental
reductions in corporate tax rates resulting in unusually high effective average corporate tax
rates (AETR) compared to liberal and other coordinated market economies. Then, in 2000,
a radical reform cut CIT rates to OECD levels within one year (the rates fell from 43.7 to
32.8 per cent) (Figure 1). Moreover, the composition of the German reform differed from
the general trend. German policy makers cut CIT rates but retained high personal income
tax rates. For instance, the cuts in statutory CIT – paid by corporations – were much more
pronounced (fell to 25 per cent in 2000) than the reductions in the top marginal PIT rate for
small businesses (fell to 42 per cent in 2000) (Bach et al., 2014: 119). Moreover, top rates for
individuals were almost fully retained. Compared to the US, where effective rates for the top
0.01 per cent fell to 23 per cent in 2002 (CBO, 2008), German top income taxation almost
did not change: the top 0.01 per cent still paid 39.8 per cent in Germany in 2002 (Corneo,
2005). Finally, while many governments reduced taxes on financial incomes, German
reforms focused on facilitating investments into corporations. The most significant reform
elements in the area of financial incomes were a new dividend tax, the elimination of tax
support for savings banks and the elimination of capital gains taxes on block-shares which
dismantled traditional finance structures and facilitated corporate finance in international
capital markets (Sørensen, 2002). In short, German reforms contained some neoliberal
elements by adding a cost-cutting component for corporations and enhancing access to
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foreign investments and yet they differed from the neoliberal model by selectively support-

ing corporations over individuals and SMEs.
The consequence of this one-sided approach of tax reform was a divergence in investment

and finance opportunities of different types of German businesses. Figure 2 shows that large

corporations invested more in securities and long-term equity and less in tangible assets –

German corporations also reportedly accumulated rising levels of profit since the late 1990s

(Braun and Deeg, 2020), while equity investment for small and medium-sized businesses

(SMEs) remained at a low level. At the same time, as Figure 3 shows, loans – one of the

traditional elements of German organized capitalism – declined as a source of corporate

finance for both SMEs and large corporations, while finance through retained earnings and

capital markets increased. Unfortunately, there are no data which distinguish equity into

internal and equity finance, but data on all firm types show that there has been a general

trend of deleveraging and profit retention in the German economy between 2000 and 2015

(Bundesbank, 2018), internal finance made up a roughly stable share of 70 per cent of new

finance, while equity finance made up about 10 per cent between 1997 and 2012 (Braun and

Deeg, 2019: 8). At least for large corporations, it is likely that this indicates a stronger short-

term orientation of corporate finance.
If this tax reform triggered some neoliberal elements but remained distinct from the

Anglo-Saxon type of liberalism, could it be characterized as ordoliberal? Blyth (2013:

133) calls ordoliberalism a ‘peculiar form of liberalism’ which differs from neoliberalism

in that it stresses the role of a more interventionist state which sets framework conditions to

enhance the effectiveness of markets. Ordoliberalism developed in 1920s and 1930s

Germany but was based in the experience with an interventionist state during late industri-

alization in the 19th century and the loss of credibility of liberalism after the stock market

crash in the Great Depression (Allen, 1989). Ordoliberalism promoted a strong state, one

that curbed the uninhibited power of economic agents and instituted collective forms of

21%

26%

31%

36%

41%

46%

LMEs CMEs Mixed Germany

Figure 1. Average effective corporate tax rates; country groups and Germany.
Source: Own calculations from CBT Tax Dataset. AETR applies typical taxes and deductions of each country
to a typical investment. The tax rate is a combined measure of top corporate tax rate at federal level, plus
surcharges and local corporate tax rate minus deductions (tax concessions and depreciations on inventory,
plant and machinery and intangibles). The typical investment is calculated as a weighted average of 64 per
cent investments in plant and machinery and 36 per cent buildings (Devereux and Griffith, 1998). Mixed
European economies are Portugal, Spain, Greece and Italy, LMEs are Britain, Ireland, USA, New Zealand and
Canada and CMEs are Sweden, Norway, Denmark and Finland, Austria, Belgium, and France.
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economic organization (Bonefeld, 2012: 643). Since the German tax reforms stripped away

important elements of the collective organization of the German post-war system – includ-

ing patient capital, the case at hand rather represents a reorganization of the German

economy along laissez-faireism than ordoliberalism.

Explaining neoliberal tax reforms: Tax competition, coordination and

the role of the state

Much has been written about the convergence of tax systems after the radical reforms in the

U.S. and the U.K. put pressures on Western economies to follow their example and radi-

cally reduce CIT and PIT rates. Many studies have argued that rising capital mobility and

trade integration instigated tax competition and critically limited the room to move for

revenue collection and redistribution in European welfare states (Genschel, 2002;
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Tangible fixed assets Securi�es and other long-term equity investment

Figure 2. Assets of NFCs as a percentage of the balance sheet total.
Source: Own calculations from Bundesbank (2018a) and Bendel et al. (2016). Large enterprises are defined
as firms with sales of 50 million or more and SMEs as firms with less than 50 million sales. Securities and
other long-term equity investments contain stocks, bonds and other securities held by the firm as well as
shares in affiliated companies and real estate investments.
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Figure 3. Liabilities of NFCs as a percentage of the balance sheet total.
Source: Own calculations from Bundesbank (2018a) and Bendel et al. (2016). Large enterprises are defined
as firms with sales of 50 million or more and SMEs are firms with less than 50 million sales. Equity is defined
as subscribed capital and capital shares as well as retained profits and revenue reserves. Liabilities towards
credit institutions are short- and long-term credit taken up from credit institutions.
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Genschel and Schwarz, 2011; Radaelli, 1999). More specifically, some studies pointed out
that tax optimization and tax arbitrage of multinational corporations forced governments to
radically reduce statutory tax rates because transfer pricing activities rendered capital move-
ments uncontrollable by governments (Devereux et al., 2008; Slemrod, 2004). While many
economies radically reduced taxes on corporate, individual and financial incomes (B�eland,
2006; Swank, 2006), the general tax competition argument cannot explain why German
reforms emerged much later and differed in their composition from the reforms in liberal
economies.

While comparative accounts – loosely connected with the Varieties of Capitalism (VoC)
approach – have since developed a comprehensive theoretical framework which explains
different outcomes of tax policy across countries, these approaches expect that coordinated
market economies (CMEs) like Germany are either ‘resilient’ (there is no change) or subject
to ‘drift’ (incremental change) under globalization pressures. Initial ‘resilience’ accounts
argued that the coordinated nature of the German economy prevented liberal-market
reforms because these did not suit the long-term orientation of patient capital, industrial
relations and skill formation which support high-quality production (Hall, 2007; Hall and
Soskice, 2001; Mares, 2006; Martin, 2014; Reisenbichler and Morgan, 2012). While a second
strand of the literature focused less on the complementarity of institutions and stressed the
historical origins of contemporary tax structures (Gould and Baker, 2002; Prasad, 2006,
2012; Prasad and Deng, 2009; Steinmo, 2002), both approaches share a static view of insti-
tutional development which leave the radical changes in the German tax system
unexplained.

Following the critique of scholars who found a significant erosion of the German coor-
dinated market economy (H€opner and Beyer, 2004; Streeck, 2009), and a dualization of
insiders and outsiders which left some protected and others unprotected (Emmenegger et al.,
2012; H€ausermann and Kriesi, 2015), comparative scholarship increasingly incorporated the
changing conditions of the German economy. Thelen (2014) develops a new ‘political coa-
lition model’ which argues that with the pressures of economic liberalization, different tra-
jectories of liberalization evolved. While liberal market economies entered ‘deregulatory
liberalism’ resulting in the displacement of institutions of collective organization, the con-
servative Christian Democratic countries – like Germany – entered ‘dualising liberalisation’.
They maintained strong levels of coordination, but the changing economic context (a rising
service sector) eroded coverage and insider-outsider cleavages emerged. Change in the latter
type of liberalization follows a pattern of ‘drift’ because there is no direct attack on the old
institutions (see also Thelen, 2019). While going beyond the dual nature of the original VoC
approach and recognizing liberalization dynamics, the literature largely stuck to known
country groups – Thelen (2014, 2019) splits CMEs into conservative European and
Scandinavian countries, but these groups are expected to develop coherent responses
towards liberalization along existing institutional frameworks (for a critical response see
Clift and McDaniel, 2019). Moreover, ‘drift’ is a rather incremental form of institutional
change which does not match the radical nature of German corporate tax reform.

To make sense of the varieties of neoliberal tax reforms, this paper turns to the literature
which stresses the role of the state in economic reforms (Evans et al., 1985; Mann, 1984;
Skocpol, 1985). Instead of viewing the state as a mere regulator or provider of institutional
frames, these approaches see the state as ‘an economic player’ which actively shapes eco-
nomic outcomes (Zysman, 1983: 75). States pursue what Martin (1991: 17) calls ‘growth
strategies’: strategies of economic development that are loosely organized around a
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dominant growth model which shapes economic relations between the state and businesses.
Once relations of the state and businesses have developed, economic policy change becomes
difficult to enact because of the considerable distributional consequences of new growth
strategies: they will likely strip resources from entrenched interests which will resist reform
(Hall, 1986; Zysman, 1983). Change most likely comes about during an economic crisis
which drives a wedge between existing coalitions, generates conflict within the institutional
structure and incites state actors to forge new coalitions (Gourevitch, 1986; Gourevitch and
Shinn, 2010).

A useful heuristic which allows us to examine the specific mechanisms underlying eco-
nomic relations is ‘state entanglement’. Entanglement can be defined as the intertwining of
interests of the state and businesses in institutions and social networks which are difficult to
reverse (Grabowski, 1998: 110). The concept was first introduced by the developmental-state
literature which viewed it as a source of state power: business support for state strategies
mobilizes resources for economic development (Grabowski, 1998).1 A similar concept has
been developed by the literature which investigates the role of central banking for financi-
alization. Braun (2018) defines infrastructural entanglement as the increasing mutual con-
trol of state and market actors through market-based central banking. By providing an
infrastructure for markets, the state enhances its steering capacity of the economy, but
this will in turn also generate power for the financial market as the state increasingly
depends on functioning markets (see also Konings, 2007; Walter and Wansleben, 2019).
This mutual expansion of power of state and economy is also important in this study, but
electoral institutions play the critical role for state entanglement.

Electoral institutions can contribute to entanglement in three distinct ways: First, the
dispersion of interests across smaller regional political entities in federalism might lead to
the entanglement of interests of regional political actors with regional economic actors.
Federalism contributes to the fragmentation of interests across regions, while more centrally
organized polities will face more homogenous interest representation (Martin and Swank,
2012: 20). If interest formation is dispersed across geographic areas, there is a high chance
that regional political actors will share the interests of regional economic interests (Lütz,
2000; Verdier, 2003). The German case presents a good example because of the type of
federalism which is present in Germany: cooperative federalism. Contrary to systems of dual
federalism where legislation in the federal and local sphere are relatively separated from one
another, cooperative federalism requires that the federal and state level work together close-
ly in many areas of legislation (B€orzel, 2001). Because representatives in the second chamber
(the Bundesrat) not only represent central partisan positions but also regional economic
interests, voting may diverge from the first chamber and present effective veto points pro-
tecting regional interests in federal policy making.

Second, the system of proportional representation (PR) can contribute to the entangling
of interests of business groups and parties. While majoritarian electoral systems often gen-
erate single-party governments (which represent a selected group of business interests), PR
systems favour multiparty governments (Prasad, 2006). These multiparty settings enforce
consensus not only among multiple parties but also the economic actors each party repre-
sents. This consensual nature of PR contributes to continuity in legislation because several
actors have to agree on a new initiative (Gourevitch and Shinn, 2010) and change will be
rare (Verdier, 2003). We can see this dynamic in the German case. Each party represents
some business interests more than others – the Free Democrats (FDP) represent small
businesses, the Christian Social Union (CSU) represents farmers and the Christian
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Democratic Union (CDU) represents small and medium enterprises (SMEs). When these
parties enter into government – as they did in 1981, they needed to find agreement among all
those business interests (Gourevitch and Shinn, 2010; Schmidt, 2002, 2009). The fact that
the coalition lasted for 16 years, but implemented few radical reforms, demonstrates the
obstacles that consensual political organization poses for change.

Finally, the economic relevance of some market actors may contribute to an entangling
with state interests. For instance, if the state depends on a specific public good provided by a
market actor, this might lead to entangling. The German semi-public savings banks repre-
sent such an economic actor. Partly owned by the federal states (L€ander) and critical for
state-level economic and structural development for most of Germany’s post-war develop-
ment, these institutions held a particularly powerful position in the German polity. Savings
banks provided cheap loans for housing and local economic development (Johnson, 1998:
11; Seabrooke, 2006). They received special tax treatment in corporate income tax, local
trade and wealth tax to facilitate the provision of loans small savers, small and medium
enterprises (Mittelstand) and structural support for financially weak regions (G€artner, 2008;
Koschorreck, 1969). Additionally, partial ownership by the states ensured an indirect rep-
resentation in the second chamber of the German parliament (Bundesrat). As a consequence,
these semi-public institutions found considerable support in the German parliament once
the conservative government proposed to curb some of their benefits to finance tax cuts for
corporations.

Methodology

To capture the role of local institutions and state entanglement for radical tax reforms, this
paper uses a systematic process analysis approach after Hall (2006). Processes reveal how
strategic interactions of actors and specific events shape institutional change. With a focus
on chain of events, researchers can unveil the micro-level mechanisms of historically com-
plex macro-causal relations (Hall 2006: 30). In the German case of tax regime change,
process tracing can uncover the concrete historical dynamics of interest formation and
how the state used these to forge coalitions for change.

Two reform periods were selected to trace change over time. The first spans from 1990 to
1994 and contains the two largest tax cuts implemented under Helmut Kohl; The Tax
Reform Act 1990 and the Location Preservation Act 1994. In the reform period under
Gerhard Schr€oder (1998–2001), the Tax Relief Act 1999/2000/2002 and the Tax
Reduction Act of 2000 were passed. In both periods, government strategies to revive eco-
nomic growth and forge business coalitions are analysed from statements of officials in
hearings and parliamentary debates. Business interests are extracted from letters to the
parliament and statements in hearings. The archival material stems from the
Bundestagsarchiv in Berlin and contains all protocols of hearings in the Finance,
Economic and the Mediation Committee, all written statements of businesses, civil society
groups and trade unions on the four relevant tax reforms. The total population of docu-
ments analysed encompasses about 3400 pages.

The evolution of a new growth strategy in German tax reforms

This section lays out the empirical findings in three parts. It will first introduce the historical
background of the German growth strategy and map out the key actors, their relations and
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interests. This will help to introduce the context within which long-term blockage and
eventual overhaul took place. Sections two and three will introduce the empirical process
of resilience in the 1990s and the process of change between 1999 and 2000, respectively.

Historical background, actors, relations and interests

The German post-war corporate tax regime was characterized by the institutional structures
of federalism and the dispersion of power of the central German state initiated by the Allied
forces. One consequence of this structure was that states held independent rights to spend
which rendered control of the federal state over fiscal resources insecure. In order to ensure
sufficient revenue sources, post-war governments implemented very high corporate and
income tax rates (Katzenstein, 1987; Shonfield, 1965; Zysman, 1983: 255). Since high tax
rates impaired the potential recovery of the German economy, tax concessions became an
integral part of the German fiscal structure and supported the reinvestment of profits in
machinery, fixed assets and inventories. Critical in this respect was the accelerated depreci-
ation schedule, the degressive Afa which shifted resources from declining to growing sectors
of the economy (Zysman, 1983: 257).2 The state’s support for reinvestment contributed to
the orientation of the economy to long-term investment and long-term employment
enabling high-quality production (Streeck, 1991; Zysman, 1983: 256). While selective sub-
sidies and tax concessions in manufacturing were rather minor, West Germany had unusu-
ally high levels of general tax concessions reaching an average of 27 per cent of total tax
revenue of the corporate income tax revenue (Figure 4).

The state also supported a long-term loan structure, so called ‘patient capital’, through
tax instruments. The German post-war finance regime was characterized by a pattern of
relational banking in which bankers held seats on corporate boards and block shares of their
clients to exchange information and build trust (Gourevitch and Shinn, 2010: 162; Lütz,
2000: 150). Tax concessions were critical for cross-shareholding as the ‘major shareholding
privilege’ (Schachtelprivileg) exempted all dividend income from shareholdings of more than
25 per cent of a firm’s shares (H€opner and Krempel, 2004: 346). Moreover, tax concessions
protected the house bank relationship of the credit institutions of the public right (savings
and state banks) and German SMEs. The savings bank privilege (Sparkassenprivileg) was a
special tax concession for the public savings- and state banks (Sparkassen und
Landesbanken) which ensured the availability of cheap loans for SMEs, local consumers
and structural regional development (Koschorreck, 1969). In short, the German tax regime
supported credit-based and long-term-oriented corporate finance.

We can identify three larger groups of actors relevant in the debates over German tax
reforms: businesses (interested in tax cuts), state governments (interested in balanced budget
and support for savings banks) and federal governments (with new growth strategies). While
all important business groups requested tax cuts, there were significant differences in the
specific cuts each group proposed. Large manufacturers – often multinational corporations
(MNCs) – represented by the Federation of German Industry (Bundesverband der Deutschen
Industrie BDI) requested a radical CIT cut and the liberalization of German corporate
finance.3 Medium-sized businesses represented mostly by the Association of German
Chambers of Industry and Commerce (Deutscher Industrie- und Handelskammertag
DIHT) supported radical CIT and PIT tax cuts because many SMEs pay PIT. Moreover,
since SMEs often depended on loan finance from savings banks – which they found increas-
ingly expensive – they requested tax cuts on retained earnings to self-finance. Because
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self-finance is not an option for small firms and farmers, the German Confederation of

Skilled Crafts (Zentralverband des Deutschen Handwerks ZDH) and the German Farmers

Federation (Deutscher Bauernverband DBV) defended loan-finance through savings banks.

The financial sector and commercial banks, on the other hand, requested its dismantling and

more support for shareholders and the German stock market.
Because every German party represents some business interests more than others, the

conservative-liberal coalition government (CDU/CSU and FDP; 1981–1998) developed

complex tax plans. The CDU tended to represent the Mittelstand (SMEs), but the CSU

and FDP represented farmers and small businesses. The tax plan tried to integrate all

requests at once: CIT and PIT reductions coupled with cuts in tax concessions for all busi-

ness groups to finance the reform. Together with the initiative to liberalize corporate finance

and strengthen the German stock markets, the overall goal of the program was to support

investment and offer capital-market finance to MNCs.
But these tax initiatives were frequently blocked in the second chamber: state govern-

ments including those governed by the FDP and CDU/CSU feared reforms would nega-

tively affect state finance. Moreover, state governments wanted to secure the position of the

savings banks and rejected proposals to raise revenue through new taxes which burdened

these entities.
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the Social Democratic Party (SPD) and the Green

Party blocked reforms in order to protect the old system of long-term finance and invest-

ment, but this changed in the late 1990s when continued decline in growth rates and rising

levels of unemployment put pressures on the German economy. Growth rates had been

unusually low especially since unification and businesses, politicians and the public increas-

ingly attributed this to the outdated tax system (Lieberman, 2000; Streeck, 2009). Once in
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Source: Own calculations. Subsidies plus tax concessions to manufacturing businesses in percent of value
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diminish the validity of the graph main point that Germany spent more on general tax concessions compared
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office, in 1998, the so-called ‘modernisers’ won increasing support in the red-green govern-
ment and pushed for a tax plan in support of MNCs and finance (Rademacher, 2017:
chapter 7). The new strategy was to liberalize corporate finance for large MNCs to allow
for self-finance in SMEs and to dismantle patient capital which limited growth prospects in
venture capital markets.

Savings banks as guardians of patient capital (1990–1999)

Much of the existing literature explains the continuity in the German corporate tax system
as a result of the complementarity of the German institutional mix of long-term loans,
industrial relations institutions and corporate taxation (Hall and Soskice, 2001; Mares,
2006). This section will demonstrate that continuity in the tax system was less a function
of complementarity, but of the entanglement of interests of economic and political actors in
German electoral institutions.

Since the 1970s, businesses in the export sectors – metal, automobile and chemical sectors
– had publicly debated the role of high German corporate tax rates for increasingly dimin-
ished productive investments and product innovation (Lieberman, 2000). In response, the
Kohl administration proposed two larger tax cuts which planned to support investment. The
Tax Reform Act 1990 proposed a moderate reduction of CIT for retained earnings – from
50 to 45 per cent – and a top PIT rate reduction on business income – from 56 to 53 per cent.
The Location Preservation Act 1994 planned another 5-percentage point CIT reduction on
retained earnings and a 4-percentage point reduction in the top PIT for business income
(Prasad, 2006; Zohlnh€ofer, 2001). Additionally, the government planned to eliminate the
financial transaction tax (B€orsenumsatzsteuer) to strengthen the German stock market (DIP/
11/2157). Since state governments worried about their budgets, the government proposed to
raise DM 4–5 billion extra revenue through a new 10 per cent withholding tax on interest
income (Findling, 1995: 173).

This proposed tax rate on interest income was the first measure which encountered con-
siderable resistance by economic actors entangled with the state. While the government
presented this tax as one that was predominantly closing loopholes of tax minimizing
practices of German commercial banks (PA/XI71/A2/18, pp. 24), the 10 per cent withhold-
ing tax on interest income was also to be levied on operations of savings banks. In the early
stages of the deliberation process (in February 1988), the entire banking sector – private and
public banks – lobbied against it arguing that the tax would hurt the German loan market,
raise the cost of finance and curb available resources in the capital market (PA/XI71/B2/39;
PA/XI71/B2/42).

Once the debate moved to the Bundesrat, the arguments of the public banks were
adopted by state governments. Representatives argued that placing taxes on banks of the
public right was not an effective approach of revenue recovery because it indirectly raised
costs for federal states and municipalities. A majority in the Bundesrat suggested to exempt
these banks from the tax entirely. The institutes of the public right had after paragraph 5
section 2 income tax law ‘special responsibilities’ which included support of the housing
market, improving the regional economic structure, and strengthening local competitiveness
(PA/XI71/A2/17, 570. Finance Committee, 14.04.1988, pp.82, 83). Moreover, municipalities
held silent partnerships in the public mortgage banks (Hypothekenbanken) which would get
more costly if these entities had to pay higher tax (PA/XI71/A2/17). The fact the Bundesrat
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argued that these institutions should be excluded from the tax (PA/XI71/A2/18, pp. 52),
indicates how difficult it is to disentangle institutions which generate shared interests of the
state and economic sectors.

Commercial banks and the financial sector did not hold comparable ties in the
Bundesrat. The Federal Association of German Banks (Bundesverband deutscher Banken)
wrote several letters to the Bundesrat arguing that commercial banks required protection
from the competition of the advantaged savings banks and could not bear further prefer-
ential treatment for those entities. While the overall rate reduction for businesses – the top
PIT rate reduction from 56 to 53 per cent and the corporate income tax from 56 to 50 per
cent – evened out the traditional favouritism of the savings banks-because private banks
mostly grant credit to corporations and savings banks cover SMEs, the planned additional
unfair tax treatment of interest income would reinstate unfair competition between the two
sectors (PA/XI71/B2/42). But the savings bank privilege remained untouched.

Similarly, although the government planned to abolish a financial transaction tax to
enhance wealth building in the German economy, this element of the tax plan did not
pass the Bundesrat. The government argued that the tax hindered the mobility of financial
capital which generated economic disadvantages for finance in Frankfurt. The Bundesrat
almost unanimously (10 of 11 votes) rejected the proposal arguing that the costs of losing
revenue of DM 600 million – a rather minor figure – outweighed the benefits of enhancing
the German financial market (PA/XI71/A2/17, pp.112). Baden-Wurttemberg, Berlin and
Bavaria argued ‘it is desirable but currently not affordable’ (PA/XI71/A2/18, pp. 70).

The second source of gridlock were the entangled relations of the governing parties with
business interests. The individual representation of SMEs, small firms and farmers in the
coalition required an inclusive approach to reform. The small firms and farmers were dis-
appointed that corporations received a larger tax reduction than smaller firms which filed
taxes as individuals – the top PIT was only reduced from 56 to 53 per cent. Thus, to get the
support of the FDP and the CSU in the Bundesrat, the Finance Minister Stoltenberg had to
offer a compromise in the finance committee. He added special depreciation allowances for
SMEs, a cut in the wealth tax of small firms and improvements in the treatment of pension
schemes for freelancers and small firms. These amendments won support of sufficient votes
in the Bundesrat but reduced the revenue recovery from DM 19 to 9 billion (PA/XI/71/A5/
113).

While much smaller, the Location Preservation Act of 1994 also planned to raise revenue
through reductions in tax concessions. DM 8 billion were supposed to get recovered through
a reduction in the degressive depreciation schedule (degressive Afa) (DIP/12/4487, pp. 31).
This reform provided greater benefits for SMEs through a significant top PIT rate reduction
(from 53 to 44 per cent), but big businesses were losing out from the Afa reduction. Small
businesses, for instance the crafts-business association ZDH, ‘fully backed’ tax cuts (PA/
XII66/A3/58, pp. 1), but the BDI and the DIHT (large and medium-sized firms) viewed
reductions in the degressive AfA as ‘a serious problem’ (PA/XII66/A3/58, pp. 2). Again,
entangled interests made it difficult for the government to implement reductions in tax
concessions. The opposition and a number of CDU-led governments voted against the
reductions in the degressive AfA (PAXII/242/A1/6, pp.20–22) since the bill only raised 3
billion instead of DM 8 billion in extra revenue, the scope for further rate reductions was
significantly curbed (BMF, 2014: 74–76).
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Finance and the export sector as promoters of a liberalized system (1999–2005)

The literature on German corporate finance has shown that increasing capital market

finance of MNCs instigated an erosion of the German system of patient capital (Beyer,

2003; H€opner and Beyer, 2004; H€opner and Krempel, 2004). However, this trend not only

changes the economic sphere, but also opened political opportunities. When the Red-Green

government proposed radical corporate tax reforms in the late 1990s, it forged a new coa-

lition of the financial sector and large internationally operating corporations. Thus, instead

of bringing all business groups into their tax coalition, the new government selected specific

interests which received benefits, while broadening the base among the outsiders of the

coalition.
The new growth strategy under the red-green government aimed at radically reduced tax

rates and a new system of corporate finance to attract investors and generate capital for

young high-tech firms and start-ups in the software and biotechnology sectors (Spiegel,

2000). Two reforms radically reduced the CIT on retained and distributed profits from 45

and 30 per cent to 25 per cent (Bach et al., 2014: 119). Moreover, the Tax Reduction Law

2000 entailed a very focused programme to support MNC finance which simultaneously

dismantled patient capital. Revenue recovery was composed of the cutting of several tax

concessions for SMEs – the co-entrepreneur waiver, and the swap assessment – and the

elimination of the savings bank privilege (von Rosen, 1999: 654; PA/XIV/16/B3/96, p.6).
One of the key instruments of the Tax Reduction Law 2000, which generated strong

business support for the project, was the plan to implement a new system of dividend

taxation which provided systematic shareholder relief – especially for foreign investors.

The former imputation system deducted the corporate income tax from the income tax of

the shareholder which benefitted domestic investors who paid German income tax but

rendered foreign investors subject to double taxation (PA/XIV154/A6/111, pp. 11). The

government considered the imputation system an obstacle for the attraction of foreign

investment and the growth of German export businesses because it repelled foreign investors

and complicated joint-ventures (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 54). The new half-income system

was supposed to attract investments from abroad and open international capital markets to

German corporations (Brühler Kommission, 1999). The systems change was complemented

by changes in capital gains taxation: Capital gains from the selling of corporate shares

became tax free when shares held in a firm were below the threshold for significant partic-

ipation – effectively abolishing the block-shareholding in the Deutschland A.G. (PA/

XIV154/A6/111, pp. 9–11).
Resistance formed in the parliamentary discussions among the traditional coalitions of

the SMEs, the savings banks and the federal states. Business associations representing SMEs

– the ZDH, the German Crafts Association and the DIHT – argued that the capital gains

tax cut unevenly benefitted corporations (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 133; PA/XIV154/A4/88,

pp. 50). Smaller businesses also worried that by eliminating the savings bank privilege, loans

would get more expensive (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 51). Since the CDU supported SMEs and

the CSU and the FDP were close allies of smaller businesses, conservative state governments

blocked the proposal in the Bundesrat (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 139; PA/XIV154/A2/40; PA/

XIV154/A6/111; PA/XIV154/A6/103, pp. 44). The Bavarian government complained that

farmers and forestry received the smallest benefits but suffered significant losses from the

reductions in special tax concession for SMEs (PA/XIV/A1/2, pp. 125).
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To work against gridlock, the government engaged in a divide and conquer strategy and
‘split existing coalitions’. While strengthening the coalition of SMEs and federal state gov-
ernments, it excluded the savings banks from the arena of deliberation. Most relevant in this
respect was the setting up and staffing of the ‘tax reform commission’, which brought
representatives of BDI (MNCs), DIHT (SMEs) and the federal states together and made
the DIHT tax expert Alfons Kühn the chairman of the commission (PA/XIV154/A6/111,
pp. 9; PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 57). The effect of this setup was that the DIHT (SMEs)
increasingly felt responsible for the interests of other important business interests repre-
sented in the commission, most notably MNCs, while letting go of the alignment with the
savings banks (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 79). Statements like ‘various mergers with German
firms could not take place in Germany because we have the full-income system’ (PA/
XIV154/A4/88, pp. 79) and the system change could double the number of shareholders
which ‘enhanced the risk and shareholder culture in Germany’ (DIHT, 2000) are a testimo-
ny to a shift in interest towards capital market liberalization.

The outcome of this strategy was a tax plan which incorporated the interests of the
MNCs and SMEs. The commission developed a plan which supported capital-market
finance (requested by MNCs) and self-finance (requested by larger SMEs) while further
curbing tax support for loan finance (PA/XIV154/A6/111, pp. 9; XIV154/A4/88, pp. 57).
The DIHT summarized its mission as making corporations and SMEs independent from the
German hausbank relationship and ‘turn firms [themselves] into savings banks’ (PA/
XIV154/A4/88, pp. 133). Capital gains tax on the selling of block shares would be elimi-
nated to ‘break up the encrusted German shareholder structure’ (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp.
133), and a system change in dividend taxation would increase investments of foreign
investors into German corporations (PA/XIV154/A6/111, pp. 9; PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp.
57). Lower tax rates on retained and distributed earnings allowed for ‘let[ting] profits sit
in the corporation, cumulate and through the realisation of earnings through the selling of
shares make a good cut’ (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 133).

The second strategy to limit the power of the existing coalitions was to introduce outsider
interests and to ‘forge new business coalitions’. The German Shareholder Institute
(Deutsches Aktieninstitut), an association which had not played a role in previous tax
reforms, was introduced as one of the main players in the debate. It was highly supportive
of those elements of the reform which promised a restructuring of German firms. For
instance, by reducing the co-entrepreneur waiver and the swap assessment – tax concessions
which helped larger SMEs to expand and produce abroad – the Mittelstand had strong
incentives to restructure which opened up new capital sources to capital markets (PA/
XIV154/A4/88, pp. 134; PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 131). Moreover, the association argued
that the capital gains tax reform liberated capital locked-in in the Deutschland A.G. with
positive effects on international financial markets (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 133). This senti-
ment was shared by BDI which confirmed that the tax reform proposal had created ‘phan-
tasies’ among investors abroad which led to a soaring of share prices (PA/XIV154/A4/88,
pp. 133).

The third state strategy was to ‘disentangle’ the interests of the federal states and the
savings banks. Initially, the states opposed the radical CIT cuts because with the existing
imputation system, which credited the CIT against the PIT, the states which collected 50 per
cent of the latter would have suffered significant revenue losses (PA/XIV154/A4/88, pp. 79).
For instance, the minister president of North-Rhine Westphalia argued in a hearing that: ‘If
you want to keep the imputation system, but at the same time support the definitive taxation
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of the CIT with 25 per cent, this is unaffordable’ (PA/XIV154/A6/111, pp. 12). To gain the

support of the federal states, the government presented the half-income system as one

that recovered much of the revenue loss of the federal states. There were estimates that

the half-income system would limit the revenue loss from the CIT cut by 2.5 billion for the

federal treasury and 2.3 billion for the federal states (PA/XIV154/A6/111, pp. 7; DIP/14/

2683, pp. 103).
Another powerful budgetary argument was that the former imputation system was par-

ticularly prone to tax evasion. Under the imputation system, foreigners could engage in so-

called dividend stripping, a practice in which foreign investors sold their shares to German

residents at a predetermined buyback price. Both financial actors benefitted, but the trea-

sury incurred significant losses. The government tied the argument in favour of the system

change to the goal to reduce such practices (von Rosen, 1999: 658; PA/XIV154/A6/111, pp.

9–11). It argued that it included a reduction of the significant participation from 10 to 1 per

cent into the tax plan, for the very reason that the simultaneous reduction in tax rates on

distributed and retained earnings allowed for tax saving models (PA/XIV154/A4/88,

pp. 133).
These strategies generated very high levels of support for the bill in the Bundesrat. The

vote margin in favour of the reform was 41:28 and thus included a significant share of votes

from opposition governments (Ganghof, 2004: 101). It resulted in a large tax cut – volume of

DM 31 billion – which entailed a significant reduction in the CIT (BMF, 2014: 113–117).

Conclusion

This paper started from the puzzle that after a long period of resilience in the German

corporate tax regime, a radical reform was implemented which shifted tax support from

savings banks and SMEs to MNCs and finance. Aside from the general reduction in cor-

porate tax rates, the reforms facilitated capital-market finance of large export businesses.

This distinguishes German reforms from the general trend in OECD countries, in which tax

reductions for MNCs were accompanied by significant tax cuts for individuals and financial

incomes.
This unique process and structure of German corporate tax reform provides us with a

useful case to test this special issue’s question of contested neoliberalism. The special issue

argues that neoliberalism is contested not just because of the many interpretations that

developed in 40 years of academic debates, but also because of neoliberalism’s nature, its

contextual occurrence and local variegation. The special issue finds that neoliberalism is a

consequence of common economic pressures of globalization but becomes localized within

the state. The state responds to and embodies neoliberal transformations. This dual nature

of neoliberalism has contributed to its theoretical and conceptual elusiveness. On the one

hand, the classical thesis that neoliberalism instigates a convergence of Western capitalism

to one liberal model did not materialize. Today, scholars largely agree that local differences

between domestic regimes prevailed. However, the comparative literature’s conclusion that

coordinated market economies were resilient (Hall and Soskice, 2001; Mares, 2006), or that

the process of neoliberalization would be confined to incremental processes of ‘drift’ and

‘erosion’ (Streeck, 2009; Thelen, 2014, 2019), make it difficult to understand radical but

variegated changes in domestic economies. This special issue intends to highlight radical

change but acknowledge local implementation.
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Applying this approach to the German case of corporate tax reform, this paper finds that
radical reforms originate from state actors’ active involvement in economic development and
are shaped an array of ‘economic relations’ between the state and businesses. In the German
case, economic relations consisted of an entanglement between businesses and parties in con-
sensual institutions of federalism and proportional representation. This structure is particularly
hostile to change because governing parties represent certain business groups in parliament.
The process of breaking up entanglement shaped not only the pace of reform but also its
outlook. Successful tax cuts could only be implemented once the red-green government ‘split’
existing coalitions, ‘forged new coalitions’ and ‘disentangled interests’. The resulting new coa-
lition of MNCs and finance supported the new structure which granted large exporters greater
freedom to finance in international capital-markets.

This finding has implications for our understanding of the role of neoliberalism in con-
temporary capitalism. The fact that German neoliberal tax reforms came late and differed
from the liberal model does indicate that neoliberal dynamics vary. The case invites us to
rethink the interaction of globalization with institutional context and sheds light on the
constraints imposed on officials and their strategies to supervene these to implement new
growth strategies.
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Notes

1. Recently, authors in the public choice literature adopted the concept to argue that entanglement
results in systems in which the different spheres of society (economy, politics, culture and bureau-
cracy) are functionally interrelated and move towards equilibria. Counter this approach, this paper
understands the evolution of entanglement as historical process (closer to the state-centred litera-
ture) in which institutions develop relatively independent from one another on a historical path
which may lead to conflicts between different realms and unintended consequences.
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2. The degressive Afa is a declining balance depreciation which had a maximum rate of 30 per cent for

movable assets in 1994 and an allowable 4 per cent rate for buildings and predominantly benefits

capital-intensive businesses (Keen, 2002: 604).
3. The BDI represents all German business groups in federal policy issues but is dominated by large

export enterprises (Braunthal, 1965).

References

Allen CS (1989) The underdevelopment of Keynesianism in the federal republic of Germany. In: Peter

AH (ed) The Political Power of Economic Ideas: Keynesianism across Nations. Princeton, N.J:

Princeton University Press, pp.263–291.
Bach S, Corneo G and Steiner V (2014) Effective taxation of top incomes in Germany. German

Economic Review 14(2): 115–137.
Ban C (2016) Ruling Ideas: How Global Neoliberalism Goes Local. Oxford/ New York: Oxford

University Press.
Basinger SJ and Hallerberg M (2004) Remodeling the competition for capital: How domestic politics

erases the race to the bottom. American Political Science Review 98(2): 261–276.
B�eland D (2006) The politics of social learning: Finance, institutions, and pension reform in the United

States and Canada. Governance 19(4): 559–583.
Berry C (2016) Industrial policy change in the post-crisis British economy: Policy innovation in an

incomplete institutional and ideational environment. The British Journal of Politics and

International Relations 18(4): 829–847.
Beyer J (2003) Deutschland AG a.D.: Deutsche Bank, Allianz Und Das Verflechtungszentrum Des

Deutschen Kapitalismus. In: Wolfgang S and Martin H (eds) Alle Macht Dem Markt? Fallstudien

Zur Abwicklung Der Deutschland AG. [Schriften Des Max-Planck-Instituts Für

Gesellschaftsforschung K€oln 47]. Frankfurt am Main: Campus-Verlag, pp. 118–146.
Blyth M (2013) Austerity: The History of a Dangerous Idea. Oxford ; New York: OUP USA.
Blyth M and Matthijs M (2017) Black swans, lame ducks, and the mystery of IPE’s missing macro-

economy. Review of International Political Economy 24(2): 203–231.
BMF (2014) Zusammenstellung Der Steuerrechts€anderungen Seit 1964. Available at: http://www.bun

desfinanzministerium.de/Content/DE/Standardartikel/Themen/Steuern/Weitere_Informationen/

zusammenstellung-der-steuerrechtsaenderungen-seit-1964-anlage.pdf?__blob=publication

File&v=8 (accessed 22 December 2020).
Bonefeld W (2012) Freedom and the strong state: On German ordoliberalism. New Political Economy

17(5): 633–656.
B€orzel TA (ed.) (2001) States and Regions in the European Union: Institutional Adaptation in Germany

and Spain. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Braun B (2018) Central banking and the infrastructural power of finance: The case of ECB support for

repo and securitization markets. Socio-Economic Review 18(2): 395–418.
Braun B and Deeg R (2020) Strong firms, weak banks: The financial consequences of Germany’s

export-led growth model. German Politics 29(3): 358–381.
Braun B and Deeg R (2019) Strong Firms, Weak Banks: The Financial Consequences of Germany’s

Export-Led Growth Model. [19/5. MPIfG Discussion Paper]. Cologne: Max Planck Institute for the

Study of Societies.
Brownlee WE (2018) Tax policy in the United States: Was there a ‘neo-liberal’ revolution in the 1970s

and 1980s? In: Gisela H, Elliot Brownlee W and Eisaku I (eds) Worlds of Taxation: The Political

Economy of Taxing, Spending, and Redistribution Since 19451. [Palgrave Studies in the History of

Finance]. Cham: Springer International Publishing, pp.155–186.
Brühler Kommission (1999) Kommission Zur Reform Der Unternehmensbesteuerung. April 30, 1999.

Available at: http://www.gmbhr.de/frueher/10_99/unternehmenssteuer.htm (accessed 22 December

2020).

18 Competition & Change 0(0)



238	 Competition & Change 26(2)

Bundesbank (2018) Tendenzen in den Finanzierungsstrukturen deutscher nichtfinanzieller

Unternehmen im Spiegel der Unternehmensabschlussstatistik, 13. Available at: https://www.bun

desbank.de/resource/blob/752106/7318d7b2967c2644eb7ca43f2dc4ec8a/mL/2018-07-finanzierungs

strukturen-data.pdf (accessed 22 December 2020).
CBO (2008) Historical effective tax rates, 1979 to 2005: Supplement with additional data on sources of

income and high-income households, 34. Available at: https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/

110th-congress-2007-2008/reports/12-23-effectivetaxratesletter.pdf (accessed 22 December 2020).
Cerny PG (1997) Paradoxes of the competition state: The dynamics of political globalization.

Government and Opposition 32(2): 251–274.
Clift B and McDaniel S (2019) Capitalist convergence? European (Dis?)Integration and the post-crash

restructuring of French and European capitalisms. New Political Economy. Epub ahead of print 24

October 2019. DOI: 10.1080/13563467.2019.1680963.
Corneo G (2005) The Rise and Likely Fall of the German Income Tax, 1958–2005. Vol. 51. [Cesifo

Economic Studies 1]. München: Center for Economic Studies (CES).
Devereux MP, Lockwood B and Redoano M (2008) Do countries compete over corporate tax rates?

Journal of Public Economics 92(5): 1210–1235.
DIHT (2000) Die neue Unternehmensbesteuerung – Was die Reform bringt. August 28, 2000.

Available at: https://verbaende.com/news.php/Die-neue-Unternehmensbesteuerung–Was-die-

Reform-bringt-Statement-von-Alfons-Kuehn-DIHT-Bereichsleiter-Steuern?m=2268 (accessed 22

December 2020).
Emmenegger P, H€ausermann S, Bruno P, et al. (eds) (2012) The Age of Dualization: The Changing Face

of Inequality in Deindustrialzing Societies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Evans PB, Rueschemeyer D and Skocpol T (1985) Bringing the State Back In. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.
Findling M (1995) Die Politische €Okonomie Der Steuerreform: Eine Untersuchung Der Politischen

Grenzen Von Steuerreformen Unter Besonderer Berücksichtigung Der Steuerreform 1990. Aachen:
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Lütz S (2000) From managed to market capitalism? German finance in transition. German Politics

9(2): 149–170.
Mann M (1984) The autonomous power of the state: Its origins, mechnisms and results. European

Journal of Sociology 25(2): 185–213.
Mares I (2006) Taxation, Wage Bargaining, and Unemployment. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.
Martin CJ (1989) Business influence and state power: The case of U.S. corporate tax policy. Politics &

Society 17: 189–223.
Martin CJ (1991) Shifting the Burden: The Struggle over Growth and Corporate Taxation. Chicago:

University of Chicago Press.
Martin CJ (2014) Labour market coordination and the evolution of tax regimes. Socio-Economic

Review 13 (1): 33–54.
Martin CJ and Swank D (2012) The Political Construction of Business Interests: Coordination, Growth,

and Equality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Musgrave RA (1959) The Theory of Public Finance: A Study in Public Economy. New York: McGraw-

Hill Book Company.

20 Competition & Change 0(0)



240	 Competition & Change 26(2)

Prasad M (2006) The Politics of Free Markets: The Rise of Neoliberal Economic Policies in Britain,

France, Germany, and the United States. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Prasad M (2012) The Land of Too Much: American Abundance and the Paradox of Poverty. Cambridge,

Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.
Prasad M and Deng Y (2009) Taxation and the worlds of welfare. Socio-Economic Review 7: 431–457.
Radaelli CM (1999) Harmful tax competition in the EU: Policy narratives and advocacy coalitions.

JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies 37(4): 661–682.
Rademacher I (2017) Common ground: Justifications of neoliberal tax cuts in the US and Germany.

Dissertation, University of Osnabrueck, Germany.
Reisenbichler A and Morgan KJ (2012) From ‘sick man’ to ‘miracle’: Explaining the robustness of the

German labor market during and after the financial crisis 2008-09. Politics & Society 40(4):
549–579.

Rosen RV (1999) Reform Der Dividendenbesteuerung Und Ihre Folgen Fuer Die Aktienkultur.
Wirtschaftsdienst XI: 653–659.

Schmidt VA (2002) The Futures of European Capitalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Schmidt VA (2009) Putting the political back into political economy by bringing the state back in yet

again. World Politics 61(3): 516–546.
Seabrooke L (2006) The Social Sources of Financial Power: Domestic Legitimacy and International

Financial Orders. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Shonfield A (1965) Modern Capitalism: The Changing Balance of Public and Private Power. 1st ed.

London: Oxford University Press.
Simmons BA, Dobbin F and Garrett G (2006) Introduction: The international diffusion of liberalism.

International Organization 60(4): 781–810.
Skocpol T (1985) Bringing the state back in: Strategies of analysis in current research. In: Peter BE,

Dietrich R and Theda S (eds) Bringing the State Back. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University
Press, pp.3–38.

Slemrod J (2004) Are corporate tax rates, or countries, converging? Journal of Public Economics 88(6):
1169–1166.

Sørensen PB (2002) The German business tax reform of 2000: A general equilibrium analysis. German

Economic Review 3(4): 347–378.
Spiegel (1987) Steuern: Zu Wenig Drauf. Spiegel Online, February 23, 1987. Available at: https://www.

spiegel.de/spiegel/print/d-13522829.html. (accessed 22 December 2020).
Spiegel (2000) “STEUERN: Eichels Revolution.” Der Spiegel, January 3, 2000. Available at: http://

www.spiegel.de/spiegel/print/d-15348733.html (accessed 22 December 2020).
Steinmo S (2002) Globalization and taxation: Challenges to the Swedish welfare state. Comparative

Political Studies 35(7): 839–862.
Steinmo S (2003) The evolution of policy ideas: Tax policy in the 20th century. The British Journal of

Politics and International Relations 5(2): 206–236.
Strange S (1996) The Retreat of the State: The Diffusion of Power in the World Economy. New York:

Cambridge University Press.
Streeck W (1991) On the institutional conditions of diversified quality production. In: Egon M and

Wolfgang S (eds) Beyond Keynesianism: The Socio-Economics of Production and Full Employment.
Aldershot: Edward Elgar Pub, pp. 21–61.

Streeck W (2009) Re-Forming Capitalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Streeck W (2010) The fiscal crisis continues: From liberalization to consolidation. Comparative

European Politics 8(4): 505–514.
Swank D (2006) Tax policy in an era of internationalization: Explaining the spread of neoliberalism.

International Organization 60(4): 847–882.
Thelen K (2014) Varieties of Liberalization and the New Politics of Social Solidarity. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Rademacher 21



Rademacher	 241

Thelen K (2019) Transitions to the knowledge economy in Germany, Sweden, and the Netherlands.
Comparative Politics 51(2): 295–315.

Verdier D (2003) Moving Money: Banking and Finance in the Industrialized World. Cambridge, UK ;
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Walter T and Wansleben L (2019) How central bankers learned to love financialization: The fed, the
bank, and the enlisting of unfettered markets in the conduct of monetary policy. Socio-Economic
Review 18(3): 625–653.

Zohlnh€ofer R (2001) Die Wirtschaftspolitik Der €Ara Kohl: Eine Analyse Der Schlüsselentscheidungen in
Den Politikfeldern Finanzen, Arbeit Und Entstaatlichung : 1982–1998. Opladen: LeskeþBudrich.

Zohlnh€ofer R (2003) Mehrfache Diskontinuit€aten in Der Finanzpolitik. In:G Antonia and S-KMartin
(eds) Sozial- Und Wirtschaftspolitik Unter Rot-Grün. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag, pp. 63–86.

Zysman J (1983) Governments, Markets, and Growth: Financial Systems and Politics of Industrial
Change. Cornell Studies in Political Economy. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Appendix A

Documents used for the empirical analysis (alphabetical order):

DIP/11/2157 – Deutscher Bundestag: Gesetzentwurf der Fraktionen CDU/CSU und FDP.
Entwurf eines Steuerreformgesetzes 1990; 11.04.1988; 11. Wahlperiode; available at http://
dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/11/021/1102157.pdf.

DIP/12/4487 – Deutscher Bundestag: Entwurf eines Gesetzes zur Verbesserung der steuerli-
chen Bedingungen zur Sicherung des Wirtschaftsstandorts Deutschland im Europ€aischen
Binnenmarkt (Standortsicherungsgesetz – StandOG); 05.03.1993; 12. Wahlperiode; avail-
able at: http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/12/044/1204487.pdf.

DIP/14/2683 – Deutscher Bundestag: Gesetzentwurf der Fraktionen SPD und B €UNDNIS 90/
DIE GR €UNEN Entwurf eines Gesetzes zur Senkung der Steuers€atze und zur Reform; 15.02.
2000; 14. Wahlperiode; available at: http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/14/026/
1402683.pdf.

PA-DBT 3107 Finanzen XI/71 Bd. A2 lfd. Nr. 17.
PA-DBT 3107 Finanzen XI/71 Bd. A2 lfd. Nr. 18.
PA-DBT 3107 Finanzen XI/71 Bd. A5 lfd. Nr. 113.
PA-DBT 3107 Finanzen XI/71 Bd. B2 lfd. Nr. 42.
PA-DBT 3108 Wirtschaft XII/242 Bd. A1 lfd. Nr. 6.
PA-DBT 3107 Finanzen XII/66 Bd. A3 lfd. Nr. 58.
PA-DBT 3106 Haushalt XIV/154 Bd. A2 lfd. Nr. 40.
PA-DBT 3107 Finanzen XIV/154 Bd. A4 lfd. Nr 88.
PA-DBT 3002 Gemeinsamer Ausschuss XIV/154 Bd. A6 lfd. Nr. 111.
PA-DBT 3111 Agrar XIV/154 Bd. A1 lfd. Nr. 2.
PA-DBT 3107 Finanzen XIV/16 Bd. B3 lfd. Nr. 96.
PA-DBT 3108 Wirtschaft XIV/154 Bd. A6 lfd. Nr. 103.

22 Competition & Change 0(0)


