ANTISEMITISM - -

army. The separation of Church and State and the ban on parochial edyg

tion brought to an end the political influence of Catholicism in Frapg

Similarly, the subjection of the intelligence service to the ministry of war,

to the civil authority, robbed the army of its blackmailing influence on cabiy

and Chamber and deprived it of any justification for conducting police iy
qitiries on its own account.

In 1909 Drumont stood for the Academy. Once his antisemitism hg
been Tauded by the Catholics and acclaimed by the people. Now, howeve
the “greatest historian since Fustel” (Lemaitre) was obli
Marcel Prévost, author of the somew
the new “immortal”

were banished thenceforth from the arena of practical politics. g

Thus closes the only episode in which the subterranean forces of the
nineteenth century enter the full light of recorded history. The only visible
result was that it gave birth to the Zionist movement—the only politics]
answer Jews have ever found to antisemitism and the only ideclogy in which
they have ever taken seriously a hostility that would place them in the cenfer
of world events,

22 Cf, Herzog, op. cit., p. 97.

9 Lazare’s position in the Dreyfus Affair is best described by Charles Péguy, “Notrs
Jeunesse,” in Cahiers de la quinzaine, Paris, 1910. Regarding him as the true repre

sentative of Jewish interests, Péguy formulates Lazare’s demands as follows: “He was:
& partisan of the impartiality of the law. Impartiality of law in the Dreyfus case, im-’

partial law in the case of the religious orders. This seems like a trifle; this can lead

far. This led him to isolation in death.” (Translation quoted from Introduction to'
Lazare’s Job's Dungheap.) Luazare was one of the first Dreyfusards to protest against.

the law governing congregations.

PART TWO

iperialism

T would annex the planets if I could.

CECIL RHGDES




{APTER FIVE:

The Political Emancipation
yf the Bourgeoisie

T HE THREE DECADES from 1884 to 1914 separate the nineteenth century,
which ended with the scramble for Africa and the birth of the pan-
movements, from the twentieth, which began with the first World War, This
is the period of Imperialism; with its stagnant quiet in Europe and breath-
taking developments in Asia and Africa.! Some of the fundamental aspects of
this time appear so close to totalitarian phenomena of the twenticth century
that it may be justifiable to consider the whole period a preparatory stage
for coming catastrophes. Its quiet, on the other hand, makes it appear stll
very much a part of the nineteenth century. We can hardly avoid looking at
this close and yet distant past with the too-wise eyes of those who know the
end of the story in advance, who know it led to an almost complete break
in the continuous flow of Western history as we had known it for more than
two thousand years. But we must also admit a certain nostalgia for what can
stilt be called a “golden age of security,” for an age, that is, when even
horrors were still marked by a certain moderation and controlled by re-
spectability, and therefore could be related to the general appearance of
sanity. In other words, no matter how close to us this past is, we are perfectly
aware that our experience of concentration camps and death factories is as
remote from its general atmosphere as it is from any other period in Western
history. ' o

The central inner-European event of the imperialist period was the po-
litical emancipation of the bourgeoisie, which up to then had been the first
class in history to achieve economic pre-eminence without aspiring to politi-
cal rule. The bourgeoisie had developed within, and together with, the nation-
state, which almost by definition ruled over and beyond a class-divided so-
ciety. Even when the bourgeoisie had already established itself as the ruling
class, it had Ieft all political decisions to the state. Only when the nation-
state proved unfit to be the framework for the further growth of capitalist
economy did the latent fight between state and society become openly a
struggle for power. During the imperialist period neither the state nor the

1J. A. Hobson, Imperialism, London, 1905, 15938, p. 19: “Though, for convenience,
the year 1870 has been taken as indicative of the beginning of a conscious policy of
Imperialism, it will be evident that the movement did not atfain jts full impetus
until the middle of the eighties . . . from about 1884.”




124 IMPERIALISM THE POLITICAL EMANCIPATION OF THE BOURGEOCISIE 125
bourgeoisie won a decisive victory, National insti.tutipns resisted throughou
the brutality and megalomania of imperialist aspirations, z.md bourgeois g
tempts to use the state and its instruments of \fiolencs for its own €Conomic.
purposes were always only half successf_ul. This changed when t.he Germanp
bourgeoisic staked everything on the Hitler movement and aspired to rule:
with the help of the mob, but then it turned out to be too late, The bour
geoisie succeeded in destroying the nation-state but won a Pyrrhic victory;
the mob proved quite capable of taking care of politics by itself and liqui
dated the bourgeoisie along with all other classes and institutions.

Moderation and confusion were the only rewards of any statesman’s con-
_gistent opposition to imperialist expansi_on. 'Thus Bismarck, in 1871, rejeqted
the offer of French possessions in Africa in exchange for Alsace-Lorraine,
and twenty years later acquired Heligoland from Great Britain in return for
Uganda, Zanzibar, and Vitu—two kingdoms for a batht_ub, as the German
imperialists told him, not without justice. Thus in the eighties Clemenceau
opposed the imperialist party in France when they v_vantecl to send an ex-
peditionary force to Egypt against the British, and thirty years later he sur-
rendered the Mosul oil fields to England for the sake of a French-British
altiance. Thus Gladstone was being denounced by Cror{ler in Egypt as “not
a man t0 whom the destinies of the British Empire could safely be

. . " entrusted.” o .
1:  Expansion and the Nation-State : That statesmen, who thought primarily in terms of the established na-
. " tional territory, were suspicious of imperialism was justified enough, except
“EXPANSION 15 everything,” said Cecil Rhodes, and fell into despair, for : ;

" B ©  that more was Involved than what they called “overseas adventures.” They
every night he saw overhead “these stars . . . these vast worlds which we knew by instinct rather than by insight that this new expansion movement,
can never reach. I would annex the planets if 1 could.” 2 He had discovered in which “patriotism . . . is best expressed in money-making” (Huebbe.
the moving principle of the new, the imperialist era (within less than two -

Schleiden) and the national flag is a “commercial asset” (Rhodes), could
decades, British colonial possessions increased by 4%% millien square miles. only destroy the political body of the nation-state. Conquest as well as empire
and 66 million inhabitants, the French nation gained 34 million squars ~ building had fallen into disrepute for very good reasons. They had been car-
miles and 26 million people, the Germans won a new empire of a miflien. ried out successfully only by governments which, like the Roman Republic,
square miles and 13 million natives, and Belgium through her king acquired were based primarily on Iaw, so that conquest could be followed by integra-
900,000 square miles with 814 million population #); and yet in a fiash of . tion of the most heterogeneous peoples by imposing upon them a common
wisdom Rhodes recognized at the same moment its inherent insanity and jts "

; . = law. The nation-state, however, based upon a homogeneous population’s
contradiction to the human condition. Naturally, neither insight nor sadness active consent to its government (“le plébiscite de tous les jours” %), lacked
changed his policies. He had no use for the flashes of wisdom that led him so™:

: such a unifying principle and would, in the case of conquest, have to assimi-
far beyond the normal capacities of an ambitious businessman with a marked late rather than to integrate, to enforce consent rather than justice, that is,
tendency toward megalomania. : to degenerate into tyranny. Robespierre was already well aware of this when

“World politics is for a nation what megalomania is for an individual,” ¢+ he exclaimed: “Périssent les colonies si elles nous en codtent 'honneur, la
said Eugen Richter (leader of the German progressive party) at about the - Liberté.”
same historical moment. But his opposition in the Reichstag to Bismarck’s Expansion as a permanent and supreme aim of politics is the central po-
proposal to support private companies in the foundation of trading and -

o : . . litical idea of imperialism. Since it implies neither temporary looting nor the
maritime stations, showed clearly that he understood the economic needs of - more lasting assimilation of conquest, it is an entirely new concept in the
a nation in his time even less. than'stmarcI; himself. Itl looke_d as though long history of political thought and action. The reason for this surprising
those who opposed or ignored imperialism—1Iike Eugen Richter in Germany, = £ originality—surprising because entirely new concepts are very rare in poli-
or Gladstone in England, or CIemenceag m Franpe—hhgd lost touch with tics—is simply that this concept is not really political at all, but has its
reality and did not realize that trade 4nd economics had already nvolved origin in the realm of business speculation, where expansion meant the
Syery nation In world politics. The national principle was leading into pro- permanent broadening of industrial production and economic transactions
vincial ignorance and the batile fought by sanity was lost.

S, Gevtrude M ) N 03 . ' : characteristic of the nineteenth century.
2 5. Gertrude Millin, Rhodes, London, 1933, p. 138. In the economic sphere, expansion was an adequate concept because in-
# These figures are quoted by Carlton Y. H. Hayes, 4 Generation of Materialism . - : : H H
New _York, 1941, p. 237, and cover the period from 1871-1900.—See also Hobson: : dustrial growth was a working reahty. Expansnon meant increase in actual
op. €it, p. 19 “Within 135 years some 3% millions o.f square miles were added to 5 Ernest Renan in his classical essay Quw'est-ce qu'une nation?, Paris, 1882, stressed
ge Bgl;!;h %f[{lpll‘e, 1 mllhqu] squ'zglc;_}ulcs_u;wth :11 rg_:tlllonstmh;bignts 120” the Ger- . “the actual consent, the desire to live together, the will to preserve worthily the un-
an, millions square miles wi mithons mniabitants to the French, i : ; i ded d ”» the chief elements which kee
4 See Ernst Hasse, Deutsche Welipolitik, Flugschriften des Alldeutschen Verbandes, iy ded inheritance which has been handed down” as for 4

i ion. Translation
No. 5, 1897, p. 1. the members of a people together in such a way that they form a nation. a

quoted from The Poetry of the Celtic Races, and other Studies, London, 1896.
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production of goods to be used and consumed. The processes of productiy
are as unlimited as the capacity of man to produce for, establish, furnis
and improve on the human world, When production and economic 2rowt
slowed down, their limits were not so much economic as political, insofy
as production depended on, and products were shared by, many differey
peoples who were organized in widely differing political bodies. '

Imperialism was born when the ruling class in capitalist production cam
up against national limitations to its economic expansion. The bourgeois;
turned-to politics out of economic necessity; for if it did not want to give y
the capitalist system whose inherent Jaw is constant economic growth, it hg
to impose this law upon its home governments and to proclaim expansion ¢
be an uitimate political goal of foreign policy. _

With the slogan “expansion for expansion’s sake,” the bourgeoisie trig

nations started their expansions simultaneously and competitively.
perialism in its initial stages could indeed still be described as a struggle o
“competing empires” and distinguished from the “idea of empire in the
ancient and medieval world (which) was that of a federation of States, undey
a hegerony, covering . . . the entire recognized world.” ¢ Yet such a com: :
petition was only one of the many remnants of a past era, a concession to-.
that still prevailing national principle according to which mankind is a famj
of nations vying for excellence, or to the lLiberal belief that competition wiji
automatically set up jts own stabilizing predetermined limits before one. .
competitor has liquidated all the others. This happy balance, however, had
hardly been the inevitable outcome of mysterious cconomic laws, but had
refied heavily on political, and even more on police institutions that pre-
vented competitors from using revolvers. How a competition between fully
armed business concerns—“empires”—could end in anything but victory
for one and death for the others is difficult to understand. In other words,
competition is no more a principle of politics than expansion, and needs
political power just as badly for control and restraint.

In contrast to the economic structure, the political structure cannot be
expanded indefinitcly, because it is not based upon the productivity of man,
which is, indeed, unlimited. Of all forms of government and organizations
of pecople, the nation-state is Ieast suited for unlimited growth because the
genuine consent at its base cannot be stretched indefinitely, and is only.
rarely, and with difficulty, won from conquered pcoples. No nation-state
could with a clear conscience ever try to conquer foreign peoples, since
such a conscience comes only from the conviction of the conquering nation’
that it is imposing a superior law upon barbarians.” The nation, however;

S Hobson, op. cir.

? T{:is paci conscicnce springing from the belief in consent as the basis of all political
organization is very well described by Harold Nicolson, Curzon: The Last Phase 1919-
1925, Boston-New York, 1934, in the discussion of British policy in Egypt: “The
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conceived of its law as an outgrowth of a unique national substance which

was not valid beyond its own people and the boundaries of its own territory.

- Wherever the nation-state appeared as conqueror, it aroused national

consciousness and desire for sovereignty among the conquered people, -

thereby defeating all genuine atiempts af empire building. Thus the French
sncorporated Algeria as a province of the mother country, but could not
pring themselves to impose their own laws upon an Arab pffqple. They con-
tinued rather to respect Islamic law and granted their Arab citizens “personal

. status,” producing the nonsensical hybrid of a nominally French territory,

fegally as much a part of France as the Département de 1a Seine, whose in-

. habitants are not French citizens.

The early British “empire builders,” putting their trust in conquest as a
permanent method of rule, were never able to incorporate their nearest
neighbors, the Irish, into the far-flung structure either of the British Empire
or the British Commonwealih of Nations; but when, after the last war, Ire-
Jand was granted dominion status and welcomed as a full-fledged member
of the British Commonwealth, the failure was just as real, if less palpable.
The oldest “posscssion” and newest dominion unilaterally denounced its
dominion status (in 1937) and severed all ties with the English nation when
it refused o participate in the war. England’s rule by permanent conquest,
since it “simply failed to destroy” Ireland (Chesterton), bad not so much
aroused her own “slumbering genius of imperialism” 8 as it had awakened
the spirit of national resistance in the Irish.

The national structure of the United Kingdom had made quick assimila-
tion and incorporation of the conquered peoples impossible; the British
Commonwealth was never a “Commonwealth of Nations™ but the heir of the
United Kingdom, one nation dispersed throughout the world. Dispersion and
colonization did not expand, but transplanted, the political structure, with
the result that the members of the new federated body remained closely tied
to their common mother country for sound reasons of common past and
common law. The Irish example proves how ill fitted the United Kingdom
was to build an imperial structure in which many different peoples could live
contentedly together.” The British nation proved to be adept not at the

justification of our presence in Egypt remains based, not upon the defensible right of
congquest, or on force, but upon our own belief in the element of consent. That ele-
men{, in 1919, did not in any articulate form exist. It was dramatically challenged by
the Egyptian outburst of March 1919.”
_ 8As Lord Salisbury put it, rejoicing over the defeat of Gladstone’s first Home Rule
Bill. During the following twenty years of Conservative—and that was at that time
imperialist—rule (1885-1905), the English-Irish conflict was rot only not-solved but
became much more acute. See also Gilbert K. Chesterton, The Crimes of England,
1915, pp. 57 f£.

® Why in the initial stages of national development the Tudors did not succeed in
incorporating Ireland into Great Britain as the Valois had succeeded in incorporating
Brittany and Burgundy into France, is stil a riddie. It may be, however, that a
similar process was brutally interrupted by the Cromwell regime, which treated
Ireland as one great piece of booty to be divided among its servants. After the Crom-
well revolution, at any rate, which was as crucial for the formation of the British
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Roman art of empire building but at following the Greek model of colonizy;
tion. Instead of conquering and imposing their own law upon foreign peo.
ples, the English colonists seitled on newly won territory in the four cornéry
of the world and remained members of the same British nation.® Wheh,
the federated structure of the Commonwealth, admirably built on the reality
* of one nation dispersed over the carth, will be sufficiently elastic to balagig
the nation’s inherent difficulties in empire building and to admit perm
nently non-British peoples as full-fiedged “partners in the concern” of th
Commonwealth, remains to be seen. The present dominion status of India-
a status, by the way, fatly refused by Indian nationalists during the war—hgs
frequently been considered to be a emporary and transitory solution.it
The inner contradiction between the nation’s body politic and conquest
a political device has been obvious since the failure of the Napoleonic dream:
It is due to this experience and not to humanitarian considerations that cop.
quest has since been officially condemned and has played a minor role iy
the adjustment of borderline conflicts. The Napoleonic failure fo unjts
Europe under the French flag was a clear indication that conquest by
nation led either to the full awakening of the conquered people’s nationgl
cousciousness and to consequent rebellion against the conqueror, or to
tyranny. And though tyranny, because it needs no consent, may successfully
rule over foreign peoples, it can stay in power only if it destroys first of aj[
the national institutions of its own people, ’ _
The French, in contrast to the British and all other nations in Europe;

nation as the French Revolution became for the French, the United Kingdom had
already reached that stage of maturity that is always accompanied by a Joss of the
power of assimilation and integration which the body politic of the nation possesses:
only in its initial stages. What then followed was, indeed, one long sad story of
“coercion [that] wds not imposed that the people might live quietly but that peopie
might die quietly” (Chesterton, ap. cit., p. 60},

For a histerical survey of the lrish question that inclides the latest developments,
compate the excellent unbiased study of Nicholas Mansergh, Britain and Ireland (i
Longman's Pamphlets on the British Comnionwealth, London, 1942).

¥ Very characteristic is the following statement of I. A. Froude made shortly before:

the beginning of the imperialist era: “Let it be once established that an Englishman
emigrating to Canada or the Cape, or Australia, or New Zesland did not forfeit h

nationality, that he was still on English scil as much as if he was in Devonshire or.

Yorkshire, and would remain an Englishman while the English Empire lasted; and
if we spent a quarter of the sums which were sunk in the morasses at Balaclava in

sending out and establishing two millions of our people in those colonies, it would
contribute more 'to the essentjal strength of the country than all the wars in which
we have been entangled from Agincourt to Waterloo.” Quoted from Robert Livingston

Schuyler, The Fall of the Old Colonial System, New York, 1945, pp. 280-81.
21 The eminent South African writer, Jan Disselboom, cxpressed very bluntly the

attitude of the Commonwealth peoples on this question: “Great Britain is merely a’

partner in the concern . ., . all descended from the same closely allied stock,
Those parts of the Empire which are not inhabited by races of which this is true,
Wwere never partners in the concern. They were the private property of the pre-
dominant partner. . . . You can have the white dominion, or you can have the

Dominion of India, but you cannot have both.” (Quoted from A, Carthill, The Lost:
Dominion, 1924.}
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tually tried in recent times to combine ius with imperium and to build an
o ¢ in the old Roman sense. They alone at least attempted to develop the
empir olitic of the nation into an imperial political structure, believed that
Bgic)’ lgrenCh nation (was) marching . . . to spread the benefits of French
civilization”; they wanted to incorporate overseas possessions into the na-
c.lona1 body by treating the conquered peoples as “both . . . brothers and
4 . subjects—brothers in the fraternity of 2 common French civilization,

“and subjects in that they are disciples of French light and followers of

French leading.” ** This was partly carried out when colored delegates took

- their seats in the French Parliament and when Algeria was declared to bea

department of Frar_lce. ) . ) o
The result of this daring enterprise was a particularly bru§a1 exploitation
of overseas possessions for the sake of the nation. All theorn?s to th@ con-
trary, the French Empire actually was evaluaFed from the peint (_)f v:ew- of
national defense,*® and the colonies were c.:ons:d.ered lands of so!c!;e_rs WhiC'h
could produce a force noire to protect the mbabﬂants of Franc? against their
pational enemies. Poincaré’s famous phrase in 1923, “Franc'e is n(:,t a coun-
try of forty millions; she is a country of one hundred millions,” pointed
simply to the discovery of an “economical form of. gqnfodder, turned out by
mass-production methods.” * When Clemencean 1.11315te.d at the peace table
in 1918 that he cared about nothing but “an unlimited right o‘f levying black
troops to assist in the defense of French territory in Europe if France were
attacked in the future by Germany,” %5 he did not save the F{ench nation
from German aggression, as we are now unfortunately in a position to know,
although his plan was carried out by the General Staﬁ‘;'but he dealt a deaﬁh-
blow to the still dubious possibility of a French Empite.® Compared with

12 Ernest Barker, Ideas and Ideals of the British Empire, Cambridgc, 1941, p. 4,

See also the very pood introductory remarks on the foundaticns of the French Em-
pire in The French Colonial Empire {in Infarnmlio_n Department Papers No. 25,‘?ub-
lished by The Royal Institute of International Affairs, London, 1941), Pp..Q ff. “The
aim is to assimilaie colonial peoples to the French people, or, where this is not pos-
sible in more primitive communities, to ‘associate’ them, so that more and more the
difference between la France métropole zlmd la France doutremer shall be a geo-

hical difference and not a fundamental one.”
gﬂilﬂ] See 1Gabrial Hanctaux, “Le Général Mangin" in Revue des Deux Mondes (1925),
TolT:V?—iP. Crozier, “France and her ‘Black Empire’” in New Republic, January 23,

24,

1915 David Lloyd George, Memoirs of the Peace Conference, New Haven, 1939,
I, 362 f. )

18 A similar attempt at brutal exploitation of overseas possessions for the sake of
the nation was made by the Netherlands in the Dutch East indies after the defeat of
Napoleon had restored the Dutch colosnies to the much impoverished mother country,
By means of compulsory cuitivation the natives were reduced to slavery .for t}?e
benefit of the government in Holland, Multatuli's Max Havelaar, first published in
the sixtics of the last century, was aimed at the government at home and not at !he
services abroad. (See de Kat Angelino, Colonial Palicy, Vol. 11, The Duick East Indies,
Chicago, 1931, p, 45.) . .

This system was quickly abandoned and the Netherlands Indies, for a while, be-
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this blind desperate nationalism, British imperialists compromising on.
mandate system looked like guardians of the self-determination of peopl
And this despite the fact that they started at once to misuse the mandy
system by “indirect rule,” a method which permits the administrator
govern a people “not directly but through the medium of their own fii
and local authorities.” 17 '

The British tried to escape the dangerous inconsistency inherent in the
nation’s attempt at empire building by leaving the conquered peoples to tha
own devices as far as culture, religion, and law were concerned, by stayj;
aloof and refraining from spreading British law and culture, This did g
prevent the natives from developing national consciousness and
ing for sovereignty and independence—though it may have
process somewhat. But it has strengthened tremendously the
perialist consciousness of a fundamental, and not just a temporary,
ority of man over man, of the “higher” over the “lower breeds.”
exacerbated the subject peoples’ fight for freedom and blinded them to
‘unquestionable benefits of British rule. From the very aloofness of the
administrators who, “despite their genuine respect for the natives as a pe
ple, and in some cases even their love for them . . . almost to a man, g
not believe that they are or ever will be capable of governing themselve
without supervision,” 16 the “natives” could not but conclude that they were:
being excluded and separated from the rest of mankind forever, -

Imperialism is not empire building and expansion is not conquest. Th
British conquerors, the old “breakers of law in India” (Burke), had ljtt]
in common with the exporters of British mongy or the administrators of th
Indian peoples. If the laiter had changed from applying decrees to the mak:
ing of laws, they might have become empire builders. The point, however
is that the English nation was not interested in this and would hardly have:
supported them. As it was, the imperialist-minded businessmen were fol
lowed by civil servants who wanted “the African to be left an African,” whil
quite a few, who had not yet outgrown what Harold Nicolson once called:

came “the admiration of all colonizing nations.” (Sir Hesketh Bell, former Governo:
of Uganda, Northern Nigeria, etc., Foreign Colonial Administration in the Far East
1928, Part I). The Duich methods have many similarities with the French: the
- granting of European status to deserving natives, introduction of a European school:

system, and other devices of gradual assimilation. The Detch thereby achieved the
same result! a strong national independence movement among the subject people.

Io the present study Dutch and Belgian imperialism are being neglected, The first
is a curious and changing mixture of French and English methods; the second is
the story not of the expansion of the Belgian nation or even the Belgian bourgeoisie,
but of the expansion of the Belgian king personaily, unchecked by any government,
unconnected with any other iastitution. Both the Dutch and the Belgian forms of
imperialism are atypical. The Netherlands did not expand during the eighties, but
only consolidated and modernized their old possessions. The unequalled atrocities
committed in the Belgian Congo, on the other hand, would offer t0o unfair an example
for what was generally happening in overseas possessions.

7 Ernest Barker, op. cit,, p. 69,

18 Selwyn Yames, South of the Congo, New York, 1943, p. 326.
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their “boyhood-ideals,” ** wanted to help them to “bﬁcom_e a better Afri-
can” #—whatever that may mean. In no case were they “disposed to apply
tiic administrative and political system of Fhelr own country to the govern-
ment of backward populat‘lons,” t and to tie the far-flung possessions of the
British Crown to the English nation. o

. In contrast to true imperial structures, where the insfitutions of the mother
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‘country are in various ways integrated into the empire, it is characteristic of
‘jmperialism that national institutions remain separate from the colonial ad-

ministration although they are allowed to exercise control. The actual mo-

'ﬂvation for this separation was a curious mixture of arrogance and respect:
: the new arrogance of the administrators abroad who faced “backward pop-

plations™ or “lower breeds™ found its corre]a%ive in the respect of old-fash-
joned statesmen at home who felt that no nation had the right to impose its
Jaw upon & foreign people. It was in the very nature of things that the arro-
gance turned out to be a device for rule, while the respect, which remained
entirely negative, did not produce a new way for peoples to live together,

" but managed only to keep the ruthless imperialist rule by decree within

bounds. To the salutary restraint of national institutions and politicians we
owe whatever benefits the non-European peoples have been able, after all
and despite everything, to derive from Western domination. But the colonial
services never ceased to protest against the interference of the “Inexperienced
majority”"—the nation—that tried to press the “experienced minority”—the
imperialist administrators—*in the direction of imitation,” ** namely, of gov-
ernment in accordance with the general standards of justice and liberty at
home.

That a movement of expansion for expansion’s sake grew up in nation-
states which more than any other political bodies were defined by boundaries
and the limitations of possible conquest, is one example of the seemingly
absurd disparities between cause and effect which have become the hallmark
of modern history. The wild confusion of modern historical terminology is
only a by-product of these disparities. By comparisons with ancient Empires,
by mistaking expansion for conquest, by neglecting the difference between
Commonwealfth and Empire (which pre-imperialist historians called the dif-
ference between plantations and possessions, or colonies and dependencies,
or, somewhat later, coloniatism and imperialism ), by neglecting, in other

13 About these boyhood ideals and their role in British imperialism, see chapter vii.
How they were developed and cultivated is described in Rudyard Kipling’s Stalky
and Company.

20 Ernest Barker, op. eit., p. 150.

2 Lord Cromer, “The Government of Subject Races,” in Edinburgh Review, Jan-
nary, 1908.

22.0bid.

% The first scholar to use the term impenialism to differentiate clearly between the
“Empire” and the “Commonweatth” was J. A Hobson. But the essential difference
was always well known. The principle of “colonial freedom” for instance, cherished
by all libera]l British statesmen after the American Revolution, was held valid only
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words, the difference between cxport of (British) people and export &
(British) money,** historians tried to dismiss the disturbing fact that 36
many of the important events in modern history Iook as though molehilly
had labored and had brought forth mountains.

Contemporary historians, confronted with the spectacle of a few capitalistg
conducting their predatory searches round the globe for new investment pos:
sibilities and appealing to the profit motives of the much-too-rich and the
gambling instincts of the much-too-poor, want to clothe imperialism wity
the old grandeur of Rome and Alexander the Great, a grandeur which woulg
make all following events more humanly tolerable. The disparity between
cause and effect was betrayed in the famous, and unfortunately true, remark
that the British Empire was acquired in a fit of absent-mindedness; it be:
came cruelly obvious in our own time when a World War was needed to get
rid of Hitler, which was shameful precisely because it was also comic
Something similar was already apparent during the Dreyfus Affair whe:i
the best elements in the nation were needed to conclude a struggle which had
started as a grotesque conspiracy and ended as a farce,

The only grandeur of imperialism lies in the nation’s losing battle against

it. The tragedy of this half-hearted opposition was not that many national

representalives could be bought by the new imperialist businessmen; worse
than corruption was the fact that the incorruptible were corvinced that im-

perialism was the only way to conduct world politics, Since maritime stationg

and access to raw materials were really necessary for all nations, they came
to belicve that annexation and expansion worked for the salvation of the

nation. They were the first to fail to understand the fundamental difference

between the old foundation of trade and maritime stations for the sake of

trade and the new policy of expansion. They believed Cecil Rhodes when

he told them to “wake up to the fact that you cannot live unless you have
the trade of the world,” “that your trade is the world, and your life is the
world, and not England,” and that therefore they “must deal with these

questions of expansion and retention of the world.” 2 Without wanting to,
sometimes even without knowing if, they not only became accomplices in-
imperialist politics, but were the first to be blamed and exposed for their

“imperialism.” Such was the case of Clemenceau who, because he was so
desperately worried about the future of the French nation, turned “im-

insofar as the colonry was “formed of the British people or . . . such admixture of .

the British population as to make it safe to introduce representative institutions.” See
Robert Livingston Schuyler, op. cit., pp. 236 ff.
In the nineteenth century, we- must distinguish three types of overseas possessions

within the Brit?sl:': Empire: the setilements or plantations or colonies, like Australia -
and other dominions; the trade stations and possessions like India: and the maritime -

and military stations Tike the Cape of Good Hope, which were held for the sake of
tl}e ‘formcr. All these possessions underwent a change in government and political
significance in the era of imperialism,

24 Ernest Barker, op. cit.

25 Miltin, op, cit., p. 175.
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rialist” in the hope that colonial manpower would protect French citizens

pgainst aggressors.

The conscience of the nation, represented by Parliament and a free press,

“functioned, and was rcsented by colonial administrators, in all European

countries with colonial possessions—whether England, France, Belgium,
Germany, or Holland. In England, in .order to distinguish between the im-
perial government seated in London and controlled by Parliament and co-
Jontal administrators, this influence was called the “imperial factor,” thereby
crediting imperialism with the merits and remnants of justice it so eagerly

- tried to eliminate.?® The “imperial factor” was expressed politically in the

concept that the natives were not only protected but in a way represented

by the British, the “Imperial Parliament.” # Here the English came very

close to the French experiment in empire building, although they never went

so far as to give actual representation to subject peoples. Nevertheless, they

obviously hoped that the nation as a whole could act as a kind of trustee

for its conquered peoples, and it is true that it invariably tried its best to
revent the worst,

The conflict between the representatives of the “imperial factor” (which
should rather be called the national factor) and the colenial administrators
runs like a red thread through the history of British imperialism. The
“prayer” which Cromer addressed to Lord Salisbury during his adminis-
tration of Egypt in-1896, “save me from the English Departments,” *¢ was
repeated over and over again, unfil in the twenties of this century the nation
and everything it stood for were openly blamed by the extreme imperialist
party for the threatened loss of India. The imperialists had always been
deeply resentful that the government of India should have “to justify its ex-
istence and its policy before public opinion in England™; this control now
made it impossible to proceed to those mcasures of “administrative mas-

26 The origin of this misnomer probably lies in the history of British rule ia South
Africa, and goes back to the times when the local governors, Cecil Rhodes and
Jameson, involved the “Impetial Government” in Lordon, much against its intentions,
in the war against the Boers. “In fact Rhodes, or rather Jameson, was absolute ruler
of a territory three times the size of England, which could be administered ‘without
waiting for the grudging assent or polite censure of the High Commissioner’ ™ who
was the representative of an Imperial Government that retained only “nominal con-
trol” (Reginal Ivan Lovell, The Siruggle for South Africa, 1875-1899, New York,
1934, p. 194.) And what happens in territories in which the British government has
1esigned its jurisdiction to the local European population that lacks all traditional
and constitutional restraint of nation-states, can best be seen in the tragic story of
the South African Union since its independence, that is, since the time whea the
“{mperial Government” no longer had any right to interfere.

27 The discussion in the House of Commons in May, 1908, between Charles Dilke -
and the Cclonial Secretary is interesting in this respect. Dilke warned against giving
self-government to tbe Crown colonies because this would result in rule of the
white planters over their colored workers. He was told that the natives too had a
representation in the English House of Commons. See G. Zoepfl, “Kolonien und
Kolonialpolitik” in Handwérterbuch der Staatswissenschaften.

28 Lawrence J. Zetland, Lord Cromer, 1923, p. 224,
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sacres” # which, immediately after the close of the first World War, %
been tried occasionally elsewhere as a radical means of pacification,® gy
which indeed might have prevented India’s independence. ;

A similar hostility prevailed in Germany between national representative
and colonial administrators in Africa. In 1897, Carl Peters was remove
from his post in German Southeast Africa and had to resign from the gov.
ernment service because of atrocities against the natives. The same thin
happened to Governor Zimmerer. And in 1905, the tribal chiefs for the firs
time addressed their complaints to the Reichstag, with the result that whe;
the colonial administrators threw them into jail, the German Governmerg
intervened.**

The same was true of French rule. The governors general appointed b
the government in Paris were either subject to powerful pressure from
French colonials as int Algeria, or simply refused to carry out reforms in th
treatment of natives, which were allegedly inspired by “the weak democrat
principles of (their) government.” 22 Everywhere imperialist administrator
felt that the control of the nation was an unbearable burden and threat t
domination. :

And the imperialists were perfectly right. They knew the conditions o
modern rule over subject peoples better than those who on the one hand
protested against government by decrse and arbitrary bureaucracy and on
the other heped to retain their possessions forever for the greater glory of
the nation. The imperialists knew better than nationalists that the body
politic of the nation is not capable of empire building. They were perfect[y'
aware that the march of the nation and its conquest of peoples, if allowed:
to follow its own inherent law, ends with the peoples’ rise to naticnhood and:
the defeat of the congueror. French methods, therefore, which always tried:
to combine national aspirations with empire building, were much less suc-:
cessful than British methods, which, after the eighties of the last centur'y,:
wers openly imperialistic, although restrained by a mother country that’
retained its national democratic institutions.

28 A, Carthiil, The Lost Dominion, 1924, pp. 41-42, 93,

80 An instance of “pacification” in the Near East was described at great length b
T. E. Lawrence in an article “France, Britain and the Arabs” written for The O#
server (1920): “There is a preliminary Arab success, the British reinforcements g
out as a punitive force. They fight their way . . . to their objective, which is mean
while bombarded by artillery, acroplanes, or gunboats. Finally perhaps a village is
burnt and the district pacified. It is odd that we don’t use poison gas on these occasion:
Bombing the houses is a patchy way of getting the women and children. . . . By'
gas attacks the whole population of offending districts could be wiped ocut neatly; and:
as a method of government it would be no more immoral than the present system.”
See his Letrers, edited by David Garnett, New York, 1939, pp. 311 ff.

8t In 1910, on the other hand, the Colonial Secretary B. Dernburg had to resign:
because he had antagonized the colonial planters by protecting the natives. See
Mary E. Townsend, Rise and Fall of Germany's Colonial Empire, New York, 1930,
and P. Leutwein, Kdmpfe um Afrika, Luebeck, 1936. :

32In the words of Léon Cayla, former Governor General of Madagascar and.
friend of Pétain, '
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r:  Power and the Bourgeoisie

WHAT IMPERIALISTS actually wanted was expansion of political power with-
out the foundation of a body politic. Imperialist expansion had been touched
off by & curious kind of economic crisis, the overproduction of capital and
the emergence of “superfluous” money, the result of oversaving, which could
no longer find productive investment within the national borders. For the
first time, investment of power did not pave the way for investment of money,
but export of power followed meekly in the train of exported money, since
uncontrollable investments in distant countries threatened to transform large
gtrata of society into gamblers, to change the whole capitalist economy from
a system of production into a system of financial speculation, and to replace
the profits of production with profits in commissions. The decade immedi-
ately before the imperialist era, the seventies of the last century, witnessed
an unparalleled increase in swindles, financial scandals, and gambling in the
stock market. '

The pioneers in this pre-imperialist development were those Jewish finan-
ciers who had earned their wealth outside the capitalist system and had been
needed by the growing nation-states for internationally guaranteed loans,®
With the firm establishment of the tax system that provided for sounder gov-
ernment finances, this group had every rcason to fear complete extinction,
Having earned their money for centuries through commissions, they were
naturally the first to be tempted and invited to serve in the placement of
capital which could no longer be invested profitably in the domestic market.
The Jewish international financiers seemed indecd especially suited for such
essentially international busincss operations.** What is more, the govern-
ments themselves, whose assistance in some form was needed for investments
in faraway countries, tended in the beginning to prefer the well-known

33 For this and the following compare chapter ii.

21t js interesting that all early observers of imperialist developments stress this
Jewish element very strongly while it hardly plays any role in more recent literature.
Especially roteworthy, because very reliable in observation and very honest in
analysis, is J. A. Hobson's development in this respect. In the first essay which he
wrote on the subject, “Capitaiism and Imperialism in South Africa” (in Contemporary
Review, 1900), he said: “Most of (the financiers) were Jews, for the Jews are par
excelience the international financiers, and, though English-speaking, most of them
are of continental origin. . . . They went there (Transvaal} for money, and those
who came early and made most have commonly withdrawn their persons, lcaving their
economic fangs in the carcass of their prey. They fastened on the Rand . . . as they
are prepared to fasten upon any other spot upon the globe: . . . Primarily, they are
financial speculators taking their gains not out of the genuine fruits of irdustry, even
the industry of others, but out of construction, promotion and financial manipulation
of companics.” In Hobson's later study Imperialism, however, the Jews are nol even
mertioned; it had become obvicus in the meantime that their influence and role had
been temporary and somewhat superficial. :

For the rote of Jewish financiers in South Africa, see chapter vil
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Jewish financiers to newcomers in international finance, many of whom were -

adventurers.

After the financiers had opened the channels of capital export 10 the-

superfluous wealth, which had been condemned to idleness within the nar-

row framework of national production, it quickly became apparent that the

absentee shareholders did not care to take the tremendous risks which cor

responded to their tremendously enlarged profits. Against these risks, the:
commission-carning financiers, even with the benevolent assistance of the
state, did not have enough power to insure them: only the material power of -

a state could do that.
As soon as it became clear that export of money would have to be fol-

lowed by export of government power, the position of financiers in general,
and Jewish financiers in particular, was considerably weakened, and the -
leadership of imperialist business transactions and enterprise was gradually. "
taken over by members of the native bourgeoisie. Very instructive in this

zespect is the career of Cecil Rhodes in South Africa, who, an absolute new-
comer, in a few years could supplant the all-powerful Jewish financiers in

first place. In Germany, Bleichroeder, who in 1885 had still been a co-

partner in the founding of the Ostafrikanische Gesellschaft, was superseded
along with Baron Hirsch when Germany began the construction of the
Bagdad railroad, fourteen years later, by the coming giants of imperialist
enterprise, Siemens and the Deutsche Bank. Somehow the government’s re-

luctance to yield real power to Jews and the Jews’ reluctance to engage in -
business with political implication coincided so well that, despite the great.
wealth of the Jewish group, no actual struggle for power ever developed

after the initial stage of gambling and commission-earning had come to
an end.

"The various national governments looked with misgiving upon the grow-

ing tendency to transform business into a political issue and to identify the
economic interests of a relatively small group with national interests as such.

But it seemed that the only alternative to export of power was the deliberate -

sacrifice of a great part of the national wealth. Only through the expansion
of the national instruments of violence could the foreign-investment move-
ment be rationalized, and the wild speculations with superfiuous capital,

which had provoked gambling of all savings, be reintegrated into the eco- _

nomic system of the nation. The state expanded its power because, given the
choice between greater losses than the economic body of any country could
sustain and greater gains than any people Ieft to its own devices would have
dreamed of, it could only choose the latter.

The first consequence of power export was that the state’s instruments of -
violence, the police and the army, which in the framework of the nation.

existed beside, and were controlled by, other national institutions, were
separated from this body and promoted to the position of pational repre-
sentatives in uncivilized or weak countries. Here, in backward regions with-
out industries and political organization, where violence was given more

latitude than in any Western country, the so-called laws of capitalism were
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actually allowed to create realities. The bourgeoisie’s empty desire to have
money beget money as men beget men had remained an ugly dream so long
as money had to go the long way of investment in production; not money
had begotten money, but men had made things and money. The secret of
the new happy fulfillment was precisely that economic laws no longer stood
in the way of the greed of the owning classes. Money could finally beget
money because power, with complete disregard for all laws—economic as
well as ethical-—could appropriate wealth. Only when exporfed money suc-
ceeded in stimulating the export of power could it accomplish its owners®
designs. Only the unlimited accumulation of power could bring about the
pnlimited accumulation of capital.

Foreign investments, capital export which had started as an emergency
measure, became a permanent feature of all economic systems as soon as it
was protected by export of power. The imperialist concept of expansion,
according to which expansion is an end in itself and not a temporary
means, made its appearance in political thought when it had become obvious
that one of the most important permanent functions of the nation-state
would be expansion of power. The state-employed administrators of vio-
fence soon formed a new class within the nations and, although their field of
activity was far away from the mother country, wiclded an important infly-
ence on the body politic at home. Since they were actually nothing but.
functionaries of violence they could only think in terms of power politics,
They were the first who, as a class and supported by their everyday experi-
ence, would claim that power is the essence of every political structure,

The new feature of this imperialist political philosophy is not the pre-
dominant place it gave violence, nor the discovery that power is one of the
basic political realities. Violence has always been the ultima ratio in po-
litical action and power has always been the visible expression of rule and
government. But neither had ever before been the conscious aim of the body
politic ot the ultimate goal of any definite policy. For power left to jtself can
achieve nothing but more power, and violence administered for power’s (and
not for law’s) sake turns into a destructive principle that will not stop until
there is nothing left fo violate,

This contradiction, inherent in all ‘ensuing power politics, however, takes
on an appearance of sense if one understands it in the context of a sup-
posedly permanent process which has no end or aim but itself. Then the
test of achievement can indeed become meaningless and power can be
thought of as the never-ending, self-feeding motor of all political action
that corresponds to the legendary unending accumulation of money that
begets money. The concept of unlimited expansion that alone can fulfill the
hope for unlimited accumulation of capital, and brings about the aimless
accumulation of power, makes the foundation of new political bodies—
which up to the era of imperialism always had been the upshot of conguest—
well-nigh impossible. In fact, its fogical consequence is the destruction of all
living communities, those of the conquered peoples as well as of the people
at home. For every political structure, new or old, left to itself develops
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stabilizing forces which stand in the way of constant transformation and ¢ revailed in private life, and against which the public body always had to
pansion. Therefore all political bodies appear to be temporary Obstacle - defend itself and its individual citizens, was about to be elevated to the one
when they are seen as part of an eternal stream of growing power.  publicly honored palitical principle.
While the administraters of permanently increasing power in the past ep P
of moderate imperialism did not even try to incorporate conquered terg It is significant that modern believers in power are in complete accord
tories, and preserved existing backward political communities like empt " with the philosophy of the only great thinker who ever attempted to derive
ruins of bygone life, their totalitarian successors dissolved and destroyed 3 ublic good from private interest and who, for the sake of private good,
politically stabilized structures, their own as well as those of other people Eonceived and outlined a Commonwealth whose basis and ultimate end is
The mere export of viclence made the servants into masters without givin accumuiation of power. Hobbes, indeed, is the only great philosopher to
‘them the master’s prerogative: the possible creation of something new " whom the bourgeoisie can rightly and exclusively lay claim, even if his prin-
Monopolistic concentration and tremendous accumulation of violence a ciples were not recognized by the bourgeois class for a long time. Hobbes’s
home made the servants active agents in the destruction, until finally totalj Leviathan ® exposed the only political theory according to which the stata
tarian expansion became a nation- and a people-destroying force. : is based not on some kind of constituting law—whether divine law, the law
Power became the essence of political action and the center of political: of nature, or the Jaw of social contract—which determines the rights and
thought whe_n it was separated from the political community which it shon] wrongs of the individual’s interest with respect to public affairs, but on the
serve. This, it is true, was brought about by an economic factor, But the TE: individual interests themselves, so that “the private interest is the same with
sulting introduction of power as the only content of politics, and of expansion: the publique.” %
as its only aim, would hardly have met with such universal applause, nor . There is hardly a single bourgeois moral standard which has not been an-
would the resulting d:ssc.aiution of the nation’s body politic have met with ticipated by the unequaled magnificence of Hobbess logic. He gives an
so little opposition, had it not so perfectly answered the hidden desires and almost complete picture, not of Man but of the bourgeois man, an analysis
secret convictions of the economically and socially dominant classes, The which in three hundred years has neither been outdated nor excelled. “Rea-
bourgeoisic, so long excluded from government by the nation-state and by son . . . is nothing but Reckoning™; “a free Subject, a2 free Will . . .
.ﬂ]cll' own lack of interest in public affairs, was politically emancipated by {are] words , . . without meaning; that is to say, Absurd.” A bein ¢ with-
imperialism. ) ) . : out reason, without the capacity for truth, and without free will—that is,
Imperialism must be considered the first Stage in political rule of the without the capacity for responsibility—man is essentially a function of
t?ourgeome r.ather than the lasg stage of capitalism. It is well known how society and judged therefore according to his “value or worth . . . his
little the owning classes had aspired to government, how well contented they . price; that is to say so much as would be given for the use of his power.”

had been with every type of state that could be trusted with protection of e e 4 i “
) . constantly evaluated and re-evaluated by society, the “est o
property rights. For them, indeed, the state had always been only a well- cfft}}l::rlsjr’icselsem;liigzpin Sle law of s;pply and derxfand. Y steem of

organized police force. This false modesty, however, had the curious conse- : i i
quence of keeping the whole bourgeois class out of the body politic; before oo, acoording 10 Fobhes, is the accurmulated control that permits the

they were subjects in a monarchy or citizens in a republic, they were: - individual to fix pric_es and regulate supply e_md_ d.zmandlin SUCh. a way that
essentially private persons. This privateness and primary concern with they contribute to his own advantage. The Indivi val will consider his aq-
money-making had developed a set of behavior patterns which are expressed vantage in comp lete ISOifmon’ from.the point of view of an absol'ute -
in all those proverbs—“nothing succeeds like success,” “might is right,” © hority, 50 to Sp‘eak; he will then reahz.e that he can pursue and ac_hxeve h{s
“right is expediency,” eic.—that necessarily spring from the experience of a . Interest onlly with the l.leip of some kl Fld of.ma‘;onty ) Tk}erefore, if man is
society of competitors. : actually driven by nothing but his individual interests, desire for power must

When, in the era of imperialism, businessmen became politicians and were be the fundamental passion of man. It regulates the relations between indi-
acclaimed as statesmen, while statesmen were taken seriously only if they vidual and society, and all other ambitions as well, for riches, knowledge,

talked the language of successful businessmen and “thought in continents,” and honor follow from it.
these private practices and devices were gradually transformed into rules

eyl . . %5 All quotes in the following if not annotated are from the Leviathon.
and principles for the conduct of public affairs. The significant fact about | i

: . . % The coincidence of this identification with the totalitarian pretense of l?aving
th,ls process of revaluation, which began at the end of the last century and is abolished the contradictions between individual and public interests is sigaificant .
still in effect, is that it began with the application of bourgeois convictions enough (ses chapter xii). However, one should not ove.rlc)ok the _fact that Hobbtés
o foeign afhis and only lowly vas extendod 5 domestc potiies. The el mosk Ol 0 Btk privae, mress by prending rt, gy uderont,
fore, the nations concerned were hardly aware that the recklessness that had ! v ’

Tegimes proclaim the nonexistence of privacy.
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Hobbes points out that in the struggle for power, as in their native Cas
pacities for power, all men are equal; for the equality of men is based on the
fact that each has by nature enough power to kill another. Weakness can be
compensated for by guile. Their equality as potential murderers places a)
men in the same insecurity. from which arises the need for a state, The
raison d’éire of the state is the need for some security of the individual, whq
feels himself menaced by all his fellow-men, : :

The crucial feature in Hobbes’s picture of man is not at all the realistic
pessimism for which it has been praised in recent times. For if it were trua
that man is a being such as Hobbes would have him, he would be unable tg
found any body politic at all. Hobbes, indeed, does not succeed, and does
not even want to succeed, in incorporating this being definitely into a pos
litical community. Hobbes’s Man owes no loyalty to his country if it hag
been defeated and he is excused for every treachery if he happens to be
taken prisoner. Those who live outside the Commonwealth (for instance,
slaves} have no further obligation toward their fellow-men but are permitted
to kill as many as they can; while, on the contrary, “to resist the Sword of
the Commonwealth in defence of another man, guilty or innocent, no man
hath Liberty,” which means that there is neither fellowship nor responsi-
bility between man and man. What holds them together is a common in<

' terest which may be “some Capitall crime, for which every one of them ex-
pecteth death”; in this case they have the right to “resist the Sword of the
Commonwealth,” to “joyn together, and assist, and defend one another. “ad
For they bui defend their lives.”

Thus membership in any form of community is for Hobbes a temporary.
and limited affair which essentially does not change the solitary and private
character of the individual (who has “no pleasure, but on the contrary a
great deale of griefe in keeping company, where there is no power o over-
awe them all”) or create permanent bonds between him and his fellow-men.
It scems as though Hobbess picture of man defeats his purpose of pro-
viding the basis for a Commonwealth and -gives instead a consistent pattern

of attitudes through which every genuine community can easily be de-

stroyed. This results in the inherent and admitted instability of Hobbes’s
Commonwealth, whose very conception includes its own dissolution—*when
in a warre (forraign, or intesting,) the enemies get a final Victory , . . then

is the Commonwealth dissolved, and every man at liberty to protect him-
seife”™—an instability that is all the more striking as Hobbes’s primary and.

frequently repeated aim was to secure a maximum of safety and stability.
It would be a grave injustice to Hobbes and his dignity as a philosopher

to consider this picture of man an attempt at psychological realism or philo-
sophical truth, The fact is that Hobbes is interested in neither, but concerned’
exclusively with the political structure itself, and he depicts the features of.
man according to the needs of the Leviathan. For argument’s and convic~
tion’s sake, he presents his political outline as though he started from a

realistic insight into man, a being that “desires power after power,” and as

though he proceeded from this insight to a plan for a body politic best
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“fitted for this power-thirsty animal. The actual process, ie., the only
3fpmcess in which his concept of man makes sense and goes beyond the

obvious banality of an assumed human wickedness, is precisely the opposite.
This new bedy politic was conceived for the benefit of the new bourgeois

.‘socit’—tY as it emerged in the seventeenth century and this picture of man js a

sketch for the new type of Man who would fit into it. The Commonwealth is
based on the delegation of power, and not of rights. It acquires a monopoly
on killing and provides in exchange a conditional guarantee against being
kilted. Security is provided by the law, which is a dircct emanation from the
power monopoly of the state (and is not established by man according to
human standards of right and wrong). And as this law flows directly from
absolute power, it represents absolute necessity in the eyes of the individuat
who lives under it. In regard to the law of the state—that is, the accumulated
power of society as monopolized by the state—there is no question of right
or wrong, but only absolute obedience, the blind conformism of bourgeois
society.

Deprived of political rights, the individeal, to whom public and official
life manifests itself in the guise of necessity, acquires a new and increased
interest in his private life and his personal fate. Excluded from participation
in the management of public affairs that involve all citizens, the. individual
loses his rightful place in society and his natural connection with his fellow-
men. He can now judge his individual private life only by comparing it with
that of others, and his relations with his fellow-men inside society take the
form of competition. Once public affairs are regulated by the state under
the guise of necessity, the social or public careers of the competitors come
under the sway of chance. In a society of individuals, all equipped by nature
with equal capacity for power and equally protected from one another by
the state, only chance can decide who will succeed.®?

According to bourgeois standards, those who are completely untucky and
unsuccessful are antomatically barred from competition, which is the life of
society. Good fortune is identified with honor, and bad luck with shame. By
assigning his political rights to the state the individual also delegates his
social respousibilities to it: he asks the state to relieve him of the burden of

7 The elevation of chance to the position of final arbiter over the whole of life was
to reach its full development in the nineteenth century. With it came a new genre of
literature, the novel, and the decline of the drama. For the drama became meaning-
less in a world without action, while the novel could deal adequately with the destinies
of human beings who were either the victims of necessity or the favorites of luck,
Balzac showed the full range of the new genre and even preseated human passions as
man’s fate, containing reither virtue nor vice, neither reason nor free will. Only the
novel in jts full maturity, having interpreted and re-interpreted the entire scale of
human matters, could preach the new gospel of infatuation with one’s own fate that
has played such a great role among. nineteenth-century intellectuals. By means of

. Such infatuation the artist and intellectual tried to draw a line between themselves

and the philistines, to protect themseives against the inhumanity of good or bad
luck, and they developed all the gifts of modern sensitivity—for suffering, for under-
standing, for playing a prescribed role—which are so desperately needed by human
digrity, which demands of a man that he at least be a willing victim if nothing else.




IMPERIALISM

caring for the poor precisely as he asks for protection against criminals. The
difference between pauper and criminal disappears—both stand outsids
society. The unsuccessful are robbed of the virtue that classical civilizatipy
Ieft them; the unfortunate can no longer appeal to Christian charity. :

Hobbes liberates those who are excluded from soclety—the unsuccessful,
the unfortunate, the criminal—from every obligation toward society and stats
if the state does not take care of them. They may give free rein to their ds:
sire for power and are told to take advantage of their elemental ability tg
kill, thus restoring that natural equality which society conceals only for the
sake of expediency. Hobbes foresees and justifies the social outcasts’ organ
zation into a gang of murderers as a logical outcome of the bourgeoisie’s
moral philosophy.

Since power is essentially only a means to an end a community based
solely on power must decay in the calm of order and stability; its complete
security reveals that it is built on sand. Only by acquiring more power can it
guarantee the status quo; only by constantly extending its authority and only:
through the process of power accumulation can it remain stable. Hobbes's
Commonwealth is a vacillating structure and must always provide itself with

new props from the outside; otherwise it would collapse overnight into the:
aimless, senseless chaos of the private interests from which it sprang. Hobbes:

embodies the necessity of power accumulation in the theory of the state of
nature, the “condition of perpetual war™ of all against all, in which the
various single states still remain vis-a-vis each other like their individual
subjects before they submitted to the authority of a Commonwealth.%® This
ever-present possibility of war guarantees the Commonwealth a prospect of

permanence because it makes it possible for the state to increase its power’

at the expense of other states.

It would be erroneous to take at its face value the obvious inconsistency:

between Hobbess plea for security of the individual and the inherent in-

stability of his Commonwealth. Here again he tries to persuade, to appeal.
to certain basic instincts for security which he knew well enough could sur-:

vive in the subjects of the Leviathan only in the form of absolute submission
to the power which “over-awes them all,” that is, in an all-pervading, over-

whelming fear—not exacily the basic sentiment of a safe man. What Hobbes:

actually starts from is an unmatched insight into the political needs of the
new social body of the rising bourgeoisie, whose fundamental belief in an
unending process of property accumulation was about to eliminate all indi-
vidual safety. Hobbes drew the necessary conclusions from social and eco-
nomic behavior patterns when he proposed his revolutionary changes in

political constitution. He outlined the only new body politic which could:

%8 The presently popular liberal notion of a World Government is based, like all

liberal neticns of political power, on the same concept of individuals submitting to -
a central authority which “overawes them all,” except that nations are now taking the

place of individuals, The World Government is to overcome and eliminate authentic
politics, that is, different peoples getting along with each other in the full force of
their power.
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correspond to the new needs and interests of a new class. What he actually

- achieved was a picture of man as he ought to become and ought to behave
" if he wanted to fit into the coming bourgeois society.

Hobbes’s insistence on power as the motor of all things human and divine
(even God’s reign over men is “derived not from Creating them . . . but
from the Irresistible Power™) sprang from the theoretically indisputable
Proposition that a never-ending accumulation of property must be based on
a never-ending accumulation of power. The philosophical correlative of the
inherent instability of a community founded on power is the image of an
endless process of history which, in order to be consistent with the constant
growth of power, inexorably catches up with individuals, peoples, and
finally all mankind. The limitless process of capital accumulation needs the
political structure of so “unlimited a Power” that it can protect growing
propetty by constantly growing more powerful. Granted the fundamental
dynamism of the new social class, it is perfectly true that “he cannot assure
the power and means to live well, which he hath at present, without the
acquisition of more.” The consistency of this conclusion is in no way altered
by the remarkable fact that for some three hundred years there was neither
a sovereign who would “convert this Truth of Speculation into the Utility of
Practice,” nor a bourgeoisie politically conscious and economically mature
enough openly to adopt Hobbes’s philosophy of power.

This process of never-ending accumulation of power necessary for the
protection of a never-ending accumulation of capital determined the “pro-
gressive” ideology of the late nineteenth century and foreshadowed the rise
of imperialism. Not the naive delusion of a limitless growth of property, but
the realization that power accumulation was the only guarantee for the sta-
bility of so-called economic laws, made progress irresistible. The eighteenth-
century notion of progress, as conceived in pre-revolutionary France, in-
tended criticism of the past to be a means of mastering the present and con-
trolling the future; progress culminated in the emancipation of man, But
this notion had little to do with the endless progress of bourgeois society,
which not only did not want the liberty and autonomy of man, but was ready
to sacrifice everything and everybody to supposedly superhuman laws of
history. “What we call progress is [the] wind . . , [that] drives [the angel
of history] irresistibly into the future to which he turns his back while the
pile of ruins before him towers to the skies.” * Only in Marx’s dream of a
classless society which, in Joyce’s words, was to awaken mankind from the
nightmare of history, does a last, though utopian, trace of the eighteenth-
century concept appear.

8¢ Walter Benjamin, “Ober den Begriff der Geschichte,” Institut fiir Sozialforschung,
New York, 1942, mimeographed—The imperialists themselves were quite aware of
the implications of their concept of progress. Said the very representative author from
the Civil Services in India who wrote under the pseudonym A. Carthill: “One must

always feel sorry for those persons who are crushed by the triumphal car of progress”
(op. cit., p. 209).
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The imperialist-minded businessman, whom the stars annoyed because
could not annex them, realized that power organized for its own sake would
beget more power. When the accumulation of capital had reached its natura -
national limits, the bourgeoisie understood that only with an “expansion i
everything” ideology, and only with a corresponding power—accumulating
process, would it be possible to set the old motor into motion again, At the:
same moment, however, when it seemed as though the true principle of per :
petual motion had been discovered, the specifically optimistic mood of the
progress ideology was shaken. Not that anybody began to doubt the jrre.
sistibility of the process itself, but many people began to see what had
frightened Cecil Rhodes: that the human condition and the limitations of
the globe were a serious obstacle to a process that was unable to stop and
to stabilize, and could therefore only begin a series of destructive catas-
trophes once it had reached these limits,

In the imperialistic epoch a philosophy of power became the philosophy !
of the elite, who quickly discovered and were quite ready to admit that the -
thirst for power could be quenched only through destruction. This was the
essential cause of their nihilism (especially conspicuous in France at the ;
turn, and in Germany in the twenties, of this century) which replaced the -
superstition of progress with the equally vulgar superstition of doom, and
preached automatic annihilation with the same enthusiasm that the fanatics -
of automatic progress had preached the irresistibility of economic laws, It
had taken Hobbes, the great idolator of Success, three centuries to succeed.
This was partly because the French Revolution, with its conception of man ag
lawmaker and citoyen, had almost succeeded in preventing the bourgeoisie
from fully developing its notion of history as a necessary process. But it .
was also partly because of the revolutionary implications of the Common-
wealth, its fearless breach with Western tradition, which Hobbes did not fail’
to point out.

Every man and every thought which does not serve and does not conform
to the ultimate purpose of a machine whose only purpose is the generation
and accumulation of power is a dangerous nuisance. Hobbes judged that the
books of the “ancient Greeks and Romans” were as “prejudicial” as the
teaching of a Christian “Summum bonum . . . as. [it] is spoken of in the
Books of the old Morall Philosophers” or the doctrine that “whatsoever a
man does against his Conscience, is Sinne” and that “Lawes are the Rules of
Just and Unjust.” Hobbes’s deep distrust of the whole Western tradition of
political thought will not surprise us if we remember that he wanted nothing -
more nor less than the justification of Tyranny which, though it has occurred
many times in Western history, has never been honored with a philosophical -
foundation. That the Leviathan actually amounts to a permanent govern-
ment of tyranny, Hobbes is proud to admit: “the name of Tyranny signi-
fieth nothing more nor lesse than the name of Soveraignty . . . ;I think the
toleration of a professed hatred of Tyranny, is a Toleration of hatred to -
Commonwealth in generall. . , .»

Since Hobbes was a philosopher, he could already detect in the rise of the
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pourgeoisie all those antitraditionalist qualities of the new class which would
take more than three hundred years to develop fE-JI‘ly. H1s_Lgvia:han was not
concerned with idle speculation about new p_olmcal prlnC}pleS or ﬂ}e old
search for reason as it governs the community of men; it was strictly a
sreckoning of the consequences” _that fgilow fror_n the rise of a new class .in
society whose existence is essentially tied up with property as a.dynar:qlc,
new property-producing device. The so-called accumuiat}on of capital which
gave birth to the bourgeoisie changed the very conception of property and
wealth: they were no longer considered to be the results of accpmulation and
acquisition but their beginnings; wealth became a never-ending process of
getting wealthier. The classification of the E)o_urgeom_e as an owning class
is only superficially correct, for a charact.ensm Of.thls class has been that
everybody could belong to it who conceived of life as a process of per-
petually becoming wealthier, and considered money as somethu}g sacrosanct
whichi under no circumstances should be a mere commodity for con-
sumption. )

Property by itself, however, is subject to use and consumption and there-
fore diminishes constantly. The most radical and the only_f secure form of
possession is destruction, for only what we have destroyed is safely and for-
ever ours. Property owners who do not consume but strive to enlarge their
holdings continually find one very inconvenient limitation, the unforgu'n.ate
fact that men must die. Death is the real reason why property and acquisition
can never become a true political principle. A social system based essentially
on property cannot possibly proceed toward anything but the final destruc-
tion of all property. The finiteness of personal life is as serious a challenge
to property as the foundation of society, as the limlts_ (_)f the globe are a chal-
Ienge to cxpansion as the foundation of the body politic. By transcending the
limits of human life in planning for an antomatic continuous growth of
wealth beyond all personal needs and possibilities of consumption, indi-
vidual property is made a public affair and taken out of the sphere of mere
private life. Privafe interests which by their very nature are temporary, hrr_1-
ited by man’s natural span of life, can now escape into the sphere of public
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" affairs and borrow from them that infinite fength of time which is needed

for continuous accumulation, This seems to create a society very similar to
that of the ants and bees where “the Common good differeth not from the
Private; and being by nature enclined to their private, they procure thereby
the common benefit.”

Since, however, men are neither ants nor bees, the whole thing is a delu-~
sion. Public life takes on the deceptive aspect of a total of private interests

‘as though these interests could create a new quality through sheer addition.

All the so-called liberal concepts of politics (that is, all the pre-imperialist
political notions of the bourgeoisie)—such as unlimited competition regu-
lated by a secret balance which comes mysteriously from the sum total of
competing activities, the pursuit of “enlightened self-interest” as an adequate
political virtue, unlimited progress inherent in the mere succession of events
—have this in common: they simply add up private lives and personal be-
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havior patterns and present the sum as laws of history, or €Conomics, g . plaﬂetss” it can only proceed to destrpy itself in order to begin anew the
politics. Liberal concepts, however, while they express the bourgeoisie never-ending process of power generation,
instinctive distrust of and its innate hostility to public affairs, are only: '
temporary compromise between the old standards of Western culture and t;
new class’s faith in property as a dynamic, self-moving principle. The o) . .
standards give way to the extent that automatically growing wealth actuall ui:  The Alliance Between Mob and Capital
replaces political action. , : o
Hobbes was the true, though never fully recognized, philosopher of th WHEN IMPERIALISM entered the scene of politics with the scramble for Africa
bourgeoisie because he realized that acquisition of wealth concelved ag. . in the cighties, it was promoted by businessmen, opposed fiercely by the
never-ending process can be guaranteed oaly by the seizure of political power governments in power, and welcomed by a surprisingly large section of the
for the accumulating process must sooner or later force open all existing . educated classes.* To the last it seemed to be God-sent, a cure for all evils,
territorial limits. He foresaw that a society which had entered the path o ‘. an easy panacea for all conflicts. And it is true that imperialism in a sense
never-ending acquisition had to engineer a dynamic political organizatiog © did not disappoint these hopes. It gave a new lease on life to political and
capable of a corresponding never-ending process of power generation, Hg social structures which were quite obviously threatened by new social and
even, through sheer force of imagination, was able to outline the main psy political forces and which, under other circumstances, without the inter-
chological traits of the new type of man who would fit into such a society - ference of imperialist developments, would hardly have needed two world
and its tyrannical body politic. He foresaw the nccessary idolatry of power wars to disappear. _
itself by this new human type, that he would be flattered at being called g As matiers stood, imperialism spirited away all troubles and produced
power-thirsty animal, although actually society would force him to surrendes . that deceptive feeling of security, so universal in pre-war Europe, which
ail his natural forces, his virtues and his vices, and would make him the poor deceived all but the most sensitive minds. Péguy in France and Chesterton
meek little fellow who has not even the right to rise against tyranny, and.: : in England knew instinctively that they lived in a world of hollow pretense
who, far from striving for power, submits to any existing government and and that its stability was the greatest pretense of all. Until everything began
does not stir even when his best friend falls an innocent victim to an incom to crumble, the stability of obviously outdated political structures was a
prehensible raison d'état. _ fact, and their stubborn unconcerned Jongevity seemed to give the lie to
For a Commonwealth based on the accumulated and monopolized power’ those who felt the ground tremble under their fect. The solution of the riddle
of all its individual members necessarily leaves each peeson powerless, de~ was imperialism. The answer to.the fateful question: why did the European
prived of his natural and human capacitics. Tt leaves him degraded into 2 comity of nations allow this evil to spread until everything was destroyed,
cog in the power-accumulating machine, free to console himself with sub- the good as well as the bad, is that all governments knew very well that their
lime thoughts about the ultimate desting of this machine, which itsélf is countries were secretly disintegrating, that the body politic was being de-
constructed in such a way that it can devour the globe simply by following stroyed from within, and that they lived on borrowed time.
its own inherent Jaw, : Innocently enough, expansion appeasred first as the outlet for excess
The ultimate destructive purpose of this Commonwealth js at least in- capital production and offered a remedy, capital export.** The tremendously
dicated in the philosophical interpretation of human equality as an “equality increased wealth produced by capitalist production under a social system

of ab';]ity" to kill. Living with all other nations “in the condition of a per- based on maldistribution had resulted in “oversaving”—that is, the accu-
etuall war, and u the con i i i
g nd canons plante dp ;m"lins ¢ the.fncﬁ wﬁi) battl, wgh ;hell'”fltor;ltle‘rs arm}fd’ 40 “The Services offer the cleanest and most natural support to an agpressive foreizn
pla san i neighbours round about,” it as no other policy; expansion of the empire appeals powerfully to the aristocracy and the pro-
law of conduct but the “most corducing to fits] benefit” and will gradually

fessional classes by offering new and ever-growing fields for the honorable and
devour weaker structures until it comes to a last war “which provideth for profitable employment of their sons™ (J. A. Hobson, “Capitalism and imperialism in
every man, by Victory, or Death.” Scuth Africa,” op. cir.). It was “above all . ., patriotic professors and publicists
By “Victory or Death,” the Leviathan can indeed overcome all politicat regardless of political affiliation and unmindful of personal economic interest” who

P . s . Y i ialistic th £ the '70i d Iy "80ies” (Hayes,
limitations that go with the existence of other peoples and can envelop : :;i;(.mcsiife; zgtl)e).omward imperialisic thrusis of the T0ics and early '80ies” (Hay
the whole earth in its tyranny. But when the last war has come and every - :

: : *1 For this and the following see J. A. Habson, Imperialism, who as early as 1905
man has been provided for, no ultimate peace is established on earth: the : gave a masterly analysis of the driving economic forces and motives as well as of
power-accumulating machine without which continual ex ansi § some of its political implications. When, in 1938, his early study was }'epubhshed.
have been achicve?i Icleeds ’m()re material to d : rpansion wouldd!.lot Hobson could rightly state in his introduction to an unchanged text that his book was

1 I : a Gvour in 1ts never-ending . real proof “that the chief perils and disturbances . . . of today . . . were all latent
process. If the last victorious Commonwealth cannot proceed to “annex the "

and discernible in the world of a generation ago. . . .
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mulation of capital which was condemned to idleness within the exisiiy
national capacity for production and consumption. This money was actually
superfluous, needed by nobody though owned by a growing class of some:
bodies. The ensuing crises and depressions during the decades preccdin'g
the era of imperialism ** had impressed upon the capitalists the though
that their whole economic system of production depended upon a supply
and demand that from now on must come from “outside of capitalist sg.
ciety.” ¢ Such supply and demand came from inside the nation, so long g
the capitalist system did not control all its-classes together with its enfire
productive capacity. When capitalism had pervaded the entire economie
structure and all social strata had come into the orbit of its production and
consumption system, capitalists clearly had to decide either to see the whole
system collapse or 10 find new markets, that is, to penctrate new countrieg
which were not yet subject to capitalism and therefore could provide g
new noncapitalistic supply and demand.

The decisive point about the depressions of the sixties and seventies, which
initiated the era of imperialism, was that they forced the bourgeoisie to
realize for the first time that the original sin of simple robbery, which cen-

turies ago had made possible the “original accumulation of capital” (Marx).:
and had started all further accumulation, had eventually to be repeated lest

the motor of accumulation suddenly die down.* In the face of this danger,
which threatened not only the bourgeoisie but the whole nation with a

catastrophic breakdown in production, capitalist producers understood that -
the forms and laws of their production system “from the beginning had

been calculated for the whole earth.” +

42The obvious connection between the severe crises in the sixties in England and

the seventies on the Continent and imperialism is mentioned in Hayes, op. cit., in z

footnote only (on p. 219), and in Schuyler, op. cit., who believes that “a revival of .

interest in emigration was an important factor in the beginnings of the imperial

movement” and that this interest had been caused by “a serious depression in British

trade and industry” toward the close of the sixties (p. 280). Schuyler also describes
at some Jength the strong “anti-imperial sentiment of the mid-Victorian era.” Un-
fortunately, Schuyler makes no differentiation between the Commenwealth and the
Empire proper, although the discussion of pre-imperialist material might easily have
suggested such a differentiation.

43 Rosa Luxemburg, Die Akkumulation des Kapitals, Berlin, 1923, p. 273.

44 Rudolf Hilferding, Das Firanzkapital, Wien, 1910, p. 401, mentiors~—but does
hot analyze the implications of—the fact that imperialism “suddenly uses again the
methods of the original accumulation of capitalistic wealth.”

45 According to Rosa Luxemburg's brilliant imsight into the political structure of
imperialism (op. cit.,, pp. 273 ff,, pp. 361 ff.}, the “historical process of the accumu-
lation of capital depends in all its aspects upon the existence of noncapitalist social
strata,” so that “imperialism is the political expression of the accumulation of capital
in its competition for the possession of the remainders of the noncapitalistic world.”
This essential dependence of capitalism upon a noncapitalistic world lies at the basis
of all other aspects. of imperialism, which then may be explained as the results of
oversaving and maldistribution (Hobson, op. cit.), as the result of overproduction
and the consequent need for new miarkets (Lenin, [mperialism, the Last Stage of

Capitalism, 1917), as the resuvlt of an undersupply of raw material (Hayes, op. eit.), -

or as capital export in order to equalize the national profit rate (Hilferding, op. cit.).
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"The first reaction to the saturated_home market, lack of raw materfals,
and growing crises, was export of capital. Th; owners of superfluous wealth
first tried foreign investment without expansion and without political con-
trol, which resulted in an unparalleled orgy of swindles, financial scandals,

‘and stock-market speculation, all the more alarming since foreign invest-

ments grew much more rapidly than domestic ones.** Big money resulting
from oversaving paved the way for little money, the product of the little
fellow’s work. Domestic enterprises, in order to keep pace with high profits
from foreign investment, turned likewise to frandulent methods and attracted
an increasing number of people who, in the hope of miraculous returns,
threw their money out of the window. The Panama scandal in France, the
Griindungsschwindel in Germany and Austria, became classic examples,
Tremendous losses resulted from the promises of tremendous profits. The
owners of little money lost so much so quickly that the owners of superfluous
big capital soon saw themselves left alone in what was, in a sense, a battle-
field. Having failed to change the whole society into a community of
gamblers they were again superfluous, excluded from the normal process
of production to which, after some turmoil, all other classes returned
quietly, if somewhat impoverished and embittered.*’

Export of money and foreign investment as such are not imperialism and
do not necessarily lead to expansion as a political device. As long as the
owners of superfiuous capital were content with investing “large portions
of their property in foreign Jands,” even if this tendency ran “counter to
all past traditions of nationalism,” *¢ they merely confirmed their alicnation
from the national body on which they were parasites anyway. Only when
they demanded government protection of their investments {after the initial
stage of swindle had opened their eyes to the possible use of politics against
the risks of gambling) did they re-enter the life of the nation. In this appeal,
however, they followed the established tradition of bourgeois society, always
to consider political institutions exclusively as an instrument for the pro-
tection of individual property.** Only the fortunate coincidence of the rise

6 According to Hilferding, op. cit., p. 409, note, the British income from foreign
investment increased pinefold while national income doubled from 1865 to 1898,
He assumes a similar though probably less marked increase for German and French
foreign investments.

47 For France see George Lachapelle, Les Finances de la Troisiéme République,
Paris, 1937, and D. W. Brogan, The Development of Modern France, New York,
1941. For Germany, compare the interesting contemporary testimonies like Max
Wirth, Geschichte der Handelskrisen, 1873, chapter 15, and A. Schaeffle, “Der ‘grosse
Boersenkrach® des Fahres 1873" in Zeirschrift fir die gesamte Staatswissenschaft,
1874, Band 30.

t2J. A. Hobson, “Capitalism and Imperialism,” op. cit.

*8 See Hilferding, op. cit., p. 406. “Hence the cry for strong state power by all capi-
talists with vested interests in foreign countries. . . . Exported capital feels safest
when the state power of its own country rules the new domain completely, . . . Iis
profits should be guaranteed by the state if possible. Thus, exportation of capital
favors an imperialist policy.” P. 423: “It is a matter of course that the attitude of
the bourgeoisic toward the siate undergoes a complete change when the political
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of a new class of property holders and the industrial' revolution had mads
the bourgeoisie producers and stimulators of production. As long as it fy}.
filled this basic function in modern society, which is essentiaily a community
of producers, its wealth had an important function for the nation as a wh]
The owners of superfluous capital were the first section of the class to warit
profits without fulfilling some real social function—even if it was the fung:
tion of an exploiting producer—and whom, consequently, no police could
ever have saved from the wrath of the people. _
Expansion then was an escape not only for superfluous capital. More
important, it protected its owners against the menacing prospect of remaj
ing entirely superfluous and parasitical. Tt saved the bourgeoisie from the
consequences of maldistribution and revitalized its concept of ownership,
at a time when wealth could no longer be used as a factor in production
within the national framework and had come into conflict with the produc-
tion ideal of the community as a whole. o
Older than the superfluous wealth was another by-product of capitalist
production: the human debris that every crisis, following invariably upon
each period of industrial growth, eliminated permanently from producing
society. Men who had become permanently idle were as superfluous to the
community as the owners of superfluous wealth, That they were an actual
menace to society had been recognized throughout the nineteenth century
and their export had helped to populate the dominions of Canada and
-Australia as well as the United States. The new fact in the imperialist era’
is that these two superfluous forces, superfluous capital and superfluoys
working power, joined hands and left the country together. The concept
of expansion, the export of government power and annexation of every.
territory in which nationals had invested either their wealth or their work,
seemed the only alternative to increasing losses in wealth and population,

Imperialism and its idea of unlimited expansion seemed to offer a permanent

remedy for a permanent evil.’
Ironically enough, the first country in which superfluous wealth and’

power of the state becomes a competitive instrument for the finance capital in th

world market. The bourgeoisie had been hostile to the state jn its fight aguinst eco-"
nomic mercantilism and political absolutism. . . . Theoretically at east, economic
life was to be complctely free of state intervention; the state was to confine jtself

politically to the safcguarding of security and the establishment of civil equality.” "

P. 426: “However, the desire for an expansiorist policy causes a revolutionary change
in the mentality of the bourgeoisic. 1t ceases to be pacifist and humanist.” P. 470:
“Socially, expansion is a vital condition for the preservation of capitalist society; eco
nomically, it is the condition for the prescrvation of, and temporary increase in, the -
profit rate.”

®0These motives were especially outspoken in German imperialism. Among the

first activities of the Alldeutsche Verband (founded in 1891} were eforts to prevent
German emigrants from changing their citizenship, and the first imperialist specch of

William 11, on the occasion of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the foundation of the.

Reich, contained the tollowing typical passage: “The German Empire has become a

World Empire. Thousands of our compatriots live everywhere, in distant parts of the
earth. . . . Gentlemen, it is your solemn duty to help me unite this greater German -

Empire with our native country.” Compare also J. A, Froude's statement in note 10.
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* superfluous men were _broug!}t together. was itself beco‘miqg superfluous,
gouth Africa had been in British possession since t}}e beginning of the cen-
tury because it assured the maritime road to ‘Indla_. The opening of the
- guez Canal, however, and the subsequent administrative conquest of Egypt,
Jessened considerably the importance of the old trade station on the Cape.
The British would, in all probability, have withdrawn from Africa just as
all European nations had done whenever their possessions and trade in-
terests in India were liquidated. _
The particular irony and, in a sense, symbolical circumstance in the un-
expected development of South Africa into the “culture-bed of Imperial-
ism” ¢* lies in the very nature of its sudden attractiveness when it had lost
all value for the Empire proper: diamond fields were discovered in the
seventies and large gold mines in the eighties. The new desire for profit-at-
any-price converged for the first time with the old fortune hunt, Prospectors,
adventurers, and the scum of the big cities emigrated to the Dark Continent
along with capital from industrially developed countries. From now on, the
mob, begotten by the monstrous accumulation of capital, accompanied itg
begetter on those voyages of discovery where nothing was discovered but
new possibilities for investment. The owners of superfluous wealth were the
only men who could use the superfluous men who came from the four
corners of the earth, Together they established the first paradise of parasites
whose lifeblood was gold. Imperialism, the product of superfluous money
and superfiuous men, began ifs startling career by producing the most
superfluous and unreal goods.
It may still be doubtful whether the panacea of expansion would have
become so great a temptation for non-imperialists if it had offered its
dangerous solutions only for those superfluous forces which, in any case,
were already outside the nation’s body corporate. The complicity of all
parliamentary parties in imperialist programs is a matter of record, The
history of the British Labor Party in this respect is an almost unbroken
chain of justifications of Cecil Rhodes’ early prediction: “The workmen
find that although the Americans are exceedingly fond of them, and are
just now exchanging the most brotherly sentiments with them yet are shutting
out their goods. The workmen also find that Russia, France and Germany
locally are doing the same, and the workmen see that if they do not look
out they will have no place in the world to trade at all. And so the workmen

- have become Imperialist and the Liberal Party are following.” *2 In Ger-

many, the liberals (and not the Conservative Party) were the actual pro-
moters of that famous naval policy which contributed so heavily to the out-
break of the first World War.® The Socialist Party wavered between active

51 E. H. Damce, The Victorian IHusion, London, 1928, p. 164: “Africa, which had
been ircluded neither in the itinerdry of Saxondom nor in the professional philosophers
of imperial history, became the culture-bed of British imperialism.”

2 Quoted from Millin, op. cit.
% “The liberals, and not the Right of Parliament, were the supporters of the naval
policy.” Alfred von Tirpitz, Erinnerungen, 1919. See also Daniel Frymann (pseud. for
Heinrich Class), Wenn ich der Kaiser wiir, 1312: “The true imperial party is the Na-
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support of the imperialist naval policy (it repeatedly voted funds for the

building of a German navy after 1906) and complete neglect of all ques.
tions of foreign policy. Occasional warnings against the Lumpenproletarig

and the possible bribing of sections of the working class with crumbs from

the imperialist table, did not lead to a deeper understanding of the great
appeal which the imperialist programs had to the rank and file of the party

In Marxist terms the new phenomenon of an alliance between mob and ;
capital seemed so unnatural, so obviously in conflict with the doctrine of

class struggle, that the actual dangers of the imperialist attempt—to divide
mankind into master races and slave races, into higher and lower breeds
into colered peoples and white men, all of which were attempts o unify

the people on the basis of the mob—were completely overlooked. Even the -

breakdown of international solidarity at the outbreak of the first World War
did not disturb the complacency of the socialists and their faith in the
proletariat as such. Socialists were still probing the economic laws of im-
perialism when imperialists had long since stopped obeying them, when in
overseas countries these laws had been sacrificed to the “imperial factor”

or to the “race factor,” and when only a few elderly gentlemen in high -

finance still believed in the inalicnable rights of the profit rate.

The curious weakness of popular opposition to imperialism, the NUMETOUs

inconsistencies and outright broken promises of liberal statesmen, frequently
ascribed to oppertunism or bribery, have other and deeper causes. Neither
opportunism nor bribery could have persuaded a man like Gladstone to
break his promise, as the leader of the Liberal Party, to evacuate Egypt
when he became Prime Minister. Half consciously and hardly articulately,

these men shared with the people the conviction that the national body

itself was so deeply split into classes, that class struggle was so universal a
characteristic of modern political life, that the very cohesion of the nation
was jeopardized. Expansion again appeared as a lifesaver, if and insofar ag
it could provide a common interest for the nation as a whole, and it is mainly
for this reason that imperialists were allowed to become “parasites upon
patriotism.”

Partly, of course, such hopes still belonged with the old vicious practice of
“healing” domestic conflicts with foreign adventures. The difference, how-
ever, is marked. Adventures are by their very nature limited in time and
space; they may succeed temporarily in overcoming conflicts, although as
a rule they fail and tend rather to sharpen them. From the very beginning

the imperialist adventure of expansion appeared to be an eternal solution,.

because expansion was conceived as unlimited, Furthermore, imperjalism
was not an adventure in the usual sense, because it depended less on na-
tionalist slogans than on the seemingly sofid basis of economic interests.
In a society of clashing interests, where the common good was identified

tional Liberat Party.” Frymann, a prominent German chauvinist during the first Warld

War, even adds with respect to the conservatives: “The alcofness of conservatjve milicus
P .

with regard to race doctrines is also worthy of note.
54 Hobson, op. cir,, p- 61.
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with the sum total of individual interests, expansion as such appeared to be
a possible common interest of the nation as a whole. Since the owning and

. dominant classes had convinced everybody that economic interest and the

passion_for ownership are a sound basis for the body politic, even non-
imperialist statesmen were easily persuaded to yield when a common €co-
pomic interest appeared on the horizon.

These then are the reasons why nationalism developed so clear g tendency
toward imperialism, the inner contradiction of the two principles notwith-
standing.* The more ill-fitted nations were for the incorporation of foreign
peoples (which contradicted the constitution of their own body politic),
the more they were tempted to oppress them. In theory, there is an abyss
between nationalism and imperialism; in practice, it can and has been
bridged by tribal nationalism and outright racism. From the beginning,
imperialists in all countries preached and boasted of their being “beyond
the parties,” and the only ones to speak for the nation as a whole, This was
especially true of the Central and Eastern European countries- with few
or no overseas holdings; there the alliance between mob and capital took
place at home and resented even more bitterly (and attacked much more
violently) the national institutions and all national parties,®®

The contemptuous indifference of imperialist politicians to domestic
issues was marked everywhere, however, and especially in England, While
“parties above parties” like the Primrose League were of secondary in-
fluence, imperialism was the chief cause of the degeneration of the two-party
system into the Front Bench system, which led to a “diminution of the power
of opposition™ in Parliament and to a growth of “power of the Cabinet as
against the House of Commons.” ¥ Of course this was also carried through
as a policy beyond the strife of parties and particular interests, and by men
who claimed to speak for the nation as a whole. Such language was bound
fo attract and delude precisely those persons who still retained a spark of
political idealism. The cry for unity resembled exactly the battle cries which
had always led peoples to war; and yet, nobody detected in the universal
and permanent instrument of unity the germ of universal and permanent war.

Government officials engaged more actively than any other group in the
nationalist brand of imperialism and were chiefly responsible for the con-
fusion of imperialism with nationalism. The nation-states had created and
depended upon the civil services as a permanent body of officials who served

53 Hobson, op. cif., was the first to recognize both the fundamental opposition of
imperialism and nationalism and the tendency of nationalism to become imperialist,
He called imperialism a perversion of nationalism “in which nations . . . transform
the wholesome stimulative rivalry of various national types into the cut-throat
struggle of competing empires” (p. 9.).

o6 See chapter viii.

5 Hobson, op. cit., pp. 146 ff.~"There can be no doubt that the power of the
Cabinet as against the House of Commons has grown steadily and rapidly and it
appears to be still growing,” noticed Bryce in 1901, in Studies in History and Juris-
Prudence, 1901, I, 177, For the working of the Front Bench system see also Hilaire
Belloc and Cecil Chesterton, The Party System, London, 1911,




154 IMPERIALISM

regardless of class interest and governmental changes. Their professions
honor and self-respect-—especially in England and Germany—derived from
their being servants of the nation as a whole. They were Fhe on;y group with
a direct interest in supporting the state’s fundamental claim to independencg
of classes and factions. That the authority of the nation-state i‘tself dgpcnde
largely on the economic independence and pqlitical nel.ltrahty qf its 'civi
servants becomes obvious in our time; the decline of nations has invariab]
started with the corruption of its permanent administration and the genery)
conviction that civil servants are in the pay, not of the state, but of ih
owning classes. At the close of the century the owning classes had becom
so dominant that it was almost ridiculous for a state employee to keep up
the pretense of serving the nation. Division into classes left them outsid
the social body and forced them to form a clique of their own. In th
colonial services they escaped the actual disintegration of the national body
In ruling foreign peoples in faraway countries, they could much better pre
tend to be heroic servants of the nation, “who by their services had glorified
the British race,” *® than if they had stayed at home. The colonies were ng
longer simply “a vast system of outdoor relief for the upper classes” a
James Mill could still describe them; they were to become the very backbon
of British nationalism, which discovered in the domination of distant coun.
tries and the rule over strange peoples the only way to serve British, and :
nothing but British, interests. The services actually believed that “the pe-
culiar genius of each nation shows itself nowhere more clearly than in thei
system of dealing with subject races.” %

The truth was that only far from home could a citizen of England, Get-
many, or France be nothing but an Englishman or German or Frenchman
In his own country he was so entangled in economic interests or social :
loyalties that he felt closer to 2 member of his class in a foreign country
than to a man of another class in his own. Expansion gave nationalism a
new lease on life and therefore was accepted as an instrument of national
politics, The members of the new colonial societies and imperialist leagues -
felt “far removed from the strife of parties,” and the farther away they
moved the stronger their belief that they “represented only a national pur-
pose.” % This shows the desperate state of the European nations before _
imperialism, how fragile their institutions had become, how outdated their
social system proved in the face of man’s growing capacity to produce. The

58 Lord Curzon at the unveiling of Lord Cromer’s memorial tablet. See Lawrence -
¥. Zetland, Lord Cromer, 1932, p. 362. o

58 Sir Hesketh Bell, op. cit., Part I, p. 300. ] :

The same sentiment prevailed in the Dutch colonial services. “The highest task, the
task without precedent is that which awaits the East Indian Civil Service official . . .
it should be considered as the highest honor to serve im its ranks . . ., the selgct_-
body which fulfills the mission of Holland overseas.” See De Kat Angelino, Colonial
Poliey, Chicago, 1931, 11, 129.

80 The President of the German “Kolonialvarein,” Hohenlohe-Langenburg, in 1884,
See Mary E. Townsend, Grigin of Modern German Colonialism. 1871-1885, 1921,
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means for preservation were desperate too, and in the end the remedy proved

worse than the evil—which, incidentally, it did not cure,

The alliance between capital and mob is to be found at the genesis of
gvery consistently imrerialist policy. In some -countries, particularly in
Great Britain, this new alliance between the much-too-rich and the much-
foo-poar was an::l_ remair?e.d confined to overseas possessions. The so-called
hypocrisy of British policies was the result of the good sense of English
statesmen who drew a sharp line between colonial methods and normal
domestic policies, thereby avoiding with considerable success the feared
boomerang effect of imperialism upon the homeland. In other countries,
patticularly in Germany and Austria, the alliance took eficct at home in
the form of pan-movements, and to a lesser extent in France, in a so-called
colonial policy. The aim of these “movements” was, so to speak, to im-
perialize the whole nation (and not only the “superflucus” part of it), to
combine domestic and foreign policy in such a way as to organize the nation
for the looting of foreign territories and the permanent degradation of alien
peoples.

The rise of the mob out of the capitalist organization was observed early,
and its growth carefully and anxiously noted by all great historians of the
nincteenth century. Historical pessimism from Burckhardt to Spengler springs
essentially from this comsideration. But what the historians, sadly pre-
occupied with the phenomenon in itself, failed to grasp was that the mob
could not be identified with the growing industrial working class, and cer-
tainly not with the people as a whole, but that it was composed actually of
the refuse of all classes. This composition made it seem that the mob and
its representatives had abolished class differences, that those standing out-
side the class-divided nation were the people itsclf (the Volksgemeinschaft,
as the Nazis would call it) rather than its distortion and caricature. The -
historical pessimists understood the essential irresponsibility of this new
social stratum, and they also correctly foresaw the possibility of converting
democracy into a despotism whose tyrants would rise from the mob and

‘lean on it for support. What they failed to understand was that the mob is .

not only the refuse but also the by-product of bourgeois society, directly
produced by it and therefore never quite separable from it. They failed for
this reason to notice high society’s constantly growing admiration for the
underworld, which runs like a red thread through the nineteenth century,
its continuous step-by-step retreat on all questions of morality, and its
growing taste for the anarchical cynicism of its offspring. At the turn of the
century, the Dreyfus Affair showed that underworld and high society in
France were so closely bound together that it was difficult definitely to place
any of the “heroes” among the Anti-Dreyfusards in either category.

This feeling of kinship, the joining together of begetter and offspring,
already classically expressed in Balzac’s novels, antedates all practical eco-
nomic, political, or social considerations and recalls those fundamental
psychological traits of the new type of Western man that Hobbes outlined
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three hundred years ago. But it is true that i_t was mainly dug to the inSights rpassed the ability of state and_socie;y }o tak; care of them. The fact that
acquired by the bourgeoisie during the crises and d.cpresmqns which pry this mob could be used only by imperialist polttic_lar_ls and inspired only by
ceded imperialism that high society finally admitted its readiness to accep racial doctrines made it appear as though tmperialism alone were able to
the revolutionary change in moral §tandards which Hobbes’s “realism” h settle the grave domestic, 3001a!, and cconomic problems of modern times.
proposed, and which was now being proposed anew by the mob and jt The philosophy of Hobb_f:s, 1t 13 true, contains nothing of modern race
Jeaders. The very fact that the “original sin” of “ongmal_ accumulation g doctrines, which not only stir up the _mob, but in their totalitarian form out-
capital” would need additional sins to keep the system going was far mor * Jine very clearly the forms of organization through which humanity could
effective in persuading the bourgeoisie to shake off the restraints of Westery carry the endless process of capital and power accumulation through to jts
tradition than cither its philosopher or its underworld. It finally induced ¢ " fogical end in self-destruction. But Hobbes at least provided political thought
German bourgeoisie to throw off the mask of hypocrisy and openly confes with the prerequisite for all race doctrines, that is, the exclusion in principle
its relationship to the mob, calling on it expressly to champion its property - of the idea of humanity which constitutes the sole regulating idea of inter-
interests. national law. With the assumption that foreign politics is necessarily outside
It is significant that this should have happened in Germany. In Englan of the human contract, engaged in the perpetual war of all against all, which
and Holland the development of bourgeois society had progressed relative} is the law of the “state of nature,” Hobbes affords the best possible theoretical
quietly and the bourgeoisie of these countries enjoyed centuries of security foundation for those naturalistic ideologies which hold nations to be tribes,
and freedom from fear. Its rise in France, however, was interrupted by separated from each other by nature, without any connection whatever,
great popular revolution whose comsequences interfered with the boup unconscious of the solidarity of mankind znd having in common cnly the
geoisie’s enjoyment of supremacy. In Gerrpany, moreover, where t‘he bour. instinct for self-preservation which man shares with the animal world, If
geoisie did not reach full development until the latter half of the nineteenth: the idea of humanity, of which the most conclusive symbol is the common
century, its rise was accompanied from the start by the growth of a revolu origie of the human species, is no longer valid, then uothing is more plausible
tionary working-class movement with a tradition nearly as old as its own, than a theory according 1o which brown, yellow, or black races are descended
It was a matter of course that the léss secure a bourgeois class felt in its own from some other species of apes than the white race, and that all together
country, the more it would be tempted to shed the heavy burden of hypoe- are predestined by nature to war against each other unil they have dis-
risy. High socicty’s affinity with the mob came to light in France earlje appearcd from the face of the earth,
than in Germany, but was in the end equally strong in boih countries If it should prove to be true that we are imprisoned in Hobbes’s endless
France, however, because of her revolutionary traditions and her relative - process of power accumulation, then the organization of the mob will in-
lack of industrialization, produced only a relatively small mob, so that her . evitzbly take the form of transformation of nations into races, for there is,
bourgeoisie was finally forced to look for help beyond the frontiers and o under the conditions of an accumulating society, no other unifying bond
ally itself with Hitler Germany. . : available between individuals who in the very process of power accumulation
Whatever the precise nature of the ioqg hlstorical'qvolutio_n of the bour- and expansion are losing all natural connections with their fellow-men,
geoisie in the various European countries, the political principles of the : Racism may indeed carry out the doom of the Western world and, for
mob, as encountered in imperia?ist idcologies and totalitarian movemeats, - that matter, of the whole of human civilization. When Russians have become
betray a surprisingly sirong affinity with th_e political at.tltudes of bourgeois : Slavs, when Frenchmen have assumed the role of commanders of a force
society, if the latter are cleansed of hypocrisy and untainted by concessions noire, when Englishmen have turned into “white men,” as already for a
to Christian tradition. What more recently made the nihilistic attitudes of - disastrous spell all Germans became Aryans, then this change will jtself

the mob so intellectually attractive to tht? bourgeoisie is a relationship of signify the end of Western man, For no matter what learned scientists may
principle that gocs far beyond the actual birth of the mob.

) say, race is, politically speaking, not the bepinnin of humanity but its en s
In other words, the disparity between cause and effect which character- not the origig of peoit})les but t%leir decay, ngot thegnatural birtg of man bgt
ized the birth of imperialism has its reasons. The occasion—superfluous his unnatural death.
wealth created by overaccumulation, which needed the mob’s help to find .
safe and profitable investment——set in motion a force that had always lain -
in the basic structure of bourpeois society, though it had been hidden by .
nobler traditions and by that blessed hypocrisy which La Rochefoucauld
called the compliment vice pays to virtue. At the same time, completely un-
principled power politics could not be played until a mass of people was -
available who were free of all principles and so large numerically that they -




“used with this thoroughgoing consistency,

'Not until the end of the century were dignity and importance accorded

CHAPTER S1X:

Race-Thinking Before Racism

F RACE-THINKING were & German invention, as it has been sometim
I asserted, then “German thinking” (whatever that may be) was vi
torious in many parts of the spiritual world long before the Nazis started
their ill-fated attempt at world conquest; Hitlerism exercised ifs strong
international and inter-Eurcpean appeal during the thirties because racism
although a state doctrine only in Germany, had been a .power_ful trend in;
public opinion everywhere. The Nazi political war machine had long been’
in motion when in 1939 German tanks began their march of destruction,
since—in political warfare—racism was calculated to be a more powerful
ally than any paid agent or secret organization of fifth cglumnists.-
Strengthened by the experiences of almost two decades in the various capi
tals, the Nazis were confident that their best “propaganda” would be their
racial policy itself, from which, despite many other compromises and
broken promises, they had never swerved for expediency’s sake.!/Racism
was neither a new nor a secret weapon, though never before had it been

The historical truth of the matter-is that race-thinking, ‘with its roots
deep in the eighteenth century, emerged simulianeously in all Western.
countriés during the nineteenth century. Racism has been the powerful
ideology of imperialistic policies since the turn of our century. It certainly
has absorbed and revived all the old patterns of race opinions which, how-
ever, By themselves would hardly have been able to create or, for that
matter, to degenerate into racism as a Weltanschauung or an ideology. In
the middle of the last century, race opinions were still judpgd by the
yardstick of political reason: Tocqueville wrote to Gobineau about the
latter’s doctrines, “They are probably wrong and certainly pernicious.” #

race-thinking as though it had been one of the major spiritua] contribu-
tions of the Western world#

 During the German-Russian pact, Nazi propaganda stopped all attacks on “Bol .
shevism” but never gave up the race-line. :

#“"Lettres de Alexis de Tocqueville et de Arthur de Gobineau,” in Revue des Deur
Mondes, 1907, Tome 199, Letter of November 17, 1853, .

% The best historical account of race-thinking in the pattern of a “history of ideas”
is Erich Voegelin, Rasse und Staat, Tuebingen, 1933.
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Until the fateful days of the “scramble for Africa,” race-thinking had
‘peen one of the many free opinions which, within the general framework
of liberalism, argued and fought each other to win the consent of public
opinion.* Only a few of the‘m‘ became full-fledged ideologies, that is, sys-
tems based upon a single epinion that proved strong enough to attract and
ersuade a majority of people and broad enough to lead them through
the various experiences and situations of an average modern life. For an
ideology differs from a simple opinion in that_ it claims to possess either the
key to history, or the solution for ail the “riddles of t_he universe,” or the
intimate knowledge of the hidden 'universal laws which are supposed to o
rule nature and man. -Few ideologies have won enough prominence to
survive the hard competitive struggle of persuasion, and only two have come .-
out on top and essentially defeated all others: the ideology which interprets .
history as an economic struggle of classes, and the other that interprets |
history as a natural fight of races. The appea] of both to large masses was .
so strong that they were able to enlist state support and establish ther-
selves as official national doctrines. But far beyond the boundaries within
which race-thinking and class-thinking have developed into obligatory
patterns of thought, free public opinion has adopted them to such an extent
that not only intellectuals but great masses of people will no longer accept -
a presentation of past or present facts that is not in agreement with either
of these views. :
The tremendous power of persuasion inherent in the main ideclogies of
our times is not accidental. Persuasion is not possible without appeal to
either experiences or desires, in other words, 10 immediate political needs,”
Plavsibility in these matters comes neither from scientific facts, as the vari-
ous brands of Darwinists would like us to befieve, nor from historical laws,
as the historians pretend, in their efforts to discover the law according to
which civilizations rise and fall. Every full-fledged ideclogy has been -
created, continued and improved as a political weapon and not as a |
theoretical doctrine, It is true that sometimes—and such is the case with
acism-—an ideology has changed its original political sense, but without
/ immediate_contact with political life_none of them could be imagined."
Their scientific aspect is secondary and arises first from the desire to pro-
vide watertight arguments, and second because their persuasive power
also got hold of scientists, who no longer were interested in the result of
their research but left their laboratories and hurried off to preach to the
multitude their new interpretations of life and world.* We owe it to these

#For the host of nineteenth-century conflicting opinions see Carlton J. H. Hayes,
A Generation of Materialism, New York, 1941, pp. 111-122,

5 "Huxley neglected scientific research of his own from the '70%s anward, so busy
was he in the role of ‘Darwin’s bulldog’ barking and biting at theologians” (Hayes,
op. cit., p. 126). Ernst Haeckel's passion for popularizing scientific results which was
at least as strong as his passion for science itself, has been stressed recently by an ap-
plauding Nazi writer, H. Bruecher, “Ernst Haeckel, Ein Wegbereiter biologischen
Staatsdenkens.” In Nationalsezialistische Monatshefte, 1935, Heft 69.

Two rather extreme examples may be quoted to show what scientists are capable
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) “Ugcientific™ prea_chcrsAather than to any scientific findings that today g
“single science is left into whose categorical system race-thinking has ng
deeply penetrated. This again has made historians, some of whom hyy
been tempted to hold science respansible for race-thinking, mistake certyj
either philological or biological research results for causes instead
consequences of race-thinking.” The opposite would have come closer
the truth. As a matter of fact, the doctrine that Might is ‘Right needg
several centuries (from the seventeenth to the nineteenth) to conquer naty
ral science and produce the “law” of the survival of the fittest, And if,
take another instance, the theory of de Maistre and Schelling about savag
tribes as the decaying residues of former peoples had suited the nineteenth
century political devices as well as the theory of progress, - we wou)
probably never have heard much of “primitives” and no scientist wou
have wasted his time looking for the “missing link” between ape and man
The blame is not to be laid on any science as such, but rather on certaj
scientists who were no less hypnotized by ideologies than their fellow
citizens. :
The fact that racism is the main ideological weapon of imperialisti
politics is 30 obvious that it seems as though many students prefer g
avoid the beaten track of truism. Instead, an old misconception of racism

a5'a kind of exaggerated nationalism is still given currency: Valuable works
of students, especially in France, who have proved that racism is not only
_a quite different phenomenon but tends to destroy the body politic of the
“nation, are generally overlooked.  Witnessing the gigaatic competition be-
tween race-thinking and class-thinking for dominion over the minds of
~modern men, some kave been inclined to sée in the one the expression of
“national and in the other the expression of international trends, io believe
the one to be the mental preparation for national wars and the other to be
the ideology for civil wars. This has been possible because of the first
World War’s curious mixture of old national and new imperialistic conflicts
a mixture in which old national slogans proved still to possess a far grcate;
appeal to the masses of all countries involved than any imperialistic aims.
The last war, however, with its Quislings and collaborationists everywhere
should have proved that racism can stir up civil conflicts in every country:
and is one of the most ingenious devices ever invented for preparing civil
war. '
~For the truth is that race-thinking entered the scene of active politics
the moment the European peoples had prepared, and to a certain extent -
realized, the new body politic of the nation. From the very beginning
racism deliberately cut across all national-boundaries, whether defined bg;
geographical, linguistic, traditional, or any other standards, and denied
national-political existence as such.‘-Race~thin_ki_ng, rather than class-think-
ing, was the ever-present shadow accompanying the development of the
comity of European nations, until it finally grew to be the powerfu) weapon
for the destruction of those nations: Historically speaking, racists have a
worse record of patriotism than the representatives of all other inter-
natipnal ideologies together, and they were the only ones who consistently
denied the great principle upon which national organizations of peoples

are built, the principle of equality and solidarity of all peo le
by the idea of mankind. v Peoples guaraniced

of. Both were scholars of good standing, writing during World War 1. The Germa
historian of art, Josef Strzygowski, in his 4lii, lren und Vitkerwanderung (Leipzig
1917) discovered the Nordic race to be composed of Germans, Ukrainians, Armenians
Persians, Hungarians, Bulgars and Turks {pp. 306-307). The Society of Medicine of:
Paris not only published a report on the discovery of “polychesia” (excessive defeca.
tion} and “bromidrosis” (body odor) in the Germaa race, but proposed urinalysi
for the detection of German spies; German urine was “found™ to contain 20 per cen
non-uric nitrogen as against 15 per cent for other races. See Jacques Barzun, Race,
New York, 1937, p. 239. :
" This quid pro quo was partly the result of the zeal of students who wanted to put,
down every single instance in which race has becn mentioned. Thereby they mistook
relatively harmless authors, for whom explanation by race was a possible and some
times fascinating opinion, for full-fiedged racists. Such opinions, in themselves harmless
were advanced by the early anthropologists as starting points of their investipa
fions.. A typical instance is the naive hypothesis of Paul Broca, noted French anthro-
pologist of the middle of the last century, who assumed that “the brain has semething
to do with race and the measured shape of the skull is the best way to get at the con-
tents of the brain” {quoted after Jacques Barzun, op. cir., p. 162). It is obvious that.
this asserlion, without the support of a conceplion of the nature of man, is simply
ridiculous. ‘
As for the philologists of the early nineteenth century, whose concept of “Aryanism”
has seduced almost every student of racism to count them umong the propagandists or
even inventors of race-thinking, they are as innocent as innocent can be. When they
overstepped the limits of pure research it was because they wanted to include in the
same culiural brotherhood as many nations as possible. In the words of Ernest Seillitre,
La Philosophie de Plmpérialisme, 4 vols., 1903-1906: “There was a kind of intoxica-
tion: modern civilization believed it had recovered its pedigree . . . and an organism -
was born which embraced in one and the same fraternity all nations whose language
showed some affinity with Sanskrit.” (Préface, Tome I, p. xxxv.) In other words, .
these men were still in the humanistic tradition of the eighteenth century and shared
its enthusiasm about strange people and exotic cultures. :

11 A4 “Race” of Aristocrats Against a “Nation” of Citizens

.

‘A STEADILY rising interest in the most different, strange, and even savage |
peoples was characteristic of France during the eighteenth century, ~
This was the time when Chinese paintings were admired and imitated
when one of the most famous works of the centiry was named Lettre.s:
Persanes, and when travelers’ reports were the favorite reading of society,
The honesty and simplicity of savage and uncivilized peoples were opposed
to the sophistication and frivolity of culture. Long before the nineteenth
century with its tremendously enlarged opportunities for travel/brought the
.non-European world into the home of every average citizen, cighteenth-
century French society had tried to grasp spiritually the content of cultures
and countries that lay far beyond European boundaries. A great enthusiasm
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for “pew specimens of mankind” (Herder) filled the hearts of the herps
of the French Revolution who together with the French nation liberatg
every people of every color under the French flag. This enthusiasm o
strange and foreign countries culminated in the message of fraternity, hg
cause it was inspired by the desire to prove in every new and SUTprisi;
“specimen of mankind” the old saying of La Bruyére: “La raison est de togg
les climats.”

Yet it is this nation-creating century and humanity-loving country ¢
which we must trace the germs of what later proved to become the natio
destroying and humanity-annibilating power of racism.* It is a remarkabl;
fact that the first author who assumed the coexistence of di :
with different origins in France, was at the same time the first to elaboragg

ing. X bleman

who wrote at the beginning of the eightcenth century and whose works
were published after his death, ‘interpreted the history of France as the
., histery of two different nations of which the one, of Germanic origin, had
" conquered the older inhabitants, the “Gaules,” had imposed its laws upon
them, had taken their lands, and had settled down as the ruling cliss, thg
“peerage” whose supreme rights rested upon the “right of conguest” ang
the “necessity of obedience always due to the strongest.”® Engaged chiefly
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the king—but of all those whose advantage was descent from the con-
ering people, who by right o:f birth were to be called “Frenchmen.”

“ Boulainvilliers was deeply influenced by the seventeenth-century might-
right doctrines and he certainly was one of the most consistent contempo-
‘yary disciples of Spinoza, whose Ethics he translated and whose Traité -
théologico-politique he anglyzed. In his reception and application of
Spinoza’s political ideas, might was changed into conquest and conquest
acted as a kind of unique judgment on the natural qualities and human
'p;;vﬂcges of men and nations. In this we may detegt the first traces of later
naturalistic transformations the might-right doctrine was to go through,
This view Is really corroborated by the fact that Boulainvilliers was one
of the outstanding freethinkers of his time, and that his attacks on the
Christian Church were hardly motivated by anticlericalism alone.,

Boulainvilliers” theory, however, still deals with peoples and not with
races; it bases the right of the superior people on a historical deed, conquest,
and not on a physical fact—although the historical deed already has
a certain influence on the natural qualities of the conquered people. It
invents two different peoples within France in order to counteract the new
national idea, represented as if was to a certain extent by the absolute
monarchy in alliance with the Tiers Etat, Boulainvilliers is antinational at
a time when the idea of nationhood was felt to be new and revolutionary,
but had not yet shown, as it did in the French Revolution, how closely it
was connected with a democratic form of government.-Boulainvilliers pre-
_pared his country for civil war without knowing what “Civil “War meant..”
He is representative of riany of the nobles who did not regard themselves
as representative of the nation, but as a separate ruling caste which might
have much more in common with a foreign people of the “same society
and condition” than with iis compatriots. It has been, indeed, these anti-
national trends that exercised their influence in the milieu of the émigrés
and finally were absorbed by new and -outspoken racial doctrines late in
the nineteenth century.

Not until the actual outbreak of the Revolution forced great numbers
of the French nobility to seek refuge in Germany and England did Boulain-
villiers’ ideas show their usefulness as a political weapon: In the mearitime,
his influence upon the French aristocracy was kept alive, as can be seen
in the works of another Comte, the Comte Dubuat-Nancay,*® who wanted
to tie French nobility even closer to its continental brothers, On the eve
of the Revolution, this spokesman of French fendalism felt so insecure that
he hoped for “the creation of a kind of Internationgle of .aristocracy of
barbarian origin,” * and since the German nobility was the only one whose
help could eventually be expected, here too the true origin of the French
nation was supposed to be identical with that of the Germans and the
French lower classes, though no longer slaves, were not free by birth but

+in finding arguments against the rising political power of the Tiers Etat and:
their spokesmen, the “nowveau corps” formed by “gens de lertres et de
lois,” Boulainvilliers had to fight the monarchy too because the French king
wanted no longer to represent the peerage as prismus inter pares but tha
nation as a whole; in him, for a while, the new rising class found its mogt
powerful protector. In order to regain uncontested primacy for the nobility,
Boulainvilliers proposed that his fellow-noblemen deny a common origin
with the French people, break up the unity of the nation, and claim an
original and therefore eternal distinction.® Much bolder than most of the
later defenders of nobitity, Boulainvilliers denicd any predestined connee-
tion with the soil; he conceded that the “Gaules” had been in France longer,
that the “Francs” werc strangers and barbarians. He based his doctrine:
solely on the eternal right of conquest and found no difficulty in asserting
that “Friesland . . . has been the true cradle of the French nation.” Cen-
turies before the actual development of imperialistic racism, following only:
‘the inherent logic of his concept, he considered the original inhabitants of
France natives in the modern sense, or in his own terms “subjects”—not of:

? Frangois Hotman, French sixteenth-century author of France-Gallia, is sometimes
held to -be a forerunner of eighteenth-century recial doctrines, as by Ernest Seillidre,
op. cit. Against this misconception, Théophile Simar has rightly protested: “Hotman
appears, not as an apologist for the Teutons, but as the defender of the people which
was oppressed by the monarchy”™ (Erede Critique sur la Formation de la docirine des
Races au 18e et son expansion au 19¢ siécle, Bruxelles, 1922, p. 20).

® Histoire de ['Ancien Gouvernement de la France, 1727, Tome 1, p. 33.

" That the Comte Boulainviliiers' history was meant as a political weapon against
the Tiers Erat was stated by Montesquieu, Esprit des Lois, 1748, XXX, chap. x.

171'3 Les Origines de Vdncien Gouvernement de la France, de l'dllemagne et de Pltalie,
89.

11 Seilligre, op. cit., p. xxxii.
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by “affranchissement,” by grace of those .V\:’hO were free l?y birth, of th
nobility. A few years later the French exiles actually tried to form
internationale of aristocrats in order to stave off the revolt of those thi
considered to be a forcign enslaved people. And although the more pragy
cal side of these attempts suffered the spectacular disaster of Valm
émigrés like Charles Frangois Dominigue de ViHi_ers, whp about 180y
opposed the “Gallo-Romains” to the Germanics, or lik:e William Alter wh,
a decade later dreamed of a federation of all Germanic peoples,’® did ng
admit defeat. It probably never occurred to them that they were actual)
traitors, so fizmly were they convinced that the French Revolution wag
“war between foreign peoples”—as Frangois Guizot much later put it, .

While Boulainvilliers, with the calm fairness of a less disturbed time:
based the rights of nobility solely on the rights of conquest without directf
depreciating the very nature of the other conquered nation, the Comte
Montlosier, one of the rather dubious personages among the French exileg
openly expressed his contempt for this “new people risen from slaves . :
{2 mixture) of all races and all times.” .lf,,:’TimCS'obviously had change
and noblemen who no longer belonged t¢ an unconquered race also hg
to change. They gave up the old idea, so dear 1o Boulainvilliers and evey
to Montesquieu, that conquest alone, foriune des armes, determined th
destinies of men. The Valmy of noble ideologies came when the Abb
Siéyés in his famous pamphict told the Tiers Etat to “send back into the
forests of Franconia all those families who preserve the absurd pretension
of being descended from the conquering race and of having suceeeded to
their rights.” 1¢ : S

It is rather curious that from these early times when French noblemen
in their class struggle against the bourgeoisie discoversd that they belonged
to another nation,«"had,anqth;:_r,geneal_ogical origin, and were more__cl_osc]y
tied to an international caste than to the soil of France, all French racial
theories have supported the Germanism or at least the superiority of the
Nordic peoples as against their own countrymen, For if the men of the
French Revolution identified themselves mentally with Rome, it was not::
because they opposed to the “Germanism” of their nobility a “Latinism™ of
the Tiers Etat, but because they felt they were the spiritual heirs of Roman
Republicans. /This historical claim, in contrast to the tribal identif‘z‘c_:_a_ltion_
of the nobility, might have been among the causes that prevented “Latinism”
from emerging as a racial doctrine of its own.'In any event, paradoxical as
it sounds, the fact is that Frenchmen were to jnsist earlier than Germans

12 See René Maunier, Sociologie Coloniale, Paris, 1932, Tome 11, p. 115, :
2 Montlosier, even in exile, was closely connected with the French chief of police;
Fouché, who helped him improve the sad financial conditions of a refugee. Later, he
served as a secret agent for Napoleon in French society. See Joseph Brugeretie, Le
Comie de Montlosier, 1931, and Simar, op. ¢it., p. 71.
Y Qu'est-ce-que le Tiers Etat? (178%) published shortly before the outbreak of the

Revolution. Translation quoted after . H. Clapham, The Abbé Sicyés, 1.ondon, 1912,
p. 62. :
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r-Englishmen on this /dée fixe of Germanic su
irth of German racial consciousness after the
“directed as it was against the French, change the
“tn France. In the forties of the fast century,
to the identification of classes .and races
sGermanic nobility” and a “celtic bourgeoisie,” .‘5 an.d again a nobleman,
the Comte de Rémusat, proclaimed the Germanic origin of the European
aristocracy. Finally, the Comte de Gobineau oped a
generally accepted among the French nobility into a full-fledged historical
doctrine, claiming to have detected the secret
and to have exalted history to the dignity of a natural science. With him 7
" race-thinking completed its first stage, and began its second stage whose
influences were to be felt until the twenties of our century,

165

faw of the fall of civilizations

u:  Race Unity as a Substitute for National Emancipation

RACE-THINKING in Germany did not develop before the defeat of the old
Prussian army by Napoleen. It owed Its rise to the Prussian patriots and

political romanticism, rather than to the n
‘contrast to the French brand of race-think
and for splitting the nation, German race-

ity and their spokesmen, In

thinking was invented in an effort

developed an opinion already

periority.’s Nor did the
Prussian defeat of 1806,
course of racial ideologies
Augustin Thierry still adheged
and distinguished between a

& as a weapon for civil war./

“fo unite the people against foreign domination, Its authors did not look !
for alties beyond the frontiers but wanted to awaken -in _the people a
_consciousness of common origin:’ This actually excluded the nobility with

their notoriously cosmopolitan relations—which,
acteristic of the Prussian Junkers than of the rest

however, were less char-
of the European nobility:

at any rate, it excluded the possibility of this race-thinking basing itself
_on the most exclusive class of the people.’ '

Since German race-thinking accompanied the long
to unite the numerous German states, it remained so cl

frostrated attempts
osely connected, in

its early stages, with more general national feelings that if is rather difficult
to distinguish between mere nationalism and clear-cut racism: Harmless
national sentiments expressed themselves in what we know today to be

racial terms, so that even historians who identify

have strangely been led into mistaking Nazism fo
thereby helping to underestimate the tremendous
Hitler’s propaganda, These particular conditions

international appeal of
of German nationalism

changed only when, after 1870, the unification of the nation actually had

taken place and German racism, together with German im
developed,.,.fF_rom these early times, however,

18 “Historical Aryapism has its origin in 18th
by 19th century Germanism™ ohserves Seilliére,
18 Lettres sur Phistoire de France (1840).

perialism, fully
not a few characteristics sur-

century feudalism and was supported
op. cit., p. ii.

r German nationalism,
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vived which have remained significant for the specifically German brangd
of race-thinking.

In contrast to France, Prussian noblemen felt their interests to be closely -

connected with the position of the absolute monarchy and, at least since

the time of Frederick II, they sought recognition as the legitimate repre-”

sentatives of the nation as a whole. With the exception of the few years of
Prussian reforms (from 1808-1812), the Prussian nobility was not fright-
encd by the rise of a bourgeois class that might have wanted to take over
the government, nor did they have to fear a coalition between the middle

classes and the ruling house. The Prussian king, until 1809 the greatest

fandlord of the country, remained primus inter pares despite all efforts of
the Reformers. Race-thinking, therefore, .developed outside the nobility, ag
a weapon of certain nationalists who wanted the union of all German-
"speaking peoples and therefore insisted on a common origin. ‘They were
liberals in the sense that they were rather opposed to the exclusive rule of
the Prussian Junkers. As long as this common origin was defined by com-
mon language, one can hardly speak of race-thinking. "7

1t is noteworthy that only after 1814 is this common origin described

frequently in terms of “blood relationship,” of family ties, of tribal unity,
of unmixed origin. These definitions, which appear almost simultaneously -

in the writings of the Catholic Josef Goerres and nationalistic liberals like
Ernst Moritz Arndt or F. L. Jahn, bear witness to the uiter failure of the
hopes of rousing true national sentiments in the German people. Out of
the failure to raise the people to nationhood, out of the lack of common
historical memories and the apparent pepular apathy to common destinjes

in the future, a naturalistic appeal was born which addressed itsclf to -

tribal instincts as a possible substitute for what the whole world had seen
to be the giorious power of French nationhood. The organic doctrine of a
history for which “every race is a s¢parate, complete whole” *8 was invented

by men who needed ideological definitions of national unity as a substitute -

for political nationhood. It was a frustrated nationalism that led to Arndr's
statement that Germans—who apparently were the last to develop an organic
unity—had the luck to be of pure, unmixed stock, a “genuine peaple.” re

‘Organic naturalistic definitions of peoples are an outstanding characteris-

tic of German ideologies and German historism. They nevertheless are not

_yet actal racism, for the same men who speak in these “racial” terms still
- uphold the central pillar of genuine nationhood, the equality of all peoples.’

Thus, in the same article in which Jahn compares the faws of peoples with

17 This is the case for instance in Friedrich Schlegel’s Philosophische Vorlesungen -
aus den Iahren 1804-1806, I, 357. The same holds true for Ernst Moritz Arndt.

See Alfred P. Pundt, Arnds and the National Awakening in Germany, New Yaork,
- 1935, pp. 116 : Even Fichte, the favorite modern scapegoat for German race-thinking,
hardly ever went beyond the limits of nationalism, o
3% Joseph Goerres, in Rheinischer Merkur, 1814, No. 25.
8 In Phantasien zur Berichiigung der Urteile iiber kiinftige deutsche Verfassungen,
1815,
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the laws of animal life, he insists on the genuine equal plurality of peoples
in whose complete multitude alone mankind can be realized.» Apg Arndt
who later was to express strong sympathies with the national fiberation movc:
ments of the Poles and the Ttalians, exclaimed: “Cursed be anyone who

“would subjugate and rule foreign peoples,” 2 Insofar as ‘German national

feelings had not been the fruit of a genuine national development bu rather

the reaction to foreign occupation,? national doctrines were of a peculiar
negative character, destined to create a wall around the people, to act ag
substitutes for frontiers which could not be clearly defined either geograph-
_ically or historically.” '

If, in the early form of French aristocracy, race-thinking had been ip.
vented as an instrument of internal division and had turned out to be a
weapon for civil war, this early form of German race-doctrine was invented
as a weapon of internal national unity and furned out to be a weapon for
national wars. As the decline of the French nobility as an important class
in the French nation would have made this weapon useless if the foes of the
Third Republic had not revived it, so upon the accomplishment of German
national unity the organic doctrine of history would have lost its meaning
had not modern imperialistic schemers wanted to_revive it, in order to

m s gh seemingly more remote from the scene of
politics, had a far stronger genuine bearing upon later political ideologies,
/Political romanticism has been accused of inventing race-thinking, as it

has been and could be accused of inventing every other possible irresponsible

~opinion.‘Adam Muelier and Friedrich Schlegel are symptomatic in the high-

est degfee of a general playfuiness of modern thought in which almost any
opinion can gain ground temporarily. No real thing, no historica] event, no
political idea was safe from the all-embracing and all-destroying mania by
which these first literati could always find new and original opportunitieg
for new and fascinating opinions. “The world must be romanticized,” ag
Novalis put it, wanting “to bestow a high sense upon the common,. a_mys-
terious appearance upon the ordinary, the dignity of the unknown upon

20 “Animals of mixed stc_ock have no real generative power; similarly, hybrid peo-
ples have no {olk brepagation of their own. . . . The ancestor of humauity js dead,

the origiral race is extinci. That is why each dying people is a misfortune for human-

ity. . . . Human hobility cannot express itself in one people alone In Deursches
Volksium, 1810,

The same instance is expressed by Goerres, who despite his naturalistic definition of
people (“all members are united by a commeon tie of blood”), follows a true national

* principle when he states: “No branch has a right to dominate the other” {op. cit.).

2 Blick aus der Zeit auf die Zeit, 1814.~Translation quoted from Alfred p. Pundt,
op. cit. '

22 “Not until Austria and Prussia had fallen after a vain struggle did T really begin
to love Germang.r + « - 25 Germany succumbed to conquest and subjection it became
to me one and indissoluble,” writes B. M. Arndt in his Erinnerungen aus Schweden,
1818, p. 82. Translation quoted from Pundt, op. cit, p. 151,
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the well-known,” 2* One of these romanticized objects was the people,_aﬁ '

object that could be changed at a moment’s notice into the state, or the -
family, or nobility, or anything else that either—in the earlier days—hap-
pened to cross the minds of one of these intellectuals or—Ilater when, grow-

ing older, they had learned the reality of daily bread—happened to be asked -

for by some paying patron.* Therefore it is almost impossible to study the

development of any of the free competing opinions of which the nineteenth |

century is so amazingly full, without coming across romanticism in jts

German form,
What these first modern intellectuals actually prepared was not so much:

the developmént of any single opinion but the general mentality of modern

German scholars; these latter have proved more than once that hardly an
ideology can be found to which they would not willingly submit if the only
reality—which even a romantic can hardly afford to overlook—is at stake,
the reality of their position, For this peculiar behavior, romanticism pro-

vided the most cxcellent pretext in its unlimited idolization of the “per- .

sonality” of the individual, whose very arbitrariness became the proof of
genius. Whatever served the so-called productivity of the individual, namely,
the enfirely arbitrary game of his “ideas,” could be made the center of a
whole outlock on life and world.

This inherent cynicism of romantic personality-worship has made possible
certain modern attitudes among intellectuals. They were fairly well repre-
sented by Mussolini, one of the last heirs of this movement, when he de-
scribed himself as at the same time “aristocrat and democrat, revolutionary

and reactionary, proletarian and antiproletarian, pacifist and antipacifist.” .
The ruthless individualism of romanticism ngver meant anything more -

serious than that “everybody is free to create for himself his own ideology.”
What was new in Mussclini’s experiment was the “attempt to carry it out
with all possible energy.” #

Because of this inherent “relativism” the direct contribution of roman-
ticism to the development of race-thinking can almost be neglected. In the
anarchic game whose rules entitle everybody at any pgiven time to at least
one personal and arbitrary opinion, it is almost a matter of course that every
conceivable opinion should be formulated and duly printed. Much more
characteristic than this chacs was the fundamental belief in personality as
an ultimate aim in itself. In Germany, where the conflict between the nobility

and the rising middle class was never fought out on the political scene, per--

sonality worship developed as the only means of gaining at least some kind
of social emancipation.-The governing class of the country frankly showed
its traditional contempt for business and its dislike for association with
merchants in spite of the latter’s growing wealth and importance, so that it

23 “Neue Fragmentensammlung™ (1798) in Schriften, Leipzig, 1929, Tome I, p. 335.

2t For the romantic attitude in (lermany see Carl Schmitt, Politische Romantik,
Miinchen, 1925,

25 Mussolini, “Relativismo e Fascismo,” in Diuturna, Milano, 1924. The translation
quoted from F. Neumann, Behemorh, 1942, pp. 462-463,
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was not casy to find the means of winning some kind of self-respect. The
classic German Bildungsroman, Wilhelm Meister, in which the middle-class
hero is educated by noblemen and actors because the bourgeois in his own
social sphere is without “personality,” is evidence enough of the hopeless-
ness of the situation. .

* German intellectuals, though they hardly promoted a political fight for
the middle classes to which they belonged, fought an embittered and, un-
fortunately, highly successful battle for social status. Even those who, had
written in defense of nobility still felt their own interests at stake when it
came to social ranks. In order to enter competition with rights and qualities
of birth, they formulated the new concept of the “innate personality” which
was 10 win general approval within bourgeois society. Like the title of the
heir of an old family, the “innate personality” was given by birth and not
acquired by merit. Just as the lack of common history for the formation of

the nation had been artificially overcome by the naturalistic concept of

organic development, so, in the social sphere, nature itself was supposed to
supply a title when political reality had. refused it Liberal writers soon
boasted of “true nobility” as opposed to the shabby titles of Baron or others
which could be given and taken away, and asserted, by implication, that
their natural privileges, like “force or genius,” could not be retraced to any
human deed.? '

The discriminatory point of this new social concept was immediately
affirmed. During the long period of mere social antisemitism, which intrg.
duced and prepared the discovery Of Jew-lating 4s a political weapon, ‘it
was the lack of “innate personality,” the innate lack of tact, the innate l;iCk
of productivity, the innate disposition for trading, etc., which separated the
behavior of his Jewish colleague from that of the average businessman. In
its feverish attempt-to summon up some pride of its own against the caste
arrogance of the Junkers, without, however, daring to fight for political
leadership, ‘the bourgeoisie from the very beginning wanted to ook down
not so much on other lower classes of their own, but simply on other peoples.
Most significant for these attempts is the small literary work of Clemens
Brentano ** which was written for and read in the ultranationalistic club
of Napoleon-haters that gathered together in 1808 under the name of “Die
Christlich-Deutsche Tischgesellschaft.” In his highly sophisticated and witty
manner, Brentano points out the contrast between the “innate personality,™

e
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the genial individual, and the “philistine” whom he immediately identifies

with Frenghmen and Jews. Thereafter, the German bourgeois would at least
try to attribute to other peoples all the qualities which the nobility despised

as typically bourgcois——at first to the French, later to the English, and al-
ways to the Jews. As for the mysterious qualities which an “innate person-

28 See the very interesting pamphlet against. the nobility by the liberal writer Buch-

holz, Untersuchungen ueber den Geburtsadel, Berlin, 1807, p. 68: “True nobility . . .

t_:tanlnfot be given or taken away; for, like power and genius, it sets itself and exists by
itself.™

27 Clemens Brentano, Der Philister vor, in und nach der Geschickie, 1811,
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ality” received at birth, they were exactly the same as those the real Junkerg
i emselves. ‘ .
cIag;&cLi{;?; this way standards of nobility contribpted to the rise of_ race.
thinking, the Junkers themselves did_ harc]ly anything for the_ §hapmg of
this mentality. The only Junker of this period to devel_op a political theer
of his own, Ludwig von der Marwitz, never used_ racial terms. Acco;qlng
1o him, nations were separated by language—a spiritual and not a physical
difference—and although he was violently opposed to tht? French Rf:voiu..
tion, he spoke like Robespierre when it came to .the p.ossnbie_aggressmn of
one nation against another: “Who aims at expanding his frontiers shou}d be
considered a disloyal betrayer _among.the whole ‘European republic of
< gtates.” 2# It was Adam Mueller who insisted on purity of' descent as a test.
of nobility, and it was Haller who went beyond the obvious fact that the
powerful rule those deprived of power by stating it as a natural law that
the weak should bé dominated by the strongi N oblemeq, of course, applanded
enthinsiastically when they learned that their usurpation of power was not
only Iegal but in accordance with natural laws, and }t was a consequence
of bourgeois definitions that during the course of the nineteenth century they -
avoided “mesalliances” more carefully than ever before.”_ ] _
This insistence on common tribal origin as an essential of nationhood,
formulated by German nationalists during ar_ld after the war of 1814, and
the emphasis laid by the romantics on the innate pprso:nahty and natural
nobility prepared the way intellectually for _race-th:r'aklr}g in Germany. From
the former sprang the organic doctrine of history with its natural laws; from
the latter arose at the end of the century the grotesque homunculus of the
superman whose natural destiny it is to rule the world. As long as these
trends ran side by side, they were but temporary means of escape.from :
- political realities. Once welded to_gether, they form.ed the very basis f9r_
racism as a full-fledged ideology.” This, however, dld not‘happen ﬁr.st in
Germany, but in France, and was not accomplished by middle-class intel-
“lectuals but by a highly gifted and frustrated nobleman, the Comte de
Gobineau.” : -

m: The New Key to History

iN 1853, Count Arthur de Gobineau published his Essai sur U'Inégalité des
Races Humaines which, Only some fifty years later, at the turn ofthe cen-
tury, was to become a kind of standard work for race theories in history, -

28 “Entwurf eines Friedenspaktes.” In Gerhard Ramlow, Ludwig von der_Mm:wi’rz
und die Anfinge konservativer Politik und Sraatsaufiassung in Preussen, Historische
dien, Heft 185, p. 92. ) o
Sll;a l;:e Sigrmund ,bl;eumann, Die Stufen des preussischen Konservatismus, Historische
Studien, Heft 190, Berlin, 1930. Especially pp. 48, 51, 64, 82. For Adam Mueller, see
Elemente der Staatskunst, 1809. :
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‘The first sentence of the four-volume work-—“The fall of civilization is the
most striking and, at the sams time, the most obscure of all phenomena of
history” **~—indicates clearly the essentially new and modern interest of jts
author, the new pessimistic mood which pervades his work and which is
the ideological force that was capable of uniting all previous factors and
conflicting opinions.”True, from time immemorial, mankind has wanted to
know as much as possible about past cultures, fallen empires, extinct peo-

ples; but nobody before Gobineau thought of finding one single reason, one ..

single force according to which civilization always and everywhere rises

and falls,"Doctrines of decay seem to have some very intimate connection: -

‘with race-thinking.’ It certainly is no coincidénce that another carly “be- '

liever in race,” Benjamin Disraeli, was equally fascinated by the fall of
cultares, while on the other hand Hegel, whose philosophy was concerned-
in great part with theé dialéctieal law of development in history, was never
interested in the rise and fall of cultures as such or in any law which would

explain the death of nations: Gobineau demonstrated precisely such a law./ .

Without Darwinism or any other evolutionist theory to infiuence him, this

historian boasted of ‘having introduced history into_the family of natural -/

sciences, detected the natural law of all courses of events, reduced all */

spiritual utterances or cultural phenomena to something “that by virtue of

exact science our eyes can see, our ears can hear, our hands can touch.”

The most surprising aspect of the theory, set forth in the midst of the
optimistic nineteenth century, is the fact that the author is fascinated by
the fall and hardly interested in the rise of civilizations, /At the fime of writing
the Essai Gobineau gave but little thought to the possible use of his theory
as a weapon in actual politics, and therefore had the courage to draw the
inherent sinister consequences of his law of decay. In contrast to Spengler,
who predicts only the fall of Western culture, Gobineau foresees with “scien-
tific” precision nothing less than the definite disappearance of Man—or, in
his words, of the human race—from the face of the earth! After four volumes
of rewriting human history, he concludes: “One might be tempted to assign
a total duration of 12 to 14 thousand years to human rule over the earth,
which era is divided into two periods: the first has passed away and possessed
the youth . . . the second has begun and will witness the declining course
down toward decrepitude.”

"It has rightly been observed that Gobineau, thirty years before Nietzsche,
was concernied with the problem of “décadence.” ® There is, however, this
difference, that Nietzsche possessed the basic experience of European de-
cadence, writing as he did during the climax of this movement with
Baudelaire in France, Swinburne in England, and Wagner in Germany,
whereas Gobineau was hardly aware of the variety of the modern taedium
vitae, and must be regarded as the last heir of Boulainvilliers and the French

%0 Translation
Collins; 1915,

31 See Robert Dreyfus, “La vie et les prophéties du Comte
in Cahiers de la quinzaine, Ser. 6, Cah, 16, p. 56.

quoted from The Inequality of Human Races, translated by Adrien

de Gobineau,” Paris, 1905,
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exiled nobility who, without psychological complicaltions, simp]y Eand'
rightly) feared for the fate of aristocracy as a caste. With a certain naivet
he accepted almost literally the eighteenth-century doctrines about the
origin of the French people: the bourgeois are the descendants of Gallie
Roman slaves, noblemen are Germanic.®? The same is true for his insistence
on the international character of nobility, A more modern aspect of hi

theories is revealed in the fact that he possibly was an impostor (his French -

title being more than dubious), that he exaggerated and overstrained the
older doctrines until they became frankly ridiculous—he claimed for him-
self a genealogy which led over a Scandinavian pirate to Odin: “I, too, am.

of the race of Gods.” %3 But his real importance is that in the midst of

progress-ideclogies he prophesied doom, thé énd of mankind in a slow
natural catastrophe.’ When Gobineau started his work, in the days of the
bourgeois king, Louis Philippe, the fate of nobility appeared sealed. Nobility

no longer needed to fear the victory of the Tiers Erat, it had already oc-

curred and they could only complain. Their distress, as expressed by Gobi-

neau, sometimes comes very near to the great despair of the poets of de--

cadence who, a few decades later, sang the frailty of all things human—
les neiges d’antan, the snows of yesteryear. As far as Gobineatt himself was
concerned, this affinity is rather incidental; but it is interesting to note that
once this affinity was established, nothing could prevent very respectable
intellectuals at the turn of the century, like Robert Dreyfus in France or
Thomas Mann in Germany, from taking this descendant of Odin seriously,
Long before the horrible and the ridiculeus had merged into the humanly

incomprehensible mixture that is the hallmark of cur century, the ridiculous,

had lost its power to kill.

It is also to the peculiar pessimistic mocd, to the active despair of the last-

decades of the century that Gobineau owed his belated fame. This, however,

does not necessarily mean that he himself was a forerunner of the generation -

of “the merry dance of death and trade™ (Joseph Conrad). He was neither
a statesman who believed in business nor a poet who praised death. He was
only a curious mixture of frustrated nobleman and romantic intellectual
who invented racism almost by accident. ‘This was when he saw that he
could not simply accept the old doctrines of the two peoples within France
and that, in view of changed circumstances, he had to revise the old line
that the best men necessarily are at the top of society. In sad contrast. to his
teachers, he had to explain why the best men, noblemen, could not even
hope to regain their former position.” Step by step, he identified the fall of
his caste with the fall of France, then of Western civilization, and then of
the whole of mankind. Thus he made that discovery, for which he was so
much admired by later writers and biographers, that the fall of civilizations
is due to a degeneration of race and the decay of race is due to a mixture
of blood. This implics that in every mixture the lower race is always dom-

82 Essai, Tome 11, Book IV, p. 445, and the article “Ce qui est arrivé i la France en

1870,” in Europe, 1923.
3 1, Duesberg, “Le Comte de Gobineau,” in Revie Générale, 1939,
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inant. This kind of argumentation, almost commonplace after the turn of

_ the century, did not fit in with the progress-doctrines of Gobinean’s con-

temporaries, who soon acquired another idée fixe, the “survival of the
fittest.” The liberal optimism of the victorious bourgeoisie wanted a new
edition of the might-right theory, not the key to history or the proof of in-
evitable decay. Gobinean tried in vain to get a wider audience by taking a
side in the American slave issue and by conveniently building his whole
system on the basic conflict between white and black. He had to wait almost
fifty years to become a success among the elite, and not until the first World
war with its wave of death-philosophies could his works claim wide popu-
Jarity.®

What Gobineau was actually looking for in politics was the definition and
creation of an “elite” to replace the aristocracy. Instead of princes, he
proposed a *“race of princes,” the Aryans, who he said were in danger of
being submerged by the lower non-Aryan classes through democracy. ‘The

concept of race made it possible to organize the “innate personalities™ of .-

German romanticism, to define them as members of a natural aristocracy
destined to rule over all others. If race and mixture of races are the ali- '
determining factors for the individual-——and Gobineau did not assume the °
existence of “pure™ breeds—it is possible to pretend that physical superiori-
ties might evolve in every individual no matter what his present social situa-
tion, that every exceptional man belongs to the “true surviving sons of . . .
the Merovings,” the “sons of kings.” Thanks to race, an “elite” would be
formed which could lay claim to the old prerogatives of feudal families, and
this only by asscrting that they felt like noblemen; the acceptance of the
race ideology as such would become conclusive proof that an individual was
“well-bred,” that “blue blood” ran through his veins and that a superior
origin implied superior rights. From one political event, therefore, the decline
of the nobility, the Count drew two contradictory consequences—the decay
of the human race and the {ormation of a new natural aristocracy. But he did
not live to sce the practical application of his teachings which resolved their
inherent contradictions——the new race-aristocracy actually began to efiect
the “inevitable™ decay of mankind in a supreme effort to destroy it.
Following the example of his forerunners, the exiled French noblemen,
Gobineau saw in his race-elite not only a bulwark against democracy but
also against the “Canaan monstrosity” of patriotism.3® And since France
still happened to be the “patrie” par excellence, for her government—

34 See the Gobincau memarial issue of the French review Europe, 1923, Especially
the article of Clément Serpeille de Gobinean, “Le Gobinisme et Ia pensée moderne.”
“Yet it was not until . . . the middle of the war that I thought the Essai sur les
Races was inspired by a productive hypothesis, the only one that could explain certain
events happening before our eyés. . . . T was surprised to note that this opinion was
almost unanimously shared. After the war, { noticed that for nearly the whole younger
generation the works of Gobineau had become a revelation.”

8 Essai, Tome I, Book IV, p. 440 and note on p. 445: “The word patrie . . . has
regained ifs significance only since the Gallo-Roman strata rose and assumed a po-
litical role. With their triumph, patriotism has again become a virtue,”
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whether kingdom or Empire or Republic-—was still based upon the essentia]
equality of men, and since, worst of all,‘she was th-e on!y- co}zntry pf his:
time in which even people with black skin could enjoy civil rights, it wag.
natural for Gobineau to give allegiance not to the French people, but to
the English, and later, after the French defeat of 1871, to the GerrpanS.SG_
Nor can this lack of dignity be called accidentalland this opportunism an
unhappy coincidence. The old saying that nothing succeed.s 'IlkB success
reckons with people who are used to various and arbitrary op1n10ns.-Ideg_§Q.
gists who pretend to possess the key to reality are forced to chdnge and
twist their opinions about single cases according to the latest events and can
never afford to come into conflict with their ever-changing deity, reality,-
It would be absurd to ask people to be reliable who by their very convictions
must justify any given situation. .

It must be conceded that up to the time when the Nazis, in establishing
themselves as a race-clite, frankly bestowed their contempt on all peoples,
including the German, French racism was the most consi_ste_m, for it never
fell into the weakness of patriotism. (This attitude did not change even
during the last war; true, the “essence aryenne” no longer was a monopoly
of the Germans but rather of the Anglo-Saxons, the Swedes, and the Nor- -
mans, but nation, patriotism, and law were still considered to be “prejudices,
fictitious and nominal valaes.”) * Even Taine believed firmly in the superior
genius of the “Germanic nation,” * and FErnest Renan was probably the _
first to oppose the “Semites™ to the “Aryans™ in a decisive “division du genre
humain,” although he held civilization to be the great superior force which ;
destroys local originalities as well as original race differences:‘“:All the loose -
race talk that is so characteristic of French writers after 1870,*¢ even if they -
are not racists in any strict sense of the word, follows antinational, pro-
Germanic lines.”

If the comsistent antinational trend of Gobinism served to equip the
~ enemies of French democracy and, later, of the Third Republic, with real |
or fictitious allies beyond the frontiers of their country, the specific amalga-
mation of the race and “elite” concepts equipped the international intelli-

86 See Seillidre, op. cit.,, Tome I: Le Comte de Gobineau et I'Aryanisme historigue,
- p. 32: “In the Essai Germany is hardly Germanic, Great Britain is Germanic to a
much higher degree. . . . Certainly, Gobineau later changed his mind, but under the
influence of success.” It is interesting to note that for Sciilitre who during his studies
became an ardent adherent of Gobinism—"the intellectual climate to which probably
the lungs of the 20th century will have to adapt themselves”—success appeared as
quite a sufficient reason for Gobineau's suddenly revised opinion.

87 Examples could be multiplied. The quotation is taken from Camille Spiess,
Impériatismes. Gobinisme en France, Paris, 1917,

38 For Tdine's stand see John S. White, “Taine on Race and Genius,” in Social Re-
search, February, 1943,

38 In Gobincau’s opinion, the Semites were a white hybrid race bastardized by a
mixture with blacks. For Renan see Histoire Générale et Systéme comparé des Langues,
1863, Part 1, pp. 4, 503, and passim. The same distinction in his Langues Sémitiques,
I, 15.

. 4° This has been very well exposed by Jacques Barzun, op. cit.
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gentsia with new .and -exciting psychological toys to play with on the great
p}ayground of history. Gobineau’s “fils des rois” were close relatives of the
romantic heroes, saints, geniuses and supermen of the late nineteenth cen-
tury, ail of whom can hardly hide their German romantic origin. The inherent
irresponsibility of romantic opinions received a new stimulant from Gobj- ”
neau’s mixture of races, because this mixture showed a historical event of /
the past which could be traced in the depths of one’s own self, This meant .+~
that inner experiences could be given historical significance, that one’s own ;-
self had become the battlefield of history. “Since I read the Essai, every time |~
some conflict stirred up the hidden sources of my being, I have felt that a
relentless battle went on in my soul, the battle between the black, the yellow,
the Semite and the Aryans.” #* Significant as this and similar confessions
may be of the state of mind of modern intellectuals, who are the true heirs
of romanticism whatever opinion they happen to hold, ‘they nevertheless
indicate the essential harmlessness and political innocence of people who
probably could have been forced into line by each and every ideology.

v:  The “Rights of Englishmen” vs. the Rights of Men -

WHILE THE SEEDS of German race-thinking were planted during the Na-
poleonic wars, the beginnings of the later English development appeared
during the French Revolution and may be traced back to the man who
violently denounced it as the “most astonishing [crisis] that has hitherto
happened in the world”—to Edmund Burke.*>'The tremendous influence
his work has exercised not only on English but also on German political
thought is well known. The fact, however, must be stressed because of re-
semblances between German and English race-thinking as contrasted with

the French brand.-These resemblances stem from the fact that both coun-

tries had defeated the Tricolor and therefore showed a certain tendency to
discriminate against the ideas of Liberté-Egalité-Fraternité as foreign in-
ventions. 'Social inequality being the basis of English society, British Con-
servatives felt not a little uncomfortable when it came to the “rights of
men.”" According to opinions widely held by nineteenth-century Tories, in-
equality belonged to the English national character.’ Disraeli found “some-
thing better than the Rights of Men in the rights of Englishmen” and to Sir
James Stephen “few things in history [seemed] so beggarly as the degree
to which the French allowed themselves to be excited about such things,” 43
This is one of the reasons why they could afford to develop race-thinking

1 This surprising gentleman is nonc other than the well-known writer and historian

Elie Faure, “Gobineau et ls Probléme des Races,” in Europe, 1923,

42 Reflections on the Revolution in France, 1790, Everyman’s Library Edition, New
York, p. 8.

3 Liberty, Equality, Fraternity, 1873, p. 254. For Lord Beaconsfield see Benjamin
Disraeli, Lord George Bentinck, 1853, p. 184,
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along national lines until the end 0? the ninei‘:een_th century, whereas the

same opinions in France showed their true antinational face from the very -
be%ﬁ?l?;’gs main argument against the “abstract princip}es” of the Frenc_h
Revolution is contained in the fol!owin'g sentence: “If has‘bger_l_ the unij-
form policy of our constitution to claim and assert our liberties, as_an
entailed inheritance derived to us from our foriefathcrs, and to be tran_sml.tted
to our posterity; as an estate specially belonging to the people of this kn'gg-.
. dom, without any reference whatever to any other more general or prior
" right.”The concept of inheritance, applied to the very nature of liberty, has
41" been the ideological basis from which English natlonala§m received its
" curious touch of face-feeling/ever since the French Revolution. Formulated
by a middle-class writer, it signified the direct acceptance of the. feudal con-

and land. Without encroaching upon the rights of the privilegeld.class witt}in
the English nation, Burke enlarged the principle of these p_rmleges to in-
clude the whole English people, establishing them as a kind c?f nobllnzy
among nations. Hence he drew his contempt for those whp claimed t‘l‘le:r
franchise as the rights of men, rights which he saw fit to claim only as “the
ights of Englishmen.”

ng__ln Englaﬁd nationalism developed without serious attacks on the old -
feudal classes. This has been possible because the English gentry, 'from the
seventeenth century on and in ever-increasing numbers, had assimilated the
higher ranks of the bourgeoisie, so that sometimes even the common man
could attain the position of a lord. By this process mucl_x of the ordinary
caste arrogance of nobility was taken away and a considerable sense of
responsibility for the nation as a whole was created; p]lt by the same token,
feudal concepts and mentality could influence the political ldf'tas of the Jower
classes more easily than elsewhere. Thus, the concept of' inheritance was .
accepted almost unchanged and applied to the entire British “stock.” ’I_'hc
consequence of this assimilation of noble standards was that -\t‘hqﬁnghsh
~ brand of race-thinking was almost obsessed with inheritance theories and

Ever since the European peoples made practical attempts to include all
the peoples of the earth in their conception of humanity, they have been
" jrritated by the great physical differences between themsclves and the peo-
ples they found on other continents.* The eighteenth-century enthusiasm
for the diversity in which the all-present identical nature of man and reason
could find expression provided a rather thin cover of argument to the crucial
question, whether fhe Christian tenet of the unity and equality of all men,
based upon common descent from one original set of parents, would be kept

44 A significant if moderate echo of this inner bewilderment can be found in many
an eighteenth-century traveling report. Voltaire thought it important enough to makc'a
special note in his Dictionnaire Philosophique: “We have seen, moreover, how dif-
ferent the races are who inhabit this globe, and how great rm'lst have been the sur-
prise of the first Negro and the first white man who met” {Article: Homme).
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fn the hearts of men who were faced with tribes which, as far as we know,
never had found by themselves any adequate expression of humian reason
or human passion in either cultural deeds or popular customs, and which
bad developed human institutions only to a very low level.'This new prob-
iem which appeared on the historical scene of Europe and America with the
more intimate knowledge of African tribes had already caused, and this
especially in America and some British possessions, a relapse into forms
of social organization which were thought to have been definitely liguidated
by Christianity. But even slavery, though actually established on a strict
racial basis, did not make the slave-holding peoples race-conscious be-
fore the nineteenth century, Throughout the eighteenth century, American
slave-holders themselves considered it a temporary institution and wanted to
abolish it gradually. Most of them probably would have said with Jefferson:
“I tremble when I think that God is just.”
- In France, where the problem of black tribes had been met with the
desire to assimilate and educate, the great scientist Leclerc de Buffon had
given a first classification of races which, based upon the European peoples
and classifying all others by their differences, had taught equality by strict
juxtaposition.*® The eighteenth century, to use Tocqueville’s admirably pre-
cise phrase, “believed in the variety of races but in the unity of the human
species.” ** In Germany, Herder had refused to apply the “ignoble word”
race to men, and even the first cultural historian of mankind to make use of
the classification of different species, Gustav Klemm,*" still respected the idea
of mankind as the general framework for his investigations,

But in America and England, where people had to solve a problem of
living together after the abolition of slavery, things were considerably less
casy. With the exception of South Africa—a couniry which influenced
Western racism only after the “scramble for Africa™ in the eighties—these
nations were the first to deal with the race problem in practical politics: The
abolition of slavery sharpened inherent conflicts instead of finding a solution
for existing serious difficulties. This was especially true in England where
the “rights of Englishmen” were not replaced by a new political crientation
which might have declared the rights of men. The abolition of slavery in
the British possessions in 1834 and the discussion preceding the American
Civil War, therefore, found in England a highly confused public opinion
which was fertile soil for the various naturalistic doctrines which arose in
those decades.

“The first of these was represented by the polygenists who, challenging

the Bible as a book of pious lies, denied ‘any relationship between human

“races”; their main achievement was the destruction of the idea of the

nafural law as the uniting link between all men and all peoples:” Althoush

it did not stipulate predestined racial superiority, polygenism arbitrarily iso-

lated all peoples from one another by the deep abyss of the physical impos-
45 Histoire Naturelle, 1769-89.

48 Op. cit., letter of May 15, 1852.
87 Aligemeine Kulturgeschichte der Menschheir, 1843-1852.
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sibility of human understanding and communication. Polygenism explaing
why “East is East and West is West; And never ‘the twain shall meet,” ag
helped much to prevent intermarriage in the colonies and to promote dig
crimination against individuals of mixed origin. According to polygenism,
these people are not true human beings; they belong to no single race, but
are a kind of monster whose “every cell is the theater of a civil war.” s

Lasting as the influence of polygenism on English race-thinking proved
to be in the long run, in the nineteenth century it was soon to be beaten i
the field of public opinion by another doctrine. This doctrine zlso started
from the principle of inheritance but added to it the political principle of the
nineteenth century, progress, whence it arrived at the opposite but far more
convincing conclusion that man is related not only to man but to animal
life, that the existence of lower races shows clearly that gradual difierences:
alone scparate man and beast and that a powerful struggle for existence
dominates all living things. Darwinism was especially strengthened by the
fact that it followed the path of the old might-right doctrine. But while this.
doctrine, when used exclusively by aristocrats, had spoken the proud language
of conquest, it was now translated into the rather bitter language of people
who had known the struggle for daily bread and fought their way to the
relative security of upstarts.

Darwinism met with such overwhelming success because it provided, on
the basis of inheritance, the ideological weapons for race as well as class rule
and could be wsed for, as well as against, race discrimination. Politically
speaking, Darwinism as such was neutral, and it has led, indeed, to all kinds
of pacifism and cosmopolitanism as well as to the sharpest forms of im-
perialistic ideologies.®® In the seventies and eighties of the last century,
Darwinism was still almost exclusively in the hands of the utiliterian anfi-
colonial party in England.-And the first philosopher of evolution, Herbert
Spencer, who treated sociology as part of biology, believed natural selece
tion to benefit the evolution of mankind and to resulf in everlasting peace. j
For political discussion, Darwinism offered two important concepts: the |
struggle for existence with optimistic assertion of the necessary and auto-
matic “survival of the fittest,” and the indefinite possibilities which scemed
to lie in the evolution of man out of animal life and which started the new
“science™ of cugenics,

‘The doctrine of the necessary survival of the fittest, with its implication
that the top layers in society eventually are the “fittest,” died as the conquest
doctring had died, namely, at the moment when the ruling classes in England
or the English domination in colonial possessions were no longer absolutely
secure, and when it became highly doubtful whether those who were “fittest” -
today would stilf be the fittest tomorrow.The other part of Darwinism, the
genealogy of man from animal life, unfortunately survived. Eugenics prom-
ised to overcome the troublesome uncertainties of the survival doctrine ac-

48 A. Carthill, The Lost Dominion, 1924, p. 158.

*® See Friedrich Brie, Inperiaiistische Stromungen in der englischen Literatur, Halle,
1928,

RACE-THINKING BEFORE RACISM : 179

cording to which it was impossible either to predict who would turn out to
be the fittest or 1o provide the means for the nations to develop everiasting
fitness¢ This possible consequence of applied eugenics was stressed in Ger-
many in the twenties as a reaction to Spengler’s Decline of the West.® The
process of selection had only to be changed from a natural necessity which
worked behind the backs of men into an “artificial,” consciously applied
physical tool. ‘Bestiality had always been inherent in eugenics, and Ernst
Haeckel's carly remark that mercy-death would save “uscless expenses for
family and state” is quite characteristic.* Finally the last disciples of Dar-
winism in Germany decided to leave the field of scientific research altogether,
to forget about the search for the missing link between man and ape, and
started instead their practical efforts to change man into what the Darwinists
thought an ape is.

But before Nazism, in the course of its totalitarian policy, attempted to
change man into a beast, therc were numerous efforts to develop him on a
strictly hereditary basis into a god.” Not only Herbert Spencer, but all the
early evolutionists and Darwinists “*had as strong a faith in humanity's angelic
future as in man’s simian origin,” *¢ Selected inheritance was believed to
result in “hereditary genius,” * and again aristocracy was held to be the
natural outcome, not of politics, but of natural selection, of pure breeding,
To transform the whole nation into a natural aristocracy from which choice

50 See, for instance, Otto Bangert, Gold oder Blut, 1927 *Therefore a civilization
can be cternal,” p. 17,

SUIn Lebenswuinder, 1904, pp, 128 ff.

52 Almost a century before evolutionism had donned the cloak of science, warning
voices foretold the inherent conscquences of a madness that was then merely in the
stage of pure imagination, Voitaire, more than once, had played with evoiutionary
opinions—see chiefly “Philosophic Générale: Métuphysique, Morale et Théologie,”
Ocuvres Complétes, 1785, Tome 40, pp. 16 ff.—In his Dictionnaire Philosophique,
Article “Chaine des Etres Créés,” he wrote: “At frst, our imagination is pleased at
the imperceptible transition of ¢rude mutter to organized matter, of plants to zoo-
phytes, of these zoophytes to animals, of these to man, of man to spirits, - of these
spirits clothed with a small zerial body to immaterial substances; and . . . to God
Himself. . . . But the most perfect spirit created by the Supreme Being, can he be-
come God? Is there not an iafinity between God and him? . . . Is there not obviously
a void between the monkey and man?” _

% Hayes, op. cif., p. 11. Hayes rightly stresses the strong practical morality of all
these early materialists. He explains “this curious divorce of morals from beliefs” by
“what later sociclogists have described as a time lag" (p- 130}. This explanation,
however, appears rather weak if one recalls that other materialists who, like Haeckel
in Germany or Vacher de Lapouge in France, had left the calm of studies and
research for propaganda activities, did not greatly suffer from such a time lag; that,
on the other hand, their contemporaries who were not tinged by their materialistic
doctrines, such as Barrés and Co. in France, were very practical adherents of the per-
verse bratality which swept France during the Dreyfus Affair. The sudden decay of
morals in the Western world seems to be caused less by an autonomous development of
certain “jdeas” than by a series of new political events and new political and social
problems which confronted & bewildered and confused humanity.

54 Such was the title of the widely read book of Fr. Galton, published in 1869, which
caused a flood of literature about the same topic in the following decades.
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exemplars would develop into genjuses and supermen, was one of the many
“ideas” produced by frustrated liberal intellectuals in their dreams of re-
placing the old goveming classes by a new “elite” through nonpelitical
means. At the end of the century, writers treated political topics in terms
of biology and zoology as a matter of course, and zoologists wrote “Bio-
logical Views of our Foreign Policy” as though they had detected an in-
fallible guide for statesmen.®® All of them put forward new ways to control
and regulate the “survival of the fittest” in accordance with the national in-
terests of the English people.®®

{/The most dangerous aspect of these evolutionist doctrines is_that they
combined the inheritance concept with the insistence on personal achieve-
ment and individual character which had been so important for the self-
respect of the nineteenth-century middle class. . This middle class wanted
scientists who could prove that the great men, not the aristocrats, were the
true répresentatives of the nation, in whom the “genius of the race” was
personified. These scientists provided an ideal escape from poiitical re-
-1 sponsibility when they “proved” the early statement of Benjamin Disraeli
that the great man is “the personification of race, its choice exemplar.” The
development of this “genius” found its logical end when another disciple
of evolutionism simply declared: “The Englishman is the Qverman and the
history of England is the history of his evolution.” %

It is as significant for English as.it was for. German race-thinking that it
origifiated among middie-class writers and not the nobility, that it was born
of the desire to extend the benefits of noble standards to all classes and that
it was nourished by true nationat feelings. In this respect, Carlyle’s ideas on
the genius and hero were really more the weapons of a “social reformer”

- than the doctrines of the “Father of British Imperialism,” a very unjust

accusation, indeed.®® His hero worship which earned him wide audiences in
both England and in Germany, had the same sources as the personality

~ © worship of German romanticism. It was the same assertion and glorification
of the innate greatness of the individual character independent of his social

environment. Among the men who influenced the colonial movement from

‘ 55 “A Biological View of Our Foreign Policy” was published by P. Charles Michel in

Saturday Review, London, February, 1896, The most important works of this kind are:
Thomas Huxley, The Struggle for Existence in Human Society, 1888, His main thesis:
The fall of civilizations is necessary only as long as birthrate is uncontrolled. Benjamin
Kidd, Secial Evolution, 18%4. John B. Crozier, History of Intellectual Development on
the Lines of Modern Evolution, 1897-1901. Karl Pearson (National Life, 1501}, Pro-
fessor of Eugenics at London University, was among the first to describe PIOgYEss as a
kind of impersonal monster which devours everything that happens to be in its way.
Charles H. Harvey, The Biology of British Politics, 1904, argues that by strict control
of the “struggle for life” within the nation, a nation could become all-powerful for the
inevitable fight with other people for existence.

5 See especially K. Pearson, op. cit. But Fr, Galton had already stated: “I wish to
emphasize the fact that the improvement of the natural gifts of future generations of
the human race is largely under our control” (ep. cit., ed. 1892, p. xxvi).

57 Testament of John Davidson, 1908.

58 C. A. Bodelsen, Studies in Mid-Victorian Imperiglism, 1924, pp- 22 ff.
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the middle of the nineteenth century until the outbreak of actual imperialism
at its end, not one has escaped the influence of Carlyle, but not one can be
accused of preaching outspoken racism. Carlyle himself, in his essay on the
“Nigger Question” is concerned with meaps to help the West Indies produce
sheroes,” Charles Dilke, whose Greater Britain (1869) is sometimes taken
as the beginning of imperialism,* was an advance_f:i radicat who glorified the
English colonists as being part of the British nation, as against those who
would look down upon them and their lands as mere colonigs:'J. R. Seeley,
whose Expansion of England (1883) sold 80,000 copies in less than two
years, still respects the Hindus as a foreign people and distinguishes them
clearly from “barbarians.” Even Froude, whose admiration for the Boers,
the first white people to be converted clearly to the tribal philosophy of
racism, might appear suspect, opposed too many rights for South Africa
because “seif-government in South Africa meant the government of the
natives by the European colonists and that is not self-government.” %

"“Very much as in Germany, English nationalism was born and stimulated
by a middle class which had never entirely emancipated itself from the
nobility and therefore bore the first germs of race-thinking. But unlike
Germany, whose lack of unity made necessary an ideological wall to sub-
siitute for historical or geographical facts, the British Isles were completely
separated from the surrounding world by natural frontiers and England as
a nation had to devise a theory of unity among people who lived in far-flung
colonies beyond the seas, separated from the mother country by thousands

. of miles. The only link between them was common descent, common origin,

common language. The separation of the United States had shown that these
links in themselves do not guarantee domination; and not only America,
other colonies too, though not with the same violence, showed strong
tendencies toward developing along different constitutional lines from the
mother country. In order to save these former British nationals, Dilke, in-
fluenced by Carlyle, spoke of “Saxondem,” a word that seemed able to win
back even the people of the United States, to whom one-third of his book is
devoted. Being a radical, Dilke could act as though the War of Independence
had not’been a war between two nations, but the English form of eighteenth-
century civil war, in which he belatedly sided with the Republicans. For
here lies cne of the reasons for the surprising fact that social reformers and
radicals were the promoters of nationalism in England: they wanted to keep
the colonies not only because they thought they were necessary outlets for
the lower classes; they actually wanted to retain the influence on the mother
country which these more radical sons of the British Isles exercised. This
motif is strong with Froude, who wished *“to retain the colonies because he
thought it possible to reproduce in them a simpler state of society and a
nobler way of life than were possible in industrial England,”™® and it had a

58 E. H. Damce, The Victorian Hlusion, 1928. “Imperialism began with a book . . .
Dilke’s Greater Britain.” )

80 “Two Lectures on South Africa,” in Short Studies on Great Subjects, 1867-1882.

8: C, A. Bodelsen, op. cit., p. 199,
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definite impact on Sceley’s Expansion of England: “When we have accyg.

tomed ourselves to contemplate the whole Empire together and we call it gJj -
England we shall see that there too is a United States.” Whatever later polit- -

ical writers may have used “Saxondom” for, in Dilke’s work it had a genuing

political meaning for a nation that was no longer held together by a limited -

country. “The idea which in all the length of my travels has been at once my

fellow and my guide—the key wherewith to unlock the hidden things of
. of the grandeur of our race .

strange new lands—is the conception . .
already girdling the earth, which it is destined perhaps, eventually to over-
spread” (Preface). For Dilke, common origin, inheritance, “grandeur of

race” were neither physical facts nor the key to history but a much-needed -

guide in the present world, the only reliable link in a boundless space, -
Because English colonists had spread all over the earth, it happened that
the most dangerous concept of nationalism, the idea of “national mission,”
was especially stropg in England.’ Although national mission as such de-
veloped for a long while untinged by racial influences in all countries where
peoples aspired to nationhood, it proved finally to have a peculiarly close
affinity to race-thinking. The above-quoted English nationalists may be con-
sidered borderline cases in the light of later experience. In themselves, they
were not more harmful than, for example, Auguste Comte in France when
he expressed the hope for a united, organized, regenerated humanity under
the leadership—présidence—of France.® They do not give up the idea of

mankind, though they think England is the supreme guarani¢e for humanity, .-
They could not help but overstress this nationalistic concept because of jts -

inherent dissolution of the bond between soil and people implied in the mis-
sion idea, a dissolution which for English politics was not a propagated
ideology but an established fact with which every statesman had to reckon.
What scparates them definitely from later racists is that none of them was
ever scriously concerned with discrimination against other peoples as lower
races, H only for the reason that the countries they were talking about,
Canada and Australia, were almost empty and had no serious population
problem. :

It is, therefore, not by accident that the first English statesman who re-
peatedly stressed his belief in races and race superiority as a determining
factor of history and politics was a man who without particular interest in
the colonies and the English colonists—*the colonial deadweight which we

do not govern”—wanted to extend British imperial power to Asia and, -

indeed, forcefully strengthened the position of Great Britain in the only

colony with a grave population and cultural problem. Tt was Benjamin

Disraeli who made the Queen of England the Empress of India;‘he was

the first English statesman who regarded India as the cornerstone of an

Empire and who wanted to cut the ties which linked the English people

to the nations of the Continent.® Thereby he laid one of the foundation
¢2In his Discours sur PEnsemble du Positivisme, 1848, pp. 384 ff.

& “Power and influence we should exercise in Asia; consequeafly in Western
Europe” (W, F. Monypenny and G. E. Buckie, The Life of Benjamin Disraeli, Earl of
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stones for a fundamental change in British rule in India. This colony had
been governed with the nsual ruthlessness of conquerors—men whom Burke
had called “the breakers of the law in India.” It was now to receive a care-
fully planned administration which aimed at the establishment of a permanent
government by adminisirative measures. This experiment has brought Eng-
land very close to the danger against which Burke had warned, that the
“preakers of the law in India” might become “the makers of law for Eng-~
land.” ** ‘For all those, to whom there was “no transaction in the history of
England of which we have more just cause to be proud . . . than the es-

tablishment of the Indian Empire,” held liberty and equality to be “big

" names for a small thing.”

The policy introduced by Disraeli signified the establishment of an exclu-
sive caste in a foreign country whose only function was rule and not coloniza«
tion, For the realization of this conception which Disracli did not live to see
accomplished, racism would indeed be an indispensable tool: It foreshadowed
the menacing transformation of the people from a nation into an “unmixed
race of a first-rate organization” that felt itself to be “the aristocracy of
nature”—to repeat in Disraeli’s own words quoted above.™

What we have followed so far is the story of an opinion in which we
sce only now, after all the terrible experiences of our times, the first dawn
of racism. But although racism has revived elements of race-thinking in every
country, it is not the history of an idea endowed by some “immanent logic”
with which we were concerned. Race-thinking was a source of convenient
arguments for varying political conflicts, but it never possessed any kind of
monopoly over the political life of the respective nations; it sharpened and
exploited existing conflicting interests or existing political problems, but it
never created new conflicts or produced new categories of political think-
ing: Racism sprang from experiences and political constellations which were
still unknown and would have been utterly strange even to such devoted
defenders of “race” as Gobineau or Disraeli. ‘There is an abyss between
the men' cf brilliant and facile conceptions and men of brutal deeds and
active bestiality which no intellectual explanation is able to bridge. It is
highly probable that the thinking in terms of race would have disappeared
in due time together with other irresponsible opinions of the nineteenth cen-
tury, if the “scramble for Africa” and the new era of imperialism had not
exposed Western humanity to new and shocking experiences. Imperialism

Beaconsfield, New York, 1929, II, 210}. But “If ever Europe by her shortsightedness
falls into an inferior and exhausted state, for England there will remain an illustrious
future” (Ibid., I, Book IV, ch. 2}. For “England is no longer a mere European power
- « . she is really more an Asiatic power than a European.” (/bid., 1[, 201).

% Burke, op. cit,, pp. 42-43: “The power of the House of Commons . . . is indeed
great; and long may it be able to preserve its greatness . . ., and it will do so, as long
as it can keep the breaker of the law in India from becoming the maker of law for
England.”

85 Bir James F. Stephen, op. cit., p. 253, and passim; see also his “Foundations of
the Government of India,” 1883, in The Nineteenth Century, LXXX.

88 For Disraeli’s racism, compare chapter iii.
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i i tion of racism as
have necessitated the inventio of ra _ ’
;zﬁziion” and excuse for its deeds, even if no race-thinking had ever existed
on™ | . ;
i civilized world. . o
n gil:i:e however, race-thinking did c;gls;t, it pr_cwed_ to b_e__a pqv;crful }ie!p
to I—Rfs;'r’ﬁ/‘l"he very eXistence of an opinion which could boast of a ce;_a;n
“tradition served to hide the destructive forces of the new doctrine which,

without 'this appearance of national respectability or the seeming sanction of

ition, mi is¢ i i tibility with all Western
tion, might have disclosed its utter incompa i
gggtlicl:a] ’andgmoral standards of the past, even belore it was allowed to
dés_tr_oy the comity of European nation.s.

only possible “ex-

CHAPTER SEVEN:

Race and Bureaucracy

WO NEW DEVICES for political organization and rule over foreign peoples
were discovered during the first decades of imperialism. One was race as
a principle of the body politic, and the other bureaucracy as a principle of
foreign dominatior. Without race as a substitute for the nation, the scramble
for Africa and the investment fever might well have remained the purpose-
Iess “dance of death and trade” (J oseph Conrad)‘of all gold rushes, Without
bureaucracy as a substitute for government, the British possession of India
might well have been left to the recklessness of the “breakers of law in India”
(Burke) without changing the political climate of an entire era,

Both discoveries were actually made on the Dark Continent. Race was the
emergency explanation of human beings whom no European or civilized
man could understand and whose humanity so frightened and humiliated
the immigrants that they no longer cared to belong to the sarqe human
species. Race was the Boers’ answer to the overwhelming meustrosity of
Africa—a whole continent populated and overpopulated by savages—an
explanation of the madness which grasped and illuminated them Jike “a
fiash of lightning in a serene sky: ‘Exterminate all the brutes’ » 1 This an-
swer resulted in the most terrible massacres in recent history, the Boers’
extermination of Hottentot tribes, the wild murdering by Carl Peters in
German Southeast Africa, the decimation of the peaceful Congo population
—from 20 to 40 miilion fediiced 10 8 million people; and finally, perhaps
worst of all, it resulted in the triumphant introduction of such means of
pacification into ordinary, Tespectable foreign policies. *What head of g
civilized state would ever before have uttered the exhortation of William 11
fo a German expeditionary contingent fighting the Boxer insurrection in
1900: “Just as the Huns a thousand years ago, under the Ieadership of
Attila, gained a reputation by virtue of which they still live in history, so
may the German name become known in such a manner in China that no
Chinese will ever again dare to look askance at a German,” 2

1 Joseph Conrad, “Heart of Darkness” in Youth and Other Tales, 1902; is the most
illuminating work on actuai race experience in Africa.

*Quoted from Carlton J, Hayes, A Generation of Materialism, New York, 1941,
P- 338.—An even worse case is of course that of Leopold II of Belgium, responsible
for the blackest pages in the history of Africa, “There was only one man who could
be accused of the outrages which reduced the native population [of the Congol from
between 20 to 40 miilion in 1890 to 8,500,000 in 1911—Leopold IL” See Selwyn
James, South of the Congo, New York, 1943, p. 305. :
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While race, whether as a home-grown ideology in Europe or an emer:

gency explanation for shattering experiences, has always attracted the worst,
elements in Western civilization, bureaucracy was discovered by and firgt'
attracted the best, and sometimes even the most clear-sighted, strata of the
European intelligentsia.”The administrator who ruled by .reports ® and de. -
crees in more hostile secrecy than any oriental despot grew out of a tradi.
tion of military discipline in the midst of tuthless and lawless_men: for a’

long time he had lived by the honest, earnest boyhood ideals of g modery:
knight in shining armor sent to protect helpless and primitive people. Ang"
he fulfilled this task, for better or worse, as long as he moved in a world -
dominated by the old “trinity—war, trade and piracy” (Goethe); and not:.
in a complicated game of far-reaching investment policies which demanded
the domination of cne people, not as before for the sake of its own richeg
but for the sake of another country’s wealth. Burcaucracy was the organiza.
tion of the great game of expansion in which every area was considered g
stepping-stone to further involvements and €very people an instrument for
further conquest. '
Although in the end racism and bureaucracy proved to be interrelated -
in many ways, they were discovered ‘and developed indépendently! No one
who in one way or the other was implicated in their perfection. -ever came
to realize the full range of potentialities of power accumulation and destrye- -
ticn that this combination alone provided. Lord Cromer, who in Egypt .
changed from an ordinary British chargé d’affaires into an imperiatist
bureaucrat, would no more have dreamed of combining administration with
massacre (“administrative massacres” as Carthill bluntly put it forty years
later), than the race fanatics of South Africa thought of Organizing massacres
for the purpose of establishing a circumseribed, rational political community. -
(as the Nazis did in the extermination camps). '

1:  The Phantom World of the Dark Continent

UP TO THE END of the last century, the colonial enterprises of the seafaring.
European peoples produced two outstanding forms of achievement: in re.
cently discovered and sparscly populated territories
settlements which adopted the legal and politi

country; and in well-known though exotic countries in the midst of foreign
peoples, the establishment of maritime and trade stations whose only funcc;:‘
tion was to facilitate the never very peaccful exchange of the treasures of
1he world. Col_onization took place in America and Australia, ,fl’ilc two con-

2 8ee A. Carthill’s description of the
The Lost Dominion, 1924, p. 70.

“Indian system of government by reports” in
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tions of conquest, decimation of the native population, and permanent
settlement.* Both forms of overseas enterprise evolved in a long steady
process which extended over almost four centuries, during which the settle-
ments gradually achieved independence, and the possession of trade stations
shifted among the nations according to their relative weakness or strength
in Europe.

The only continent Burope had not touched in the course of its colonial
history was. the Dark Continent of Africa, Its northern shores, populated by
Arabic peoples and tribes; were well known-and had belenged to the Eire-
pean sphere of influence in one way or another since the days of antiquity‘-':
Too well populated to attract settlers, and too poor to be exploited, these
regions suffered all kinds of foreign rule and anarchic neglect, but oddly
enough never—after the decline of the Egyptian Empire and the destruction
of Carthage—achicved authentic independence and reliable political organ-
ization. Europear: countries tried time and again, it is true, to reach beyoend
the Mediterranean to impose their rule on Arabic jands and their Chris-
tianity on Moslem peoples, but they never attempted to treat North African
territories like overseas possessions. On the contrary, they frequently aspired
to- incorporate them into the respective mother country. This age-old tradi-
tion, still followed in recent times by Italy and France, was broken in the
eighties when England went into Egypt to protect the Suez Canal without
any intention either of conquest or incorporation. The point is not that
Egypt was wronged but that England (a nation that did not lie on the shores
of the Mediterranean) could not possibly have been interested in Egypt as
such, but needed her only because there were treasures in India.

While imperialism changed Egypt from a country occasionally coveted
for her"own sake into a military station for Tndia and a stepping-stone, for
further expansion, the exact opposite happered to South Africa: Since the
severteenth century, the significance of the Cape of Good Hope had de- -
pended upon India, the center of colenial wealth; any nation that established
trade stations there needed a maritime station on the Cape, which was then
abandoned when trade in India was liquidated. At the end of (e eighteenth
century, the British East India Company defeated Portugal, Holland, and
France and won a trade monopoly in India; the occupation of South Africa

‘followed as a matter of course. If imperialism had simply continued the old

trends of colonial trade (which is so frequently mistaken for imperialism),
England would have liquidated her position in South Africa with the opening
of the Suez Canal in 1869.% Although today South Africa belongs to the

41t is important to bear in mind that colonization of America and Auvstralia was
accompanied by comparatively short periods of creel Hquidation because of the na-
tives’ numerical weakness, whereas “in understanding the genesis of modern South
African society it is of the greatest importance to know that the land beyond the
Cape’s borders was not the open land which lay before the Australian squatter. It was
already an area of settlement, of selflement by a great Bantu populalion.” See C. W.
de Kiewist, 4 History of South Africa, Social and Economic (Oxford, 1941}, p. 59.

©“As late as 1884 the Britisk Government had still been willing to diminish its
authority and influence in South Africa” (De Kiewiet, op. cit., p. 113),
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Commonwealth, it was always different from the other dominions; fertiljy

and sparseness of population, the main prerequisites for definite settlemenz
were lacking, and a single effort to settle 5,000 unemployed Englishmen af
_the beginfting of the nineteenth century proved a failure. Not cnly did the

streams of emigrants from the British Isles consistently avoid South Africy

throughgut the nineteenth century, but South Africa is the only dominion
from which a steady stream of emigrants has gone back to England in recent

times.®, South Africa, which became the “culture-bed of Imperialism» -

{Damce}, was never claimed by England’s most radical defenders of “Saxor.
dom” and it did not figure in the visions of her most romantic dreamers of
an Asiatic Empire. This in itself shows how small the real inflzence of pre-
imperialist colonial enterprise and overseas settlement was on the develop-
ment of imperialicay itself. If the Cape colony had remained within the
framework of pre-imperialist policies, it would have been abandoned at
the exact moment when it actually became all-important,

Although the discoveries of gold mines and diamond fields in the seventies -

and eighties would have had little consequence in themselves if they had

not accidentally actefi as a catalytic agent for imperialist forces, it remains
remarkable that the imperialists’ claim to have found a.permanent solution
to the problem of superfluity was initially motivated by a rush for the most

superfluous raw material on earth. Gold hardly has a place in human produc- :

-.tion and‘ is. of no importz}nce compared with iron, coal, oil, and rubber
instead, it is the most ancient symbol of mere wealth. In its uselessness i1{

industrial production it bears an ironical resemblance to the superfluons

money that ﬁnanced_the d?gg_ing of gold and to the superfluous men who did
the digging. To the impcrialists’ pretense of having discovered a permanent
savior for a decadent society and antiquated political organization, it added

its own pretense of apparently eternal stability and independence of all -

functional determirants. It was significant that a socicty about to part with
all traditional absolute values began to lock for an absolute valfe in th
“.zorld of economics where, indeed, such a thing does not and cannot existe
since everything is functional by definition. This delusion of an abso]ute,
value has made the production of gold since ancient times ihe business of
¢ The following table of British immigration to a South Af

nd igrati 1 i
between 1924 and 1928 shows that Englishmen had rongar on rom South Africa

a stronger inclination to leave the

" that, wi € exceplion, each year s
greater number of British people leaving the country than coming in: ¥ howed a

B(i!ish Total British
Year Immigration - Immigration  Emisraiion Eng:?:grlion
1924 3.724 5.265 5275 5.857
i g%g 2.400 5.478 4015 4,483
1935 4094 6.575 3512 3.799
2.681 6.595 3717 3.983
1928 3.285 7.050 3.409 1127
Total 17.184 30.911 19.932 22.254

These figures are quoted from Leanard Barnes,

Colour Madness, Philadelphia, 1931, p. 59, note.cal[bm i Alrica. An Impression of
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adventurers, gamblers, criminals, of elements outside the pale of normal,
éane society, The new turn in the South African gold rush was that here
the luck-hunters were not distinetly cutside civilized society but, on the
contrary, very clearly a by-product of this society, an inevitable residue of
the capitalist system and even the representatives of an economy that re-
fentlessly produced a superfluity of men and capital.

The superfluous mern, “the Bohemians of the four continents™ ¥ who came
rushing down to the Cape, still had much in common with the old adven-
turers. They too felt “Ship me somewheres east of Suez where the best is
like the worst, / Where there aren’t no Ten Commandments, an’ a man can
raise a thirst.” The difference was not their morality or immorality, but
rather that the decision to join this crowd “of all nations and colors” ¢ was
no longer up to them; that they had not stepped out of society but had been
spat out by it; that they were not enterprising beyond the permitted limits
of civilization but simply victims without use or function. Their only choice
had been a negative one, a decision against the workers’ movements, in
which the best of the superfluous men or of those who were threatened with
superfluity established a kind of countersociety through which men could
find their way back into a human world of fellowship and purpose. They
were nothing of their own making, they were like living symbols of what
had happened to them, living abstractions and witnesses of the absurdity of
human institutions. They were not individuals like the old adventurers, they
were the shadows of events with which they had nothing to do.

~Like Mr. Kuriz in Conrad’s “Heart of Darkness,” they were “hollow to
the core,” “reckless without hardihood, greedy without audacity and cruel
withiout courage.” They belicved in nothing and “could get (themselves) to
believe anything—anything.” Expelled from a world with accepted social
values, they had been thrown back upon themselves and still had nothing
to fall back upon except, here and there, a streak of talent which made them
as dangerous as Kurtz if they were ever allowed to return to their homelands.
For the only talent that could possibly burgeon in their hollow souls was
the gift of fascination which makes a “splendid leader of an extreme party.”
The more gifted were walking incarnations of resentment like the German
Carl Peters (possibly the model for Kurtz), who openly admitted that he
“was fed up with being counted among the pariahs and wanted to belong to
a master race.” ® But gifted or not, they were all “game for anything from
pitch and toss to wilful murder” and o them their feflow-men were “no
more one way or another than that fly there.,” Thus they brought with them,

. or they learned quickly, the code of manners which befitted the coming
- type of murderer to whom the only unforgivable sin is to lose his temper.

There were, to be sure, authentic gentlemen among them, like Mr. Jones
of Conrad’s Victory, who out of boredom were willing to pay any price to

71I. A. Froude, “Leaves from a South African Journal” (1874), in Short Studies
on Great Subjects, 1867-1882, Vol. IV. .

& Jhid. :

® Quoted from Paul Ritter, Kolorien im deutschen Schrifttum, 1936, Preface.
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inhabit the “world of hazard and adventure,” or like Mr. Heyst, who wag
drunk with contempt for everything human untii he drifted “like a detacheq
feaf . . . without ever catching on to anything.” They were irresistibly
attracted by a world where everything was a-joke, which could teach them
“the Great Joke™ that is “the mastery of despair.” The perfect gentleman
and the perfect scoundrel came to know each other well in the “great wild
jungle without law,” and they found themselves “well-matched in thejr
enormous dissimilarity, identical souls in different dispuises.” We have seep
the behavior of high society during the Dreyfus Affair and watched Disraeli
discover the social relationship between vice and crime; here, too, we have
essentially the same story of high society falling in love with its own under.
world, and of the criminal fecling elevated when by civilized coldness, the
avoidance of “unnecessary exertion,” and good manners he is allowed to
create a vicious, refined atmosphere around his crimes. This refinement, the -
very contrast between the brutality of the crime and the manner of carrying
it out, becomes the bridge of decp understanding between himself and the
perfect gentleman.. But what, after all, took decades to achicve in Europe,
because of the delaying effect of social ethical values, exploded with the
suddenness of a short circuit in the phantom world of colonial adventurc.

Outside all social restraint and hypocrisy, against the backdrop of native
life, the gentleman and the criminal felt not only the closeness of men who
share the same color of skin, but the impact of a world of infinite possibili-
ties for crimes committed in the spirit of play, for the combination of horror
and laughter, that is for the full realization of their own phantom-like
existence. Native life lent these ghostlike events a sceming guarantee against
all consequences because anyhow it looked to these men like a “mere play of
shadows. A play of shadows, the dominant race could walk through un-"-
affected and disregarded in the pursuit of its incomprehensible aims and
needs.” ’

The world of native savages was a perfect setting for men who had _
escaped the reality of civilization, Under a merciless sun, surrounded by an
entirely hostile nature, they were confronted with human beings who, living

_without the future of a purpose and the past of an accomplishment, were
“as incomprehensible as the inmates of a madhouse,”“The prehistoric man
. was cursing us, praying to us, welcoming us—who could tell? We were
.~ cut off from the comprehension of our surroundings; we glided past like
phantoms, wondering and secretly appalled, as sane men would be, before
an enthusiastic outbreak in a madhouse. We could not understand because
we were {00 far and could not remember, because we were traveling in the
night of first ages, of those ages that are gone feaving hardly a sign—and
no memories. The earth seemed unearthly, . . . and the men . . . No,
they were not inhuman, Well, you know, that was thc worst of ii—this sus-
picion of their not being inhuman. It would come slowly to one. They howled
and leaped, and spun, and made horrid faces; but what thrilled yon was
just the thought of their humanity—like yours—the thought of your remote
kinship with this wild and passionate uproar” (“Heart of Darkness™).
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It is strange that, historically speaking, the existence of “prehistoric men”
had so little influence on Western man before the scramble for Africa. It is,
however, ‘a matter of record that nothing much had happened as long as
savage tribes, outnumbered by Europqan settlers, had been' exterminated, as
jong as shiploads of Negroes were imported as slaves into the Europe-
determined world of the United States, or even as long as only individuals
had drifted into the interior of the Park Continent where the savages were
numerous enough to constitute a world of their own, a world of folly, to
which the Furopean adventurer added the folly of the ivory hunt, Many of
these adventurers had gone mad in the silent wilderness of an overpopulated
continent where the presence of human beings only underlined utter soli-
tude, and where an untouched, overwhelmingly hostile nature that nobody
had ever taken the trouble to change into human landscape seemed to wait
in sublime patience “for the passing away of the fantastic im{asion” of man.
But their madness had remained a matter of individual experience and with-
out COnsequences. '

This changed with the men who arrived during the scramble for Africa.
These were no longer loncly individuals; “all Europe had contributed to the
making of (them}.” They concentrated on the southern part of the con-
tinent where they met the Boers, a Dutch splinter group which had been
almost forgotten by Europe, but which now served as a natural introduc- =
tion to the challenge of new surroundings. The response of the superfiuous
men was largely determined by the response of the only European group
that ever, though in complete isolation, had to live in a world of black
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savages.”

The Boers are descended from Dutch settlers who in the middle of the
seventeenth century were stationed at the Cape to provide fresh vegetables
and meat for ships on their voyage to India. A small group of French
Huguenots was all that followed them in the course of the next century, so
that it was only with the help of a high birthrate that the little Dutch splinter
grew into a smali people. Completely isolated from the current of European
history, they set out on a path such “as few nations have trod before them,
and scarcely one trod with success.” 2@

~The two main material factors in the development of the Boer people were
the extremely bad soil which could be used only for extensive cattle-raising,
and the very large black population which was organized in tribes and lived
as nomad huntefs.* The bad soil made close settlement. impossible and
prevented the Dutch peasant settlers from following the village organization
of their homeland. Large families, isolated from each other by broad spaces
of wilderness, were forced into a kind of clan organization and only the ever-
present threat of a common foe, the black tribes which by far outnumbered

10 Lord Sclbourne in 1907: “The white people of South Africa are committed to
such a path as few nations have trod before them, and scarcely one trod with success.”
See Kiewiet, op, cit,, chapter 6.

11 See especially chapter iii of Kiewiet, op. cit.
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the white settlers, deterred these clans from active war against each other,
The solution to the double problem of lack of fertility and abundance of
natives was slavery.'? ‘
Slavery, however, is a very inadequate word to describe what actually
happened. First of all, slavery, though it demesticated a certain part of the
savage population, never got hold of all of them, so the Boers Were never
able to forget their first horrible fright before a species of men whom human
pride and the sense of human dignity could not allow them to accept ag
fellow-men. This fright of something like oneself that still under no circum-
" stances ought to be like oncself remained at the basis of slavery and became
 the basis for a race society.’

Mankind remembers the history of peoples but has only legendary
~knowledge of prehistoric tribes./The word “race” has a ng
when and where peoples are confronted with such tribes of which they have
no historical record and which do not know any history of their own. Whether
these represent “prehistoric man,” the accidentally surviving specimens of
the first forms of human life on earth, or whether they are the “posthistoric”
survivors of some unknown disaster which ended a civilization we do not
know. They certainly appeared rather like the survivors of one great catas-
trophe which might have been followed by smaller disasters unti] cata-
strophic monotony seemed to be a natural condition of human life. At any
rate, races in this sense were found only in regions where nature was par-
ticularly hostile. ‘What made them different from other human beings was
not at all the color of their skin but the fact that they behaved like a part of
nature, that they treated nature as their undisputed master, that they had
" not created a human world, a human reality, and that therefore nature had
remained, in all its majesty, the only overwhelming reality—compared to

© ‘which they appeared to be phantoms, unreal and ghostlike. They were, as
it were, “natural” human beings who lacked the specifically human character,
the specifically human reality, so that when European men massacred them
they somehow were not aware that they had committed murder. .

" Moreover, the senseless massacre of native tribes on the Dark Continent
was quite in keeping with the traditions of these fribes themselves. Fx-
termination of hostile tribes had been the rule in all Africa
and it was not abolished when a black leader ha
tribes under his leadership. King Tchaka,
teenth century united the Zulu tribes in
warliké organization, established neither
He only succeeded in exterminating mo
weaker tribes.’® Since discipline and mi

an exfraordinarily disciplined and
a people nor a nation of Zulus,
re than one million members of
litary organization by themseclves

1'«:“8!aves and Hottentots together provoked remarkable changes in the thought and
h.abu_s of the colonists, for climate and geogra
linctive traits of the Boer race. Slaves and dr

servile race” (Kiewiet, op, cir., p. 21).
13 See James, op. cit., p. 28.

precise meaning only -
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cannof establish a political body, the destruction rf_:mained an unrecorded
episode in an unreal, incomprehensible process wh:c_h cannot be accepted
by man and therefore is not remembered by human l.ustory.

Slavery in the case of the Boers was a forgn of adjustment of a Epropf%an
people to a black race,* and only superficially resembled those historical
instances when it had been a result of conquest or slave trade. No body

politic, no communal organization kept the Boers together, no tcrritqry was :?\ﬁ ¢
definitely colonized, and the black slaves did not serve any white civil:zatlo{l. ’/ )
/The Boers had lost both their peasant relationship to_the soil .and their

civilized feeling for human fellowship: “Each man fled the tyranny of his

neighbor’s smoke”* was the rule of the country, and each Boer family * -

repeated in complete isolation the general pattern of Boer experience among
black savages and ruled over them in absolute lawlessness, t.mcheclfcd by
“kind neighbors ready to cheer you or to fall on you stepping delicately
between the butcher and the policeman, in the holy terror of scandal and

parasitically from their labor, they came to occupy a position very §imilar
to that of the native tribal Jeaders whose domination they had_hqmdated.
The natives, at any rate, recognized them as a higher form of tribal lea}dfer-
ship, a kind of natural deity to which one has to submit; so that the divine
role of the Boers was as much imposed by their black slaves as assumed
freely by themselves. It is a matter of course that to these white gods of
black slaves each law meant only deprivation of freedom, government only
testriction of the wild arbitrariness of the clan.* In the natives the Boers
discovered the only “raw material” which Africa provided in abundance
and they used them not for the production of riches but for the mere essen-
tials of human existence.

The black slaves in South Africa quickly became the only part of the
population that actually worked. Their toil was I‘na.rked by all the known
disadvantages of slave labor, such as lack of initiative, Jaziness, neglect of
tools, and general inefficiency. Their work therefore barely sufficed to keep
their masters alive and never reached the comparative abundance which nur-

tures civilization. It was this absolute dependence on the work of others 7

and complete contempt for labor and productivity in any form that trans-

cconomic meaning.!’

14 “The true history of South African colonization describes the growth, not of a
settlement of Europeans, but of a totally new and unique society qf d:ffereqt races and
colours and cultural aftainmesnts, fashioned by conflicts of racial heredity and the
oppositions of unequal social groups” (Kiewiet, op. cit, p. 19), :

15 Kiewiet, op. cit., p. 19, ' . ] o

18 l\llT:c Boc?s‘] sc;cli)ety was rebellious, but it was not revo_]uuonary“ (ibid., p. 58)

17 “Little effort was made to raise the standard of living or increase the opportenities
of the class of slaves and servants. In this manner, the limited }vcallh of tht? Colony
became the privilege of its while population. . . . Thus early d_sd South Africa learn
that a self-conscious group may escape the worst effects of hfc' in a poor :_and unpros-
perous land by turning distinctions of race and colour into devices for social znd eco-
nomie discrimination™ (ibid., p. 22).

formed the Dutchman into the Boer and gave his concept of race a distinctly |

- - . é‘\“.:
gallows and lunatic asylums” (Conrad}. Ruling over tribes and living -

®
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The Boerdeere the first European group to be
from the pride which Western man felt in living in a w 4 :
fabricated by himseif,!* They treated the natives is raw m?lrtlgriz?lriaﬁzdli?fnd
on them as one might live on the fruits of wild trees. Lazy and unproduct ed
they agreed to vegetate on essentially the same level as the black tribes hw:i'
vegetated for thousands of years. The great horror which had seized Euro ea
men at their first confrontation with native life was stimulated by precli)seé;n
this touch of inhumanity among human beings who apparently were as mucl);'
a part of nature as wild animals. The Boers lived on their slaves exactly th
way natives h_ad lived on an unprepared and unchanged nature. When the
Boers, in t.helr fright and misery, decided to use these savages as thoy ﬁ
they were just another form of animal life, they embarked upon a procegs -
whlf:h could only end with their own degeneration into a white race livins
beside and together with black races from whom in the end they wo 15-

differ only in the color of their skin, - Y ew
The poor whites in South Africa, who in 1923 formed '
total white population’® and whose standard of living dogson%irdci?fr;tr (:tiutcl:]l?
frorr_l that of thq Bantu tribes, are today a warning example of this possibilit
Their poverty is almost exclusively the consequence of their contempt fg::
work and their adjustment to the way of life of black tribes. Like the blacks
they.deserted the soil if the most primitive cultivation no longer yie]ded"
the_ little that was necessary or if they had exterminated the animals of the
region.*® Together with their former slaves, they came to the gold and dia-
mon(.i centers, abandoning their farms whenever the black workers departed
__Bl_,}(__l!_l contrast to the natives who were immediately hired as cheap un;
skilled labor, they demanded and were granted charity as the right of a =
white skin, having lost all consciousness that normally men do not earn a
living by the color of their skin.** Their race consciousness today is violent

" The point is that, for instance, in “th ; i

' E X e West Indies such a large proportion
slayes“alts were hef:i at the Cape would have been a sign of wealth and a sgurge of pro‘;f
perity”™; whereas “at the Cape sla\_fery was the sign of an unenterprising ecconomy . .
\ghose‘labour was wastefully and inefliciently used” (ibid.). It was chiefly this that Ieci
Barnes .(op. cit, p. 107) and many other observers to the conclusion: “South Africa
E_ﬂ]‘us a forengfr country, not only in the sense that its standpoint is definitely un-
alra::;h,obgu; a_!stzim thp mug:h more radical sense that its very rafson d'etre, as an attempt

‘0 Organised society, is in contradiction to the princi ich

Ch:;fs(cndom o Soviety, I t principles on which the states of

® This corresponded to as man indivi jewi

! i v as 160,000 individuals (Kiewiet, op. ¢it 181

James {op. cit, p. 43) estimated the number of poor whites in 1943 atPSOO ['}UF(’) whic)h'
would correspond to about 20 per cent of the white population. '
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come completely a!ienated-.

ceases lo exist™ (ibid.).
! “Their race was their tjtle of s iori ive
! of superiority over the nativés, and to do man
r the! , ual la
conflicted with the dignity conferred upon them by their race. . ., Such an avelz(i):l:

dCQEHQ.la[Ed in those who were most d h Y
'
SOl ahzcd, tnto a claim to ¢ artly as a l'lgh'.
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‘pot only because they have nothing fo lose save their membership in the
white community, but also becanse the race concept seems to define their
own condition much more adequately than it does that of their former
slaves, who are well on the way to becoming workers, a normal part of
human civilization.

Racism as a ruling device was used in this society of whites and blacks
before imperialism exploited it as a major political idea: Its basis, and its
excuse, were still experience itself, a horrifying experience of something alien
beyond imagination or comprehension; it was tempting indeed simply to
declare that these were not human beings, Since, however, despite all ideo-
Iogical explanations the black men stubbornly insisted on retaining their
human features, the “white men” could not but reconsider their own heman-
ity and decide that they themselves were more than human and obviously
chosen by God to be the gods of black men. This conclusion was logical and
unavoidable if one wanted to deny radically all common bonds with savages;
in practice it meant that Christianity for the first time could not act as a
decisive curb on the dangerous perversions of human self-consciousness, a
premonition of jts essential ineffectiveness in other more recent race so-
cieties.* The Boers simply denied the Christian doctrine of the common
origin of men and changed those passages of the Old Testament which did
not yet transcend the limits of the old Israelite national religion into a super-
stition which could not even be called a heresy.?® Like the Jews, they firmly
believed in themselves as the chosen people,* with the essential difference
that they were chosen not for the sake of divine salvation of mankind, but for
the lazy domination over another species that was condemned to an equally

lazy drudgery.® This was God’s will on earth as the Dutch Reformed Church
proclaimed it and still proclaims it today in sharp and hostile contrast to
the missionaries of all other Christian denominations.?s.

22 The Dutch Reformed Church has been in the forefront of the Boers® struggle
against the influence of Christian missionaries on the Cape. In 1944, however, they
went one step farther and adopted “without a single voice of dissent” a motion oppos-
ing the marriage of Boers with English-speaking citizens. (According to the Cape
Times, editorial of July 18, 1944, Quoted from New Africa, Council on African Af-
fairs. Monthly Bulietin, October, 1944.) - )

23 Kiewiet (op. cit., p. 181) mentions “the doctrine of racial superiority which was
drawn from the Bible and reinforced by the popular interpretation which the nine-
teenth century placed upon Darwin’s theories.”

2¢“The God of the Old Testament has been to them almost as much a national
figure as He has been to the Jews. . . . I recall a memorable scene in a Cape Town
club, where a bold Briton, dining by chance with three or four Dutchmen, ventured
to observe that Christ was a non-Euvropean and that, legally speaking, he would have
been a prohibited immigrant in the Union of South Africa, The Dutchmen were so
electrified at the remark that they nearly fell off their chairs” (Barnes, op. cit., p. 33).

25 “For the Boer farmer the separation and the degradation of the natives are or-
dained by God, and it is crime and blasphemy to argue to the contrary” (Norman Bent-
wich, “South Africa. Dominion of Racial Problems.” In Political Quarterly, 1939,
Yol X, No. 3). .

26 “To this day the missionary is fo the Boer the fundamental traitor, the white man
who stands for black against white” (8. Gertrude Millin, Rhodes, London, 1933, p. 38).
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Boer racism, unlike the other brands, has a touch of authenticity and, g4
‘to speak, of innocence. A complete lack of literature and other intellectya)
achievement is the best witness to this statement.?” It was and Temaing g
desperate reaction to desperate living conditions which was inarticulate ang
inconscquential as long as it was left alone. Things began to happen only
with the arrival of the British, who showed Iittle interest in their newest
colony which in 1849 was still called a military station (as opposed to either
a colony or a plantation). But their mere presence—ithat is, their contrasting
attitude toward the natives whom they did not consider a different animal
species, their later attempts {after 1834) to abolish slavery, and ahove all

their efforts to impose fixed boundaries upon landed property—provoked |
the stagnant Boer society into violent reactions. It is characteristic of the -
Boers that these reactions followed the same, repeated pattern throughout

the nineteenth century: Boer farmers escaped British law by treks into the
interior wilderness of the country, abandoning without regret their homes
and their farms. Rather than accept limitations upon their possessions, they
left them altogether.?* This does not mean that the Boers did not feel at
home wherever they happened to be; they felt and still feel much more at
home in Africa than any subsequent immigrants, but in Africa and not in
any specific limited territory. Their fantastic treks, which threw _the British
. administration into consternation, showed Clearly ihit ‘they had transformed
- themselves into a tribe and had lost the Buropean’s feeling for a territory, a
patria of his own, They behaved exactly like the black tribes who had also
roamed the Dark Continent for centuries—feeling at home wherever the

. horde happened to be, and fleeing like death every attempt at definite settle-
ment, .

/Rootlessness is characte_rist_ic_ of all race organizations. What the European
“movemicnts™ consciously aimed at, the transformation of the people into a
horde, can be watched like a laboratory test in the Boers’ early and sad
attempt. While rootlessness as a conscious aim was based primarily upon

27 “Because they had little art, less architecture, and no literature, they depended
upon their farms, their Bibles, and their blood to set them off sharply against the
native and the outlander” (Kiewiet, op, cit., p. 121).

28 %The true Vortrekker hated a boundary. When the British Government insisted

on fixed boundaries for the Colony and for farms within it, something was taken from
him. . . . It was best surely to betake themseives across the border where there were
waler and free land and no British Government to disallow Vagrancy Laws and where
white men could not be haled to court to answer the complaints of their servants”
(1bid., pp. 54-55). “The Great Trek, a movement unique in the history of colonization™

(p- 58) “was the defeat of the policy of more intensive setilement. The practice which:

fequired the area of an entire Canadian township for the settlement of ten families was
extended through =zl of South Africa, It made for ever impossible the segregation of
white and black races in separate areas of scttiement. , ., . By taking the Boers beyond
the reach of British law, the Great Trek enabled them to establish ‘preper’ relations
with the native population”™ (p, 56). “In later years, the Great Trek was to become |
more than a protest; it was to become a rebellion against the British administration,

and the foundation stone of the Anglo-Boer racialism of the twentieth century” (J ames,
op. cit., p. 28),
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= .-Ihatred of a world that had no place for “superfluous™ men, so that its de-

ction could become a supreme political _goal, the rootlessness of the
S])E,I(r):‘:rs was a.natural result of early emancipation from work and complete

‘Jack of a human-built world. The same striking similarity prevails between
a

“movements” and the Boers® interpretation of “chosenness.” But while
the Pn:l-Gcrman Pan-Slav, or Polish Messianic mov_e_ments’_chog_e_nnes_s____‘fvas
'Th?no?e or less c’onscious' instrument for ___dor{xination_,. th;?__ BQ@ES’,,,DQ{VQT_:‘B{OH
af Christianity was solidly rooted in a horrible reality in which mi ‘_tia_“rable
gwhite men” were worshipped as divinities by equally unfortunate bl.ack
men.” Living in an environment which they had no power to transform into

"a civilized world, they could discover no higher value than themselves. The

oint, however, is_that no matter wh_eth;:g___r__g_c_ism_ appears ___as,',ﬂ___‘__e__um_i_tg!'ﬂl
result of a catastrophe or as the conscious instrument for _brmgx_r;g 1§.__‘g‘1b?ut,
it is always closely tied to contempt for labor, .hatred’ of territorial limita-
::ion, general rootlessness, and an activistic faith in one’s own divine chosen-
nefi:i;my British rule in South Africa, with its missionaries, spld.iers, a:nd
explorers, did not realize that the Boers® attitudes had some b?ms ll;l }rleaéity.
They did not understand that absolute European supremacy—in w 15‘ they,
after all, were as interested as the Boers—could hardly be maintaine elylccapt
through racism because the permanent Euggpean settler:‘lent Wé‘lis 50 AFPE-
lessly outnumbered; * they were shocked {f Europcans‘settle in Africa
were to act like savages themsglvgs becguse it was the custom of t.l}e coun-
try,” * and to their simple utilitarian minds it sce.med folly to sacri 1ceb§)r0£
ductivity and profit to the phantom wortc! of white gods ruling over dac
shadows. Only with the settlement of Epgilshmen and OFhEl‘ El{ropeanlsd ur-
ing the gold rush did they gradually gdjust to a population \fvhlch co.uh i?odt
be lured back into European civilizatlol} even by profit motives, whlc_ ad
lost contact even with the lower incentives of European man wher{ it ha
cut itscif oft from his higher motives, because both. lose their meaning and
appeal in a socicty where nobody wants to achieve anything and everyone

‘ ‘has becorme a god.”

1: Gold and Race

THE DIAMOND FIELDS of Kimberley and the gold mines of the Witwatersrand
happened to lie in this phantom world of race, and “a land that ha_d seen
beat-load after boat-load of emigrants for New Zealand and Australia pass
it unheeding by now saw men tumbling on to its wharves and hurrying

29 In 1939, the total ﬁopulalion of the Union of South Africa amounted to 9,500,000

i z Of the latter, more than
f whom 7,000,000 were patjves and 2,500,000.Europeans. !
?,250,{)00 were Boers, about one-third were British, and 100,000 were Jews, See Nor

man Bentwich, op. cit.
30 ], A. Froude, op. cit., p. 375,
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up couniry to the mines. Most of them were English, but among them wag

more than a sprinkling from Riga and Kiev, Hamburg and Frankfort, Rotter:

dam and San Francisco.” #* All of them belonged to *a class of persons why
prefer adventure and speculation to settled industry, and who do not work "
well in the harness of ordinary life, . . . [There were] diggers from Amer. -

ica and Australia, German speculators, traders, saloonkeepers, professiona]
gamblers, barristers . . . , ex-officers of the army and navy, younger song
of good families . . . a marvelous motley assemblage among whom money
flowed like water from the amazing productiveness of the mine.” They were
joined by thousands of natives who first came to “steal diamonds and to lag

their earnings out in rifles and powder,” ¥ but quickly started to work for -

wages and became the seemingly inexhaustible cheap lfabor supply when

the “most stagnant of colonial regions suddenly exploded into activity.” s

The abundance of natives, of cheap labor, was the first and perhaps most -
important differenice between this gold rush and others of its type. Tt was
soon apparent that the mob from the four corners of the carth would not -

even have to do the digging; at any rate, the permanent attraction of South
Africa, the permanent resource that tempted the adventurers to permanent
settlement, was not the gold but this human raw material which promised 3
permanent emancipation from work.** The Europeans served solely as super-
visors and did not even produce skilled labor and engineers, both of which
had constantly to be imported from Europe.

.. Second in importance only, for the ultimate outcome, was the fact that
this gold rush was not simply Jeft to itself but was financed, organized, and
connected with the ordinary European cconomy through the accumulated
superfluous wealth and with the help of Jewish financiers. From the very
beginning “a hundred or so Jewish merchants who have gathered like eagles
over their prey” 9 actually acted as middlemen through whom European
capital was invested in the gold mining and diamond industries,

The only section of the South African population that did not have and
did not want to have a share in the suddenly exploding activitics of the
country were the Boers. They hated all these uitlanders, who did not care for
citizenship but who needed and obtained British protection, thereby seem-
ingly strengthening British government influence on the Cape. The Boers
reacted as they had always reacted, they sold their diamond-laden Possessions
in Kimberiey and their farms with gold mines near Johannesburg and
trekked once more into the jinterior wilderness. They did not understand
that this new influx was different from the British missionaries, government
officials, or ordinary settlers, and they realized only when it was too jate

31 Kiewiet, op. Er‘t., p. 119,

32 Froude, op. cit., p. 400

33 Kiewiet, op. cir., p. 119,

3 “What an abundance of rain and grass was to New Zealand mutton, what a plenty

of cheap grazing land was to Australian woel, what the fertile prairie acres were 10

Canadiz_m”whe_at, cheap mative labour was to South African mining and industrial
enterprise” (Kiewiet, op. cit., p. 96).
3J. A. Froude, ibid.
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and they had already lost their share in §he richf:s of t}.:c gold hunt that the
new idol of Gold was not at all irreconcilable with their ido] of Bleod, that
the new mob was as unwilling to work and as unfit to establish civilization
as they were themselves, and would therefc_m? spare tl?em the British officials®
annoying insistence on law and the Christian missionarics’ krritating con-
cept of human equality. - _

The Boers feared and fled what actually never happened, namely, the in-
dustrialization of the country. They were right insofar as normal production
and civilization would indeed have destroyed automatically the way of life
of a race society. A normal market for labor and merchandise would have
liquidated the privileges of race. But gold and diamonds, which soon pro-
vided a living for half of South Africa’s population, were not merchandise
in the same sense and were not produced in the same way as wool in Ause
tralia, meat in New Zealand, or wheat in Canada. The irrational, non-fune-
tional place of gold in the economy made it independent of rational produc-

tion methods which, of course, could never have tolerated the fantastic dis-

parities between black and white wages. Gold, an object for speculation and -
essentially dependent in value upon political factors, became the “lifeblood” =
of South Africa * but it could not and did not become the basis of a new -
economic order.

The Boers also feared the mere presence of the witlanders because they
mistook them for British settlers. The witlanders, however, came solely in
order to get rich quickly, and only those remained who did not quite succeed
or who, like the Jews, had no country to return to. Neither group cared very
much to establish a community after the model of European countries, as
British settlers had done in Australia, Canada, and New Zealand, At was
Barnato who happily discovered that “the Transvaal Government is like
no other government in the world. It is indeed not a government at all, but
an unlimited company of some twenty thousand shareholders.” 37 Similarly,
it was more or less a series of misunderstandings which finally led to the
British-Boer war, which the Boers wrongly believed to be “the culmination
of the British Government’s lengthy quest for a united South Africa,” while
it was actually prompted mainly by investment interests.** When the Boers
lost the war, they lost no more than they had already deliberately abandoned,
that is, their share in the riches; but they definitely won the consent of all
other European elements, including the British government, to the Jawless-

8¢ “The goldmines are the life-blood of the Union . . . one half of the population
obtained their livelihood directly or indirectly from the goldmining industry, and . . .
one half of the finances of the government were derived directiy or indirectly from
gold mining” (Kiewiet, op. ¢it,, p. 155). e

37 See Paul H. Emden, Jews of Britain, A Series of Biographies, London, 1944,
chapter “From Cairo to the Cape.”

¥ Kiewiet (op. cit.,, pp. 138-39) mentions, however, also another “set of circum-
stances™ “Any attempt by the British Government to secure concessions or reforms
from the Transvaal Government made it inevitably the agent of the mining mag-
nates. . . . Great Britain gave its support, whether this was ¢clearly realized in Downing
Street or not, to capital and mining investments,”
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ness of a race society.*® Today, all sections of the population, British or
" Afrikander, organized workers or capitalists, agree on the race question,te
and whereas the rise of Nazi Germany and its conscious attempt to trans-

form the German people into a race strengthened the political position of *

the Boers considerably, Germany’s defeat has not weakened it. )

The Boers hated and feared the financiers more than the other foreigners,
They somehow understood that the financier was a key figure in the com-
bination of superfluous wealth and superfluous men, that it was his function
to turn the essentially transitory gold hunt into a much broader and more
permanent business.** - The war with the British, moreover, soon-demon-
strated an even more decisive aspect; it was quite obvious that it had been
prompted by foreign investors who demanded the government’s protection
-of their tremendous profits in faraway countries as a matter of course—as
though armies engaged in a war against foreign peoples were nothing but
native police forces involved in a fight with native criminals. It made little
difference to the Boers that the men who introduced this kind of viclence
into the shadowy affairs of the gold and diamond production were no longer
the financiers, but those who somehow had risen from the mob itself and,
like Cecil Rhodes, believed less in profits than in expansion for expansion’s
sake.*” The financiers, who were mostly Jews and only the representatives,
not the owners, of the superfluous capital, had neither the necessary political
influence nor enough economic power to introduce political purposes and the
use of violence into speculation and gambling,

Without doubt the financiers, though finally not the decisive factor in

82 “Much of the hesitant and evasive conduct of British statesmanship in the gen-
eration before the Boer War could be attributed to the indecision of the British Gov-
ernment between its obligation to the natives and its obligation to the white com-
munities. . . . Now, however, the Boer War compelled a decision on native policy.
In the terms of the peace the British Government promised that no attempt would be
made to alter the political status of the natives before self-government had been
granted to the ex-Republics. Tn that epochal decision the British Government receded
from its humanitarian position and enabled the Boer leaders to win a signal victory in
the peace negotiations which marked their military defeat. Great Britain abandoned
the effort to exercise a control over the vital relations between white and black.
Downing Street had surrendered to the frontiers™ (Kiewiet, op. cit., pp. 143-44),

#0 “There is . . . an entirely erroneous notion that the Africaaners and the English-
speaking people of South Africa still disagree on how to treat the natives. On the
contrary, it is one of the few things on which they do agree” {James, op. cir., p. 47).

1 This was mostly due to the methods of Alfred Beit who had arrived in 1875 to
‘buy diamonds for a Hamburg firm. “Till then only speculators had been sharcholders
in mipi?g ventures, . . . Beit’s method atiracted the genuine investor also” {Emden,
op. cit.).

*2 Very characteristic in this respect was Barnato’s attitude when it came to the
a2malgamation of his business with the Rhodes group. “For Barnato the amalgamation
was nothing but a financial transaction in which he wanted to make money. . . . He
therefore desired that the company should have nothing to do with politics. Rhodes
however was not merely a business man. , . .” This shows how very wrong Barnato
was when he thought that “if I had received the education of Cecil Rhodes there would
not have been a Cecil Rhodes™ (ibid,).
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imperialism, were remarkably representative of it in its initial period.** They
had taken advantage of the overproduction of capital and s accompanying
complete reversal of economic and moral values. Instead of mere trade in
goods and mere profit from production, trade in capital itself emerged on
an unprecedented scale: This alone would have given them gz prominent
position; in addition profits from investments in foreign countries soon in-
creased at.a much more rapid rate than trade profits, so that traders and
merchants lost their primacy to the financier.* T [he main economic char-
acteristic of the financier is.that he earns his profits not from production and
exploitation or exchange of merchandise or normal banking, but solely
through commissions. ‘This is important in our context because it gives him
that touch of unreality, of phantom-like existence and essentjal futitity
even in a normal economy, that are typical of so many South African
events.The financiers certainly did not exploit anybody and they had

Teast -Control over the course of their business ventures, whether these

turned out to be common swindles or sound enterprises belatedly confirmed.

It is also significant that it was precisely the mob element among the
Jewish people who turned into financiers. It is true that the discovery of gold
mines in South Africa had coincided with the first modern pogroms in
Russia, s0 that a trickle of Jewish emigrants went to South Africa. There,
however, they would hardly have played a role in the international crowd
of desperadoes and fortune hunters if a few Jewish financiers had not been
there ahead of them and taken an immediate interest in the newcomers who
clearly could represent them in the population.

The Jewish financiers came from practically every country on the con-
tinent where they had been, in terms of class, as superfiuous as the other
South African immigrants. They were quite different from the few estab-
lished families of Jewish notables whose influence had steadily decreased
after 1820, and into whose ranks they could therefore no longer be assimi-
lated. They belonged in that new caste of Jewish financiers which, from the
seventies and eighties on, we find in all European capitals, where they had
come, mostly afier having left their countries of origin, in order to try their
luck in the international stock-market gamble. This they did everywhere to
the great dismay of the older Jewish families, who were too weak to stop
the unscrupulousness of the newcomers and therefore only too glad if the
latter decided to transfer the field of their activities overseas. In other words,
the Jewish financiers had become as superfiuous in legitimate Jewish bank-
ing as the wealth they represented had become seperfluous in legitimate

48 Compare chapter v, note 34.

#¢ The increase in profits from foreign investment and a relative decrease of foreign
trade profits characterizes the economic side of imperiatism. In 1899, it was estimated
that Great Britain’s whole foreign and colonial trade had brought her an income of
only 18 million pounds, while in the same year profits from foreign investment
amounted to 30 or 100 million pounds. See J. A. Hobson, Imperialism, London, 1938,
pp- 53 ff. It is obvious that investment demanded a much more conscious long-range
policy of exploitation than mere trade. :
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industrial enterprise and the fortune hunters in the world of legitimate Iabor, '

In South Africa itself, where the merchant was about to lose his status within
the country’s economy to the financier, the new arrivals, the Barnatog,
Beits, Sammy Marks, removed the older Jewish settlers from first Pposition
much more easily than in Europe.®s In South Africa, though hardly any-
where else, they were the third factor in the initial alliance between capi-
tal and mob; to a large extent, they set the ailiance into motion, handled
the influx of capital and its investment in the gold mines and diamond
fields, and soon became more conspicuous than anybody else;”
The fact of their Jewish origin added an undefinable symbolic_flavor 1o
the role of the financiers—a flavor of essential homelessness and rootlessness
~—and thus served to introduce an element of mystery, as well as to symbol-
ize the whole affair."To this must be added their actual international connee-
tions, which naturally stimulated the general popular delusions concerning

Jewish political power all over the world. It is quite comprehensible that.
all the fantastic notions of a secret international Jewish power—notions
which originally had been the result of the closeness of Jewish banking

: capital to the state’s sphere of business—became even more virulent. here
than on the European continent: Here, for the first time Jews were driven
into the midst of a race society and almost automatically singled out by the
Boers from all other “white” people for special hatred, not only as the

Iepresentatives of the whole enterprise, but as a different “race,” the embodi- .

ment of a devilish principle introduced into the normal world of “blacks®"
and “whites.” This hatred was all the more violent as it was parily caused

by the suspicion that the Jews with their own older and more authentic™

claim would be harder than anyone else to convince of the Boers’ claim
to chosenness. While Christianity simply denied the principle as such,

Judaism seemed a direct challenge and rival. Long before the Nazis con-

sciously built up an antisemitic movement in South Africa, the race issue
had invaded the conflict between the witlander and the Boers in the form of

antisemitism,*® which is all the more noieworthy since the importance of

Jews in the South African gold and diamond economy did not survive the
turn of the century.

As soon as the gold and diamond industries reached the stage of imperialist
development where absentee sharcholders demand their governments® polit-
ical protection, it turned out that the Jews could not hold their important
economnic position. They had no home government to turn to and their posi-
tion in South African society was so insecure that much more was at stake
for them than a mere decrease in influence. They could preserve economic

 Early Jewish settlers in South Africa in the eighteenth and the first part of the

nineteenth century were adventurers; traders and merchants followed them after the
middle of the century, emong whom the mest prominent turned to industries such as
fishing, sealing, and whaling (De Pass Brothers) and ostrich breeding (the Mosenthal
family). Later, they were almost forced into the Kimberley diamond industrics where,
however, they never achieved such-pre-eminence as Barnato and Bei,

48 Ernst Schultze, “Die Judenfrage in Sued-Afrika,” in Der Weltkampf, October,
1938, Vol. XV, No. 178.
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security and permanent settlement in South Africa, which they needed more
than any othér group of witlanders, only if they achieved some status in
society—which in this case meant admission to exclusive British clubs.
They were forced to trade their influence against the position of a gentle-
man, as Cecil Rhodes very bluntly put it when he bought his way into the
Barnato Diamond Trust, aftcr having amalgamated his Dea Beers Company
with Alfred Beit's Company.t” But these Jews had more to offer than just
economic power; it was thanks to them that Cecil Rhodes, as much a new-
comer and adventurer as they, was finally accepted by England’s respectable
banking business with ‘which the Jewish financiers after all had better con-
nections than anybody else.*® “Not one of the English banks would kave
" lent a single shilling on the security of gold shares. It was the unbounded
confidence of these diamond men from Kimberley that operated like a mag-
net upon their co-religionists at home.” 40
The gold rush became a fuil-fledged imperialist enterprise only after Cecil
Rhodes had dispossessed the Jews, taken investment policies from Eng-
Jand's into his own hands, and had become the central figure on the Cape,
~Seventy-five per cent of the dividends paid to sharcholders went abroad,
and a large majority of them to Great Britain. Rhodes succeeded in inter-
esting the British government in his business affairs, persuaded them that
expansion and.export of the instruments of viclence was necessary to protect
investments, and that such a policy was a holy duty of évery national govern-
ment.”On the other hand, he introduced on the Cape itselfl that typically
imperialist ecoromic policy of neglecting all industrial enterprises which were
not owned by absentee shareholders, so that finally not only the gold mining
companies but the government itself discouraged the exploitation of abundant
base metal deposits and the production of consumers’ £oods.” With the
initiation of this policy, Rhodes introduced the most potent factor in the
eventual appeasement of the Boers; the neglect of all authentic industrial
enterprise was the most solid guarantee for the avoidance of normal capitalist
development ard thus against a normal end of race society.
It took the Boers several decades to understand that imperialism was

47 Barnato sold his shares to Rhodes in order to be introduced to the Kimberley
Club. “This is no mere money transaction,” Rhodes is reported to have told Barnato,
“I propese to make a gentleman of you.” Barnato enjoyed his life as s gentleman for
eight years and then committed suicide. See Millin, op. cit., pp. 14, 85.

8 “The path from one Jew [in this case, Alfred Beit from Hamburg] to another is
an easy one. Rhodes went to England to see Lord Rothschild and Lord Rothschild ap-
proved of him"™ (ibid.). )

19 Emden, op. cit.

80 “South Africa concentrated almost all its peacetime industrial energy on the pro-
duction of gold, The average investor put his money into gold because it offered the
qQuickest and biggest returns, But South Africa also has tremendous deposits of iron
Ore, copper, asbestos, manganese, tin, lead, platinum, chrome, mica and graphite.
These, along with the coal mines and the handful of factories producing consumer
geods, were known as ‘secondary’ industries, The investing public’s interest in them was
limited, And development of these secondary industries was discouraged by the gold-
mining companies and to a large extent by the government” (James, op. cit., p. 333).
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nothing to be afraid of, since it would neither develop the country as Aus.
tralia and Canada had been developed, nor draw profits from the country
“at large, being quite content with a high turnover of investments in one
specific fields Imperialism therefore was willing to abandon the so-called
laws of capitalist production and their egalitarian tendencies, so long as
profits from specific investments were safe. This led eventually to the abolj-
tion of the law of mere profitableness and South Africa became the first
example of a phenomenon that occurs whenever the mob becomes the:
dominant factor in the alliance between mob and capital.

In one respect, the most important one, the Boers remained the undisputed
masters of the country: whenever rational labor and production policies
came into conflict with race coasiderations, the latter won. Profit motives
were sacrificed time and again to the demands of a race society, frequently
at a terrific price. The rentability of the railroads was destroyed overnight
when the government dismissed 17,000 Bantu employees and paid whites
wages that amounted to 200 per cent more; ** expenses for municipal gov-
erament became prohibitive when native municipal employees were replaced
with whites; the Color Bar Bill finally excluded all black workers from
mechanical jobs and forced industrial enterprise to a tremendous increase
of production costs. The race world of the Boers had nobody to fear any
more, least of all white labor, whose trade unions complained bitterly that
the Color Bar Bill did not go far enough.*

At first glance, it is surprising that a violent antisemitism survived the
* disappearance of the Jewish financiers as well as the successful indoctrination
‘with racism of all parts of the European population./The Jews were certainly
no exception to this rule; they adjusted to racismas well as everybody clse
and their behavior toward black people was beyond reproach.® Yet they
had, without being aware of it and under pressure of special circumstances,
broken with one of the most powerful traditions of the country.

The first sign of “anormal” behavior came immediately after the Jewish
financiers had lost their position in the gold and diamond industries. They
did not leave the country but settled down permanently * into a unique posi-

51 James, op. cit., pp. 111-112. *The Government reckoned that this was a good ex-
ample for private employers to follow . . . and public opinion scon forced changes
in the hiring policies of many employers.”

52 James, op. cit., p. 108.

63 Here again, a definite difference between the earlier setilers and the financiers
can be recognized until the end of the nineteenth century. Saul Salomon, for instance,
a Negrophilist member of the Cape Parliament, was a descendant of a family which
had settled in South Africa in the early nineteenth century. Emden, op. ¢it.

54 Between 1924 and 1930, 12,319 Jews immigrated to South Africa while only
461 left the country. These figures are very striking if one considers that the total
immigratior for the same period after deduction of emigrants amounted to 14,241
persons. (See Schultze, op. cir.) 1f we compare these figures with the immigration
table of note 6, it follows that Jews constituted roughly one-third of the total immi-
gration to South Africa in the twenties, and that they, in sharp contrast to all other
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tion for a white group: they neither belonged to. the “lifeblood” of Africa
nor to the “poor white trash,” Instead they_started almost immediatci¥ to
puild up those industries and professions which according 1(:: South African
opinion are “secondary” because they are not connected with gold.** Jews
pecame manufacturers of furniture and cIott_les, shgpkeepers and members
of the professions, physicians, lawyers, and. journalists. In ofher wggds, no
matter how well they thought they were adjusted 10 the n_mb conditions of
the country and its race attitude, Jews had broken its most important pattern
by introducing into South Alrican economy a factor of normalcy and pro-
ductivity, with the result that when Mr. Malan introduced into Parliament a
bill to expel all Jews from the Union he had the enthusiastic support of all
oor whites and of the whole Afrikander population.®®
" This change in_the economic function, the f(_r_ansformat.ion of South African”
Jewry from representing the most shadowy characters in the .shadow wo.rld
of gold and race into the only productive part of the population, came like
an oddly belated confirmation of the original fears of the Boers,"They had
hated the Jéws niot so much as the middlemen of superfluous wealth or the
representatives of the world of gold; they had feared and despised them as
the very image of the witlanders who would try to change the country into
a normal producing part of Western civilization, whose profit motives, at
Jeast, would mortally endanger the phantom world of race, And when the
Jews were finally cut off from the golden lifeblood of the witlanders and
could not leave the country as all other foreigners would have done in
similar circumstances, developing “secondary” industries instead, the Boers
turned out to be right. The Jews, entirely by themselves and without b‘eing
the image of anything or anybody, had become a real menace to race society.
As matters stand today, the Jews have against them the concerted hostility
of all those who believe in race or gold—and that is practically the whole
European population in South Africa. Yet they cannot and will not make
common cause with the only other group which slowly and gradually is
being won away from race society: the black workers who are bgcoming
more and more aware of their humanity under the impact of regular labor
and urban life. Although they, in contrast to the “whites,” do have a genuine
race origin, they have made no fetish of race, and the abolition of race society
means only the promise of their liberation. ‘
In contrast to the Nazis, to whom racism and antisemitism were major
political weapons for the destruction of civilization and the setting up of a
new body politic, racism and antisemitism are a matter of course and a

categories of uitlanders, settled there permanently; their share in the annual emigration
is less than 2 per cent.

55 “Rabid Afrikaaner nationalist leaders have deplored the fact that lht?re are
102,000 Jews in the Union; most of them are white-collar workers, industna_! em-
ployers, shopkeepers, or members of the professions. _Thc Jews did much to b}nld up
the secondary industries of South Africa—i.e., industries other than gold aad dlafnune
mining—concentrating particularly on the manufacture of clothes and furniture
(James, op. cit., p. 463,

88 1bid., pp. 67-68.

205




206 IMPERIALISM

natural consequence of the status quo in South Africa. They did not neeq .
Nazism in order to be born and they influenced Nazism only in an indirect -

way.

Africa’s race society on the behavior of European peoples: since cheg

Indian and Chinese labor had been madly imported to South Africa when- |

ever her interior supply was temporarily halted,*” a change of attitude to-
ward colored people was felt immediately in Asia where, for the first time
people were treated in almost the same way as those African savages who
had frightened Europeans literally out of their wits. The difference was only
that there could be no excuse and no humanly comprehensible reason for
treating Indians and Chinese as though they were not human beings. In 3
certain sense, it is only here that the real crime began, because here every-
one ought to have known what he was doing. It is true that the race notion
was somewhat modified in Asia; “higher and lower breeds,” as the “white
man” would say when he started to shoulder his burden, still indicate a scale

and the possibility of gradual development, and the idea somchow escapes

the concept of two entirely different species of anima {ife. On the other hand
since the race principle supplanted the older notion of alien and strange peo-,
ples in Asia, it was a much more consciously applied weapon for domination
and exploitation than in Africa. '

Less immediately significant but of greater importance for totalitarian
governments was the other experience in Africa’s race society, that profit
motives are not holy and can be overruled, that societies can function ac-
cording to principles other than economic, anEl"ﬂi’Ei’t"st'ic':h"circ':'ums'tan'ces may
favor those who under conditions of rationalized production and the capital-
ist system would belong to the underprivileged, South Africa’s race sodety
taught the mob the great lesson of which it had always had a confused
premonition, that through sheer violence an underprivileged group could
create a class lower than itself, that for this purpose it did not even need a
revolution but could band together with groups of the ruling classes, and
that. foreign or backward peoples offered the best Opportunities for’such
tactics.

The full impact of the Affican experience was first realized by leaders
of the mob, like Carl Peters, who decided that they too had to belong to a
master race, African colonial possessions became the most fertile soil for
the flowering of what later was 1o become the Nazi elite."Here they had
seen with their own eyes how peoples could be converted into races and how
simply by taking the initiative in this process, one ‘might Push one’s own
pecple into the position of the master race.-Here they were cured of the

57 More than 100,000 Indian coolies were i H
in the nineteenth century, These were fo?lf&glpg;t%jh!i?xetsze li%%izgl?gt?ftx?}:i%sb&ﬁg

There were, however, real and immediate boomerang effects of South .
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jllusion that the historical process is necessarily “progressive,” for if it was
the course of alder colonization to trek to something, the “Dutchman trekked
away from everything,” *® and if “economic history once taught that man
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‘had developed by gradual steps from a life of hunting to pastoral pursuits

and finally to a settled and agricultural life,” the story of the Boers clearly
demonstrated that one could also come “from a land that had taken the lead

in a thrifty and intensive cultivation . . . [and] gradually become a herds-

man and a hunter.” * These leaders understood very well that precisely
because the Boers had sunk back to the level of savage tribes they remained
their undisputed masters, They were perfectly willing to pay the price, to
recede to the level of a race organization, if by so doing they could buy
lordship over other “races,” And they knew from their experiences with
people gathered from the four corners of the earth in South Africa that the
whole mob of the Western civilized world would be with them.®

n:  The Imperialist Character

OF THE TWO main political devices of imperialist rule, race was discovered
in South Africa and bureaucracy in Algeria, Egypt, and India; the former
was originally the barely conscious reaction to tribes of whose humanity
European man was ashamed and frightened, whereas the latter was a con-
sequence of that administration by which Europeans had tried to rule foreign -
peoples whom they felt to be hopelessly their inferiors and at the same time A
in need of their special protection. Race, in other words, was an escape into”/
an irresponsibility where nothing human could any longer exist, and bureaite-/ :
racy was the result of a responsibility that no man can bear for his fellow-__~
man and no people for another people.. '

The exagperated sense of responsibility in the British administrators of
India who succeeded Burke’s “breakers of law” had its material basis in the
fact that the British Empire had actually been acquired in a “fit of absent-
mindedness.” Those, therefore, who were confronted with the accomplished
fact and the job of keeping what had become theirs through an accident, had
to find an interpretation that could change the accident into a kind of willed
act. Such historical changes of fact have been carried through by legends

58 Barnes, op. cit., p. 13.

8¢ Kiewiet, op. cit., p. 13.

€0 “When economists declared that higher wages were a form of bounty, and that
protected [abour was uneconomical, the answer was given that the sacrifice was well
mede if the unfortunate elements in the white population ultimately found an assured
footing in modern life.” “But it has not been in South Africa alone that the voice of
the conventional economist has gone unheeded since the end of the Great War. , . .
In a generation which saw England abandon free trade, America leave the gold standard,
the Third Reich embrace autarchy, . . . South Africa’s insistence that its economic
life must be organized to secure the dominant position of the white race is not seriously
out of place” (Kiewiet, op. cit., pp. 224 and 245).
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since ancient times, and legends dreamed up____by”thq___B:irtEjsh _intelligemsia”

have played a decisive role int the formation of the bureaucrat and the secret
" agent of the British services. -

Legends have always played a powerful role in
Man, who has not been granted the gift of undoin
consulted heir of other men’s deeds, and who is always burdened with 4

- Iesponsibility that appears to be the consequence of an unending chain of
events rather than conscious acts, demands an explanation and Interpreta-
tion of the past in which the mysterious key to his future destiny seems to
be concealed: Legends were the spiritual foundations of every ancient city, .
empire, people, promising safe guidance through the Iimitless spaces of the
future. Without ever relating facts reliably, yet always expressing their true
significance, they offered a truth beyond realities, a remembrance beyond
memories.

Legendary explanations of history always served as belated corrections
of facts and real events, which were needed precisely because history itsel
would hold man responsible for deeds he had not done and for consequences
he had never foreseen. The truth of the ancient legends—what gives them
their fascinating actuality many centuries after the cities and empires and
peoples they served have crumbled to dust—was nothing but the form in
.which past events were made to At the human condition in general and
political aspirations in particular. Only in the frankly invented tale about
events did man consent to assume his responsibility for them, and to con-
sider past events his past. Legends made him master of what he had not
done, and capable of dealing with what he could not undo. In this sense, -
legends are not only among the first memorics of mankind, but actually the
true beginning of human history,

{Yhe flourishing of historical and political legends came o a rather abrupt
end with the birth of Christianity. Its interpretation of history, from the days
of Adam to the Last Judgment, as one single road to redemption and salva-
tion, offered the most powerful and all-inclusive legendary explanation of
human destiny. Only after the spiritual unity of Christian peoples gave way
to the plurality of nations, when the road to salvation became an uncertain
article of individual faith rather than a universal theory applicable to. all
happenings, did new kinds of historical explanations emerge, The nineteenth
century has offered us the curious spectacle of an almost simultaneous birth
of the most varying and contradictory ideologies, each of which claimed to.
know the hidden truth about otherwise incomprehensible facts, Legends,

' however, are not _ideologics; they do not aim at universal explanation but

/ are always concerned with concrete facts. It seems rather significant that
the growth of national bodics was nowhere accompanied by a foundation
legend, and that a first unique attempt in modern times was made precisely
when the decline of the national body had become obvious and imperialism
seemed (o take the place of old-fashioned nationalism,

The author of the imperialist legend is Rudyard Kipling, its topic is the

the making of history_:
2. who is always an up.
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British Empire, its result the imperiali.s't character (_imperialism was the
only school of character in mode{n pohncs).‘ {-\nd while the legend of the
British Empire has Jittle to do with the realities of British imperialism, it
forced or deluded into its services the pest sons of England. For legends at-
tract the very best in our times, just as 1d_eo_log15as attract the average, and the
whispered tales of grizesome secret powers behind the scenes attract the very
worst.. No doubt, no political structure couldlhave beer_] more evocative of
Jegendary tales and justifications than the Bmish Empu:e, than the British
people’s drifting from the conscious founding of colonies into ruling and
dominating foreign peoples all over the world.

The foundation legend, “as Kipling tells it, starts from the fundamental
reality of the people of the British Isles.®.Surrounded by the sea, they need
and win the help of the three elements of Water, Wind, and Sun through the
invention of the Ship. The ship made the always dangerous alliance with the
elements possible and made the Englishman master of the world. “You'll
win the world,” says Kipling, “without anyone caring how you did it: yow'll
keep the world without anyone knowing how you did it: and you’ll carey the
world on your backs without anyone seeing how you did it, But neither you
nor your sons will get anything out of that little job except Four Gifts—one
for the Sea, one for the Wind, one for the Sun and one for the Ship that
carries you. . . . For, winning the world, and keeping the world, and carry-
ing the world on their backs-—-on land, or on sea, or in the air—your sons
will always have the Four Gifts. Long-headed and slow-spoken and heavy
—damned heavy—in the hand, will they be; and always a little bit to wind-
ward of every enemy—that they may be a safeguard to all who pass on the
seas on their lawful occasions.”

What brings the little tale of the “First Sajlor” so close to ancient founda-

tion legends is that it presents the British as the only politically mature
" people, caring for law and burdened with the welfare of the world, in the

midst of barbarian tribes who neither care nor know what keeps the world
together. /Unfortunately this presentation lacked the innate truth of ancient
legends; the world cared and knew and saw how they did it and no such
tale could ever have convinced the world that they did not “get anything out
of that little job,” Yet there was a certain reality in England herself which
corresponded to Kipling’s legend and made it at all possible, and that was
the existence of such virtues as chivalry, nobility, bravery, even though they
were utterly out of place in a palitical reality ruled by Cecil Rhodes or Lord
Curzon.

The fact that the “white man’s burden” is either hypocrisy or racism has
not prevented a few of the best Englishmen from shouldering the burden in
earnest and making themselves the tragic and guixotic fools of imperialism.
As real in England as the tradition of hypocrisy is another less obvious one
which one is tempted to call a tradition of dragon-slayers who went enthusi-
astically into far and curious lands to strange and naive peoples to slay the

¢! Rudyard Kipling, “The First Saitor,” in Humaoronus Tales, 1891,
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numerous dragons that had plagued them for centuries, There is more thap .
a grain of truth in Kipling’s other tale, “The Tomb of Hig Ancestor,” oz.
in which the Chinn family “serve India gencration after gencration, gg
dolphins follow in line across the open sea.” They shoot the deer that steals

the poor man’s crop, teach him the mysteries of better agricultural methods, |
£

free him from some of his more harmful superstitions and kill lions and
tigers in grand style. Their only reward is indeed a “tomb of ancestors” ang -
a family legend, believed by the whole Indian tribe, according to which “the
revered ancestor . . . has a tiger of his own-—a saddle tiger that he rides
round the country whenever he feels inclined.” Unfortunately, this riding

around the countryside is “a sure sign of war or pestilence or<—or s0me-
thing,” and in this particular case it is a sign of vaccination. So that Chinn

the Youngest, a not very important underling in the hierarchy of the Army

Services, but all-important as far as the Indian tribe is concerned, has to
shoot the beast of his ancestor so that people can be vaccinated without fear
of “war or pestilence or something.”

As modern life goes, the Chinns indeed “are luckier than most folks,” -

Their chance is that they were born into a career that gently and naturally
leads them to the realization of the best dreams of youth. When. other boys
have to forget “noble dreams,” they hiappen to be just old enough to trans-
late them into action. And when after thirty years of service they retire
their steamer will pass “the outward bound troopship, carrying his son east:
ward to the family duty,” so that the power of old Mr. Chinn’s existence as
a governineni-appointed and army-paid dragon-slayer can be imparted to the
next generation. No doubt, the British government pays them for their sery-
lces, but it is not at all clear in whose service they eventually land, “There
Is a sirong possibility that they really scrve this particular Indian tribe gen-
eration after gcneration, and it is consoling all around that at Icast thc’ tribe

they are hardly aware of his being a successful Teincarnation of his grand-
.father, gives his dreamlike double existence an undisturbed basis in reality. He
<18 simply at home in two worlds, separated by water- and gossip-tight w.alls
; ;’Born in “the heart of the scrubby tigerish country” and ¢ducated among his:
Own people in peaceful, well-balanced, ill-informed England, he is re'ady to
live permanently with two peoples and is rooted in and well acquainted with
the tradition, language, superstition, and prejudices of both, Ata moment’s
notice he can change from the obedicnt underling of onc of His Majesty’s
soldiers into an exciting and noble figure in the natives’ world, a well-beloved
protector of the weak, the dragon-stayer of old tales: o

Thc point is that these queer quixotic protectors of the weak who played
their role behind the scencs of official British rule were not s0 much the
pr_oduct of a primitive peopie’s najve imagination as of dreams which con-
tained the best of European and Christian traditions, even when they had

82 In The Day's Work, 1898.
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already deteriorated into the futility of boyhood ideals. It was neither His
Majesty’s soldier nor the British higher official who could teach the natives
somcthing of the greatness of the Western world, Only those who had never
been able to outgrow their boyhood ideals and therefore had enlisted in the
colonial services were fit for the task. Imperialism to them was nothing but
an accidental opportunity to escape a society in which a man had to forget
his youth if he wanted to grow up. English society was only too glad to sce
them depart to faraway countries, a circumstance which permitted the tolera-
tion and even the furtherance of boyhood ideals in the public school system:
the colonial services took them away from England and prevented, so to .
speak, their converting the ideals of their boyhood into the mature ideas of
men. Strange and curious lands attracted the best of England’s youth since
the end of the nineteenth century, deprived her socicty of the most honest
and the most dangerous elements, and guaranteed, in addition to this bliss,
a certain conservation, or perhaps petrification, of beyhoed nobiesse which
preserved and infantilized Western moral standards.

Lord Cromer, secretary to the Viceroy and financial member in the pre-
imperialist government of India, still belonged in the category of British
dragon-slayers. Led solely by “the sense of sacrifice” for backward popula-
tions and “the sense of duty” « to the glory of Great Britain that “has given
birth to a class of officials who have both the desire and the capacity to
govern,” * he declined in 1894 the post of Viceroy and refused ten years
later the position of Secretary of State for Forcign Affairs. Instead of such
heonors, which would have satisfied a lesser man, he became the little-publi-
cized and all-powerful British Consul Gencral in Egypt from 1883 to 1907.
There he became the first imperialist administrator, certainly *second to
none among those who by their services have glorified the British race”; 58
perhaps the last to die in undisturbed pride: “Let these suffice for Britain’s
meed— / No nobler price was ever won, / The blessings of a people freed /
The consciousness of duty done.”

Cromer went to Egypt because he realized that “the Englishman straining
far over to hold his loved India [has to] plant a firm foot on the banks of
the Nile.” *” Egypt was to him only a means to an end, a necessary expansion
for the sake of security for India. At almost the same moment it happened
that another Englishman set foot on the African continent, though at its op-
posite end and for opposite reasons: Cecil Rhodes went to South Africa
and saved the Cape colony after it had lost all importance for the English-
man’s “loved India.” Rhodes’s idcas on expansion were far more advanced

93 Lawrence 1. Zetland, Lord Cromer, 1932, p. 16.

&t Lord Cromer, “The Government of Subject Races™ in Edinburgh Review, Janu-
ary, 1908. .

85 Lord Curzon at the uaveiling of the memorial tablet for Cromer. See Zetland,
op. cit., p. 362.

88 Quoted from a long poem by Cromer. See Zetland, op. cir, pp. 17-18.

%7 From a letter Lord Cromer wrote in 1832, Ibid., p. 87.
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than those of his more respectable colleague in the north; to him expansion did .3

not need to be justified by such sensible motives as the holding of what one

already possessed. “Expansion was everything” and India, South Africa, ang
-stones in an ex- |

Egypt were equally important or unimportant as steppin
pansion limited only by the size of the earth. There certainly was an abyss
between the vulgar megalomaniac and the educated ma
duty; yet they arrived at roughly identical results and were equally
sible for the “Great Game™ of secrecy, which was no less insane and
detrimental to politics than the phantom world of race,

The outstanding similarity between Rhodes’s rule in South Africa and
Cromer’s domination of Egypt was that both regarded the countries not ag
desirable ends in themselves but merely as means for some supposedly higher
purpose. They were similar therefore in their indifference ang aloofness, in
their genuine Jack of interest in their subjects, an attitude which differed as
much.f'rom the cruelty and arbitrariness of native despots in Asia as from the
exploiting carelessness of conguerors, or the insane and anarchic oppression
of one race tribe through ancther. As soon as
for the sake of India, he lost his role of protector of “backward peoples™
and could no Jonger sincerely believe that “the self-interest of the sué)'ect-
races is the principal basis of the whole Imperial fabric.” s :

_ Aloofness became the new attitude of all members of the British services:
it was a more dangerous form of governing than despotism and arbitrariness,
because it did not even tolerate that last link between the despot and his sub-

Tespon-
no less

jects, which is formed by bribery and gifts. The very integrity of the British -

administration made despotic government more inhuman and inaccessible
{0 its subjects than Asiatic rulers or reckless conquerors had ever been.®®
Integrity and aloofness were symbols for an absoiute division of interes;ts
to the point where they are not even permitted to conflict. In comparison
e)'cplmtatxon, oppression, or corruption look like safeguards of human dij i
nity, because exploiter and exploited, oppressor and oppressed, corru tg
and corrupted still live in the same world, still share the same ,goals f[i) h;
each pther for the possession of the same things; and it is this rertium’c ,
parationis which aloofness destroyed. Worst of all was the fact that the agn E
administrator was hardly aware that he had invented a new form of ove .
ment but acteally believed that his attitude was conditioned by “the forcigrll-
contact with a people living on a lower plane.” So, instead of N
his individual superiority with some degree of essentiall
’hfe felt that he belonged to “a nation which had reached a com arative]
high plane of civilization” * and therefore held his position by ri hf f bi hy
regardless of personal acnievements. ' et ol birth,
Lord Cromer’s career is fascinating because it embodies the ve
& Lord Cromer, op. ¢if.

% Bribery “was perhaps the most human institution among the barbed

ments of the Russian Mo h l-wire entangle.
New York, 1919, order.” Moissaye J. Qlgin, The Soul of the Russian Revolution,

" Zetland, op. cit,, p. 89.

believing in
y harmless vanity,

Iy turning

n of sacrifice and

Cromer started to rule Egypt |
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point from the older colonial to imperialist services. His first reaction to his
duties in Egypt was a marked uneasiness and concern about a state of af-
fairs which was not “annexation” but a *hybrid form of government to which
no name can be given and for which there is no precedent.” 7 In 1885, after
two years of service, he still harbored serious doubts about a system in which

he was the nominal British Consul General and the actual raler of Egypt
and wrote that a “highly deficate mechanism [whose] efficient working de-
‘pends very greatly on the judgment and ability of a few individuals . . . can
. . . be justified [only] if we are able to keep before our eyes the possibility
of evacuation. . . . If that possibility becomes so remote as to be of no
practical account . . . it would be better for us . . ., to arrange . . . with

the other Powers that we should take over the government of the country, -

guarantee its debt, etc.” ™ No doubt Cromer was right, and either, occupa-
tion or evacuation, would have normalized matters, But that “hybrid form
of government” without precedent was to become characteristic of all im-
perialist enterprise, with the result that a few decades afterwards everybody
had lost Cromer’s early sound judgment about pessible and impossible forms
of government, just as there was lost Lord Selbourne’s early insight that a
race society as a way of life was unprecedented. Nothing could better chag-
acterize the initial stage of imperialism than the combination of these two
judgments on conditions in Africa: a way of life without precedent in the
south, a government without precedent in the north.

In the following years, Cromer reconciled himself to the “hybrid form
of government”;dn his letters he began to justify it and to expound the need

)

for the government without name and precedent. At the end of his life, he ¥

laid down (in his essay on “The Government of Subject Races™) the main

lines of what one may well call 2 philosophy of the bureaucrat..

Cromer started by recognizing that “personal influence™ without a legal
or written political treaty could be enough for “sufficiently effective super-
vision over public &fuirs” 7 in foreign countries. This kind of informal in-
fluence was preferable to a well-defined policy because it could be altered
at a moment’s notice and did not necessarily involve the home government
in case of difficulties. It required a highly trained, highly reliable staff whose
loyalty and patriotism were not connected with personal ambition or vanity
and who would even be required to renounce the human aspiration of having
their names connected with their achievements. Their greatest passion would
have to be for secrecy (“the less British officials are talked about the
better”),™ for a rele behind the scenes; their greatest contempt would be
directed at publicity and people who love it.

Cromer himself possessed all these qualities fo a very high degree; his
wrath was never more strongly aroused than when he was “brought out of

71 From = letter Lord Cromer wrote in 1884. Ibid,, p. 117, .

"2 In a letter 10 Lord Granville, a member of the Liberal Party, in 1885, Ibid., p. 219,
2 From a letter to Lord Rosebery in 1886, 1bid., p. 134.

s Ibid., p. 352.

L
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[his] hiding place,” when “the reality which before was only known tg

few behind the scenes [became] patent to all the world.” 5 Hig pride ws
indeed to “remain more or less hidden [and] to pull the strings.” " In_ex
change, and in order to make his work possible at all, the bureaucrat has t
feel safe from control-—the praise as well as the blame, that is—of al} Publi
institutions, either Parliament, the “English Departments,” or the press
Every growth of democracy or even the simple functioning of existing

democratic institutions can only be a danger, for it ig impossible 1o govern.

“a people by a people-—the people of India by the people of England.”»

Bureaucracy is always a government of experts, of an “experienced minority”:

which has to resist as well as it knows how the constant pressuré from “the
inexperienced majority.” Each people is fundamentally an inexperienced

majority and can thercfore not be trusted with such a highly specializeq”

matter as politics and public affairs. Bureaucrats, moreover, are not sup-

posed to have general ideas about political matters at all; their patriotism ~
should never lead them so far astray that they believe in the inherent good-

ness of political principles in their own country; that would only result in
their cheap “imitative” application “to the government of backward popula-
tions,” which, according to Cromer, was the principal defect of the French
system,”®
Nobody will ever pretend that Cecil Rhodes suffered from a lack of
vanity, ‘According to Jameson, he expected t0 be remermbered for at least
four thousand years. Yet, despite all his appetite for self-glorification, he hit
upon the same idea of rule through secrecy as the overmodest Lord Cromer.
Extremely fond of drawing up wills, Rhodes insisted in all of them (over
the course of two decades of his public life) that his money should be used
to found “a secret society . . . to carry out his scheme,” which was to be
“organized like Loyola’s, supported by the accumulated wealth of those
whose aspiration is a desire to do something,” so that eventually there would
be “between two and three thousand men in the prime of life scatfered all
over the world, each one of whom would have had impressed upon his mind
in the most susceptible period of his life the dream of the Founder, each
one of whom, morcover, would have been especially—-—mathematically~
selected towards the Founder’s purpose.” ** More farsighted than Cromer,
%3 From a letter to Lord Rosebery in 1893, Ibid,, pp. 204-203,
% From a letter to Lord Rosebery in 1893, ibid., p. 192,
7" From a speech by Cromer in Parliament after 1904, ibid., p. 311.
*¢ During the negotiations and considerations of the administrative pattern for the
anncxation of the Sudan, Cromer insisted on keeping the whole matter outside the
sphere of French influence; he did this not because he wanted to secure a monopoly in

Africa for England but much rather because he had “the utmost want of confidence ijn
their administrative system as applied to subject races” (from a letter 1o Salisbury in
1899, 1bid., p. 248). .

78 Rhodes drew up six wills (the first was already composed in 1877), 21l of which
mention the “secret society.” For extensive quotes, see Basil Williams, Cecil Rhodes,

London, 1921, and Millin, op. cit,, pp. 128 and 331. The citations are upen the authority
of W. T. Stead.
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Rhodes opens iety f the “Nordic race™ # so
d the society at once to all members of th rac

hat the aim was not so much the growth and glory of Great Britain—her

tha _

' upation of the “entire continent of Alfrica, the Holy Land, the valley of
occ

i rus and Candia, the whole of South Amer-
s of the Pacifcr . . tho whole o the Melns e
ica, th% " ads of China and Japan [and] the ultimate recovery of the quted
the Sei B?aras the cxpansion of the “Nordic race™ which, organized in a
Sti;zi soc—i;ty, would establish a bureaucratic government over all peoples
se
of the etarél:'ércame Rhodes’s monstrous innate vanity and made him dif—

‘erh ihe charms of secrecy was the same thing that overcame Cron}ers )
oy ense of duty: the discovery of an expansion whl_ch was not driven
mna;e Ss ccific appetite for a specific country but conceived as an endless
o e ﬁ which every country would serve only as stepping-stone for further
Pmcessi(;n In view of such a concept, the desire for glory can no longer
g};p:l;gsﬁc;i by the glorious triumph over a specific peoplehfor tge ﬁake ﬁf‘
one’s own people, nor can the sense of duty be fulﬁili?d 4 rf)kug Nt tran ;?m

ciousness of specific services and the fulfillment of specific ta}sl s.h 0 matter
zvhat individual qualitics og defects a manf r;lxagar}:;\;:l, c;]r;cewﬂtlz ;;S i? terce

an uncnding process o , ill, a ) X
::I::ngl ?gl;téoﬁla?fhe was and ;bgy the laws of the process, 1dcntaf)1{( h:mstilf
with anonymous forces that he ﬁ sttllpfl){oz;cfdhtp zzlrfvea Smm(;c;erfuté)cﬁ c?::p an;

cess in motion; he will think o ims : , an
g.rz(r?fu;ﬁ; consider such functionality, such an incarnation of tk;icdggglr:::}cl
trend, his highest possible achicver{lent. Then, as Rhodcsl ;ve;: insa ono G{ :
to say, he could indeed “do nothing wrong, ‘what he é fzctahm{lneU 1 égss 2
was his duty to do what he wanted. He felt himself a go ——-ncf) ing fess.”
But Lord Cromer sanely pointed out_the same phenomenon o ‘men A fn &
ing themselves voluntarily into mere instruments or mere fupcnlons W ton ho
called the burcaucrats “instruments of incomparable value in the exe

icy of Imperialism.” ¢

Offat II)S() ]éb):fious tl?at these secret and anonymous agents Ef thf force ?)f e:&
pansion felt no obligation to man-made laws. ﬂf_hg'_gﬂlz;__ls_\y " they __o"ey
was the “law™ of expansion, and thq_ only groof of t.h_e;_r, lawfful_nesi_ !'_sz
success, They had to be perfectly willing to disappear into comp cite 2 1‘»:‘;_11-
‘once fdilure had been proved, if for any reason they were no on?enl' :he
struments of incomparable value.” As long as they were suc;ce;s:ueas
feeling of embodying forces greater than themgelveh? made it relative yﬂsterz
to resign and even to despise applause and glorification. They were mo

of conceit in their success and monsters of modesty in their failure. ?

81t is well known that Rhodess “secret society” ended as the very rcta)suptec[;aebn]lc- -
ﬁhodcs Scholarship Association to which even today not o‘nly Enggstgnegricans e |
bers of all “Nordic rages,” such as Germans, Scandinavians, and Am f {
admitted.” )

31 Basil Witliams, op. cit,, p. 51.

82 Millin, op. cit., p. 92. 83 Cromer, op. cit,
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At the basis of bureaucracy as a form of government, and of its inherent.

replacement of law with temporary and changing decrces, lies this superstj-
tion of a possible and magic identification of man with the forces of histo

The ideal of such a political body will always be the man behind the scenes
who pulls the strings of history, Cromer finally shunned every “written in- -

strument, or, indeed, anything which is tangible™ % in his refationships with
Egypt—even a proclamation of annexation—in order to be free to Obey
only the law of expansion, without obligation to a man-made treaty. Thug
docs the burcaucrat shun every general law, handling each situation sepa-
rately by decree, because a law’s inherent stability threatens to -establish a

permanent community in which nobody could possibly be a god because all -

would have to obey a law.

The two key figures in this system, whose very essence is ajmless process,

are the bureaucrat on one side and the secret agent on the other. Both types,
as long as they served only British imperialism, never quite denied that
they were descended from dragon-slayers and protectors of the weak and
therefore never drove bureaucratic regimes to their inherent extremes, A
British bureaucrat almost two decades after Cromer’s death knew “adminis-
trative massacres’ could keep India within the British Empire, but he knew
also how utopian it would be to try to get the support of the hated “Eng-
lish Departments” for an otherwise quite realistic plan.®* Lord Curzon,
Viceroy of India, showed nothing of Cromer’s noblesse and was quite
characteristic of a society that increasingly inclined to accept the mob's
race standards if they were offered in the form of fashionable snobbery.#o
But snobbery is incompatible with fanaticism and therefore never really
efficient. :

The same is true of the members of the British Secret Service. They too
are of illustrious origin—what the dragon-slayer was to the bureaucrat, the
adventurer is to. the secret agent—and they too can rightly lay claim to a

3¢ From a letter of Lord Cromer to Lord Rosebery in 1886. Zetland, op. cit., p. 134,
55 “The Indian system of government by reports was . . . suspect fin England].
There was no trial by jory in India and the judges were all paid servants of the Crown,
many of them removable at pleasure. . . . Some of the men of formal law felt rather
uneasy as to the success of the Indian experiment. ‘I, they said, ‘despotism and
bureaucracy work so ‘well in India, may nrot that be perhaps at some time used as an-

argument for introducing something of the same system here? ® The government of

India, at any rate, “knew well enough that it would have to justify its existence and its
policy before public opinion in England, and it well knew that that public opinion would
never tolerate oppression™ (A. Carthill, op. cit., pp. 70 and 41-42).

88 Harold Nicolson in his Curzon: The Last Phase 1919-1925, Boston-New York,
1934, tells the following story: “Behind the lines in Flanders was a large brewery in the
vats of which the private soldiers would bathe on returning from the trenches. Curzon
was taken to see this dantesque exhibit. He watched with interest those hundred naked
figures disporting themselves in the steam. ‘Dear mel,’ he said, ‘1 had no conception
that the lower classes had such white skins.' Curzon would deny the authenticity of
this story but loved it none the less” (pp. 47-48).
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foundation legend, the legend of the Great Game as told by Rudyard Kipling
in Kim.

" gf course every adventurer knows what Kipling means when he praises
Kim because “what he loved was the game for its own sake.” Every person
still able to wonder at “this great and wonderful world” knows that it is
hardly an argument against the game when “missionaries and secretaries of
charitable societies could not see the beauty of it.” Still less, it seems, have
those 2 right to speak who think it “a sin to kiss a white girl's mouth and
a virtue to kiss a black man’s shoe.” # Since life itself uliimately has to be
lived and loved for its own szke, adventure and Iove of the game for its
own sake easily appear to be a most intensely human symbol of life. Tt
is this underlying passionate humanity that makes Kim the only novel of
the imperialist era in which a genuine brotherhood links together the
“higher and lower breeds,” in which Kim, “a Sahib and the son of a
Sahib,” can rightly talk of “us” when he talks of the “chain-men,” “all
on one lead-rope.” There is more to this “we”—strange in the mouth
of a believer in imperialism~than the all-enveloping anonymity of men
who are proud to have “no name, but only & number and a letter,” more
than the common pride of having “a price upon {one’s] head.” What
makes them comrades is the common experience of being—through dan-
ger, fear, constant surprise, utter lack of habits, constant preparedness
to change their identities—symbols of life itself, symbols, for instance,
of happenings all over India, immediately sharing the life of it all as
“it runs like a shuttle throughout all Hind,” and therefore no longer
“alone, one person, in the middle of it all,” trapped, as it were, by the
limitations of one’s own individuality or nationality. Playing the Great.
Game, a man may feel as though he lives the only life worth while because
he has been stripped of everything which may still be considered to be
accessory. Aife itself seems to be left, in a fantastically intensified purity,
when man has cut himself off from all ordinary social ties, family, regular
occupation, a definite goal, ambitions, and the guarded place in a come

‘munity to which he belongs by birth. “When every one is dead the Great

Game is finished. Not before.” When one is dead, life is finished, not before,
not when one happens to achieve whatever he may have wanted. That the
game has no ultimate purpose makes it so dangerously similar to life itself.”
Purposclessness is the very charm of Kim's existence. Not for the sake
of England did he accept his strange duties, nor for the sake of India, nor for
any other worthy or unworthy cause. Imperialist notions like expansion for
expansion’s or power for power’s sake might have suited him, but he would
not have cared particularly and certainly would not have constructed any
such formula. He stepped into his peculiar way of “theirs not to reason
why, theirs but to do and die” without even asking the first question. He
was tempted only by the basic endlessness of the game and by secrecy as

87 Carthill, op. cit., p. 88.
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such. And secrecy again seems like a symbol of the basic mysteriousness g
life. '
Somehow it was not the fault of the born adventurers, of those who K
their very nature dwelt outside society and outside all political bodies th
they found in imperialism a political game that was endless by deﬁn,iﬁoral
they were not supposed to know that in politics an endless game can en
only in catastrophe and that political secrecy hardly ever ends jn anythin
nobler than the vulgar duplicity of a spy. The joke on these players of th
Great Game was that their employers knew what they wanted and used the;
passion _for anonymity for ordinary spying. But this triumph of -the profit.’
hungry -investors was temporary, and they were duly cheated when a fe
decades later they met the players of the game of totalitarianism, a game:
. .played without ulterior motives like profit and therefore played with suck:
murderous efficiency that it devoured even those who financed it. :
Before this happened, however, the imperialists had destroyed the. best’
man who ever turned from an adventurer (with a strong mixture of drégon;
slayer) into a secret agent, Lawrence of Arabia. Never again was the experi. :
ment of secret politics made more purely by a more decent man. Lawrence
experimented fearlessly upon himself, and then came back and believed that
he belonged 1o the “lost generation.” He thought this was because “the ol
men came out again and took from us our victory” in order to “re-make
[the world] in the likeness of the former world they knew.” & Actually the
old men were quite inefficient even in this, and handed their victory, together
with their power, down to other men of the same “lost generati(,)n ” who
were neither older nor so dissimilar to Lawrence, The only diﬁ"eren::e was
that Lawrence still clung fast to a morality which, however, had already
lost all objective bases and consisted only of a kind of private and neces-
sarily quixotic attitude of chivalry.

. Lawrence was seduced into becoming a secret agent in Arabia because of
his strong desire to leave the world of dull respectability whose continuity
had pccome simply meaningless, because of his disgust with the world as well-
as with himsell. What attracted him most in Arab civilization was its “gospel
of baren_ess - » « [which] involves apparently a sort of moral bareness
{oo,” which “has refined itself clear of household gods.” ¥ What he tried
to _avmd most of all after he had returned to English civilization was livin
a life of his own, so that he ended with an apparently incomprehensible en%
Ils:tmt_ant as a private in the British army, which obviously was the only in-
stitution in which a man’s honor could be identified with the loss of his
individual personality.

When the outbreak of the first World War sent T. E. Lawrence to the
Ara_bs of the Near East with the assignment to rouse them into a rebellion
against their Turkish masters and make them fight on the British side, he

88 T. E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom, Introduction (fi iti i
: » Sey ; rst edition, 1926) wh
was omitted on the agivu:e of George Bernard Shaw from the later edition, Se)c"llf‘ 1cf‘.‘h
Lawrence, Letters, edited by David Garnett, New York, 1939, pp. 262 ff o
8 From z letter written in 1918, Lerers, p. 244, '

RACE AND BUREAUCRACY 219

came into the very midst of the Great Game. He could achieve his purpose

“only if a national movement was stirred up among Arab tribes, a national

movement that ultimately was to serve British imperialism. Lawrence had to
behave as though the Arab national movement were his prime interest, and
he did it so well that he came to believe in it himself. But then again he
did not belong, he was ultimately unable “to think their thought” and to
wgssume thelr character.” # Pretending to be an Arab, he couid only lose
his “English self” ** and was fascinated by the complete secrecy of self-
effacement rather than fooled by the obvious justifications of benevolent
rule over backward peoples that Lord Cromer might have used. One genera-
tion older and sadder than Cromer, he took great delight in a role that de-
manded a reconditioning of his whole personality until he fitted into the
Great Game, until he became the incarnation of the force of the Arab na-
tional movement, until he lost all natural vanity in his mysterious alliance
with forces necessarily bigger than himself, no matter how big he could have
been, until he acquired a deadly “contempt, not for other men, but for all
they do” on their own initiative and not in alliance with the forces of history,

AVhen, at the end of the war, Lawrence had to abandon the pretenses of
a secret agent and somehow recover his “English self,” #2 he “looked at the
West and its conventions with new eyes: they destroyed it all for me.” ®
From the Great Game of inczlculable bigness, which no publicity had
glorified or limited and which had elevated him, in his twenties, above kings
and prime ministers because he had “made ’em or played with them,” ®

Lawrence came home with an obsessive desire for anonymity and the deep
“conviction that nothing he could possibly still do with his life would ever

satisfy him. This conclusion he drew from his perfect knowledge that it was
not he who had been big, but only the role he had aptly assumed, that his
bigness had been the result of the Game and not a product of himself. Now
he did not “want to be big any more” and, determined that he was not
“going to be respectable again,” he thus was indeed “cured . . . of any
desire ever to do anything for myself.” ** He had been the phantom of a
force, and he became a phaantom among the living when the force, the
function, was taken away from him. What he was frantically looking for was
another role to play, and this incidentally was the “game” about which

o0 T, E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom, Garden City, 1938, chapter i.

81 fhid.

82 How ambiguous and how difficult a process this must have been is illustrated by
the following anccdote: “Lawrence had accepted an invitation to dinner at Claridge's
and a party afterwards at Mrs, Harry Lindsay's. He shirked the dirner, but came to
the party in Arab dresses.” This happened in 1919, Lesters, p. 272, note 1.

93 Lawrence, op. cif., ¢h. i.

84 Lawrencé wrote in 1929; “Anyone who had gone up so fast as I went . . . and
had seen so much of the inside of the top of the world might well lose his aspirations,
and get weary of the ordinary motives of action, which had moved -him til he reached
the top. I wasn't King or Prime Minister, but I made 'em, or played with them, and
after that there wasn't much more, in that direction, for me to do” (Letters, p. 653).

86 Jhid., pp. 244, 447, 450. Compare especially the letter of 1918 (p. 244) with the
two letters to George Bernard Shaw of 1923 (p. 447) and 1928 (p. 616).
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George Bernard Shaw inquired so kindly but uncomprehendingly, as though
he spoke from another century, not understanding why a man of such great .
achievements should not own up to them.*® Only another role, another
function would be strong enough to prevent himself and the world from
identifying him with his deeds in Arabia, from replacing his old self with
a new personality. He did not want to become “Lawrence of Arabia,” since,
fundamentally, he did not want to regain a new self after having lost the old, .
His greatness was that he was passionate enough to refuse cheap compro-

mises and easy roads into reality and respectability, that he never lost his

awareness that he had been only a function and had played a role and there-

fore “must not benefit in any way from what he had done in Arabia. The
honors which he had won were refused. The jobs offered on account of his

reputation had to be declined nor would he allow himself to exploit his sue-

cess by profiting from writing a single paid piece of journalism under the

name of Lawrence,” ¢

The story of T. E. Lawrence in all its moving bitterness and greatness

was not simply the story of a paid official or a hired spy, but precisely the

story of a real agent or functionary, of somebody who actually believed he

had entered—or been driven into—the stream of historical necessity and

become a functionary or agent of the secret forces which rule the world.

*T had pushed my go-cart into the eternal stream, and so it went faster than

the ones that are pushed cross-stream or up-stream. I did not belicve finally -
in the Arab movement: but thought it necessary in its time and place.” %
Just as Cromer had ruled Egypt for the sake of India, or Rhodes South
Africa for the sake of further expansion, Lawrence had acted for some
ulierior unpredictable purpose. The only satisfaction he could get out of
this, lacking the calm good conscience of some Jimited achievement, came
from the sense of functioning itself, from being embraced and driven by
some big movement. Back in London and in despair, he would try to find
some substitute for this kind of “self-satisfaction” and would “only get it
out of hot speed on a motor-bike.” 9 Although Lawrence had not yet been
seized by the fanaticism of an ideology of movement, probably because he
was too well educated for the superstitions of his time, he had already ex-
perienced that fascination, based on despair of all possible human responsi-
bility, which the eternal stream and its eternal movement exert. He drowned
himself in it and nothing was Ieft of him but some inexplicable decency and
a pride in having “pushed the right way.” *I am still puzzled as to how far
the individual counts: a lot, I fancy, if he pushes the right way,” 1% This,
then, is the end of the real pride of Wesfern man who no longer counts as
an end in himself, no longer does “a thing of himself nor a thing so clean

8¢ George Bernard Shaw, asking Lawrence in 1928 “What is your game really?”,
suggested that his role in the army or his looking for a job as a night-watchman (for
which he could “get good references”) were not authentic.

7 Garnett, op. cit.,, p. 264, 98 Jhid., in 1924, p. 456.

¥ Letters, in 1930, p. 693. 190 Jhid., p. 693.
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a5 to be his own” 1% by giving laws to the world, but has a chance only “if
he pushes the right way,” in alliance with the secret forces of history and
necessity—of which he is but a function. :

When the European mob discovered what a “lovely virtue” a white skin
could be in Africa,’* when the English conqueror in India became an ad-
ministrator who no longer believed in the universal validity of Jaw, but was
convinced of his own innate capacity to rule and dominate, when the dragon-
slayers turned into either *white men” of “higher breeds” or into burean-
crats and spies, playing the Great Game of endless -ulterior motives in an
endless movement; when the British Intelligence Services (especially after the
first World War) began to attract England’s best sons, who preferred serv-
ing mysterious forces all over the world to serving the common good of
their country, the stage seemed to be set for all possible horrors. Lying under
anybody’s nose were many of the elements which gathered together could

¢reate a totalitarian government on the basis of racism, “Administrative mas- |

sacres” were proposed by Indian bureaucrats while African officials declared™

- that “no ethical considerations such as the rights of man will be allowed

to stand in the way” of white rule, 103

* The happy fact is that although British imperialist rule sank to some level
of vulgarity, cruelty played a lesser role between the two World Wars than
ever before and a minimum of human rights was always safeguarded. Tt is
this moderation in the midst of plain insanity that paved the way for what
Churchill has called “the liquidation of His Majesty’s Empire” and that
eventually may turn out to mean the transformation of the English nation
into a Commonwealth of English peoples.

1 Lawrence, op. cit., chapter i.

1z Millin, op. cit., p. 15.

103 As put by Sir Thomas Watt, a citizen of South Africa, of British descent. See
Barnes, op. cit., p. 230.




CHAPTER EIGHT:

Continental Imperialism:
the Pan Movements

'\ l AZISM AND BOLSHEVISM owe more {0 Pan-Germanism and Pan-Slavism .

(respectively) than to any other ideology or political movement. This
is most evident in foreign policies, where the strategies of Nazi' Germany
and Soviet Russia have followed so closely the well-known programs of
conquest outlined by the pan-movements before and during the first World
War that totalitarian aims have frequently been mistaken for the pursuance
of some permanent German or Russian interests. While neither Hitler nor
Stalin has ever acknowledged his debt to imperialism in the development

of his methods of rule, neither has hesitated to admit his indebtedness to -

the pan-movements’ ideology or to imitate their slogans.?

The birth of the pan-movements did not coincide with the birth of im-
perialism; around 1870, Pan-Slavism had already outgrown the vague and
confused theories of the Slavophiles,? and Pan-German sentiment was cur-
rent in Austria as early as the middle of the nineteenth century. They crys-
tallized into movements, however, and captured the imagination of broader
strata only with the triumphant imperialist expansion of the Western nations
in the eighties. The Central and Eastern European nations, which had no
colonial possessions and little hope for overseas €xpansion, now decided
that they “had the same right to expand as other great peeples and that if
[they were] not granted this possibility overseas, [they would] be forced

{p. 129).—Stalin came back to Pan-Slav slogans during the last war, The 1945 Pan-
Slav Congress in Sofia, which had been called by the victorious Russians, adopted
a resolution pronouncing it “not only an international political necessity to declare
Russian its language of general communication and the official language of aHl Slav
countries, but a moral necessity.” (Sece Aufbau, New York, April 6, 1945.) Shortly
before, the Bulgarian radio had broadcast a message by the Metropolitan Stefan,
vicar of the Holy Bulgarian Synod, in which he called upon the Russian people “to
remember their messianic mission” and prophesied the coming “unity of the Slay
peaple.” (See Politics, January, 1945.) :

*For an exhaustive presentation and discussion of the Slavophiles see Alexandre

oyré, La philosophie. et le probléme national en Russie au début du I9e siécle
(Institut Frangais de Leningrad, Bibliothéque Vol. X, Paris, 1929).
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to do it in Europe.” 8 Pan-Germans and Pan-Slavs agreed that, living in

" weontinental states” and being “continental peoples,” they had to look for

colonics on the continent,* to expand in geographic continuity from a center
f power,® that against “the idea of England . - - expressed by the words:
?wlzmt to rule the sea, [stands] the idea of Russia [expressed] by the w9rds:
I want to rule the land,” ¢ and that eventue.xﬂy_ the “tremendous superiority
of the land to the sea . . ., the superior significance of land power to sea
ower . - «, would become apparent.” S .
The chief importance of continental, as dlstlngu1§hed from overseas, im-
erialism lies in the fact that its concept of cobesive expansion dqes not
gllow for any geographic distance between tl}e methods and institutions of
colony and of nation, so that it did not require boomerang‘ cﬁects‘m or_der
to make itself and all its consequences 'felt in Euro?e. Cc.mt‘mental imperial-
ism truly begins at home.* If it shared v»’*:th overseas x.mpenahsm the contem;_)t
for the narrowness of the nation-state, it opposed to it not so mucl} economic
arguments, which after all quite frequently expressed authentic natxorfal
needs, as an “enlarpged tribal consciousness” ? wl}tch was supposed to unite
all people of similar folk origin, independent of history and no matter where

s Ernst Hasse, Dentsche Politik. 4. Heft. Die Zukunft des deutschen Volkstums,
1993};&.,13?-Heft. Deutsche Grenzpolitik, pp. 167-168. Geopolitical theories of this
kind were current among the A!ldeutschen', .the mcmbers_ of the Pan-Gem}an Leag].le.
They always compared Germany's geopolitical needs with those of Russia. Austrian
Pan-Germans characteristically never drew such a Para!lel.

5 The Slavophile writer Danilewski, whose Ru.fsaa ,aﬁd E.t{rope (187:1)” became the
standard work of Pan-Slavism, praised the Russnaps political capacity” because of
their “tremendous thousand-year-old state that .snll grows and \.avhose power does
not expand like the European power in a coloma!' way but.remams always concen-
trated around its nucleus, Moscow,” See K. Stachlin, Geschichte Russlands von den
Anfingen bis zur Gegenwart, 1923-193?, 3 voIs.., Iv/1, .2'_7"4. . )

¢ The quotation is from J. Slowacki, a Pohs!} publicist w}}o wrote in the forties.
See N. O. Lossky, Three Chapters from the History of Polish Messianism, Prague,
1936, in International Philosophical Library, Ii, 9. )

Pan-Slavism, the first of the pan-isms (see Hoetzsch, Russland, Berlin, 1913, p. 439),
expressed these geopolitical theories almost forty years before Pan-Germa_msm began
to “think in continents.” The contrast between English sea power anfi continental land
power was so conspicuous that it would be far-fetched to look for influences.

7 Reismann-Grone, Ueberseepolitik oder Festlandspolitik?, 19035, in Alldeutsche
Flugschriften, No. 22, p. 17. . . .

8 Ernst Hasse of the Pan-German League proposed to treat c'ertam. qatnona[mes
(Poles, Czechs, Jews, Halians, etc.) in the same way as overseas imperialism treated
natives in non-European continents. See Deutsche Politik. 1. Heft: Das Deutsche
-Reich als Nationaistaar, 1905, p, 62. This is the chief dif{mjence between the Pan-
German League, founded in 1886, and earlier colonial societies such as.th_e: Central-
Verein filr Handelsgeographie (founded in 1863). A very reliable de_scnpuan of the
activities of the Pan-German League is given in Mildred S. Wertheimer, The Pan-
German League, 18901914, 1924, o

?® Emil Deckert, Panlatinismus, Panslawismus und Panteutonismus in ihrer Bedeutung
fiir die politische Weltlage, Frankfurt a/M, 1914, p. 4.
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they happened to live.® Confinenta} imperialism, therefore, started with
much closer affinity to race concepts, enthusiastically absorbed the traditiy
of race-thinking,™ and relied very little on specific experiences. Its race cond:
cepts were completely ideological in basis and developed much more quickly ;
into a convenient political weapon than similar theories expressed by over..

ays claim a certain basis ip authentic

shadowed by the more tangible results of overse
lack of interest in economics 12 stood in ridiculous contrast to the tremendons™
profits of early imperialism. Moreover, in a period when almost everybody
had come to believe that politics and economics were more or less the same
thing, it was easy to overlook the similarities as well as the significant differ.

as expansion, and thejr

tion-state.’* Their influence on intellectuals was even more pronounced-—
the Russian intelligentsia, with only a few exceptions, was Pan-Slavic, and
Pan-Germanism started in Austria almost as a students’ movement.* Their
chief difference from the more respectable imperialism of the Western na-

tions was the lack of capitalist support; their aitempts to expand were not -

16 Pan-Germans zlready talked before the first World War of the distinction between
“Staatsfremde,” people of Germanic origin who happened to live under the authority
of another country, and “Volksfremde,” Beople of non-Germanic origin who happened
to live in Germany. See Danie] Frymann (pseud, for Heinrich Class), Wenn ich der
Kaiser wiir. Politische Wahrheiten und Norwendigket’[en, 1912,

When Austria was incorporated into the Third Reich, Hitler addressed the German
people of Austria with typically Pan-German slogans. “Wherever we may have beep

born,” he told them, we are aj| “the sons of the German people.” A, itler,
ed. by N. H. Baynes, 1942, 11, 1408, peop Hier's Specches,

11 Th. G. Masaryk, Zur russischen Geschichis-
describes the “zootogical nationalism”

und Religionxpht’losoph:’e (1913),
: [ nat of the Slavophiles since Danifewski (p. 257).
Ot_to chhard,_ ofﬁcral historian of the Pan-German Lezague, stated the close relation-
ship between its ideology and the racism of Gobineau and H, 8. Chamberlain See
Geschichte des alldentschen Verbandes, 1920, p. 95, )

12 An exception is Friedrich Nauman

Vienna, 1916, pp. 37 ff,
18 “At Jeast before the War,
been completely overshadowed

is different and this is eedoubtedly
Taktik, 1917),

14 8ee Paul Mo!isch', Geschichte der dentschnationalen Bewegung in Qesterreich
Jena, 1926, p. 90 Itisa fac} “that the student body does not at all simply mirro;
the gereral political constellation; on the conlrary, strong Pan-German opinions have
dy and thence found their way into general politics,”

the interes!: qf the great parties in foreign affairs kad
by domestic issyes. The Pan-German League’s attitude
2 propaganda asset” (Martin Wenck, Alidenrsche

largely originated o the student bo
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and could not be preceded by export of superfluous money and superfluons
men, because Europe did not offer colonial Opportunities for either. Among
their leaders, we find therefore almost.no businessmen and few adventurers,
but many members of the free professions, teachers, and civi] servants,!s
While overseas imperialism, its antinational tendencies notwithstanding,
succeeded in giving a new lease on life to the antiquated institutions of the
nation-state, continental imperialism was and remajned unequivocally hos-
tile to all existing political bodies. fts general mood, therefore, was far more
rebellious and its leaders far more adept at revolutionary rhetoric. While
overseas imperiatism had offered real enough panaceas for the residues of
all classes, continental imperialism had nothing to offer except an ideology
and a movement, Yet this was quite enough in a time which preferred a key
to history to political action, when men in the midst of communal disintegra-
tion and social atomization wanted to belong at any price; Similarly, the
visible distinction of a white skin, whose advantages in a black or brown en-
vironment are easily understood, could be matched successfully by a purely
imaginary distinction between an Eastern and a Western, or an Aryan and
a non-Aryan soul. The point is that a rather complicated ideology and an
organization which furthered no immediate interest proved to be more at-
tractive than tangible advantages and commeonplace convictions.
Despite their lack of success, with its proverbial appeal to the mob, the
pan-movements exerted from the beginning a much stronger attraction than
overseas imperialism. This popular appeal, which withstood tangible failures
and constant changes of program, foreshadowed later totalitarian groups
which were similarly vague as to actual goals and subject to day-to-day
changes of political lines, What held the pan-movements’ membetship to-
gether was much more a general mood than a clearly defined aim. It is true
that overseas imperialism also placed expansion as such above any program
of conquest and therefore took possession of every territory that offered it-
self as an easy opportunity. Yet, however capricious the export of super-
fluous money may have been, it served to delimit the ensuing expansion; the
aims of the pan-movements lacked even this rather anarchic element of
human planning and geographic restraint. Yet, though they had no specific
programs for world conquest, they generated an all-embracing mood of total
predominance, of touching and embracing all human issues, of “pan-human-
ism,” as Dostoevski once put jt.2¢
In the imperialist alliance between mob and capital, the initiative lay
mostly with the representatives of business—except in the case of South
Africa, where a clear-cut mob policy developed very early. In the pan-
13 Useful information about
German League, its local and
See also Lothar Werner,
Heft 278, Berlin,
179 f.

18 Quoted from Hans Kohn,
Tuly, 1948,

the social composition of the membership of the Pan-
executive officers, can be found in Wertheimer, op. cit.
Der alldeursche Verband. 1890-1913. Historische Studien.
1935, and Gottfried Nippold, Der dentsche Chauvinismus, 1913, p.

“The Permanent Mission” in The Review of Politics,
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movements, on the other hand, the initiative always lay exclusively with
the mob, which was led then (as today) by a certain brand of intellectuals,
They still lacked the ambition to rule the globe, and they did not eveq
dream of the possibilities of total domination, But they did knéw how to or-
ganize the mob, and they were aware of the organizational, not mercly
ideclogical or propaganda, uses to which race concepts can be put. Their
significance is only superficially grasped in the relatively modest theories of
foreign policy—a Germanized Central Europe or a Russianized Eastern
and Southern Europe—which served as stariing points for the world-con.

quest programs of Nazism and Bolshevism.\™ The “Germanic peoples” out-

side the Reich and “our minor Slavonic brethren” outside Holy Russia
generated a comfortable smoke screen of national tights to self-determina-
tion, easy stepping-stones to further expansion. Yet, much more essential
was the fact that the totalitarian governments inherited an aura of holiness;
they had only to invoke the past of “Holy Russia” or “the Holy Roman Em-
pire” to arouse all kinds of superstitions in Slav or German intellectuals, s
Pseudomystical nonsense, enriched by countless and arbitrary historical
memories, provided an emotional appeal that seemed to transcend, in depth
and breadth, the limitations of nationalism. Out of it, at any rate, grew that.
new kind of nationalist feeling whose violence proved an excellent motor
to set mob masses in motion and quite adequate to replace the older na-
tional patriotism as an emotional center.

This new type of tribal nationalism, more or less characteristic of all
Central and. Eastern European nations and nationalities, was quite different
in content and significance—though not in violence—from Western nation-
alist excesses. Chauvinism—now usually thought of in connection with the
“nationalisme intégral” of Maurras and Barrgs around the turn of the cen-
tury, with its romaatic glorification of the past and its morbid cult of the
dead—even in its most wildly fantastic manifestations, did not hold that men
of French origin, born and raised i another country, without any knowledge
of French language or culture, would be “born Frenchmen™ thanks to some
mysterious qualities of body or soul. Only with the “enlarged tribal con-
sciousness” did that peculiar identification of nationality with one’s own soul
emerge, that turned-inward pride that is no longer concerned only with
public affairs but pervades every phase of private life until, for example,
“the private life of each true Pole . . . is a public life of Polishness,” 1

In psychological terms, the chief difference between even the most violent

¥ Danilewski, op. cit., included in a future Russian em
Turkey, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Galicia, and Istria with

18The Slavophile K. 8. Aksakow, writing in the middle
took the official name “Holy Russia” quite literally,

Masaryk, op. cit., pp. 234 ff.—Very characteristic
Germanism is Moeller van den Bruck, Germany's T,

in which he proclaims: “There is only One Empire, as there is only One Church, Any.

thing else that claims the title may be a state or a commurity or a sect. There exists
only The Empire” (p. 263).

3 George Cleinow, Die Zukunft Polens, Leipzig, 1914, IT, 93 ff.

pire all Balkan countries,
Trieste.

of the nincteenth century,
as did later Pan-Slavs. See Th. G.
of the vague nonsense of Pan-
hird Empire (New York, 1934),
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chauvinism and this tribal nationalism is that the one i
cerned with visible spiritual and material achievements of the nation,
whereas the other, even in its mildest forms (for example, the German youth
movement) is introverted, concentrates on the individual's own soul which
is considered as the embodiment of general national qualities. Chauvinist
mystique still points to something that really existed in the past (as in
the case of the nationalisme intégral) and merely tries to elevate this into a
realm beyond human control; tribalism, on the other hand, starts from non-
existent pseudomystical elements which it Proposes to realize fully in the
future. It can be easily recognized by the tremendous arrogance, inherent in
its self-concentration, which dares to measure a people, its past and Present,
by the yardstick of exalted inner qualities and inevitably Tejects its visible
existence, tradition, institutions, and culture.

Politically speaking, tribal nationalism always insists that its own people
is surrounded by “a world of enemies,” “one against all,” that a fundamental
difference exists between this people and all others. Tt claims ts people to be
unique, individual, incompatible with all others, and denies theoretically the

very possibility of a common mankind long before it is used to destroy the
humanity of man.

s extroverted, con-

1:  Tribal Nationalism

JUST As continental imperialism sprang from the frustrated ambitions of
countries which did not get their share in the sudden expansion of the
eighties, so tribalism appeared as the nationalism of those peoples who had
not participated in national emancipation and had not achieved the soy-
ereignty of a nation-state. Wherever the two frustrations were combined, as
in multinational Austria-Hungary and Russia, the pan-movements naturally
found their most fertile soil. Moreover, since the Dual Monarchy harbored
both Slavic and German irredentist nationalities, Pan-Slavism and Pan-Ger-
manism concentrated from the beginning on its destruction, and Austria-
Hungary became the real center of pan-movements. Russian Pan-Slavs
claimed as early as 1870 that the best possible starting point for a Pan-Slav
empire would be the disintegration of Austria,” and Austrian Pan-Germans
were so violently aggressive against their own government that even the
Alldeutsche Verband in Germany complained frequently about the “exag-

20 During the Crimean War (1853-1856) Michael Pagodin, a Russian folklorist
and philologist, wrote a letter to the Czar in which he called the Slav pecples Russia's
only reliable powerful allies (Staehlin, op. cir., p. 35); shortly thereafter General
Nikolai Muravyev-Amursky, “one of the great Russian empire-builders,” hoped for
“the liberation of the Slavs from Austria and Turkey” (Hans Kohn, op. ¢ir.): and as
early as 1870 a military pamphiet appeared whichk demanded the “destraction of

Ausiria as a necessary condition for a Pan-Slav federation” (see Staehlin, op. cit.,
p. 282).
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gerations” of the Austrian brother movement.® The German-conceived
blueprint for the economic union of Central Europe under German leader-
ship, along with all similar continental-empire projects of the German Pan-
Germans, changed at once, when Austrian Pan-Germans got hold of it, into

a structure that would become “the center of German life all over the earth -

and be allied with all other Germanic states.” #2
It is self-evident that the expansionist tendencies of Pan-Slavism were
" as embarrassing to the Czar as the Austrian Pan-Germans’ unsolicited pro-
fessions of loyalty to the Reich and disloyalty to Austria were to Bismarck,2*
For no matter how high national feclings occasionally ran, or how ridiculous
nationalistic claims might become in times of emergency, as long as they
were bound to a defined national territory and controlled by pride in a limited
" nation-state they remained within limits which the tribalism of the pan-

movements overstepped at once.

The modernity of the pan-movements may best be gauged from their en-
tirely new position on antisemitism. Suppressed minorities like the Slavs in
Austria and the Poles in Czarist Russia were more likely, because of their
conflict with the government, to discover the hidden connections between
the Jewish communities and the European nation-states, and this discovery
could easily lead to more fundamental hostility. Wherever antagonism to the
state was not identified with lack of patriotism, as in Poland, where it was
a sign of Polish loyalty to be disioyal to the Czar, or in Austria, where Ger-
mans looked upon Bismarck as their great national figure, this antisemitism
assumed more violent forms because the Jews then appeared as agents not
only of an oppressive state machine but of a foreign oppressor. But the
fundamental role of antisemitism in the pan-movements is explained as little
by the position of minorities as by the specific experiences which Schoenerer,
the protagonist of Austrian Pan-Germanism, had had in his earlier career
when, still a member of the Liberal Party, he became aware of the connec-
tions between the Hapsburg monarchy and the Rothschilds’ domination of
Austria’s railroad system.** This by itself would hardly have made him an-
nounce that “we Pan-Germans regard antisemitism as the mainstay of our

2t See Otto Bonhard, op. cir, pp. 58 &., and Hugo Grell, Der alldeutsche Verband,
seine Geschichte, seine Bestrebungen, seine Erfolge, 1898, in Alldeutsche Flugschrifien,
No. 8.

22 According to the Austrian Pan-German program of 1913, quoted from Eduard
Pichl (al. Herwig), Georg Schocnerer, 1938, 6 vols., VI, 375,

23 When Schoencrer, with his admiration for Bismarck, declared in 1876 that
“Austria as a great power must cease” (Pichl, op. cit., I, 80), Bismarck thouvght and
told his Austrian admirers that “a powerful Austria is a vital necessity to Germany.”
See F. A. Neuschaefer, Georg Ritter von Schoenerer {Dissertation), Hamburg, 1935,
The Czars® attitude toward Pan-Slavism was much more equivocal because the Pap-
Siav conception of the state included strong popular support for despotic government.
Yet even under such lempling circumstances, the Czar refused to support the expan-
sionist demand of the Slavophiles and their successors. See Staehlin, op. cit., pp. 30 ff.

24 See chapter ii.
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national ideology,”?® nor could anything similar have induced the Pan-Slav
Russian writer Rozanov to pretend that “there is no problem in Russian life
in which like a ‘comma’ there is not alse the question: How to cope with
the Jew.”*8 :

The clue to the sudden emergence of antisemitism as the center of a whole
outlook on life and the world—as distinguished from its mere political role
in France during the Dreyfus Affair or its role as an instrument of propa-
ganda in the German Stoecker movement—lies in the nature of tribalism
rather than in political facts and circumstances. The true significance of the
pan-movements’ antisemitism is that hatred of the Jews was, for the first
time, severed from zll actual experience concerning the Jewish people, polit-
ical, social, or economic, and followed only the peculiar logic of an ideology.

Tribal nationalism, the driving force behind continental imperialism, had
little in common with the nationalism of the fulty developed Western nation-
state. The nation-state, with its claim to popular representation and national
sovereignty, as it had developed since the French Revolution through the
nineteenth century, was the result of a combination of two factors that were
still separate in the eighteenth century and remained separate in Russia and
Austria-Hungary: nationality and state, Nations entered the scene of history
and were emancipated when peoples had acquired a consciousness of them-
selves as cultural and historical entities, and of their territory as a permanent
home, where history had left its visible traces, whose cultivation was the
product of the common labor of their ancestors and whose future would de-
pend upon the course of a common civilization. Wherever nation-states
came into being, migrations came to an end, while, on the other hand, in the
Eastern and Southern European regions the establishment of nation-states
failed because they could not fall back upon firmly rooted peasant classes.2?
Sociotogically the nation-state was the body politic of the European emanci-
pated peasant classes, and this is the reason why national armies could keep
their permanent position within these-states only up to the end of the last
century, that s, only as long as they were truly representative of the rural
class. “The Army,” as Marx has pointed out, “was the ‘point of honor’ with
the allotment farmers: it was themselves turned into masters, defending

~abroad their newly established property. . . . The uniform was their state

costume, war was their poetry; the aliotment was the fatherland, and patriot-
ism became the ideal form of property.” % The Western nationalism which

* Pichl, op. cir., 1, 26. The translation is quoted from the exceflent article by Oscar
Karbach, “The Founder of Modern Political Antisemitism: Georg von Schoenerer,”
in Jewish Social Studies, Vol. ViI, No. 1, January, 1945.

8 Vassiliff Rozanov, Fullen Leaves, 1929, pp. 163-164.

¥"8ee . A, Macartney, National States and National Minorities, London, 1934,
pp. 432 . _

* Karl Marx, The Eigliteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonuparte English translation by
De Leon, 1§98,
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culminated in general conscription was the product of firmly rooted and
emancipated peasant classes, iy

While consciousness of nationality is a comparatively recent developmient,
the structure of the state was derived from centuries of ‘monarchy and en-
lightened despotism. Whether in the form of a new republic or of_ a reformed
constitutional monarchy, the state inherited as its supreme function the pro-
tection of all inhabitants in its territory no matter what their nationality, ‘and
was supposed to act as a supreme legal institution. The tragedy of the nation-
state was that the people’s rising national consciousness interfered with these
functions. In the name of the will of the people the state was forced to
recognize only “nationals” as citizens, to grant full‘civil and politica]_rights
only to those who belonged to the national community by right of origin and
fact of birth. This meant that the state was partly transformed from an in-
strument of the law into an instrument of the nation.

The conquest of the state by the nation ** was greatly facilitated by the -

downfall of the absolute monarchy and the subsequent new development of
classes. The absolute monarch was supposed to serve the interests of the
nation as a whole, to be the visible exponent and proof of the existence of
such a common interest. The enlightened despotism was based on Rohan’s
“kings command the peoples and interest commands the king”; * with the

abolition of the king and soversignty of the people, this common interest was °

in constant danger of being replaced by a permanent conflict among class in-
terests and struggle for control of the state machinery, that is, by a permanent
civil war. The only remaining bond between the citizens of a nation-state
without a monarch to symbolize their essential community, seemed to be

national, that is, common origin. So that in a century when every class and’

section in the population was dominated by class or group interest, the inter
est of the nation as a whole was supposedly guaranteed in a common origin,
which sentimentally expressed itself in nationalism,

The secret conflict between state and nation came to light at the very birth
of the modern nation-state, when the French Revolution combined the decla-

ration of the Rights of Man with the demand for national sovereignty. The -

same essential rights were at once claimed as the inalienable heritage of all
human beings and as the specific heritage of specific nations, the same nation
was at once declared to be subject to laws, which supposedly would fiow
from the Rights of Man, and sovereign, that is, bound by no universal law.
and acknowledging nothing superior to itself.5* The practical outcome of this
contradiction was that from then on human rights were protected and en-
forced only as national rights and that the very institution of a state, whose
supreme task was to protect and guarantee man his rights as man, as citizen

28 See J. T. Delos, La Nation, Montreal, 1944, an outstanding study on the subject.

30 See the Duc de Rohan, De I'fniérét des Princes et Etats de la Chrétienté, 1638,
dedicated to the Cardinal Richelieu.

31 One of the most illuminating discussions of the principle of sovereignty is stilf
Jean Bodin, Six Livres de la Républigue, 1576, For a good report and discussion of
Bodin's main theories, sec George H. Sabine, A History of Political Theory, 1937.
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and as national, lost its legal, rational appearance and could be in
by the romantics as the nebulous representative of a “qn
through the very fact of its existence was supposed to be beyond or above
the law. National sovereignty, accordingly, lost its original connotation of
freedom of the people and was being surrounded by a pseudomystical aura of
lawless arbitrariness. :

Nationalism is essentially the expression of this perversion of the state
into an instrument of the nation and the identification of the citizen with the
meraber of the nation. The relationship between state and society was de-
termined by the fact of class struggle, which had supplanted the former
feudal order. Society was pervaded by liberal individualism which wrongly
believed that the state ruled over mere individuals, when in reality it ruled
over classes, and which saw in the state a kind of supreme individual before
which all others had to bow. It secemed to be the will of the nation that the
state protect it from the consequences of its social atomization and, at the
same time, guarantee its possibility of remaining in a state of atomization. To
be equal to this task, the state had to enforce all earlier tendencies toward
centralization; only a strongly centralized administration which monopolized
all instruments of violence and power-possibilities could counterbalance the
centrifugal forces constantly produced in a class-ridden society. Nationalism,
then, became the precious cement for binding together a centralized state
and an atomized society, and it actually proved to be the only working, live
connection between the individuals of the nation-state.

Nationalism always preserved this initial intimate loyalty to the govern-
ment and never quite lost its function of preserving a precarious balance
between nation and state on one hand, between the nationals of an atomized
society on the other. Native citizens of a nation-state frequently looked down
upon naturalized citizens, those who had received their rights by law and not
by birth, from the state and not from the nation; but they never went so
far as to propose the Pan-German distinction between “Staatsfremde,”
aliens of the state, and “Volksfremde,” aliens of the nation, which was
later incorporated into Nazi legislation. Insofar as the state, even in its per-
verted form, remained a legal institution, nationalism was controlled by some
law, and insofar as it had sprung from the identification of nationals with
their territory, it was limited by definite boundaries,

Quite different was the first national reaction of peoples for whom nation-
ality had not yet developed beyond the inarticulateness of ethnic conscious-
ness, whose languages had not yet outgrown the dialect stage through which
all European languages went before they became suited for literary purposes,
whose peasant classes had not struck deep roots in the country and were not
on the verge of emancipation, and to whom, consequently, their national
quality appeared to be much more a portable private matter, inherent in
their very personality, than a matter of public concern and civilization.®* If
32 Interesting in this context are the socialist propositions of Karl Renner and Otto

auer in Austria to separate nationality entirely from its territorial basis and to make
a kind of personal status; this of course corresponded to a situation in which ethnic
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they {ﬁanted to match the national pride of Western nations, they had no

country, no state, no historic achievement to show but could only point to
themselves, and that meant, at best, to their language—as though language
by itself were already an achievement—at worst, to their Slavic, or Ger-
manic, or God-knows-what soul. Yet in a century which naively assumed
that all peoples were virtually nations there was hardly anything elsé left
to the oppressed peoples of Austria-Hungary, Czarist Russia, or the Balkan
countries, where no conditions existed for the realization of the Western
national trinity of people-territory-state, where frontiers had changed con-
stantly for many centuries and populations had been in a stage of more or
less continuous migration. Here were masses who had not the slightest idea
of the meaning of patria and patriotism, not the vaguest notion of responsi-
bility for a common, limited community. This was the trouble with the “belt

of mixed populations” (Macartney) that stretched from the Baltic to the

Adriatic and found its most articulate expression in the Dual Monarchy. |
Tribal nationalism grew out of this atmosphere of rootlessness. It spread

widely not only among the peoples of Austria-Hungary but also, though on-

a higher level, among members of the unhappy intelligentsia of Czarist Rus-
sia. Rootlessness was the true source of that “enlarged tribal consciousness”
which actually meant that members of these peoples had no definite home
but felt at home wherever other members of their “tribe” happened to
live. “It is our distinction,” said Schoenerer, “. , . that we do not gravi-
tate toward Vienna but gravitate to whatever place Germans may live in.” 33
The hallmark of the pan-movements was that they never even ftried to

achieve national emancipation, but at once, in their dreams of expansion,

transcended the narrow bounds of a national community and proclaimed a
folk community that would remain a political factor even if its members
were dispersed all over the earth. Similarly, and in contrast to the true na-
tional liberation movements of small peoples, which always began with an
exploration of the national past, they did not stop to consider history bat
projecied the basis of their community into a future toward which the move-
ment was supposed to march.

Tribal nationalism, spreading throngh all oppressed nationalities in East-
em and Southern Europe, developed into a new form of organization, the
pan-movements, among those peoples who combined some kind of national
home country, Germany and Russia, with a large, dispersed irredenta, Ger-
mans and Slavs abroad.** In contrast to overseas imperialism, which was

groups were dispersed all over the empire without losing any of their national char-
acter. See Otto Bauer, Die Nationalititenfrage und die osterreichische Sozialdemo-
kratie, Vienna, 1907, on the personal {as opposed to the territorial) principle, pp.
332ff, 353 ff. “The personal principle wants to organize pations not as territorial
bodies but as mere associations of persons.”

33 Pichl, op. cit., 1, 152,

34 No full-fledged pan-movement ever developed except under these conditions,
Pan-Latinism was a misnomer for a few abortive attempts of the Latin nations to
make some kind of alliance against the German danger, and even Polish Messianism
never claimed more than what at some time might conceivably have been Polish-
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content with relative superiority, a national mission, or a white man’s burden,
the pan-movements started with absolute claims to chosenness. Nationalism
has been frequently described as an emotional surrogate of religion, but only
the tribalism of the pan-movements offered a new religious theory and a new
concept of holiness, It was not the Czar’s religious function and position in
the Greek Church that led Russian Pan-Slavs to the affirmation of the Chris-
tian nature of the Russian people, of their being, according to Dostoevski,
the “Christopher among the nations” who carry God directly into the affairs
of this world.** It was because of claims to being “the true divine people of
modern times™ * that the Pan-Slavs abandoned their earlier liberal tenden-
cles and, notwithstanding governmental opposition and occasionally even
persecution, became staunch defenders of Holy Russia,

Austrian Pan-Germans laid similar claims to divine chosenness even
though they, with a similar liberal past, remained anticlerical and became
anti-Christians. When Hitler, a self-confessed disciple of Schoenerer, stated
during the last war: “God the Almighty has made cur nation. We are defend-
ing His work by defending its very existence,” % the reply {rom the other
side, from a follower of Pan-Slavism, was equally true to type: “The German
monsters are not only our foes, but God’s foes.” 8 These recent formulations
were not born of propaganda needs of the moment, and this kind of fanatj-
cism does not simply abuse religious language; behind it lies a veritable
theology which gave the earlier pan-movements their momentum and re-
fained a considerable influence on the development of modern totalitarian
movementis.

The pan-movements preached the divine origin of their own people as
against the Jewish-Christian faith in the divine origin of Man. According to
them, man, belonging inevitably to some people, received his divine origin
only indirectly through membership in a people. The individual, therefore,
has his divine value only as long as he belongs to the people singled out
for divine origin. He forfeits this whenever he decides to change his nation-
ality, in which case he severs all bonds through which he was endowed with

dominated territory. See also Deckert, op. cit., who stated in 1914: “that Pan-Latinism
has declined more and more, and that nationalism and state consciousness have be-
come stronger and retained a greater potential there than anywhere else in Europe”
(p.. 7).

3 Nicolas Berdyaev, The Orizin of Russian Communism, 1937, p, 102—EK. S.
Aksakow called the Russian people the “only Christian people on earth” in 1855 (see
Hans Ehrenberg and N, V. Bubnoff, Oestliches Christentum, Bd. I, pp. 92 f1.}, and the
poet Tyutchev asserted at the same time that “the Russizn people is Christian rot
only through the Orthodoxy of its faith but by something more intimate. It is Christian
by that faculty of renunciation and sacrifice which is the foundation of its moral
nature.” Quoted from Hans Kohn, op. cit.

38 According to Chaadayev whose Philosophical Letters, 1829-1831 constituted the
first systematic attempt to see world history centered around the Russian people. See
Ehrenberg, op. cit., 1, 5 ff.

37 Speech of January 30, 1945, as recorded in the New York Times, January 31.

38 The words of Luke, the Archbishop of Tambov, as quoted in The Journal of
the Moscow Patriarchate, No. 2, 1944,
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divine origin and falls, as it were, into metaphysical homelessness. The polit-
ical advantage of this concept was twofold. It made nationality a permanent
quality which no longer could be touched by history, no matter what hap-
pened to a given people—emigration, conquest, dispersion. Of even more
immediate impact, however, was that in the absolute contrast between the
divine origin of one’s own people and alt other nondivine peoples all differ-
ences between the individual members of the people disappeared, whether
social or economic or psychological. Divine origin changed the people into
a uniform “chosen™ mass of arrogant robots.®®

The untruth of this theory is as conspicuous as its political usefulness.
God created neither men—whose origin clearly is procreation—nor- peoples

—who came into being as the result of human organization. Men are unequal

according to their natural origin, their different organization, and fate in his-
tory. Their equality is an equality of rights only, that is, an equality of human

purpose; yet behind this equality of human purpose lies, according to Jew-

ish-Christian tradition, another equality, expressed in the concept of one
common origin beyond human history, human nature, and human purpose
—the common origin in the mythical, unidentifiable Man who alone is God’s
creation. This divine origin is the metaphysical concept on which the polit-
ical equality of purpose may be based, the purpose of establishing mankind
on earth, Nineteenth-century positivism and progressivism perverted this
purpose of human equality when they set out to demonstrate what cannot be
demonstrated, namely, that men are equal by nature and different only by
history and circumstances, so that they can be equalized not by rights, but
by circumstances and education. Nationalism and its concept of a “national

mission” perverted the national concept of mankind as a family of nations _

into a hierarchical structure where differences of history and organization
were misinterpreted as differences between men, residing in natural origin.
. Racism, which denied the common origin of man and repudiated the common
purpose of establishing bumanity, introduced the concept of the divine origin
of one people as contrasted with all others, thereby covering the temporary
and changeable product of human endeavor with a pseudomystical cloud of
divine eternity and finality. .

This finality is what acts as the common denominator between the pan-
movements’ philosophy and race concepts, and explains their inherent af-
finity in theoretical terms. Politically, it is not important whether God or
nature is thought to be the origin of a people; in both cases, no matter how
exalted the claim for one’s own people, peoples are transformed into animal
species so that a Russian appears as different from a German as 2 wolf is
from a fox. A “divine people” lives in a world in which it is the born perse-

38 This was already recognized by the Russian Jesuit, Prince Ivan S, Gagarin, in
his pamphlet La Russie sera-t-elle catholique? (1856) in which he attacked the
S[avophiie.s becavse “they wish to establish the most complete religious, political, and
national uniformity. In their foreign policy, they wish to fuse all Orthodox Christians

of whatever nationality, and all Slavs of whatever religion, in a great Slav and Orthodox
empire.” (Quoted from Hans Kohn, op. cit.)
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cutor of all other weaker species, or the bom victim of a]] other stronger
species. Only the rules of the animal kingdom can possibly apply o its polit-
ical destinies,

The tribalism of the pan-movements with its concept of the “divine origin™
of one people owed part of its great appeal to its contempt for kberal in-
dividualism,*® the ideal of mankind and the dignity of man. No human dig-
nity is left if the individual owes his value only to the fact that he happens
to be born a German or a Russian; but there s, in its stead, a new coherence,
a sense of mutual reliability among all members of the people which indeed
was very apt to assuage the rightful apprehensions of modern men as to what
might happen to them if, isolated individuals in an atomized society, they
were not protected by sheer numbers and enforced uniform coherence,
Similarly, the “belt of mixed populations,” more exposed than other sections
of Europe to the storms of history and less rooted in Western teadition, felt
earlier than other European peoples the terror of the ideal of humanity and
of the Judaeo-Christian faith in the common origin of man. They did not
harbor any illusions about the “noble savage,” because they knew something
of the potentialities of evil without research into the habits of cannibals. The
more peoples know about one another, the less they want to recognize other
peoples as their equals, the more they recoil from the ideal of humarnity,

The appeal of tribal isolation and master race ambitions was partly due
to an instinctive feeling that mankind, whether a religious or humanistic
ideal, implies a common sharing of responsibility.# The shrinking of geo-
graphic distances made this a political actuality of the first order.: It also
made idealistic talk about mankind and the dignity of man an affair of the
past simply because all these fine and dreamlike notions, with their time-
honored traditions, suddenly assumed a terrifying timeliness, Even insistence
on the sinfulness of all men, of course absent from the phraseology of the
liberal protagonists of “mankind,” by no means suffices for an understand-
ing of the fact—which the people understood only too well—that the idea

0 “People will recognize that man has. no other destination in this world but to
work for the destruction of his personality and its replacement through a social and
unpersonal existence.” Chaadayev, op. cit. Quoted from Ehrenberg, op. cit., p. 60.

#1 The following passage in Frymann, op. cit., p. 186, is characteristic: “We know
our own people, its qualities and its shortcomings—mankind we do not know and we
refuse to care or get enthusiastic about it. Where does it begin, where does it end,
that we are supposed to love because it belongs to mankind . . . ? Are the decadent
or half-bestial Russian peasant of the mir, the Negro of East-Africa, the half-breed
of German South-West Africa, or the unbearable Jews of Galicia and Rumania all
members of mankind? . . . One can believe in the solidarity of the Germanic peo-
ples—whoever is outside this sphere does not matter to us.”

421t was this shrinking of geographic distances that found an expression in Fried-
rick Navmann’s Central Europe: “The day is still distant when there shall be ‘one fold
and one shepherd,’” but the days are past when shepherds without number, lesser or
greater, drove their flocks unrestrained over the pasturés of Europe. The spirit of
large-scale industry and of super-pational organisation has seized politics. People
think, as Cecil Rhodes once expressed it, ‘in Continents."” ‘These few sentences were
quoted in innumerable articles and pamphlets of the time.
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of humanity, purged of all sentimentality, has the very serious consequence
that in one form or another men must assume responsibility for all crimes
committed by men, and that eventually all nations will be forced to answer
for the evil committed by all others. ‘

Tribalism and racism are the very realistic, if very destructive, ways of
escaping this predicament of common responsibility, Their metaphysical
rootlessness, which matched so well the territorial uprootedness of the na-
tionalities it first seized, was equally well suited to the needs of the shifting
masses of modern cities and was therefore grasped at once by totalitarian-
ism; even the fanatical adoption by the Bolsheviks of the greatest antina-
tional doctrine, Marxism, was counteracted and Pan-Slav propaganda rein-
troduced in Soviet Russia because of the tremendous isolating value of these
theories in themselves.?

It is true that the system of rule in Austria-Hungary and Czarist Russia
served as a veritable education in tribal nationalism, based as it was upon
the oppression of nationalities. In Russia this oppression was the exclusive
monopoly of the bureaucracy which also oppressed the Russian people with
the result that only the Russian intelligentsia became Pan-Slav. The Dual
Monarchy, on the contrary, dominated its troublesome nationalities by giv-
ing to them just enough freedom to oppress other mationalities, with the
result that these became the real mass basis for the ideology of the pan-
movements. The secret of the survival of the House of Hapsburg in the
nineteenth century lay in careful balance and support of a supranational
machinery by the mutual antagonism and exploitation of Czechs by Ger-

. mans, of Slovaks by Hungarizns, of Ruthenians by Poles, and so on. For
all of them it became a matter of course that one might achieve nation-
hood at the expense of the others and that ene would gladly be deprived
of freedom if the oppression came from one’s own national government.

The two pan-movements developed without any help from the Russian
or German governments. This did rot prevent their Austrian adherents from

indulging in the delights of high treason against the Austrian government. '

It was this possibility of educating masses in the spirit of high treason which
provided Austrian pan-movements with the sizable popular support they
always lacked in Germany and Russia proper. It was as much easier to
induce the German worker to attack the German bourgeoisie than the gov-
ernment, as it was easier in Russia “to arouse the peasants against squires
than against the Czar.” 4 The difference in the attitudes of German workers

4% Very interesting in this respect are the new theories of Soviet Russian genetics.
Inheritance of acquired characteristics clearty means that populations living under
unfavorable conditions pass on poorer hereditary endowment and vice verse. “In a
word, we should have innate master and subject races.” See H. S. Muller, “The Soviet
Master Race Theory,” in New Leader, July 30, 1949,

" G. Fedotov's “Russia and Freedom,” in The Review of Politics, Yol. VIII, No. 1,
Janvary, 1946, is a veritable masterpiece of historical writing; it gives the gist of the
whole of Russian history.
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and Russian peasants were surely tremendous; the former looked upon a
not too beloved monarch as the symbol of national unity, and the latter
considered the head of their government to be the true representative of
God on earth. These differences, however, mattered less than the fact that
neither in Russia nor in Germary was the government so weak as in Austria,
nor had its authority fallen into such disrepute that the pan-movements
could make political capital out of revolutionary unrest. Only in Austria
did the revolutionary tmpetus find its natural outlet in the pan-movements.
The (not very ably carried out) device of divide et impera did little to di-
minish the centrifugal tendencies of national sentiments, but it succeeded
quite well in inducing superiority complexes and a general mood of dis-
loyalty.

Hostility to the state as an institution runs through the theories of all pan-
movements. The Slavophiles’ opposition to the state has been rightly de-
scribed as “entirely different from anything to be found in the system of
official nationalism”; *¢ the state by its very nature was held to be alien to
the people. Slav superiority was felt (o lie in the Russian people’s indiffer-
ence to the state, in their keeping themselves as a corpus separatum from
their own government. This is what the Slavophiles meant when they called
the Russians a “stateless people” and this made it possible for these “liber-
als” to reconcile themselves to despotism; it was in accord with the demand

“of despotism that the people not “interfere with state power,” that is, with

the absoluteness of that power.*® The Pan-Germans, who were more articu-
late politically, always insisted on the priority of national over state interest 47
and usually. argued that “world politics transcends the framework of the
state,” that the only permanent factor in the course of history was the
people and not states; and that therefore national needs, changing with cir-
cumstances, should determine, at all times, the political acts of the state.s®
But what in Germany and Russia remained only high-sounding phrases upto
the end of the first World War, had a real enough aspect in the Dual Mon-
archy whose decay generated a permanent spiteful contempt for the gov-
ernment.

It would be a serious error to assume that the leaders of the pan-move-
ments were reactionaries or “counter-revolutionaries.” Though as a rule not
too interested in social questions, they never made the mistake of siding with
capitalist exploitation and most of them had belonged, and quite a few
continued to belong, to liberal, progressive parties. It is quite true, in a

%6 N. Berdyaev, op. cit., p. 29.

K. 8. Aksakov in Ehrenberg, op. cit,, p. 97.

+* See for instance Schoenerer’s complaint that the Austrian “Verfassungspartei”
still subordinated national interests to state interests (Pichl, op. cit., 1, 151}, See also
the characteristic passages in the Pan-German Graf E. Reventlow's Judas Kampf und
Niederlage in Deutschland, 1937, pp. 39 ff. Reventlow saw Nationa! Socialism as the
realization of Pan-Germanism because of its refusal to “idolize™ the state which is
only one of the functions of folk life.

*% Ernst Hasse, Deutsche Weltpolitik, 1897, in Alldeutsche Flugschriften, No, §,
and Deutsche Politik, 1. Heft: Das deutsche Reich als Nationalstaar, 1905, p. 50.
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sense, that the Pan-German League “cmbo_died a real attempt at popular
control in foreign affairs. It believed ﬁrmly in t‘he cﬁic}cncy of.a_ strong na-
tionally minded public opinion . . . and initiating nanonal'pohc_les through
force of popular demand.” ** Except that the mob, organized in the pan-
movements and inspired by race ideologies, was not at all the same people
whose revolutionary- actions had led to constitutional government and whose
true representatives at that time could be found only in the workers’ move-
ments, but with its “enlarged tribal consciousness™ and its conspicuous lack
of patriotism resembled much rather a “race.”

Pan-Slavism, in contrast to Pan-Germanism, was formed by and perme-
ated the whole Russian intelligentsia. Much less developed in organizational
form and much less consistent in political programs, it maintained for a
remarkably long time a very high level of literary sophistication an_d phﬂp—
sophical speculation. While Rozanov speculated about the mysterious d‘lf-
ferences between Jewish and Christian sex power and came to the surpris-
ing conclusion that the Jews are “united with that power, Christians being
separated from it,” * the leader of Austria’s Pan-Germans cheerfully dis-
covered devices to “attract the interest of the little man by propaganda songs,
post cards, Schoenerer beer mugs, walking sticks and matches.** Yet eventu-
ally “Schelling and Hegel were discarded and natural science was called upon
to furnish the theoretical ammunition” by the Pan-Slavs as well.’

Pan-Germanism, founded by a single man, Georg von Schoene{er,_ and
chiefly supported by German-Austrian students, spoke from the beginning a

strikingly vulgar language, destined to appeal to much larger and different”’

social strata. Schoenerer was consequently also “the first to perceive the
possibilities of antisemitism as an instrument for forcing the direction of
foreign policy and disrupting . . . the infernal structure of the state.” 3
Some of the reasons for the suitability of the Jewish people for this purpose
are obvious: their very prominent position with respect to the Hapsburg
monarchy together with the fact that in a multinational country they were
more easily recognized as a separate nationality than in nation-states whose
citizens, at least in theory, were of homogeneous stock. This, however, while
it certainly explains the viclence of the Austrian brand of antisemitism and
shows how shrewd a politician Schoenerer was when he exploited the issue,
does not help us understand the central ideological role of antisemitism in
both pan-movements,

“Enlarged tribal consciousness” as the emotional motor of the pan-move-
ments was fully developed before antisemitism became their central and cen-
tralizing issue. Pan-Slavism, with its longer and more respectable history of

42 Wertheimer, op. cit.,, p. 209.

50 Rozanov, op. cil., pp. 56-57.

81 Oscar Karbach, ap. cil. .

2 Louis Levine, Pan-Slavism and European Politics, New York, 1914, describes this

change from the older Slavophile generation to the new Pan-Slav movement.
%8 Oscar Karbach, op. cit.
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philosophic speculation and a more conspicuous political ineffectiveness,
turned antisemitic only in the last decades of the nineteenth century; Schoe-
nerer the Pan-German had already openly ‘announced hijg hostility to state
institutions when many Jews were still members of his party.s In Germany,
where the Stoecker movement had demonstrated the usefulness of anti-
semitism as a political propaganda weapon, the Pan-German League started
with a certain antisemitic tendency, but before 1918 it never went so far as
to exclude Jews from membership.** The Slavophiles’ occasional antipathy
to Jews turned into antisemitism in the whole Russian intefligentsia when,’
after the assassination of the Czar in 1881, a wave of pogroms organized
by the government brought the Jewish question into the focus of public at-
tention.

Schoenerer, who discovered antisemitism at the same time, probably be-
came aware of its possibilities almost by accident: since he wanted above all
to destroy the Hapsburg empire, it was not difficult to caleulate the effect
of the exclusion of one nationality on a state structure that rested on a multi-
tude of nationalities. The whole fabric of this peculiar constitution, the pre-
carious balance of its bureaucracy could be shattered if the moderate op-
pression, under which all nationalities enjoyed a certain amount of equality,
was undermined by popular movements, Yet, this purpose could have besn

‘equally well served by the Pan-Germans’ furious hatred of the Slav national-
ities, a hatred which had been well established long before the movement
turned antisemitic and which had been approved by its Jewish members,

What made the antisemitism of the pan-movements so effective that it
could survive the general decline of antisemitic propaganda during the de-
ceptive quiet that preceded the outbreak of the first World War was its
merger with the tribal nationalism of Eastern Europe. For there existed an
inherent affinity between the pan-movements’ theories about peoples and the
rootless existence of the Jewish people. It seemed the Jews were the one
perfect example of a people in the tribal sense, their organization the model
the pan-movements were striving to emulate, their survival and their sup-
posed power the best proof of the correctness of racial theories,

If other nationalities in the Dual Monarchy were but weakly rooted in
the soil and had little sense of the meaning of a common territory, the Jews
were the example of a people who without any home at all had been able to
keep their identity through the centuries and could therefore be cited as
proof that no territory was needed to constitute a nationality.*s If the pan-
movements insisted on the secondary importance of the state and the para-
mount importance of the people, organized throughout countries and not
necessarily represented in visible institutions, the Jews were a perfect model

5 The Linz Program, which remained the Pan-Germans' program in Austria, was
originally phrased without its Jew paragraph; there were even three Jews on the

drafting committee in 1882. The Jew paragraph was added in 1885. See Oscar
Karbach, op. cit,

52 Otto Bonhard, op. ¢it., p. 45.
58 So by the certainly not antisemitic Socialist Otto Bauer, op. cit., p. 373.
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of a nation without a state and without visible institutions.®” If tribal na-

tionalities pointed io themselves as the center of_ thc_eir national pride, re-
gardless of historical achievements ‘and partnership in recorded events, if
they believed that some mysterious inherent psychological or ph.ysmal quai-
ity made them the incarnation not of Germany but Gerrpamsm, r-lot of
Russia, but the Russian soul, they somehow knew,_ even if they did not
know how to express it, that the Jewishness of_assamﬂated Jf_:ws was ex-
actly the same kind of personal individual embodiment of Judaism and that
the peculiar pride of secularized Jews, who had not given up the clim to
chosenness, really meant that they believed they were different and bet_ter
simply because they happend to be born as Jews, regardless of Jewish
achievements and tradition. )

It is true enough that this Jewish attitude, this, as it were, Je_\x_ush brand
of tribal nationalism, had been the result of the abnormal position of th_e
Jews in modern states, outside the pale of society and nation. But the posi-

tion of these shifting ethnic groups, who became conscious of their nation-

ality only through the example of otheru-Westernfnatim:ls, and l_a‘ter the
position of the uprooted masses of the big cities, which racism r_nob:hzed so
efficiently, was in many ways very similar. They too were outside .the pale
of society, and they too were outside the political body of the nation-state
which seemed to be the only satisfactory political organization of peoples.
In the Jews they recognized at once their happier, luckier cfompeﬂtqrs be-
cause, as they saw it, the Jews had found a way of constituting a society of
their own which, precisely because it had no visible representation and n
normatl political outlet, could become a substitute for the nation. :
But what drove the Jews into the center of these racial ideologies more
than aﬁything else was the even more obvious fact that the pan—mgvement.s’
claim to chosenness could clash seriously only with the Jewish claim. It did
not matier that the Jewish concept had nothing in common with the tribal
theories about the divine origin of one’s own people. The mob was not
much concerned with such niceties of historical correctness and was hardly
aware of the difference between a Jewish mission in history to achieve the
establishment of mankind and its own “mission” to dominate all other
peoples on earth. But the leaders of the pan-movements knew quite well
that the Jews had divided the world, exactly as they had, into two halves—
themselves and all the others.™ In this dichotomy the Jews again appeared

57 Very instructive for Jewish self-interpretation is A S. Steiftberg’s essay “Die
weltanschaalichen Voraussetzungen der jiidischen Gcschxchtsschre.:bung," in Dubnqv
Festschrift, 1930: “If one . . . is convinced of the concept of life as expressed in
Jewish history . .. then the siate question loses its importance, no matter how one
may answer it.” .

58 The closeness of these concepts to each other may be seen in the following co-
incidence to which many other examples could be added: Steinberg, op. cit., says of
the Jews: their history takes place outside all usual historical laws; Chaadayev calls
the Russians an exception people. Berdyayev stated bluntly (op. cif., p. 135): “Rus-
sian Messianism is akin to Yewish Messianism,”
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to be the luckier competitors who had inherited something, were recognized
for something which Gentiles had to build from scratch,se

It is a “truism” that has not been made truer by repetition that antisem-
itism is only a form of envy. But in relation to Jewish chosenness it is true
enough. Whenever peoples have been separated from action and achieve-
ments, when these natural tics with the commen world have broken or do
not exist for one reason or another, they have been inclined to turn upon
themselves in their naked natural givenncss and to claim divinity and a mis-
sion to redeem the whole world, When this happens in Western civiltization,
such peoples will invariably find the age-0ld claim of the Jews in their way. '
This is what the spokesmen of pan-movements senscd, and this s why they
remained so untroubled by the realistic question of whether the Jewish
problem in terms of numbers and power was important enough to make
hatred of Jews the mainstay of their ideology. As their own nationa] pride
was independent of all achievements, so their hatred of the Jews had eman-
cipated itself from all specific Jewish deeds and misdeeds. In this the pan-
movements were in complete agreement, although neither knew how to
utilize this ideological mainstay for purposes of political organization,

The time-lag between the formulation of the pan-movements” ideology and
the possibility of its serious pelitical application is demonstrated by the fact

_ that the “Protocols of the Eiders of Zion——forged around 1900 by agents

of the Russian secret police in Paris upon the suggestion of Pobyedonostzey,
the political adviser of Nicholas II, and the only Pan-Slav ever in an infly-
ential position—remained a hali-forgotten pamphiet until 1949, when it
began its veritably triumphal procession through all European countries and
languages; ®° its circulation some thirty years later was second only to Hit-
ler’s Mein Kampf. Neither the forger nor his employer knew that a time
would come when the police would be the central institution of a socicty
and the whole power of a country organized according to the supposediy
Jewish principles laid down in the Protocols. Perhaps it was Stalin who was
the first to discover al] the potentialities for rule that the police possessed; it
certainly was Hitler who, shrewder than Schoenerer his spiritual father,
knew how to use the hierarchical principle of racism, how to exploit the anti-
semitic assertion of the existence of a “worst” people in order properly to
organize the “best” and all the conquered and oppressed in between, how to
generalize the superiority complex of the pan-movements so that each people,
with the necessary exception of the Jews, could lock down upon one that
was evenl worse off than itself.
Apparently a few more decades of hidden chaos and open despair were
necessary before large strata of people happily admitted that they were going
5% See the antisemite E. Reventlow, op. cit., but also the philosemite Russizn phi-

losopher Viadimir Solovyov, Judaism and the Christian Cuestion (1884): Between the

two religious nations, the. Russians and the Poles, history has introduced a third re-

ligious people, the Jews. See Ehrenberg, op. cit., p. 314 ff. See also Cleinow, op. cit.,
pp. 44 ff.

%0 See John S. Curtiss, The Protocols of Zion, New York, 1942,
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to achieve what, as they believed, only Jews in their innate devilishness had
been able to achieve thus far. The Ieaders of the pan-movements, at any rate,
though already vaguely aware of the social question, were very one-sided
in their insistence on foreign policy. They therefore were unable to see that
antisemitism could form the necessary link connecting domestic with ex-
ternal methods; they did not know yet how to establish their “folk com-
munity,” that is, the compiletely uprooted, racially indoctrinated horde.
That the pan-movements’ fanaticism hit upon the Jews as the ideological
center, which was the beginning of the end of European Jewry, constitutes
one of the most logical and most bitter revenges history has ever taken. For
of course there is some truth in “enlightened” assertions from Voltaire to
Renan and Taine that the Jews’ concept of chosenness, their identification
of religion and nationality, their claim to an absolute position in history and
a singled-ont relationship with God, brought inio Western civilization an
otherwise unknown element of fanaticisrn (inherited by Christianity with its

claim to exclusive possession of Truth) on one side, and on the other an

element of pride that was dangerously close to its racial perversion.®* Politi-
cally, it was of no consequence that Judaism and an intact Jewish piety al-

ways were notably free of, and even hostile to, the heretical immanence of

the Divine.

For tribal nationalism is the precise perversion of a religion which made
God choose one nation, one’s own nation; only because this ancient myth,
together with the only people surviving from antiquity, had struck deep roots
in Western civilization could the modern mob leader, with a certain amount
of plausibility, summon up the impudence to drag God into the petty con-
flicts between peoples and to ask His consent to an election which the leader
had already happily manipulated.®* The hatred of the racists against the
Jews sprang from a superstitious apprehension that it actually might be the
Jews, and not themselves, whom God had chosen, to whom success was
granted by divine providence. There was an element of feeble-minded re-

sentment against a people who, it was feared, had received a rationally in-

comprehensible guarantee that they would emerge eventually, and in spite of
appearances, as the final victors in world history.

For to the mentality of the mob the Jewish concept of a divine mission to-

¢1 See Berdyaev, op. cit., p. 5: “Religion and nationality in the Muscovite kingdom
grew up together, as they did also in the consciousness of the ancient Hebrew people.
And in the same way as Messianic consciousness was an attribute of Judaism, it was
an attribute of Russian Qrthodoxy also.™

%2 A fantastic example of the madness in the whole business is the following pas- '

sage in Léon Bloy—which fortunately is not characteristic of French nationalism:

“France is 50 much the first of the nations that all others, no matter who they are,.
must be konored if they are permitied to eat the bread of her dogs. If only France is -

happy, then the rest of the world can be satisfied even though they have to pay for
France's happiness with slavery or destruction. But if France suffers, then God Himself
suffers, the terrible God. . . . This is as absolute and as inevitable as the secret of

predestination.” Quoted from R. Nadolny, Germanisierung oder Slavisierung?, 1928, -

p. 55.
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bring about. the kingdom of God could onl i

success and failure. Fear and hatred were rfoifisngi lzflln:ih :o‘r:ﬂga}f ot o
alized by the fact that Christianity, a religion of Jewish originei Zt ﬂam&l -
conquered Western mankind. Guided by their own ridiculous s ac aready
the I_eaders of _the pan-movements found that little hidden co, lilpctr}ftmon,
c_hamcs of Jewish picty that made a coruplete reversion and pefven e me-
sible, 50 that chosenness was no longer the myth for an ultimate rSI?'n bos
of the ideal of a common humanity-—but for its final destruction featization
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u:  The Inheritance of Lawlessness

OPEN DISREGARD for law and legal institutions and ideological justification

of lawlessness has been much more characteristic of contin

overseas imperialism. This is partly due to the fact that comitne?l[z;?li;hgia?f
ists 1acl‘§ed the geographical distance to separate the illegality of theﬁ* rule
on forelgn? continents from the legality of their home countties’ institutions
O.f equa‘I Importance is the fact that the pan-movements originated in coun‘
;r;:sn v\;hxcl;l had nex_rerdkn(f)wn constitutional government, so that their Iead:

aturally concejve i i
o8 natura nf Sonce 0L government and power in terms of arbitrary de-
Contempt for law became characteristic of all move

fully articuI_ated in Pan-Slavism than in Pan—GermarﬂlsiI:tsi.t 'Ir‘l;ggftgén E’e
actual cond1tion§ of rule in both Russia and Austria-Hungary. To describ:
these two des_ponsms, the only ones left in Europe at the outbreak of the first
World War, in terms of multinational states gives only one part of the pic-
ture. As much as for their rule over muliinational territories they were gis—
tinguished from other governments in that they governed the peoples di-
rf:ct!y (and not only exploited them) by a bureaucracy; parties played in-
significant rofes, and parliaments had no legislative functions: the state ruled
through an administration that applied decrees. The signiﬁc;ance of Parlia-
ment ‘for fhe. Dual Monarchy was little more than that of & not too bright
debating society. In Russia as well as pre-war Ausiria serious opposition
could hafrdly be. found there but was exerted by outside groups who knew
that their entering the parliamentary system would only detract popular

_ attention and support from them,

Legally, government by bureaucracy is government by decree, and this
means that power, which in constitutional government only enforce,s the law
becomes tl:ze direct source of alf legislation. Decrees moreover remain anon .
mous (while laws can always be traced to specific men or assemblies) axfd
ther:?fore seem to flow from some over-all ruling power that needs no ,'usti-
fication, Pobyedonostzev’s contempt for the “snares” of the law wag the
etemal. contempt of the administrator for the supposed lack of freedom of
the legislator, who is hemmed in by principles, and for the inaction of the
executors of law, who are restricted by its interpretation. The bureaucrat,
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who by merely administering decrees has the illusion of constant action, feels
tremendously superior to these “impractical” people who are forever en-
tangled in “legal niceties” and therefore stay outside the sphere of power
which to him is the source of everything.

The administrator considers the law to be powerless because it is by
definition separated from its application. The decree, on the other hand,
does not exist at all except if and when it is applied; it needs no justification
except applicability, It is true that decrees are used by all governments in
times of emergency, but then the emergency itself is a clear justification and
automatic limitation. In governments by bureaucracy decrees appear in their
naked purity as though they were no longer issued by powerful men, but
were the incarnation of power itself and the administrator only its accidental
agent, There are no general principles which simple reason can understand
behind the decree, but ever-changing circumstances which only an expert
can know in detail. People ruled by decree never know what rules them be-
cause of the impossibility of understanding decrees in themseives and the
carefully organized ignorance of specific circumstances and their practical
significance in which all administrators keep their subjects, Colonial imperi-
alism, which also ruled by decree and was sometimes even defined as the
“régime des décrets,” %* was dangerous enough; yet the very fact that the ad-
ministrators over native populations were imported and felt to be usurpers,
mitigated its influence on the subject peoples. Only where, as in Russia and
Austria, native rulers and a native bureaucracy were accepted as the legiti-
mate government, could rule by decree create the atmosphere of arbitrari-
ness and secretiveness which effectively hid its mere expediency.

Rule by decree has conspicuous advantages for the domination of far-
flung terfitories with heterogeneous populations and for a policy of oppres-
sion. Its efficiency is superior simply because it ignores all intermediary
stages between issuance and application, and because it prevents political
reasoning by the people through the withholding of information. It can
easily overcome the variety of local customs and need not rely on the neces-

sarily slow process of development of general law, It is most helpful for the -

establishment of a centralized administration because it overrides auto-
matically all matters of local autonomy. If rule by good laws has sometimes
been called the rule of wisdom, rule by appropriate decrees may rightly be
called the rule of cleverness. For it is clever to reckon with ulterior motives
and aims, and it is wise to understand and create by deduction from gen-
erally accepted principles.

Government by bureaucracy has to be distinguished from the mere out-
growth and deformation of civil services which frequently accompanied the
decline of the nation-state—as, notably, in France. There the administration
has survived all changes in regime since the Revolution, entrenched itself
like a parasite in the body politic, developed its own class interests, and be-
come a useless organism whose only purpose appears to be chicanery and
prevention of normal economic and political development. There are of

822 See M. Larcher, Traité Elémentaire de Législation Algérienne, 1903, Vol. II,
pp. 150-152: “The régime des decrets is the government of all French colonies.”
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course many superficial similarities between the two types of bureaucracy,
especially if one pays too much attention to the striking psychological simi-
larity of petty officials. But if the French people have made the very serious
mistake of accepting their administration as a necessary evil, they have
never comunitted the fatal error of allowing it to rule the country—even
though the consequence has been that nobody rules it, The French atmos-
phere of government has become one of inefficiency and vexations; but
it has not created an aura of pseudomysticism.

And it is this pseudomysticism that is the stamp of bureaucracy when it

becomes a form of government. Since the people it dominates never really
know why something is happening, and a rational interpretation of laws does
not exist, there remains only one thing that counts, the brutal naked event
itself. What happens to one then becomes subject to an interpretation whose
possibilities are endless, unlimited by reason and unhampered by knowl-
edge. Within the framework of such endless interpretative speculation, so
characteristic of all branches of Russian pre-revolutionary literature, the
whole texture of life and world assume a mysterious secrecy and depth,
There is a dangerous charm in this aura because of its seemingly inex-
haustible richness; interpretation of suffering has a much larger range than
that of action for the former goes on in the inwardness of the soul and re-
leases all the possibilities of human imagination, whereas the latter is con-
stantly checked, and possibly led into absurdity, by outward consequence
and controliable experience,

One of the most glaring differences between the old-fashioned rule by
bureaucracy and the up-to-date totalitarian brand is that Russia's and Aus-
tria’s pre-war rulers were content with an idle radiance of power and, sat-
isfied to control its outward destinies, left the whole inner life of the soul
intact. Totalitarian bureaucracy, with a more complete understanding of
the meaning of absolute power, intruded upon the private individual and his
inner life with equal brutality. The result of this radical efficiency has been
that the inner spontaneity of people under its rule was killed along with their
social and political activities, so that the merely political sterility under the
older bureaucracies was followed by total sterility under totalitarian rule.

The age which saw the rise of the pan-movements, however, was still
happily ignorant of total sterifization. On the contrary, to an innocent ob-
server (as most Westerners were) the so-called Eastern soul appeared to be
incomparably richer, its psychology more profound, its literature more
meaningful than that of the “shallow” Western democracies. This psycho-
logical and literary adventure into the “depths” of suffering did not come
to pass in Austria-Hungary because its literature was mainly German-
language literature, which after all was and remained part and parcel of Ger-
man literature in general. Instead of inspiring profound humbug, Austrian
bureaucracy rather caused its greatest modern writer to become the humorist
and critic of the whole matter. Franz Kafka knew well enough the super-
stition of fate which possesses people who live under the perpetual rule of
accidents, the inevitable tendency to read a special superhuman meaning
into happenings whose rational significance is beyond the knowledge and
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understanding of the concerned. He was well aware of the weird attractive-
ness of such peoples, their melancholy and beautifully sad folk tales which
seemed so superior to the lighter and brighter literature of more’ fortunate
peoples. He exposed the pride in necessity as such, even the necessity of
evil, and the nauseating conceit which identifies evil and misfortune with
destiny. The miracle is only that he could do this in a world in which the
main elements of this atmosphere were not fully articulated; he trusted his
great powers of imagination to draw all the necessary conclusions and, as
it were, to complete what reality had somshow neglected to bring into full
focus.®®

Only the Russian Empire of that time offered a complete picture of rule
by bureaucracy. The chaotic conditions of the country—too vast to be ruled,
populated by primitive peoples without experience in political organization
of any kind, who vegetated under the incomprehensible overlordship of the
Russian bureaucracy—conjured up an atmosphere of anarchy and hazard in
which the conflicting whims of petty officials and the daily accidents of in-
competence and inconsistency inspired a philosophy that saw in the Acci-
dent the true Lord of Life, something like the apparition of Divine Prov-
idence.®* To the Pan-Slav who always insisted on the so much more “inter-

esting” conditions in Russia against the shaltow boredom of civilized coun-.

tries, it looked as though the Divine had found an intimate immanence in
the soul of the unhappy Russian people, matched nowhere else on earth,
In an unending stream of literary variations the Pan-Slavs opposed the pro-
fundity and violence of Russia to the superficial banality of the West, which
did not know suffering or the meaning of sacrifice, and behind whose sterile
civilized surface were hidden frivolity and triteness.®® The totalitarian move-
ments still owed much of their appeal to this vague and embittered anti-

83 See especially the magnificent story in The Castle (1930) of the Barnabases, which
_reads like a weird travesty of a piece of Russian literature. The family is living under
a curse, treated as lepers till they feel themselves such, merely because one of their
pretty davghters once dared to reject the indecent advances of an important official.
The plain villagers, controlled to the last detail by a bureaucracy, and slaves even in
their thoughts to the whims of their all-powerful officials, had long since come to
realize that to be in the right or to be in the wrong was for them a matter of pure
“fate” which they could not alier. It is not, as K. naively assumes, the sender of an
obscene letter who is exposed, but the recipient who becomes branded and tainted,
This is what the viliagers mean when they speak of their “fate.” In K.’s view, “it’s
unjust and monstrous, but [he is] the only one in the village of that opinion.”

s Deification of accidents serves of course as rationalization for every people that
is not master of its own destiny, See for instance Steinberg, op. cit.; “For it is Accident
that has become decisive for the structure of Jewish history. And Accident . .., in
the language of religion is called Providence” (p. 34).

8 A Russian writer once said that Pan-Slavism “engenders an implacable hatred
of the West, a morbid cult of everything Russian; . . . the salvation of the universe
is still possible, but it can come about only through Russia. . . . The Pan-Slavists,
seeing enemies of their idea everywhere, persecute everybody who does not agree
with them . . .” (Victor Bérard, I’ Enmpire russe et le isarisme, 1905.) See also N. V.
Bubnoff, Kultur und Geschichte im russischen Denken der Gegenwart, 1927, in
Osteuropa: Quellen und Studien. Heft 2. Chapter v.
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Western mood that was especially in vogue in pre-Hitler Germany and Aus-
tria, but had seized the general European intelligentsia of the fwenties as
well. Up to the moment of actual seizure of power, they could use this pas-
sion for the profound and rich “irrational,” and during the crucial years
when the exiled Russian intelligentsia exerted a not negligible influence upon
the spiritual mood of an entirely disturbed Europe, this purely literary atti-
tude proved to be a strong emotional factor in preparing the ground for total-
jtarianism.%®

Movements, as contrasted {o parties, did not simply degenerate into bu-
reaucratic machines,® but saw in bureaucratic regimes possible models of
organization. The admiration which inspired the Pan-Slav Pogodin’s descrip-
tion of the machine of Czarist Russian bureaucracy would have been shared
by them all: “A tremendous machine, constructed after the simplest prin-
ciples, guided by the hand of orne man . . . which sets it in motion at every
moment with a single movement, no matter which direction and speed he
may choose. And this is not merely a mechanical motion, the machine is
entirely animated by inherited emotions, which are subordination, limitless
confidence and devotion to the Czar who is their God on earth. Who would
dare to attack us and whom could we not force into obedience?” s

Pan-Slavists were less opposed to the state than their Pan-Germanist col-
leagues, They sometimes even tried to convince the Czar to become the
head of the movement. The reason for this tendency is of course that the
Czar’s position differed considerably from that of any European monarch,
the Emperor of Austria-Hungary not excluded, and that the Russian des-
potism never developed into a rational state in the Western sense but re-
mained fluid, anarchic, and unorganized. Czarism, therefore, sometimes ap-
peared to the Pan-Slavists as the symbol of a gigantic moving force sur-
rounded by a halo of unique holiness.®® Pan-Slavism, in contrast to Pan-
Germanism, did not have io invent a new ideology 1o suit the needs. of the

68 Ehrenberg, op. cit., stresses this in his epilogue: The ideas of a Kirejewski,
Chomjakow, Leontjew “may have died out in Russia after the Revolution. But now
they have spread all over Europe and live today in Sofia, Constantinople, Berlin,
Paris, London. Russians, and precisely the disciples of these awothors, . .. publish
books and edit magazines that are read in all European countries; through them,
these ideas—ihe ideas of their spiritual fathers—are represented. The Russian spirit
has become European” (p. 334).

7 For the bureaucratization of party machines, Robert Michels, Political Parties;
a sociological study.of the oligarchical tendencies of modern democracy (English
tran;lation Glencoe, 1949, from the German edition of 1911), Is still the standard
work.

Hafs Iﬁ Staehlin, “Die Entstehung des Panslawismus,” in Germano-Slavica, 1936,

¢t 4.

% M. N. Katkov: “All power has its derivation from God; the Russian Czar, how-
ever, was granted a special significance distinguishing him from the rest of the world’s
rulers. . . . He js a successor of the Caesars of the Eastern Empire, . . . the founders
c_f the very creed of the Faith of Christ. . , , Herein lies the mystery of the deep
distinction between Russia and all the nations of the world.” Quoted from Salo W.

. Baron, Modern Nationalism and Religion, 1947,
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Slavic sou! and its movement, but could interpret—and make a mystery of—
Czarism as the anti-Western, anticonstitutional, antistate expression of the
movement itself. This mystification of anarchic power inspired Pan-Slavism
with its most pernicious theories about the transcendent nature and inherent
goodness of all power. Power was conceived as a divine emanation per-
vading all natural and human activity. It was no longer a means to achieve
something: it simply existed, men were dedicated to its service for the love
of God, and any law that might regulate or restrain its “limitless and ter-
rible strength” was clearly sacrilege. In its complete arbitrariness, power as
such was held to be holy, whether it was the power of the Czar or the power
of sex. Laws were not only incompatible with it, they were sinful, man-
made “snares” that prevented the full development of the “divine.”® The
government, no matter what it did, was still the “Supreme Power in action,” ™
and the Pan-Slav movement only had to adhere to this power and to or-
ganize its popular support, which eventually would permeate and therefore
sanctify the whole people—a colossal herd, obedient to the arbitrary will
of one man, ruled neither by law nor interest, but kept together solely by
the cohesive force of their numbers and the conviction of their own holiness.

From the beginning, the movements lacking the “strength of inherited
emotions” had to differ from the model of the already existing Russian
despotism in two respects. They had to make propaganda which the estab-
lished bureaucracy hardly needed, and did this by introducing an element
of violence;™ and they found a substitute for the role of “inherited emo-

7% pobyedonostzev in his Reflections of a Russian Statesman, London, 1898: “Power
exists not for itself alone but for the love of God. It is a service to which men are
dedicated. Thence comes the limitless, terrible strength of power and its limitless and
terrible burden™ (p. 254). Or: *“The law becomes a snare not only o the people, but
. . . to the very authorities engaged in its administration . . . if at every step the
executor of the law finds in the law itself restrictive prescriptions . . . then all
avthority is lost in doubt, weakened by the law . . . and crushed by the fear of
responsibility” (p. 88).

71 According to Katkov “government in Russia means a thing totally different from
what is understood by this term in other countries, . . . In Russia the government in
the highest sense of the word, is the Supreme Power in action. . . .” Moissaye J. Olgin,
The Soul of the Russian Revolution, New York, 1917, p. 57.—In a more rationalized
form, we find the theory that “legal guarantees were needed in states founded upon
conguest and threatened by the conflict of classes and races; they were superfluous in

a Russia with harmony of classes and friendship of races” (Hans Kohn, op. cit.)..

Although idolization of power played a less articulate role in Pan-Germanism, there
was always a certain antilegal tendency which for instance comes out clearly in
Frymann, op. cit., who as early as 1912 proposed the introduction of that “protective
custody™ (Sicherheitshaft), that is, arrest without any legal reason, which the Nazis
then wsed to fill concentration camps.

T There is of course a patent similarity between the French mob organization
during the Dreyfus Affair {see p. 111) and Russian pogrom groups such as the “Black
Hurdreds™ in which the “wildest and the least cultivated dregs of old Russia [were
gathered and which] kept contact with the majority of the Orthodox episcopate”
(Fedotow, op. cit.}—or the “League of the Russian People” with its secret Fighting
Squadrons recruited from the lower agents of the police, paid by the government,
and led by intellectuals. See E. Cherikover, “New Materials on the Pogroms in Russia
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tions” in the ideologies which Continental parties had already developed
to a considerable extent. The difference in their use of ideology was that
they not only added ideological justification to interest representation, but
used ideologies as organizational principles. If the parties had been b(’)dies
for the organization of class interests, the movements became embodiments
of ideologies. In other words, moverments were “charged with philosophy”
and claimed they had set into motion “the individualization of the moral
universal within a collective,” 78

It is true that concretization of ideas had first been conceived in Hegel’s
theory of state and history and had been further developed in Marx’s theory
of the proletariat as the protagonist of mankind. Tt is of course not acci-
dental that Russian Pan-Slavism was as much influenced by Hegel as Bol-
shevism was influenced by Marx. Yet neither Marx nor Hegel assumed
actual human beings and actual parties or couniries to be ideas in the flesh:
both believed in the process of history in which ideas could be concretized
only in a complicated dialectical movement. Tt needed the vulgarity of mob
leaders to hit upon the tremendous possibilities of such concretization for
the organization of masses. These men began to tell the mob that each of
its members could become such a lofty all-important walking embodiment
of something ideal if he would only join the movement. Then he no longer
had to be loyal or generous or courageous, he would automatically be the
very incarnation of Loyalty, Generosity, Courage. Pan-Germanism showed
itself somewhat superior in organizational theory, insofar as it shrewdly
deprived the individual German of all these wondrous qualities if he did
not adhere to the movement (thereby foreshadowing the spiteful contempt
which Nazism later expressed for the non-Party members of the German
people), whereas Pan-Slavism, absorbed deeply in its limitless speculations
about the Slav soul, assumed that every Slav consciously or unconsciously
possessed such a soul no matter whether he was properly organized or not.
It needed Stalin’s ruthlessness to introduce into Bolshevism the same cone
tempt for the Russian people that the Nazis showed toward the Germans.

It is this absoluteness of movements which more than anything else sep-
arates them from party structures and their partiality, and serves to justify
their claim to overrule all objections of individual conscience. The partic-
ular reality of the individual person appears against the background of a3
spurious reality of the general and universal, shrinks into a negligible quan-
tity or is submerged in the stream of dynamic movement of the universal
itself. In this stream the difference between ends and means cvaporates
together with the perscnality, and the result is the monstrous immorality
of ideological politics, All that matters is embodied in the moving movement
itself; every idea, every value has vanished into a welter of superstitious
pseudoscientific immanence. :

4
at the Beginning of the Eighties” in Historishe Shriftn (Vilna), II, 463; and N. M.
Ggiber, “The Russian Pogroms in the Early Eighties in the Light of the Austrian
Diplomatic Correspondence,” ibid.
8 Delos, op. cit.
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ur:  Party and Movement

THE STRIKING and fateful diference between continental and overseas im-
perialism has been that their initial successes and failures were in exact op-
position. While continental imperialism, even in its beginnings, succeeded
in realizing the imperialist hostility against the nation-state by organizing
large strata of people outside the party system, and always failed to get
results in tangible expansion, overseas imperialism, in its mad and success-
ful rushes to annex more and more far-flung territories, was never very
successful when it attempted to change the home countries’ political struc-
ture. The nation-state system’s ruin, having been prepared by its own over~
seas imperialism, was eventually carried out by those movements which had
originated outside its own realm. And when it came to pass that movements
began successfully to compete with the nation-state’s party system, it was
also seen that they could undermine only countries with a multiparty sys-
tem, that mere imperialist tradition was not sufficient to give them mass
appeal, and that Great Britain, the classic country of two-party rule, did
not produce a movement of either Fascist or Communist orientation of
any consequence outside her party system.

The slogan “above the parties,” the appeal to “men of all parties,” and
the boast that they would “stand far removed from the strife of parties and
represent only a national purpose” was equally characteristic of all imperial~
ist groups,™ where it appeared as a natural consequence of their exclusive
interest in foreign policy in which the nation was supposed to act as a
whole in any event, independent of classes and parties.™ Since, moreover, in
the Continental systems this representation of the nation as a whole had

74 As the President of the German Kolonialverein put it in 1884. See Mary E.

Townsend, Origin of Modern German Colonialism: 1871-1885, New York, 1921. -

The Pan-German League always insisted on its being “above the parties; this was
and is a vital condition for the League” (Otto Bonhard, op. cit.). The first real party
that claimed to be more than a party, namely an “imperial party,” was the National-
Liberal Party in Germany under the ifeadership of Ernst Bassermann (Frymann,
op. cit.). .

pIn Russia, the Pan-Slavs needed only to pretend to be nothing more than popular
support for the government, in order to be removed from all competition with parties;
for the government as “the Supreme Power in action . . . cannot be understood as
related to parties.” Thus M. N. Katkov, close journalistic collaborator of Pobyedo-
nostzev. See Olgin, op. cit., p. 57.

"5 This clearly was still the purpose of the early “beyond party” groups among
which up to 1918 the Pan-German League must still be counted. “Standing outside of
all organized political parties, we may go our purely national way. We do not ask: Are
you comservative? Are you liberal? . . . The German nation is the meeting point
upen which all parties ¢can make common cause.” Lehr, Zwecke und Ziele des all-
deutschen Verbandes. Flugschriften, No. 14; Translation quoted from Wertheimer,
op. cit,, p. 110,
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been the “monopoly” of the state,™ it could even seem that the imperialists
put the state’s interests above everything else, or that the interest of the
nation as a whole had found in them its long-sought popular support. Yet
despite all such claims to true popularity the “parties above parties” re-
mained small societies of intellectuals and well-to-do people who, like the
Pan-German League, could hope to find a larger appeal enly in times of
national! emergency.™

The decisive invention of the pan-movements, therefore, was not that
they too claimed to be outside and above the party system, but that they
called themselves “movements,” their very name alluding to the profound
distrust for all parties that was already widespread in Europe at the turn
of the century and finally became so decisive that in the days of the Weimar
Republic, for instance, “sach new group believed it could find no better
legitimization and no better appeal to the masses than a clear insistence
that it was not a “party’ but a ‘movement.” 78

It is true that the actual disintegration of the European party system was
brought about, not by the pan- but by the totalitarian movements. The
pan-movements, however, which found their place somewhere between the
small and comparatively harmless imperialist societies and the totalitarian
movements, were forerunners of the totalitarians, insofar as they had
already discarded the element of snobbery so conspicuous in all imperialist
leagues, whether the snobbery of wealth and birth in England or of educa-
tion in Germany, and therefore could take advantage of the deep popular
hatred for those institutions which were supposed to represent the people.”®
It is not surprising that the appeal of movements in Europe has not been
hurt much by the defeat of Nazism and the growing fear of Bolshevism.
As matters stand now, the only country in Europe where Parliament is not
despised and the party system not hated is Great Britain.?

78 Carl Schmitt, Staat, Bewegung, Volk (1934), speaks of the “moncpoly of politics
which the state had acquired during the seventeenth and eighieenth centuries.”

77 Wertheimer, op. cit., depicts the sitvation guite correctly when she says: “That
there was any vital connection before the war between the Pan-German League and
the imperial government is entirely preposterous.” On the other hand, it was perfectly
true that German policy during the first World War was decisively influenced by Pan-
Germans because the higher officer corps had become Pan-German. See Hans Del-
briick, Ludendorfis Selbstportrait, Berlin, 1922. Compare also his earlier article
on the subject, “Die Alldewtschen,” in Preussische Jahrbiicher, 154, December, 1913,

78 Sigmund Neumann, Die deutschen Parteien, 1932, p. 99. '

78 MocHer van den Bruck, Das dritte Reich, 1923, pp. vii-vili, describes the siua-
tiqn: “When the World War ended in defeat . . . we met Germans everywhere who
said they were outside all parties, who talked about ‘freedom from parties,” who tried
to find a point of view ‘above parties.’ . . . A complete lack of respect for ‘Parlia-
menits . . . which at no time have the faintest idea of what is really going on in the
country . . . is very widespread among the people.”

3% British dissatisfaction with the Front Bench system has nothing to do with this

- anti-Parliamentarian sentiment, the British in this instance being opposed to some-

thing that prevents Parliament from functioning properly.
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Faced with the stability of political institutions in the British Isles and the '

simultaneous decline of all nation-states on the Continent, one can hardly
avoid concluding that the difference between the Anglo-Saxon and the
Continental party systern must be an important factor. For the merely
material differences between a greatly impoverished England and an un-
destroyed France were not great after the close of this war;_unemp]oyment,
the greatest revolutionizing factor in prewar Europe, had hit l.England even
harder than many Continental countries; and the shock to which England’s
political stability was being exposed right after the war thrqugh the_ Labor
Government’s liquidation of imperialist government in India and its ten-
tative efforts to rebuild an English world policy along nonimperialist lines
must have been tremendous. Nor does mere difference in social structure
account for the relative strength of Great Britain; for the economic basis
of her social system has been severely changed by the socialist Government
without any decisive change in political institutions.

Behind the external difference between the Anglo-Saxon two-party and
the Continental multiparty system lies a fundamental distinction between
the party’s function within the body politic, which has great consequences
for the party’s attitude to power, and the citizen’s position in his state. In

the two-party system one party always represents the government and -

actually rules the country, so that, temporarily, the party in power becomes
identical with the state. The state, as a permanent guarantee of the coun-
try’s unity, is represented only in the permanence of the ofﬁoe'of the King3!
(for the permanent Undersecretaryship of the Foreign Office is only a mat-
ter of continuity). As the two parties are planned and organized for al.ter-—
nate rule,® all branches of the administration are planned and organized
for alternation. Sincé the rule of each party is limited in time, the opposition
party exerts a control whose efficiency is strengthened by the certainty
that it is the ruler of tomorrow. In fact, it is the opposition rather than
the symbolic position of the King that guarantees the integrity of the whole
against one-party dictatorship. The obvious advantages of this system are

that there is no essential difference between government and state, that

power as well as the state remain within the grasp of the citizens organized
in the party, which represents the power and the state either of today or
of tomorrow, and that consequently there is no occasion for indulgence in
lofty speculations about Power and State as though they were something
beyond human reach, metaphysical entities independent of the will and
action of the citizens.

81 The British party system, the oldest of all, “began to take shape . , . only when
the affairs of state ceased to be exclusively the prerogative of the crown . ," that
is, after 1688. “The King’s role has been historically to represent the mation as a
unity as against the factional strife of parties.” See article “Political Parties” 3, “Great
Britain” by W. A. Rudlin in Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences.

" 82 n what seems to be the earliest history of the “party,” George W. Cooke, The
History of Party, London, 1836, in the preface defines the sub]ect_as a system by
which “two classes of statesmen . . . alternately govern a mighty empire,”
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The Continental party system supposes that each party defines itself con-
sciously as a part of the whole, which in turn is represented by a state above
parties.®® A one-party rule therefore can only signify the dictatorial dom-
ination of one part over all others. Governments formed by alliances be-
tween party leaders are always only party governments, clearly distinguished
from the state which rests above and beyond them. One of the minor
shortcomings of this system is that cabinet members cannot be chosen ac-
cording to competence, for too many parties are represented, and ministers
are necessarily chosen according to party alliances;® the British system,
on the other hand, permits a choice of the best men from the large ranks
of one party. Much more relevant, however, is the fact that the multiparty
system never allows any one man or any one party to assume full responsi-
bility, with the natural consequence that no government, formed by party
alliances, ever feels fully responsible. Even if the improbable happens and
an absolute majority of one party dominates Parliament and results in one-
party rule, this can only end either in dictatorship, because the system is
not prepared for such government, or in the bad conscience of a still truly
democratic leadership which, accustomed to thinking of itself only as part
of the whole, will naturally be afraid of using its power. This bad conscience
functioned in a well-nigh exemplary fashion when, after the first World

* War, the German and Austrian Social Democratic parties emerged for a

short moment as absolute majority parties, yet repudiated the power which
went with this position.8

Since the rise of the party systems it has been a matter of course to
identify parties with particular interests, economic or others,* and all Con-

8% The best account of the essence of the Continental party system is given by the
Swiss jurist Johann Caspar Bluntschli, Charakter und Geist der politischen Parteien,
1869. He states: “It is true that a party is only part of a greater whole, never this
whole itself. . . . It must never identify itself with the whole, the people or the
state . . . ; therefore a party may fight against other parties, but it must never ignore
them and usually must not want to destroy them. No party can exist all by .itself”
(p. 3). The same idea is expressed by Karl Rosenkranz, a German Hegelian philoso-
pher, whose book on political parties appeared before parties existed in Germany:
Ueber den Begriff der politischen Partei (1843): “Party is conscious partiality” (p. 9).

8 See John Gilbert Heinberg, Comparative Major European Governments, New
York, 1937, chapters vii and viii. “In England one political party usually has a majority
in the House of Commons, and the leaders of the party are members of the Cab-
inet. . . . In France, no political party in practice ever has a majority of the mem-
bers of the Chamber of Deputies, and, consequently, the Council of Ministers js com-
posed of the leaders of a number of party groups” (p. 158},

B See Demokratie wund Partei, ed. by Peter R. Rohden, Vienna, 1932, Introduction:
“The distinguishing characteristic of German parties is . . . that all parliamentary
groups are Tesigned not to represent the volonté générale. . . . That is why the parties
were so embarrassed when the November Revolution brought them to power. Each
of thern was so organized that it could only make a relative claim, i.e., it always rech.-
oned with the existence of other parties representing other partial interests and thus
nauraily Iimited its own ambitions™ (pp. 13-14).

% The Continental party system is of very recent date. With the exception of the
French partics which date back to the French Revolution, no European country knew
party representation prior to 1848. Parties came into being through formation of
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tinental parties, not only the labor groups, have been very frank in adm
ting this as long as they could be sure that a state above parties exertg it
power more ot less in the inferest of all. The Anglo-Saxon party, op the
contrary, founded on some “particular principle” for the service of this
“national interest,”$” is itself the actual or future state of the country;
particular interests are represented in the party itself, as its right and lefE
wing, and held in check by the very necessities of government. And since
in the two-party system a party cannot exist for any length of time if i¢
does not win enough strength to assume power, no theoretical justification
is needed, no ideologies are developed, and the peculiar fanaticism of Cons

tinental party strife, which springs not so much from conflicting interests

as from antagonistic ideologies, is completely absent.?#

The trouble with the Continental parties, separated on principle from
government and power, was not so much that they were trapped in the nar.

rowness of particular interests as that they were ashamed of these interests
and therefore developed those justifications which led each one into an
ideology claiming that its particular interests coincided with the most gen-
eral interests of humanity, The conservative party was not content to defend
the interests of landed property but needed a philosophy according to which
God had created man to till the soil by the sweat of his brow. The same
is true for the progress ideclogy of the middle-class parties and for the
labor parties’ claim that the proletariat is the leader of mankind. This
strange combination of lofty philosophy and down-to-earth interests is para-

doxical only at first glance. Since these parties did not organize their

members (or educate their leaders) for the purpose of handling pubiic
affairs, but represented them only as private individuals with private inter-
ests, they had to cater to all private needs, spiritual as well as material,
In other words, the chief difference between the Anglo-Saxon and the
Continental party is that the former is a political organization of citizens
who need to “act in concert” in order to act at all,® while the latter is

factions in Parliament. In Sweden, the Social Democratic Party was the first party
(in 1889) with a fully formulated program (Encyclopedia of Social Sciences, loc, ¢it.).
For Germany, see Ludwig Bergstraesser, Geschichie der politischen Parteien, 1921,
All parties were frankly based upon protection of interests; the German Conservative
Party for instance developed from the “Association to protect the interests of big
landed property” founded in 1848. Interests were not necessarily economic, however.
The Dutch parties, for instance, were formed “over the two questions that so largely
dominate Dutch politics—the broadening of the franchise and the subsidizing of
?rivate )[mainly denominational] education” (Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences,
oc. cit.). '

87 Edmund Burke's definition of party: “Party is a body of men united for promot-
ing, by their joint endeavor, the national interest, upon some particular principle in
which they are all agreed” (Upon Party, 2nd edition, London, 1850).

88 Arthur N. Holcombe (Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, loc, eit) rightly
stressed that in the double party system the principles of the two parties “have tended
to be the same. If they had not been substantialiy the same, submission to the victor
would have been intolerable to the vanguished.”

85: Burke, op. cit.: “They believed that no men could act with effect, who did not
act in concert; that no men could act in concert, who did not act with confidence; that
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the organization of private individuals who want their interests to be pro-
tected against interference from public affairs.

It is consistent with this system that the Continental stata philosophy rec-
ognized men to be citizens only insofar as they were not party members, i.e.,
in their individual unorganized relationship to the state (Staatsbiirger) or in
their patriotic enthusiasm in times of emergency (citoyens).® This was

‘ the unfortunate result of the transformation of the citoyen of the French

Revolution into the bourgeois of the nineteenth century on one hand, and
of the antagonism between state and society on the other. The Germans
tended to consider patriotism an obedient self-oblivion before the authori-
ties and the French an enthusiastic loyalty to the phantom of “eternal
France.,” In both cases, patriotism meant an abandonment of one’s party .
and partial interests in favor of the government and the natiopal interest,
The point is that such nationalistic deformation was almost inevitable in a
system that created political parties out of private interests, so that the pub-

- lic good had to depend upon force from above and a vague generous self-

sacrifice from below which could be achieved only by arousing national-
istic passions, In England, on the contrary, antagonism between private
and national interest never played a decisive role in politics. The more,
therefore, the party system on the Continent corresponded to class interests,
the more urgent was the need of the nation for nationalism, for some pop-
ular expression and support of national interests, a support which England
with its direct government by party and opposition never needed so much.

If we consider the difference between the Continental multiparty and the
British two-party system with regard to- their predisposition to the rise
of movements, it seems plausible that it should be easier for a one-party

dictatorship to seize the state machinery in countries where the state is
above the parties, and thereby above the citizens, than in those where the
citizens by acting “in concert,” ie., through party organization, can win
power legally and feel themselves to be the proprietors of the state either
of today or of tomorrow. It appears even more plausible that the mystifica-

no men could act with confidence, who were not bound together by common opinions,
common affections, and common interests.”

% For the Central European concept of citizen (the Staatsbiirger) as opposed to
party member, see Bluntschl, op. cit.. “Parties are not state institutions, . , . net
members of the state organism, but free social associations whose formations depend
upon & changing membership united for common political action by a definite con-
viction.” The difference between state and party interest is stressed time and again:
“The party must mever put itself above the Stale, must never put its party interest
above the state interest” (pp..9 and 10).

Burke, on the contrary, argues against the concept according to which party in-
terests or party membership make a4 man a worse citizen, "Commeonwealths are made
of families, free commonwealths of parties also; and we may as well affirm that our
natural regards and ties of blood tend inevitably to make men bad citizens, as that the
bonds of our party weaken those by which we are held to our country” (op. cit.).
Lord John Russell, On Parry (1850}, even goes one step forther when he asserts that
the chief of the good effects of parties is “that it gives a substance to the shadowy
opinions of politicians, and attaches them to steady and lasting principles.”
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tion of power inherent in the movements should be more easily achieved
the farther removed the citizens are from the sources of power—easier
in bureaucratically ruled countries where power positively transcends the
capacity to understand on the part of the ruled, than in constitutionally

governed countries where the law is above power and power is only a

means of its enforcement; and easier yet in countries where the state power
is beyond the reach of the parties and therefore, even if it remains within
the reach of the citizen’s intelligence, is removed beyond the reach of his
practical experience and action.

The alienation of the masses from government, which was the beginning
of their eventual hatred of and disgust with Parliament, was different in
France and other Western democracies on one hand, and in the Central
European countries, Germany chiefly, on the other. In Germany, where
the state was by definition above the parties, party leaders as a rule sur-
rendered their party allegiance the moment they became ministers and
were charged with official duties. Disloyalty to one’s own party was the
duty of everyone in public office.?* In France, ruled by party alliances, no
real government has been possible since the establishment of the Third
Republic and its fantastic record of cabinets. Her weakness was the op-
posite of the German one; she had liquidated the state which was above the
partics and above Parliament without reorganizing her party system into
a body capable of governing. The government necessarily became a ridic-

ulous exponent of the ever-changing moods of Parliament and public -

opinion. The German system, on the other hand, made Parliament a more
or less useful battlefield for conflicting interests and opinions whose main
function was to influence the government but whose practical necessity
in the handling of state affairs was, to say the least, debatable. In France,
the parties suffocated the government; in Germany, the staie emasculated
the parties.

Since the end of the last century, the repute of these Constitutional par-
liaments and parties has constantly declined; to the people at large they
looked like expensive and unnecessary institutions. For this reason alone
each group that claimed to present something above party and class inter-
ests and started outside of Parliament had a great chance for popularity.
Such groups seemed more competent, more sincere, and more concerned
with public affairs. This, however, was so in appearance only, for the true
goal of every “party above parties” was to promote one particular interest
until it had devoured all others, and to make one particular group the
master of the state machine. This is what finally happened in Italy under

#1 Compare with this attitude the telling fact that in Great Britain Ramsay Mac-
Donald was never able to live down his “betrayal” of the Labor Party. In Germany
the spirit of civil service asked of those in public office to be “‘above the parties.”
Against this spirit of the old Prussian civil service the Nazis asseried the priority of
the Party, because they wanted dictatorship. Goebbels demanded explicitly: “Each
party member who becomes a state functionary has to remain a National Socialist
first . . . and to co-operate closely with the party administration” (quoted from Gott-
fried Neesse, Partei und Staat, 1939, p. 28).
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Mussolini’s Fascism, which up to 1938 was not totalitarian but just an
ordinary mationalist dictatorship developed logically from a multiparty
democracy. For there is indeed some truth in the old truism about the
affinity between majority rule and dictatorship, but this affinity has nothing
whatever to do with totalitarianism. It is obvious that, after many decades
of inefficient and muddled multiparty rule, the seizure of the state for the
advantage of one party can come as a great relief because it assures at
least, though only for a limited time, some consistency, some permanence,
and a little Jess contradiction.

The fact that the seizure of power by the Nazis was usually identified
with such a one-party dictatorship merely showed how much political
thinking was still rooted in the old established patterns, and how little the
people were prepared for what really was to come. The only typically
modern aspect of the Fascist party dictatorship is that here, too, the party
insisted that it was a movement; that it was nothing of the kind, but
merely usurped the slogan “movement” in order to attract the masses,
became evident as soon as it seized the state machine without drastically
changing the power structure of the country, being content to fill all gov-
ernment positions with party members. It was precisely through the iden-
tification of the party with the state, which both the Nazis and the
Bolsheviks have always carefully avoided, that the party ceased to be
a “movement” and became tied to the basically stable structure of the state.

Even though the totalitarian movements and their predecessors, the pan-
movements, were not “parties above parties” aspiring to seize the state
machine but movements aiming at the destruction of the state, the Nazis
found it very convenient to pose as such, that is, to pretend to follow faith-
fully the Ttalian model of Fascism. Thus they could win the help of those
upper-class and business elite who mistook the Nazis for the older groups
they had themselves frequently initiated and which had made only the
rather modest pretense of conquering the state machine for one party.®
The businessmen who helped Hitler into power naively believed that they
were only supporting a dictator, and one of their own making, who would
naturally rule to the advantage of their own class and the disadvantage of
all others.

The imperialist-inspired “parties above parties” had never known how to
profit from popular hatred of the party system as such; Germany’s frus-
trated pre-war imperialism, in spite of its dreams of continental expansion
and its violent denunciation of the nation-state’s democratic institutions,

" never reached the scope of a movement. It certainly was not sufficient to

haughtily discard class interests, the very foundation of the nation’s party
system, for this left them less appeal than even the ordinary parties still -

82 Quch as the Kolonialverein, the Centralverein fiir Handelsgeographie, the Flot- -
tenverein, or even the Pan-German League, which however prior lo the first World
War had no connection whatsoever with big business. See Wertheimer, op. cit., p. 73.
Typical of this “above parties” of the bourgeoisie were of course the Nationalliberalen;
see note 74.
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enjoyed. What they conspicuously lacked, despite all high-sounding na.
tionalist phrases, was a real nationalist or other xdeglogy. After the first
World War, when the German Pan-Germans, especially Ludendoril a.and
his wife, recognized this error and tried to make up for it,. _they fal'led
despite their remarkable ability to appeal to the most superstitious beliefs
of the masses because they clung to an outdated nontotalitarian state wor-
ship and could not understand that the masses’ furious interest in the
so-called “suprastate powers” (iiberstuatliche Michte}—i.e., the Jesuu_s,
the Jews, and the Freemasons—did not spring from nation or state worship
but, on the contrary, from envy and the desire also to become a “suprastate
power,” #3

The only countries where to all appearances state idolatry and nation
worship were not yet outmoded and where nationalist slogans against the
“suprastate” forces were still a serious concern of the people were those
Latin-European countries like Italy and, to a lesser degree, Spalp and
Portugal, which had actually suffered a definite hindrance to their full
national development through the power of the Church. It was partly due
to this authentic element of belated nationral development and partly to
the wisdom of the Church, which very sagely recognized that Fascism was
neither anti-Christian nor totalitarian in principle and only established a
separation of Church and State which already existed in other countries,

that the initial anticlerical flavor of Fascist nationalism subsided rather

quickly and gave way to a modus vivendi as in Italy, or to a positive al-
liance, as in Spain and Portugal.

Mussolini’s interpretation of the corporate state idea was an attempt to
overcome the notorious national dangers in a class-ridden society with a
new integrated social organization® and to solve the antagonism between
state and society, on which the nation-state had rested, by the incorpora-
tion of the society into the state.?® The Fascist movement, a “party above
parties,” because it claimed to represent the interest of the nation as a

whole, seized the state machine, identified itself with the highest national -

93 Brich Ludendorff, Die iiberstaatiichen Miichte im leizten Jahre des Weltkrieges,
Leipzig, 1927. See also Feldherrnworte, 1938, 2 vols.; 1, 43, 55; II,. 8. .

84 The main purpose of the corporate state was “that of correcting and neutrahz:_ng
2 condition brought about by the industrial revolution of the nineteenth century which
dissociated capital and labor in industry, giving rise on the one hand to a _capltalfst
class of employers of labor and on the other to a great propertyless class, the mdustm}i
proletariat. The juxtaposition of these classes inevitably led to the clash of their
opposing interests” (The Fascist Era, published by the Fascist Confederation of In-
dustrialists, Rome, 1939, Chapter iii}. .

85 9Tf the State is truly to represent the nation, then the people composing the
nation must be part of the State.

“How is this to be secured? )

“The Fascist answer is by organizing the people in groups according to their re-

spective activities, groups which through their leaders . . . rise by stages as in a-

pyramid, at the base of which are the masses and at the apex the State. o
“No group outside the State, no group against the State, all groups within the
State . . . which . . . is the nation itself rendered articufate.” (/bid.}
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authority, and tried to make the whole people “part of the stata It did
not, however, think itself “above the state,” and its leaders did not conceive
of themselves as “above the nation.”®® As regards the Fascists, their
movement had come to an end with the seizure of power, at least with
respect to domestic policies; the movement could now maintain jts motion
only in matters of foreign policy, in the sense of imperialist expansion and
typically imperialist adventures. Even before the seizure of power, the
Nazis clearly kept aloof from this Fascist form of dictatorship, in which
the “movement” merely serves to bring the parly to power, and con-
sciously used the party “to drive on the movement,” which, contrary to
the party, must not have any “definite, closely determined goals.”

The difference between the Fascist and the totalitatian movements is
best illustrated by their attitude toward the army, that is, toward the na-
tional institution par excellence. In contrast to the Nazis and the Bolsheviks,
who destroyed the spirit of the army by subordinating it to the political
commissars or totalitarian elite formations, the Fascists conld use such
intensely nationalist instruments as the army, with which they identified
themselves as they had identified themselves with the state. They wanted
a Fascist state and a Fascist army, but still an army and a state; only in
Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia army .and state became subordinated
functions of the movement. The Fascist dictator—but neither Hitler nor
Stalin—was the only true usurper in the sense of classical political theory,
and his one-party rule was in a sense the only one still intimately connected
with the multiparty system. He carried out what the imperiafist-minded
leagues, societies, and “parties above parties” had aimed at, so that it is
particularly Italian Fascism that has become the only example of a modern
mass movement organized within the framework of an existing state,
inspired solely by extreme nationalism, and which transformed the people
permanently into such Staatsbiirger or patriotes as the nation-state had
mobilized only in times of emergency and union sacrée.®

There are no movements without hatred of the state, and this was virtu-
ally unknown to the German Pan-Germans in the relative stability of pre-
war Germany. The movements originated in Austria-Hungary, where
hatred of the state was an expression of patriotism for the oppressed
nationalities and where the parties—with the exception of the Social Demo-

% For the relationship between party and state in totalitarian countries and especially
the incorporation of the Fascist party into the state of lialy, see Franz Neumann,
Belemorth, 1942, chapter 1.

#7 See the extremely interesting presentation of the relationship between party and
movement in the “Dienstvorschrift fiir die Parteiorganisation der NSDAP,” 1932,
p. Il /., and the presentation by Werner Best in Die deutsche Polizel, 1941, p. 107,
which has the same orientation: “It is the task of the Party . . . to hold the move-
ment together and give it support and direction.”

%8 Mussolini, in his speech of November 14, 1933, defends his one-party rule with
arguments current in all nation-states during a war: A single political party is needed
50 “that palitical discipline may exist . . . and that the bond of a common fate may
unite everyone above contrasting interests” (Benito Mussolini, Four Speeches on the
Corporate State, Rome, 1935). :
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cratic Party (next to the Christian-Social Party the only one sincerely loyal
to Austria)—were formed along national, and not along class lines. This
was possible because economic and national interests were almost iden-
tical here and because economic and social status depended largely on
nationality; nationalism, therefore, which had been a unifying force in the
nation-states, here became at once a principle of internal distuption, which
resulted in a decisive difference in the structure of the parties as com-
pared with those of nation-states. What held together the members of the
parties in multinational Austria-Hungary was not a particular interest,
as in the other Continental party systems, or a particular principle for
organized action as in the Anglo-Saxon, but chiefly the sentiment of be-
longing to the same nationality. Strictly speaking, this should have been
and was a great weakness in the Austrian parties, because no definite goals
or programs could be deduced from the sentiment of tribal belonging.
The pan-movements made a virtue of this shortcoming by transforming
parties into movements and by discovering that form of organization which,
in contrast to all others, would never need a goal or program but could
change its policy from day to day without harm to its membership. Long
before Nazism proudly pronounced that though it had a program it did
not need one, Pan-Germanism discovered how much more important for
mass appeal a general mood was than laid-down outlines and platforms.
For the only thing that counts in a movement is precisely that it keeps
itself in constant movement.®® The Nazis, therefore, used to refer to the
fourteen years of the Weimar Republic as the “time of the System”—

Systemzeit—the implication being that this time was sterile, lacked dyna- -

mism, did not “move,” and was followed by their “era of the movement.”
The state, even as a one-party dictatorship, was felt to be in the way of
the ever-changing needs of an ever-growing movement. There was no more
characteristic difference between the imperialist “above party group” of
the Pan-German League in Germany itself and the Pan-German movement
in Austria than their attitudes toward the state: 1® while the “party above
parties” wanted only to seize the state machine, the true movement aimed
at its destruction; while the former still recognized the state as highest
authority once its representation had fallen into the hands of the members
of one party (as in Mussolini’s Italy), the latter recognized the movement
as independent of and superior in authority to the state. :

The pan-movements’ hostility to the party system acquired practical
significance when, after the first World War, the party system ceased to be

20 The following anecdote recorded by Berdyaev is noteworthy: “A Soviet young
man went to France . . . [and] was asked what impression France left upon him.
He answered: ‘There is no freedom in this country.” . . . The young man expounded
his idea of freedom: . . . The so-called [French] freedom was of the kind which
leaves everything unchanged; every day was like its predecessors; . . . and so the
young man who came from Russia was bored in France” (op. cit., pp. 182-183).

00 The Austrian state hostility sometimes occuwrred also among German Pan-
Germans, especially if these were Auslandsdeutsche, like Moeller van den Bruck.
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a working device and the class system of European soci : ;
under the weight of growing masses entirely dggassesdocllacwe\?éez( ; %?!‘: t
came to the fore then were no longer mere pan-movements yltmt 111]1;». ?t
tarian successors, which in a few years determined the politics of z]z;lto‘ﬁ .
parties to such a degree that they became either anti-Fascist o ey
Bolshevik or both.!®! By this negative approach seemingly forced u : Slml-_
from the outside, the older parties showed clearly that they toop\(;n .
longer able to function as representatives of specific class intere ire bno
had become mere defenders of the status quo. The speed with whisc; thl'lt
German and Austrian Pan-Germans rallied to Nazism has a parallel i
the much slower and more complicated course through which Pan—gl v
finally found out that the liquidation of Lenin’s Russian Revelution l?;g
been thorough enough to make it possible for them to support Stali
wholeheartedly. That Bolshevism and Nazism at the height of their Wzlan
outgrew mere tribal nationalism and had little use for those whop(\)v :
still actually convinced of it in principle, rather than as mere propaga;c;:
material, was neither the Pan-Germans’ nor the Pan-Slavs’ fanlt and hardl
checked their enthusiasm. y
T}'le decay of the Continental party system went hand in hand with a
decline of. the prestige of the nation-state. National homogeneity was
severcly_dlsturbed by migrations and France, the nation par excellence
pecapze in a matter of years utterly dependent on forcign labor; a reszrictive:
immigration policy, inadequate to new needs, was still truly “national,”
but made it all the more obvious that the nation-state was no longer capabie
of facing the major political issues of the time.’*2 Even more serious was
the ill'-fated effort of the peace treaties of 1919 to introduce national state
organizations into Eastern and Southern Europe where the state people
frequently had only a relative majority and were outnumbered by the
gombmed “minorities.” This new situation would have been sufficient in
itself to undermine seriously the class basis of the party system; every-
\yhe_re parties were now organized along national lines as thm’lgh the
ll.qu‘ldation of the Dual Monarchy had served only to enable a host of
similar .experiments to start on a dwarfed scale.’® In other countries, where
the nation-state and the class basis of its parties were not touched by mi-
grations and heterogeneity of population, inflation and unemployment caused
a similar breakdown; and it is obvious that the more rigid the country’s

101 Hitter described the situation correctly when he said during the electi
1932: “Against National Socialism there are only negative majorigties ine Gelr(::;n;’f
{quoted from Konrad Heiden, Der Fiihrer, 1944, p. 564).

“’_2 At the outbreak of the second World War, at least 10 per cent of France's pop-
ulation was foreign and not naturalized, Her mines in the north were chiefly worked
by Poles and Belgians, her agriculture in the south by Spaniards and Italians. See
Carr-Saunders, World Population, Oxford, 1936, pp. 145-158.

) 03 “Since 1918 none of the [succession states] has produced . . . 2 party which
lo'm!ght embr:_a.ce rpor?] théﬂ one race, one religion, one social class or one region. The

nly exception is the Communist Party of Cz ia” i
ol e ey, Y echoslovakia” (Encyclopedia of the
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class system, the more class-conscious its people had been, the more
dramatic and dangerous was this breakdown.

This was the situation between the two wars when every movement had
a greater chance than any party because the movement attacked the institu-
tion of the state and did not appeal to classes. Fascism and Nazism always
boasted that their hatred was directed not against individual classes, but
the class system as such, which they denounced as an invention of Marxism.
Even more significant was the fact that the Communists also, notwithstand-
ing their Marxist ideology, had to abandon the rigidity of their class appeal
when, after 1935, under the pretext of enlarging their mass base, they
formed Popular Fronts everywhere and began to appeal 1o the same grow-
ing masses outside all class strata which up to then had been the natural
prey to Fascist movements. None of the old parties was prepared to receive
these masses, nor did they gauge correctly the growing importance of their
numbers and the growing political influence of their leaders. This error in
judgment by the older parties can be explained by the fact that their secure
position in Parliament and safe representation in the offices and institutions
of the state made them feel much closer to the sources of power than to
the masses; they thought the state would remain forever the undisputed
master of all instruments of violence, and that the army, that supreme insti-
tution of the nation-state, would remain the decisive element in all domestic

crises. They therefore felt free to ridicule the numerous paramilitary forma- -

tions which had sprung up without any officially recognized help. For the
weaker the party system grew under the pressure of movements outside
of Parliament and classes, the more rapidly all former antagonism of the
parties to the state disappeared. The parties, laboring under the illusion
of a “state above parties,” misinterpreted this harmony as a source of
strength, as a wondrous relationship to something of a higher order. But the
state was as threatened as the party system by the pressure of revolutionary
movements, and it could no longer afford to keep its lofty and necessarily
unpopular position above internal domestic strife. The army had long since
ceased to be a reliable bulwark apgainst revolutionary unrest, not because
it was in sympathy with the revolution but because it had lost its position.
Twice in modern times, and both times in France, the nation par excellence,
the army had already proved its essential unwillingness or incapacity to
help those in power or to seize power by itseli: in 1850, when it permitted
the mob of the “Society of December 10” to carry Napoleon III to power,1%
and again at the end of the nineteenth century, during the Dreyfus Affair,
when nothing would have been easier than the establishment of a military
dictatorship. The neutrality of the army, its willingness to serve every
master, eventually left the state in a position of “mediation between the
organized party interests. It was no longer above but between the classes
of society.” 106 In other words, the state and the parties together defended

104 See Karl Marx, op. cit,
105 Carl Schmitt, op. cit., p. 31.
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the status quo without realizing that this very alliance served as much as
anything else to change the status quo. '

The breakdown of the European party system occurred in a spectacular
way with Hitler's rise to power. It is now often conveniently forgotten
that at the moment of the outbreak of the second World War, the majority
of European countries had already adopted some form of dictatorship and
discarded the party system, and that this revolutionary change in govern-
ment had been effected in most countries without revolutionary upheaval,
Revolutionary action more often than not was a theatrical concession to
the desires of violently discontented masses rather than an actual battle for
power. After ali, it did not make much difference if a few thousand almost
unarmed people staged a march on Rome and took over the government
in Italy, or whether in Poland (in 1934) a so-called “partyless bloc,”
with a program of support for a semifascist government and a membership
drawn from the nobility and the poorest peasantry, workers and business-
men, Catholics and orthodox Jews, legally won two-thirds of the seats in

Parliament 106

"In France, Hitler’s rise to power, accompanied by a growth of Com-
munism and Fascism, quickly cancelled the other parties’ original relation-
ships to each other and changed time-honored party lines overnight. The

‘French Right, up to then strongly anti-German and pro-war, after 1933

became the vanguard of pacifism and understanding with Germany. The
Left switched with equal speed from pacifism at any price to a firm stand
against Germany and was soon accused of being a party of warmongers
by the same parties which only a few years before had denounced its
pacifism as national treachery.’%" The years that followed Hitler’s rise to
power proved even more disastrous to the integrity of the French party
system. In the Munich crisis each party, from Right to Left, split internally
on the only relevant political issue: who was for, who was against war with
Germany.'®® Each party harbored a peace faction and a war faction; none
of them could remain united on major political decisions and none stood
the test of Fascism and Nazism without splitting into anti-Fascist on one
side, Nazi fellow-travelers on the other. That Hitler could choose freely
from all parties for the erection of puppet regimes was the consequence of
this pre-war situation, and not of an especially shrewd Nazi maneuver.
There was not a single party in Burope that did not produce collaborators.

Against the disintegration of the older parties stood the clear-cut unity
of the Fascist and Communist movements everywhere—the former, outside
of Germany and Italy, loyally advocating peace even at the price of foreign
domination, and the latter for a long while preaching war even at the price

108 Yaclav Fiala, “Les Partis politiques polonais,” in Monde Slave, Février, 1935,

167 Gee the careful analysis by Charles A. Micaud, The French Right and Nazi
Germany. 1933-1939, 1943.

108 The most famous instance was the split in the French socialist party in 1938

" when Blum's faction remained in a minority against Déat’s pro-Munich group during

the party Congress of the Seine Department. .
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of national ruin. The point, however, is not so much that the extreme Right
everywhere had abandoned its traditional nationalism in favor of Hitler’s
Europe and that the extreme Left had forgotten its traditional pacifism in
favor of old nationalist slogans, but rather that both movements could
count on the loyalty of a membership and leadership which would not be
disturbed by a sudden switch in policy. This was dramatically exposed in
the German-Russian nonaggression pact, when the Nazis had to drop their
chief slogan against Bolshevism and the Communists had to return to a
pacifism which they always had denounced as petty-bourgeois. Such sudden
turns did not hurt them in the least. It is still well remembered how strong
the Communists remained after their second volte-face less than two years
later when the Soviet Union was attacked by Nazi Germany, and this in
spite of the fact that both political lines had involved the rank and file in
serious and dangerous political activities which demanded real sacrifices
and constant action. _

Different in appearance but much more violent in reality was the break-
down of the party system in pre-Hitler Germany. This came into the open
during the last presidential elections in 1932 when entirely new and com-
plicated forms of mass propaganda were adopted by all parties.

The choice of candidates was itself peculiar. While it was a matter of
course that the two movements, which stood outside of and fought the
parliamentary system from opposite sides, would present their own candi-
dates (Hitler for the Nazis, and Thilmann for the Communists}), it was
rather surprising to see that all other parties could suddenly agree upon
one candidate. That this candidate happened to be old Hindenburg who
enjoyed the matchless popularity which, since the time of MacMahon,
awaits the defeated general at home, was not just a joke; it showed how
much the old parties wanted merely to identify themselves with the old-
time state, the state above the parties whose most potent symbol had been
the national army, to what an extent, in other words, they had already given
up the party system itself. For in the face of the movements, the differences
between the parties had indeed become quite meaningless; the existence of
all of them was at stake and consequently they banded together and hoped
to maintain a status quo that guaranteed their existence. Hindenburg became
the symbol of the nation-state and the party system, while Hitler and Thil-
mann competed with each other to become the true symbol of the people.

As significant as the choice of candidates were the electoral posters. None
of them praised its candidate for his own merits; the posters for Hinden-
burg claimed merely that “a vote for Thilmann is a vote for Hitler™—
warning the workers not to waste their votes on a candidate sure to be
beaten (Thalmann) and thus put Hitler in the saddle. This was how the
Social Democrats reconciled themselves to Hindenburg., who was not even
mentioned. The parties of the Right played the same game and emphasized
that “a vote for Hitler is a vote for Thilmann.” Both, in addition, alluded
quite clearly to the instances in which the Nazis and Communists had made
common cause, in order to convince all loyal party members, whether

CONTINENTAL IMPERIALISM: THE PAN-MOVEMENTS 265

Right or Left, that the preservation of the status quo dem i

In contrast to the propaganda for Hindenbtﬁ*g that a;;?eig;nfgnffrg'
who wanted the status quo at any price—and in 1932 that meant une; lose
ment for almost half the German people—the candidates of th; m emens
had to reckon with those who wanted change at any price (even at (:;emegl.ts
of destruction of all legal institutions), and these were at least as nue rous
as the ever.—growing millions of unemployed and their families Tht:ﬂ quroqs
therefore d}d not wince at the absurdity that “a vote for Théilmann s 2
vote for Hi_ndenburg,” the Communists did not hesitate to repl thatls“a
vqte for Hitler is a vote for Hindenburg,” both threatening thgir votea
with the menace of the status quo in exactly the same way their oppone itﬁ :
had th;eatened their members with the specter of the revolution pponents -

Bc.hmd the curious uniformity of method used by the supporte;'s of all the
candldatc_:s lay the tacit assumption that the electorate would £0 to the poll
becauss: it was frightened—afraid of the Communists, afraid of the lelgiss
or afraid of the status quo. In this general fear all class divisions disappcare&
from the political scene; while the party alliance for the defense of the status
quo blurred the older class structure maintained in the separate parties
the rank and file of the movements was compietely heterogeneous and as,
dynamic and fluctuating as unemployment itself.1% While within the frame-
work of the national institutions the parliamentary Left had joined the
parliamentary ngh_t, the two movements were busy organizing together the
famous transportation strike on the streets of Berlin in November, 1932,

When one considers the extraordinarily rapid decline of the Continental
party system, one should bear in mind the very short life span of the whole
institution. It exi'sted nowhere before the nineteenth century, and in most
European countries the formation of political parties took place only after
1848, so that its reign as an unchallenged institution in national politics
lasted bardly four decades. During the last two decades of the nineteenth
century, all the significant political developments in France, as well as in
Austria-Hungary, already took place outside of and in opposition to parlia-
:llgllltary %aglles! while eve;ywhere smaller imperialist “parties above parties”

enged the institution for the sake of i
Expansionist foreen povey. popular support for an aggressive,

\[Vhﬂe. the imperialist leagues set themselves above parties for the sake
of 1dentlﬁgation with the nation-state, the pan-movements attacked these
same parties as part and parcel of a general system which included the
nation-state; they were not so much “above parties” as “above the state”
for the sake of a direct identification with the people. The totalitarian

102 The German socialist party underwent a typi i
: ypical change from the beginning of
the century to 1933, Pr'mr to the first World War only 10 per cent of its me:gmbersgdid
not belong to the working class whereas about 25 per cent of its votes came from the
middle classes. In 1930, however, only 60 per cent of its members were workers and

at least 40 per cent of its voles were middle-cl i
o 8 e ass votes. See Sigmund Neumann, op.
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movements eventually were led to discard the people also, whom, how-
ever, following closely in the footsteps of the pap—movemepts they used
for propaganda purposes. The “totalitarian zgtate”‘ is a state 1n appearance
only, and the movement no longer truly identifies itself even with the
needs of the people. The Movement by now is
ready to sactifice both for the sake of its ideology: “The Movement . « . is
State as well as People, and neither the present state . . . ROC the present
German people can even be conceived without the Movement.” 110
Nothing proves better the irreparable decay of the party systenl than the
great efforts after this war to revive it on the Continent, their pitiful results,
the enhanced appeal of movements after the defeat of Nazism, and the
obvious threat of Bolshevism to national independence. The result of all
efforts to restore the status quo has been only the restoration of a political
situation in which the destructive movements are the only “parties” that
function propetly. Their leadership has maintained authority under the
most trying circumstances and in spite of constantly changing party lines.
In order to gauge correctly the chances for survival of the European nation-
state, it would be wise not to pay 100 much attention to nationalist slogans
which the movements occasionally adopt for purposes of hiding their
true intentions, but rather to consider that by now everybody knows that

they are regional branches of international organizations, that the rank

and file is not disturbed in the least when it becomes obvious that their
policy serves foreign-policy interests of another and even hosttile power,
and that denunciations of their leaders as fifth columnists, traitors to the
country, étc., do not impress their members to any considerable degree. In
contrast to the old parties, the movements have survived the last war and
are today the only “parties” which have remained alive and meaningful

to their adherents. .
110 Schmitt, op. eit.

above state and people,

CHAPTER NINE:

The Decline of the Na-tion-Stat-e

and the End of the Rights of Man

ET IS ALMOST impossible even now to describe what actually happened
in Europe on August 4, 1914. The days before and the days after the
first World War are separated not like the end of an old and the beginning
of a new period, but like the day before and the day after an explosion. Yet
this figure of speech is as inaccuratc as arc all others, because the quiet of
sorrow which settles down after a catastrophe has never come to pass. The
first explosion seems to have iouched off a chain reaction in which we have
been caught ever since and which nobody seems to be able to stop. The
first World War exploded the European comity of nations beyond repair,
something which no other war had ever done. Inflation destroyed the whole
class of small property owners beyond hope for recovery or new formation,
something which no monetary crisis had ever done so radically before.
Unemployment, when it came, reached fabulous proportions, was no longer
restricted to the working class but seized with insignificant exceptions whole
nations. Civil wars which ushered in and spread over the twenty years of
uneasy peace were not only bloodier and more cruel than all their prede-
cessors; they were followed by migrations of groups who, unlike their
happier predecessors in the religious wars, were welcomed nowhere and
could be assimilated nowhere. Once they had left their homeland they
remained homeless, once they had left their state they became stateless;
once they had been deprived of their human rights they were rightless, the
scum of the earth. Nothing which was being done, no matter how stupid,
no matter how many people knew and foretold the consequences, could be
undone or prevented. Every event had the finality of a last judgment, a
judgment that was passed neither by God nor by the devil, but looked
rather like the expression of some unsedeemably stupid fatality.

Before totalitarian politics consciously attacked and partially destroyed
the very structure of European civilization, the explosion of 1914 and its
severe consequences of instability had sufficiently shattered the fagade of
Europe's political system to lay bare its hidden frame. Such visible exposures

were the sufferings of more and more groups of people to whom suddenly
the rules of the world around them had ceased to apply. Tt was precisely
the seeming stability of the surrounding world that made each group forced
out of its protective boundaries ook like an unfortunate exception to
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ise sane and normal rule, and which filled with equal cynicism
3;::t?till;cra‘fld observers of an apparqntly upjust and abnormal fate. Bqth
mistook this cynicism for growing wisdom in the ways of the worlq, while
actually they were more baffled and therefore became more stupid than
they ever had been before. Hatred, ccrta_m]y not lacking in the pre-war
world, began 1o play a central role in public affairs cverywl_lere, so that the
political scene in the deceptively quict years (_)f the twenties assumed Fhe
sordid and weird atmosphere of a Strindbergian family qgarrel. Nothing
perhaps illustrates the general disintegration of polltl_cal hf-e better than
this vague, pervasive hatred of everybody and everything, without a {focus
for its passionate attention, with nobody to make resp_opmble for the st?(;e
of affairs—neither the government nor the bourgeoisie nor an outside
power. It consequently turned in all directions, haphazardly and unpre&
dictably, .incapable of assuming an air of healthy indifference towar

ing under the sun. X
an)';fll:ix: gatrnospherc of disintegration, though' cha.racteristlc of the whple of
Europe between the two wars, was more visible in the defeated than in the
victorious countries, and it developed fully in the states newly est_abl:shﬁd
after the liquidation of the Dual Monarchy and thq Czarist E'mplge_. The
last remnants of solidarity between the noner.nanmpatqd nationalities in
the “belt of mixed populations” evaporated with the disappearance of g
central despotic bureaucracy which had also served to gathcr :Logether an
divert from each other the diffuse hatreds and conflicting natmnal_claamg.
Now everybody was against everybody else, and most of all against lﬁis
closest neighbors—the Slovaks against the Cze_chs, the Croats agams; the
Serbs, the Ukrainians against the Poles. And this was not the_rem_xl't of t g
conlict between nationalities and the state peoples (or minorities an
majorities); the Slovaks not only constantly s?.botaged the democratic
Czech government in Prague, but at the same time p;rsecut;d the Hun-
garian minority on their own soil, while a similar hostility against the state
people on one hand, and among ctllhemselves on the other, existed among
dissatisfied minorities in Poland.

ﬂﬁu first glance these troubles in the old European trouble spot lo?].cec;
like petty nationalist quarrels without any consequence ‘for_ tht? poI;nc:
destinies of Europe. Yet in these regions and out of the liquidation of the
two multinational states of pre-war Europe, Russia and Austria-Hungary,
two victim groups emerged whose sufferings were different from thqse of
all others in the era between the wars; they were worse pff than the d}spos-
sessed middle classes, the unemployed, the small rentiers, the pensioners
whom events had deprived of social status, the po_smbzhty to work, and
the right to hold property: they had lost those rights' which had been
thought of and even defined as inalienable, namely the Rights of”llvfan. The
stateless and the minorities, rightly termed “cousins-germane,”! had no

i " i ional QOrgan-
' By S. Lawford Childs, “Refugees—a Permanent Problem in Il}temanona
izalioi” in War is not Inevitable, Problems of Peace. 13th Series, London, 1938,
published by the International Labor Office.
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governments to represent and to protect them and therefore were forced
to live either under the law of exception of the Minority Treaties, which
all governments (except Czechoslovakia) had signed under protest and
never recognized as law, or under conditions of absolute lawlessness.
With the emergence of the minorities in Eastern and Southern Europe

and with the stateless people driven into Central and Western Europe, a
completely new element of disintegration was introduced into postwar
Europe. Denationalization became a powerful weapon of totalitarian politics,
and the constitutional inability of European nation-states to guarantee human
rights to those who had lost nationally guaranteed rights, made it possible
for the persecuting governments to impose their standard of values even
upon their opponents. Those whom the persecutor had singled out as
scum of the earth—Jews, Trotskyites, etc.—actually were received as scum
of the earth everywhere; those whom persecution had called undesirable
became the indésirables of Burope. The official §S newspaper, the Schwarze
Korps, stated explicitly in 1938 that if the world was not yet convinced
that the Jews were the scum of the earth, it soon would be when unidenti-

fiable beggars, without nationality, without money, and without passports

crossed their frontiers.2 And it is true that this kind of factual propaganda

worked better than Goebbels’ rhetoric, not only because it established the

Jews as scum of the earth, but also because the incredible plight of an

ever-growing group of innocent people was like a practical demonstration

of the totalitarian movements’ cynical claims that no such thing as inalien-

able human rights existed and that the affirmations of the democracies to

the contrary were mere prejudice, hypocrisy, and cowardice in the face of
the cruel majesty of a new world. The very phrase “human rights” became
for all concerned—victims, persecutors, and onlockers alike—the evidence
of hopeless idealism or fumbling feeble-minded hypocrisy.

12 The “Nation of Minorities” and the Stateless People

MODERN POWER CONDITIONS which make national sovereignty a mockery
except for giant states, the rise of imperialism, and the pan-movements un-

2The early persecution of German Jews by the Nazis must be considered as an
attempt to spread antisemitism among “those peoples who are friendlily disposed to

Yews, above all the Western democracies” rather than as an effort to get rid of the
Jews. A circular letter from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to all German authorities
abroad shortly after the November pogroms of 1938, stated: “The emigration move-
ment of only about 100,000 Jews has already sufficed to awaken the interest of many
countries in the Jewish danger. . . , Germany is very interested in maintaining the
dispersal of Jewry . . . the influx of Jews in ali parts of the world invokes the op-
position of the native

German Jewish policy. . . . The poorer and therefore more burdensome the im-
migrating Jew is to the couniry absorbing him, the stronger the country will react.”

See Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, Washington, 1946, published by the U. S. Gov
ernment, VI, 87 ff,

population and thereby forms the best propaganda for the
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dermined the stability of Europe’s nation-state system from the outside.
None of these factors, however, had sprung directly from the tradition and
the institutions of nation-states themselves. Their internal disintegration
began only after the first World War, with the appearance of minorities’
created by the Peace Treaties and of a constantly growing refugee move-
ment, the consequence of revolutions. :
The inadequacy of the Peace Treaties has often been explained by the
fact that the peacemakers belonged to a generation formed by experiences
in the pre-war era, so that they never quite realized the full impact of the
war whose peace they had to conclude. There is no better proof of this than
their attempt to regulate the nationality problem in Eastern and Southern
Europe through the establishment of nation-states and the introduction of
minority treaties. If the wisdom of the extension of a form of government
which even in countries with old and settled naticnal tradition could not
handle the new problems of world politics had become questionable, it was
even more doubtful whether it could be imported into an area which lacked
the very conditions for the rise of nation-states: homogeneity of population
and rootedness in the soil. But to assume that nation-states could be estab-
lished by the methods of the Peace Treaties was simply preposterous.
Indeed: “One glance at the demographic map of Europe should be suffi-
cient to show that the nation-state- principle cannot be introduced into
Eastern Europe.”? The Treaties lumped together many peoples in single
states, called some of them “state people” and entrusted them with the
government, silently assumed that others (such as the Slovaks in Czecho-
slovakia, or the Croats and Slovenes in Yugoslavia) were equal partners
in the government, which of course they were not,* and with equal arbi-
trariness created out of the remnant a third group of nationalities called
“minorities,” thereby adding to the many burdens of the new states the
trouble of observing special regulations for part of the population. The
result was that those peoples to whom states were not conceded, no matter
whether they were official minorities or only nationalities, considered the
Treaties an arbitrary game which handed out rule to some and servitude
to others. The newly created states, on the other hand, which were prom-
ised equal status in national sovereignty with the Western nations, regarded
the Minority Treaties as an open breach of promise and discrimination

? Kurt Tramples, “Vélkerbund und Viélkerfreiheit,” in Siiddeutsche Monatshefte, 26,
Jahreang, Juli 1929,

4 The struggle of the Slovaks against the “Czech” government in Prague ended with
the Hitler-supported independence of Slovakia; the Yugoslav constitution of 1921 was
“accepted” in Parliament against the votes of all Croat and Slovene representatives.
For a good summary of Yugoslav history between the two wars, see Propylien
Weltgeschichte. Das Zeitalter des Imperialismus, 1933, Band 10, 47} ff.

3 Mussolini was quite right when he wrote after the Munich crisis; “If Czecho-
slovakia finds herself today in what might be called a ‘delicate situation,” it is because
she was not just Czechoslovakia, but Czech-Germano-Polono-Magyaro-Rutheno-
Rumano-Slovakia, . . .” {Quoted from Hubert Ripka, Munich: Before and After,
London, 1939, p. 117.)
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b;cause only new states, and not even defeated Germany, were hound to
them.

The perplexing power vacuum resulting from the dissoluti
Monarchy and the liberation of Poland and the Baltic coulrlattlr?:s (}f_;{laeéz:?f
ist despotism was not the only factor that had tempted the statesmen into
this disastrous experiment, Much stronger was the impossibility of arguing
away any longer the more than 100 million Europeans who had never
reached the stage of national freedom and self-determination to which co-
lonial peoples already aspired and which was being held out to them. Tt was
indeed true that the role of the Western and Central European p:oietariat
the oppressed history-suffering group whose emancipation was a matier OE
life and death for the whole European social system, was played in the East
by “peoples without a history.” ¢ The national liberation movements of the
East were revolutionary in much the same way as the workers’ movements
in the West; both represented the “unhistorical” strata of Europe’s popula-
tion and both strove to secure recognition and participation in public affairs.
Since the object was to conserve the' European status quo, the granting of
national self-determination and sovereignty to all European peoples scemed
indeed inevitable; the alternative would have been to condemn them ruth-
lessly to the status of colonial peoples (something the pan-mmovements had
always proposed) and to introduce colonial methods into European affairs.”

The point, of course, is that the European status quo could not be pre-
served and that it became clear only after the downfall of the last em-
nants of European autocracy that Europe had been ruled by a system which
had never taken into account or responded to the needs of at least 25 per
cent of her population. This evil, however, was not cured with the estab-
lishment of the succession states, because about 30 per cent of their roughly
100 million inhabitants were officially recognized as exceptions who had
to be specially protected by minority treaties. This figure, moreover, by no

& This term was first coined by Otto Baver, Die Nationalitiitenfrage und die Sster-
reichische Sozialdemokratie, Vienna, 1907. .

Historical consciousness played a great role in the formation of national conscious-
ness, The emancipation of nations from dynastic rule and the overtordship of an inter-
nanoqal aristocracy was accompanied by the emancipation of literature from the “in.
ternational” language of the learned (Eatin first and later French) and the growth
of national languages out of the popular vernacular. It seemed that peoples whose
lgnguagc was fit for literature had reached national maturity per definitionem, The
h_beranon movements of Eastern European nationalities, therefore, started with a
kind of philological revival (the results were sometimes grotesque and sometimes
very fruitful) whose political function it was 1o prove that the people who possessed
a literature and a history of their own, had the right to national sovereignty,

T Of course this was not always a clear-cut alternative. So far nobody has bothered
to find out the characteristic similarities between colonial and minority exploitation.
Olilaly Jacob Robinson, “Staatsbilrgertiche vnd wirtschafiliche Gleichberechtigung” in
Suddem_sche Monat.s:hefre, 26: Jahrpang, July, 1929, remaiks in passing: “A peculiar
€conomic protectionism appeared, not directed against other countries but against cer-
tain groups of the population. Surprisingly, certain methods of colonial exploitation
could be observed in Central Europe.” i
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means tells the whole story; it only indicates the difference between peoples
with a government of their own and those who supposedly were too small
and too scattered to reach full nationhood. The Minority Treaties covered
only those. nationalities of whom there were considerable numbers in at
least two of the succession stales, but omitted from consideration all the
other nationalities without a government of their own, so that in some
of the succession states the nationally frustrated peoples constituted 50 per
cent of the total population. The worst factor in this situation was not
even that it became a matter of course for the nationalities to be disloyal
to their imposed government and for the governments to oppress their
nationalities as efficiently as possible, but that the nationally frustrated
population was firmly convinced-—-as was everybody else—that true free-
dom, true emancipation, and true popular sovereignty could be attained
only with full national emancipation, that people without their own national
government were deprived of human rights. In this conviction, which could
base itself on the fact that the French Revolution had combined the decla-
ration of the Rights of Man with national sovereignty, they were supported
by the Minority Treaties themselves, which did net entrust the governments
with the protection of different nationalities but charged the League of
Nations with the safeguarding of the rights of those who, for reasons of
territorial settlement, had been left without national states of their own.

Not that the minorities would trust the League of Nations any more
than they had trusted the state peoples. The League, after all, was com-
posed of national statesmen whose sympathies could not but be with .the
unhappy new governments which were hampered and opposed on principle
by between 25 and 50 per cent of their inhabitants. Therefore the creators
of the Minority Treaties were soon forced to interpret their real intentions
more strictly and to point out the “duties” the minorities owed to the new
states;? it now developed that the Treaties had been conceived merely as a
painless and humane method of assimilation, an interpretation which
naturally enraged the minorities.® But nothing else could have been ex-

# [t has been estimated that prior to 1914 there were about 100 million people whose
national aspirations had not been fulfilled. (See Charles Kingsley Webster, “Minori-
ties; History,” in Encyclopedia Britannica, 1929.) The population of minorities was
estimated approximately between 25 and 30 millions, (P. de Azcarate, “Minorities:
League of Nations,” ibid.). The actual sitvation in Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia was
much worse. In the former, the Czech “state people” constituted, with 7,200,000,
about 50 per cent of the population, and in the latter 5,000,000 Serbs formed only 42
per cent of the total. See W. Winkler, Statistisches Hundbuch der europiiischen Na-
tionalititen, Vienna, 1931; Otto Junghann, National Minorities in Europe, 1932.
Stightly different figures are given by Tramples, op. cit. .

2P de Azcarate, op. ¢ir.: “The Treaties contain no stipulations regarding the ‘duties’
of minorities towards the States of which they are a part. The Third Ordinary - As-
sembly of the League, however, in 1922, . . . adopted . . . resolutions regarding the
‘duties of minorities.”. .. .”

10 The French and the British delegates were most outspoken in this respect. Said
Briand: “The process at which we should aim is not the disappearance of the minorities,
but a kind of assimilation. . . .” And Sir Austen Chamberlain, British representative,
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pected within a system of sovereign nation-states:
had been intended to be more than a tempo 2
situation, then their implied restriction on n
affected the national sovereignty of the olde
senyatives of the great nations knew only
nation-states must sooner or later be either assimil iqui
it did not matter whether they were moved by hu:na:;i(:a?igrlll %lcl)l:]!;z!cd. {Xnd
to protect splinter nationalities from persecution, or whether politi e;latlons
siderations led thg:m_ to oppose bilateral treaties between thl? c(l)c con‘i
states and the majority countries of the minorities (after all, the Gnceme
g::se thg strongest of all the officially recognized minorities ’both i;rﬁ:;;:s
and econonic position); the i i ’ v
ottt E::tion—st)ates gx‘ggtla neither willing nor able to overthrow
Neither the League of Nations nor the Minori Treati
prevented the newly established states from more g less ?gfscfzrﬁgliss};av'e
lating ‘thelr minorities. The strongest factor against assimilation was Itlll:-
numerical gnd cultural weakness of the so-called state peoples. The Russi .
or the Jewish minority in Poland did not feel Polish cuiture to be su or
to its own and neither was particularly impressed by the fact that })1’:111()r
fonlz};ed rogghly 30 per cent of Poland’s population. o
. 1ne emoittered nationalities, completely disregardin
tions, soon decided to take matters into tlslreir owgn han%sfh%}t;a%gitifdlja.
gether in a minority congress which was remarkable in more than "
respect. It contradicted the very idea behind the League treaties b i:all(?ne
itself c,o,fﬁcmlly the “Congress of Organized National Groups in E):.lro _1:5
States,' thereby npllifying the great labor spent during the peace negotiaggns
to avoid the ominous word “national.”? This had the important con
quence that all “nationalities,” and not just “minorities,” would join asnec;
that the number of the “nation of minorities” grew 50 considerably that

even claimed that “the object of the Minorit i i
) eCt ) ¥ Treaties [is] . . . to secure . .
measure of protection apd justice which would gradually prepare them to be m'ert;l:x;
in the nz%uonal communrity to which they belonged” (C. A, Macartney, National Stat
and ?’a_nonal Minorities, London, 1934, pp. 276, 277). ’ e
t 15 true that some Czech statesmen, the most libe i
t , ral and democratic of t -
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- . t r
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:dﬁ?jn?sr:r:[%engo‘a!:;cd sftate apparatus and could not create overnight those small self-
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Wilson nol : d bee advocate of granting “racial igi
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inority Rights, New York, 1933, p. 351), Macartney, op. cit., p. 4, describes the

situation and the “prudent work of the Joint Forei ittee™
2O e o e pruder oreign Committee™ that labored to

if the Minority Treaties
rary remedy for g topsy-turvy
ational sovereignty would have
r European powers, The repre-
too well that minorities within
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the combined nationalities in the succession states outnumbered the state

peoples. But in still another way the *Congress of National Groups” dealt
a decisive blow to the League treaties. One of the most baffling aspects of
the Eastern European nationality problem (more baffling than the small
size and great number of peoples involved, or the “belt of mixed popula-
tions” ') was the interregional character of the pationalities which, in case
they put their national interests above the interests of their respective gova
ermments, made them an obvious risk to the security of their countries.14
The League treaties had attempted to ignore the interregional character of
the minorities by concluding a separate treaty with each country, as though
there were no Jewish or German minority beyond the borders of the re-
spective states. The “Congress of National Groups” not only sidestepped
the territorial principle of the League; it was naturally dominated by the
two nationalities which were represented in all succession states and were
therefore in a position, if they wished, to make their weight felt all over
Eastern and Southern Europe. These two groups were the Germans and
the Jews, The German mincrities in Rumania and Czechoslovakia voted of
course with the German minorities in Poland and Hungary, and nobody
could have expected the Polish Jews, for instance, to remain indifferent to
discriminatory practices of the Rumanian government. In other words,
national interests and not common interests of minorities as such formed
the true basis of membership in the Congress,’® and only the harmonious
relationship between the Jews and the Germans (the Weimar Republic had
successfully played the role of special protector of minorities) kept it to-
gether. Therefore, in 1933 when the Jewish delegation demanded a protest
against the treatment of Jews in the Third Reich (a move which they had
no right to make, strictly speaking, because German Jews were no minority)
and the Germans announced their solidarity with Germany and were sup-
ported by a majority (antisemitism was ripe in all succession states), the
Congress, after the Jewish delegation had left forever, sank into complete
insignificance,

The real significance of the Minority Treaties lies not in their practical
application but in the fact that they were guaranteed by an international
body, the League of Nations. Minorities had existed before,’® but the

13 The term is Macartney's, op. cit., passim.

' “The result of the Peace settiement was that every State in the belt of mixed popu-
lation . . . now looked uwpon itself as a national state. But the facts were against them.
-« . Not one of these states was in fact uni-national, just as there was not, on the
other hand, one nation all of whose members lived in a single state” {Macartney, op.
cit,, p. 210).

'*In 1933 the chairman of the Congress expressly emphasized: “One thing is cer-
tain: we do not meet in our congresses merely as members of abstract minorities;
each of us belongs body and soul to a specific people, his own, and feels himself tied
to the fate of that people for better or worse. Consequently, each of us stands here, if
I may say so, as a full-blooded German or full-blogded Jew, as a full-blooded Hun-
garian or full-blooded Ukrzinian.” See Sitzungsbericht des Kongresses der organisierten
nationalen Gruppen in den Staaten Europas, 1933, p. 8.

% The first minorities arose when the Protestant principle of freedom of conscience
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minority as a permanent institution, the recognition that inillions . of people
lived outside normal legal protection and needed an additional guarantee of
their elementary rights from an outside body, and the assumption that this
state of affairs was not temporary but that the Treaties were needed in order
to establish a lasting modus vivendi—all this was something new, certainly
on such a scale, in European history. The Minority Treaties said in plain
language what until then had been only implied in the working system of
nation-states, namely, that only nationals could be citizens, only people of
the same national origin could enjoy the full protection of legal nstitutions,
that persons of different nationality needed some law of exception until
or unless they were completely assimilated and divorced from their origin,
The interpretative speeches on the League treaties by statesmen of coun-
tries without minority obligations spoke an even plainer language: they
took it for granted that the law of a country could not be responsible for
persons insisting on a different nationality.’” They thereby admitted—and
were quickly given the opportunity to prove it practically with the rise of

“stateless people—that the transformation of the state from an instrument

of the law into an instrument of the nation had been completed; the nation
had conquered the state, national interest had priority over law long be-
fore Hitler could pronounce “right is what is good for the German people.”
Here again the language of the mob was only the language of public opinion
cleansed of hypocrisy and restraint.

Certainly the danger of this development had been inherent in the struc-
ture of the nation-state since the beginning. But insofar as the establishment
of nation-states coincided with the establishment of constitutional govern-~
ment, they always had represented and been based upon the rule of law as
against the rule of arbitrary administration and despotism. So that when the
precarious balance between nation and state, between national interest and
legal institutions broke down, the disintegration of this form of government
and of organization of peoples came about with terrifying swiftness. Its
disintegration, curiously enough, started at precisely the moment when the
right to national self-determination was recognized for all of Europe and
when its essential conviction, the supremacy of the will of the nation over
all legal and “abstract™ institutions, was universally accepted.

accomplished the suppression of the principle cuins regio efus refigio. The Congress of
Vienna in 1815 had already taken steps to secure certain rights to the Polish populations
in Russia, Prussia, and Austria, rights that certainly were not merely “religious™; it is,
however, characteristic that all later treaties—the protocol guaranteeing the inde-
pendence of Greece in 1830, the one gvaranteeing the independence of Moldavia and
Wallachia in 1856, and the Congress of Berlin in 1878 concerned with Remania—
speak of “religious,” and not “national” minorities, which were granted “civil” but
not “political” rights.

' Pe Mello Franco, representative of Brazil on the Council of the League of Na-
tions, put the problem very clearly: “It seems to me obvious that those who con-
ceived this system of protection did not dream of creating within certain States a group
of inhabitants who would regard themselves as permanently foreign to the general or--
ganization of the country” (Macartney, op. cit., p. 277}, . ’
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At the time of the Minority Treaties it could be, and was, argued in
their favor, as it were as their excuse, that the older nations enjoyed consti-
tutions which implicitly or explicitly (as in the case of France, the nation
par excellence) were founded upon the Rights of Man, that even if there
were other nationalities within their borders they needed no additional law
for them, and that only in the newly established succession states was a
temporary enforcement of human rights necessary as a compromise and
exception.’® The arrival of the stateless people brought an end to this iilusion.

The minorities were only half stateless; de jure they belonged to some
political body even though they needed additional protection in the form of
special treaties and guarantees; some secondary rights, such as speaking
one’s own language and staying in one’s own cultural and social milieu,
were in jeopardy and were halfheartedly protected by an outside body;
but other more elementary rights, such as the right to residence and to
work, were never touched. The framers of the Minority Treaties did not
foresee the possibility of wholesale population transfers or the problem of
people who had become “yndeportable” because there was no country on
earth in which they enjoyed the right to residence. The minorities could
still be regarded as an exceptional phenomenon, peculiar to certain terri-
tories that deviated from the norm. This argument was always tempting
because it left the system itself untouched; it has in a way survived the

second World War whose peacemakers, convinced of the impracticability
of minority treaties, began to “repatriate” nationalities as much as possible
in an effort to unscramble “the belt of mixed populations.”** And this at-
tempted large-scale repatriation was not the direct result of the catastrophic
experiences following in the wake of the Minority Treaties; rather, it was
hoped that such a step would finally solve a problem which, in the pre-
ceding decades, had assumed ever larger proportions and for which an
internationally recognized and accepted procedure simply did not exist—

the problem of the stateless people.

Much more stubborn in fact and much more far-reaching in consequence
18 «The regime for the protection of minorities was designed to provide a remedy
in cases where a territorial settlement was inevitably im
of nationality” (Joseph Roucek, The Minority Principle as a Problem of Political
Science, Prague, 1928, p. 29). The trouble was that imperfection of territorial settle-
ment was the fault not only in the minority settlements but in the establishment of the
succession states themselves, since there was no territory in this region to which several
nationalities could not lay claim.

12 An almost symbolic evidence of this change of mind can be found in statements
of President Eduard Bene$ of Czechaslovakia, the only country that after the first
World War had submitted with good grace to the obligations of the Minority Treaties.
Shertly afier the outbreak of world War II Bene$ began to lend his suppost to the
principle of transfer of populations, which finally led to the expulsion of the German
minority and the addition of another caiegory {o the growing mass of Displaced Per-
sons. For Bene¥' stand, see Oscar 1. Janowsky, Nationalities and National Minorities,

New York, 1943, pp. 136 ff.

perfect from the point of view
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origin changed hands so many times in the turmoil of postwar disputes

that the nationality of its inhabitants changed from year to year (as in Vilna -
which a French official once termed la capitale des apatrides); more often

than one would imagine, people took refuge in statelessness after the first
World War in order to remain where they were and avoid being deported
to a “homeland” where they would be strangers (as in the case of many
Polish and Rumanian Jews in France and Germany, mercifully helped by
the antisemitic attitude of their respective consulates).

Unimportant in himself, apparently just a legal freak, the aparride
received belated attention and consideration when he was joined in his

Jegal status by the postwar refugees who had been forced out of their coun- -

tries by revolutions, and were promptly denationalized by the victorious
governments at home. To this group belong, in chronological order, mil-
lions of Russians, hundreds of thousands of Armenians, thousands of Hun-
garians, hundreds of thousands of Germans, and more than half a million
Spaniards—to enumerate only the more important categories. The behavior
‘of these governments may appear today to be the natural consequence of
civil war; but at the time mass denationalizations were something entirely
new and unforeseen. They presupposed a state structure which, if it was
not yet fully totalitarian, at least would not tolerate any opposition and
would rather lose its citizens than harbor people with different views. They
revealed, moreover, what had been hidden throughout the history of na-
tional sovereignty, that sovereignties of neighboring countries could come
into deadly conflict not only in the extreme case of war but in peace. It now
became clear that full national sovereignty was possible only as long as the
comity of European nations existed; for it was this spirit of unorganized
solidarity and agreement that prevented any govermmnent’s exercise of its
full sovereign power. Theoretically, in the sphere of international law, it
had always been true that sovereignty is nowhere more absolute than in
matters of “emigration, naturalization, nationality, and expulsion™; 2 the
point, however, is that practical consideration and the silent acknowledg-
ment of common interests restrained national sovereignty until the rise of
totalitarian regimes. One is almost tempted to measure the degree of totali-
tarian infection by the extent to which the concerned governments use
their sovereign right of denationalization (and it would be quite interesting
. then to discover that Mussolini's Italy was rather reluctant to treat its
refugees this way?), But one should bear in mind at the same time that
there was hardly 2 country left on the Continent that did not pass between
the two wars some new legistation which, even if it did not use this right

3 Lawrence Preuss, “La Dénationalisation imposée pour des motifs politiques,” in
Revue Internationale Franceise du Droit des Gens, 1937, Vol. IV, Nos. 1, 2, 5.

# An Italian law of 1926 against “abusive emigration” seemed to foreshadow de-
naturalization measures against anti-Fascist refugees; however, after 1929 the de-
naturalization policy was abandoned and Fascist organizations abroad were intro-
duced. Of the. 40,000 members of the Unione Popolare Italiana in France, at least
10,000 were authentic anti-Fascist refugees, but only 3,000 were without passports.
See Simpson, op. cit., pp. 122 i,
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extensively, was always phrased to allow for getting rid of 5 great number
of its inhabitants -at any opportune moment.2® g

No paradox of contemporary politics is filled with a-mare poignant irony
than the discrepancy between the efforts of well-meaning idealists who
stubbornly insist on regarding as “inalienable” those human rights, which
are enjoyed only by citizens of the most prosperous and civilized countries,
and the situation of the rightless themselves. Their situation has deteriorated
just as stubbornly, until the internment camp—prior to the second World
War the exception rather than the rule for the stateless—has become the
routine solution for the problem of domicile of the “displaced persons.”

Even the terminology applied to the stateless has deteriorated. The ferm
“stateless” at least acknowledged the fact that these persons had lost the
protection of their government and required international agreements for
safeguarding their legal status. The postwar term “displaced persons” was
invented during the war for the express purpose of liquidating stateless-
ness once and for all by ignoring its existence. Nonrecognition of stateless-
ness always means repatriation, ie., deportation to a country of origin,
which either refuses to recognize the prospective repatriate as a citizen,
or, on the contrary, urgently wants him back for punishment. Since non-
totalitarian countries, in spite of their bad intentions inspired by the climate
of war, generally have shied away from nass repatriations, the number
of stateless people—twelve years after the end of the war—is larger than
ever. The decision of the statesmen to solve the problem of statelessness
by ignoring it is further revealed by the lack of any reliable statistics on
the subject. This much is known, however: while there are one million
“recognized” stateless, there are more than ten million so-called “de facto”
stateless; and whereas the relatively innocuous problem of the “de jure”
stateless occasionally comes up at international conferences, the core of state-
lessness, which is identical with the refugee question, is simply not meit-
tioned. Worse still, the number of potentially stateless people is con-
tinvally on the increase. Prior to the last war, only totalitarian or half~
totalitarian dictatorships resorted to the weapon of denaturalization with

23 The first law of this type was a French war measure in 1915 which concerned
only naturalized citizens of enemy origin who had retained their original nationality;
Portugal went much farther in a decree of 1916 which automalically denaturalized
all persons born of a German father. Belgium issued a law in 1922 which canceled
naturalization of persons who had committed antinational acts during the war, and
reaffirmed it by a new decree in 1934 which in the characteristically vague manner
of the time spoke of persons “manquant gravement & leurs devoirs de citoyen belge
in Italy, since 1926, all persons could be denaturalized who were not’ “worthy of
Ttalian citizenship™ or a menace to the public order. Egypt and Turkey in 1926 and
1928 respectively issued laws according to which people could be denaturalized who
were a threat to the social order. France threatened with denaturalization those of its
new citizens who committed acts contrary to the interests of France (1927). Austria
in 1933 could deprive of Austrian nationality any of her citizens who served or par-
ticipated abroad in an action hostile to Austria. Germany, finally, in 1933 followed
closely the various Russian nationality decrees since 1921 by stating that all persons
“residing abroad” could at will be deprived of German nationality.
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& . .
id to those who were citizens by birth; now we have reached the point
cere even free democracies, as, for instance, the United States, were

. i e . : o umists
Aseriously considering depriving native Americans who are Com

ir citi i ini t of these measures is that they are
their citizenship. The sinister aspec ‘
gfeing considered in all innocence. Yet, one need only remember the ex

treme care of the Nazis, who insisted that all Jews of non-German nationality '

w ived of their citizenship either prior to, or, at the latest,
oflh(:tl:::ddz? ?)ipcrl:portgtion”‘”“ (for Gelzman. Jews such a dec_ree washr'lo}:
needed, because in the Third Reich ghere gxnsted a law according to -wdu;

all Jews who had left the territory—mci‘udgg_, of course, those deporte . 0
a Polish camp—auton;aticallly lost their citizenship) in order to realize

implicati of statelessness. )

theTLr: eﬁ;sT I;i;:::lggrsllagé‘ done to the nation-states as a resu!t of the ar]nval
of hundreds of thousands of stateless people was that the _r1ght o§ la;s[y um,
the only right that had ever ﬁgure;d as a symbol qf the ngl}ltsdo . aiz in
the sphere of international relationships, was being abolishe | tsl't?ng]'
and sacred history dates back to the very beginnings of regulated poli dlcaf
life. Since ancient times it has protecied both the refugee and the land o
refuge from situations in which people were forced to become outlaws
through circumstances beyond their control.' It was the (.)Illy.‘ modern rem-
nant of the medieval principle that quid quid est in territorio est de‘ terri-
torio, for in all other cases the modern state tended to protect its citizens
beyond its own borders and to make sure, by means of reciprocal treaties,
that they remained subject to the laws of their country. But_thongh.the
right of asylum continued to function in a world organized into nation-
states and, in individual instances, even su.rvxved l;.')oth anld Wars, it was
felt to be an anachronism and in conflict w1_th the mtefnatmnal ng_hts ‘oi the
state. Therefore it cannot be found in written law, in no const_nuuon or
international agreement, and the Covenant of the League of Nations never

even so much as mentioned it.26 It shares, in this respect, the fate of the
Rights of Man, which also never became law but led a somewhat shadowy ._

234 ion is taken from an order of Hauptsturmfilhrer Dannecker, dated
Marcl;rhl%,qr;ﬁ?‘;ﬂdlsreferring to the “deportation of 5,000 ch:s fron} Fr?.nc;:, quota
1942.” The document (photostat in the Centre de Doct_lmentalion Juive in Paris) d:s
part of the Nuremberg Documents No. RF 1216 Identical arrangements were gl:; 3
for the Bulgarian Jews. Ci. ibic;ergothe relevant memorandum by L. R, Wagner, date

i ment NG 4i80. .

Ap;'lls.3 'L;?:E%)’rc? [()Jck?iids (op. cit.) deplores the fact that the Ci-)Vel',l,ant of the Leagui
contained “no charter for political refugees. no solace for exiles.” The moit rec::;
attempt of the United Nations to obtain, at least for a small group of state ess;} ae
so-called “de jure stateless”—an improvement of thf:lt legal status was no more bl:
a mere gesture: namely, to gather lhq representatives of at least twenty stat‘.es{1 u0
with the explicit assurance that participation in such a confe_:rence wou]c} ccr‘:talbl;ll
obligations whatscever. Even under these circumstances it rem_amed extremely 011‘1‘ U]
whether the conference could be called. See the news item in the New York Times,
October 17, 1934, p. 9.
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existence as an appeal in individual exceptional cases for which normal
legal institutions did not suffice.2?

The second great shock that the European world suffered through the
arrival of the refugees?® was the realization that it was impossible to get
rid of them or transform them into nationals of the country of refuge. From:
the beginning everybody had agreed that there were only two ways to solve
the problem: repatriation or naturalization.2® When the example of the first
Russian and Armenian waves proved that neither way gave any tangible
results, the countries of refuge simply refused to recognize statelessness in
all later arrivals, thereby making the sitvation of the refugees even more
intolerable.®® From the point of view of the governments concerned it was
understandable enough that they should keep reminding the League of
Nations “that [its] Refugee work must be liquidated with the utmost ra-
pidity”;# they had many reasons to fear that those who had been ejected

#*The only guardians of the right of asylum were the few societies whose special
aim was the protection of human rights. The most important of them, the French-
sponsored Ligue des Droits de 'Homme with branches in all democratic European
countries, behaved as though the question were still merely the saving of individuals
persecuted for their political convictions and activities. This assumption, pointless
already in the case of millions of Russian refugees, became simply absurd for Jews
and Armenians. The Ligue was neither ideologically nor administratively equipped to
handle the new problems. Since it did not want to face the new situation, it stumbled
into functions which were much better fulfilled by any of the many charity agencies
which the refugees had built up themselves with the help of their compatriots, When
the Rights of Man became the object of an especially inefficient charity organization,
the concept of human rights naturally was discredited a little more.

“*The many and varied efforts of the legal profession to simplify the problem by
stating a difference between the stateless person and the refugee—such as maintaining
“that the status of a stateless person is characterized by the fact of his having no nation-
ality, whereas that of a refugee is determined by his having lost diplomatic protection”
(Simpson, op. cit., p. 232)—were always defeated by the fact that “all refugees are for
practical purposes stateless™ (Simpson, op. cit., p. 4},

29 The most ironical formulation of this general expectation was made by R. Yewdall
Jermings, “Some International Aspects of the Refugee Question™ in British Yearbook
of International Law, 1939: “The status of a refugee is not, of course, a permanent
one. The aim is that he should rid himself of that status as soon as possible, either by
repatriation or by naturalization in the country of refuge,”

¢ Only the Russians, in every respect the aristocracy of the stateless people, and the
Armenians, who were assimilated to the Russian status, were ever officially recognized
as “stateless,” placed under the protection of the League of Nations' Nansen Office,
and given traveling papers.

2! Childs, op. cit. The reason for this desperate attempt at promptness was the fear
of all governments that even the smallest positive gesture “might encourage countries
to get rid of their unwanted people and that many might emigrate who would otherwise
remain in their countries even under serious disabilities” {Louise W, Holborn, “The
Legal Status of Political Refugees, 1920-38,” in American Journal of Intefnational Law,
1938).

Sce also Georges Mauco (in Esprit, Te année, No. 82, July, 1939, p. 590): “An
assimilation of the German refugees to the status of other refugees who were taken
care of by the Nansen office would naturally have been the simplest and best solution
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from the old trinity of state-people-territory, which still formed the basis

of European organization and political civilization, formed only the begin- -
ning of an increasing movement, were only the first trickle from an ever-
growing reservoir. It was obvious, and even the Evian Conference recog- .

nized it in 1938, that all German and Austrian Jews were potentially
stateless; and it was only natural that the minority countries should be
encouraged by Germany's example to try to use the same methods for
getting rid of some of their minority populations.®® Among the minorities
the Jews and the Armenians ran the greatest risks and soon showed the
highest proportion of statelessness; but they proved also that minority

treaties did not necessarily offer protection but could also serve ds an in-

strument to single out certain groups for eventual expulsion.

Almost as frightening as these new dangers arising from the old trouble
spots of Europe was the entirely new kind of behavior of all European na-
tionals in “ideological™ struggles. Not only were people expelled from coun-
try and citizenship, but more and more persons of all countries, including
the Western democracies, volunteered to fight in civil wars abroad (some-
thing which up to then only a few idealists or adventurers had done) even
when this meant cutting themselves off from their national communities.
This was the lesson of the Spanish Civil War and one of the reasons why
the governments were so frightened by the International Brigade. Matters
would not have been quite so bad if this had meant that people no longer
clung so closely to their nationality and were ready eventually to be as-
similated into another national community. But this was not at all the case.
The stateless people had already shown a surprising stubbornness in re-
taining their nationality; in every. sense the refugees represented separate
foreign minorities who frequently did not care to be naturalized, and they

- never banded together, as the minorities had done temporarily, to defend
common interests.®® The International Brigade was organized into national

for the German refugees themselves. But the governments did not want to extend the
privileges already gramted to a new catepory of refugees who, moreover, threatened
to increase their number indefinitely.”

32 To the 600,000 Jews in Germany and Austria who were potentially statefess in
1938, must be added the Jews of Rumania (the president of the Rumanian Federa}
Commission for Minorities, Professor Dragomir, having just announced to the world
the impending revision of the citizenship of all Rumanian Jews) and Poland (whose
foreign minister Beck had officially declared that Poland had one million Jews too
many). See Simpson, op. cir., p. 235.

33 1t is difficult to decide what came first, the nation-states’ reluctance to naturalize
refugees (the practice of naturalization became increasingly restricted and the practice
of denaturalization increasingly common with the arrival of refugees) or the refugees’
reluctance to accept another citizenship. In countries with minority populations like
Poland, the refugees (Russians and Ukrainians} had a definite tendency to assimilate
to ;l;i I;ﬁrlorilies without however demanding Polish citizenship. (See Simpson, op. cil.,
p- .

The behavior of Russian refugees is quite characteristic. The Nansen passport de-
scribed its bearer as “personne d'origine russe,” because “one would not have dared
to tell the Russian émigré that he was without nationality or of doubtful nationality.”
(See Marc Vichaniac, “Le Statut International des Apatrides,” in Recueil des Cours de

DECLINE OF NATION-STATE; END OF RIGHTS OF MAN 283

pattalions in which the Germans felt they fought agaipst Hitler apd the Ital-
jans against Mussolini, just as a few years later, in the Resistance, the
Spanish refugees felt they fought against Franco when they heIpeq the
French against Vichy. What the Furopean governments were so afraid c_)f
in this process was ihat the new st‘atele_ss people co_uld no long‘er be s’aid
to be of dubious or doubtful natm_nah"cg (de_nat:onalrte indéterminée).
Even though they had renounced their mhzer_ts}up, no l_onger l}ad any con-
nection with or loyalty to their country qf origin, and did not 1dermfy their
nationality with a visible, fu_lly rfzcognlzgd government, they retau{ed 2
strong attachment to their nationality. National splinter groups and minori-
ties, without deep roots in their territory apd with no loyalty or relationship
to the state, had ceased to be characteristic only of the East. They had by
now infiltrated, as refugees and stateless persons, the older nation-states of
the”l‘geféél trouble started as soon as the two gecognized remedies, repatria-
tion and naturalization, were tried. Repatrialion measures naturally failed
when there was no country to which these people could be depo.rted. They
failed not because of consideration for the stateless person (as it may ap-
pear today when Soviet Russia claims its former citizens and the dc:mc».crau(ci
countries must protect them from a repatriation they do not wany), a}:]

not because of humanitarian sentiments on .the part of the countries that
were swamped with refugees; but because neither the country of onﬁm nor
any other agreed to accept the stateless person. It would seem that the very
undeportability of the statcless person sh(_)uld have prevente‘c‘l a goverx}x-
ment’s expelling him; but since the man thout a state was “an anoma;i
for whom there is no appropriate miche in the framework of the genera
law” ¥—an outlaw by definition—he was completely at‘ti}e mercy ?lfl thi
police, which itself did not worry too much about commitung agfew i el%a
acts in order to diminish the country’s burden of mdes':rables.” In other
words, the state, insisting on its sovereign right of expulsion, was forced by

FAcadémie de Droit International, Vol. }ijXllI,b}E:331.) A;anteitgjmg)tr :gepﬁg;";gss a;!é
i i i i tterly con
stateless persons with uniform identity cards was bi coat : s
i t was “a sign of legal recogmtion
Nansen passports, who claimed lhgt their passpor 1
i i " . fore the outbreak of the war even
eculiar status.” (See Jermings, op. cit.) Be : c !
?:flz};:spfrom Germany were far from eager to be merg.ed with the:' mass t_)f the s;a;gt
less, but preferred the description “réfugié provenant d'Allemagne” with its rem
ationality. . o .
Oflclo:—e con\sr,incing than the comptaints of European countries about the difﬁiculne:hzi
assimilating refugees are siatements from overseas which agree vy:th the o}r]mego tha
uof all classes of European immigrants the ieas;I easydtothasmgg;trein:reoft ei) eacefui
d Central Europeans.” (See “Canada and the : ul
E?:sat:gé "a:dilcd by H. F. Angus in International Studies Conference: Demographic
Questions: Peaceful Changes, 1937, pp. 75-76.)

34 Jermings, op. cit. ) )

A circuglar lla’tlter of the Dutch authorities (May 7, 1938) expres“sl{_ (:0nm;;]eﬂ;.;!ﬂz:alcl:il:s
yefugee as an “undesirable alien,” and defined a rifu,gee'a.s an alcr;) k}vm: o o
country under the pressure of circumstances.” See “L’Emigration, Proble
tionnaire,” in Esprit, Te année, No. 82, \July, 1939, p. 602.
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the illegal nature of statelessness into admittedly illegal acts.®® It smuggled
its expelled stateless into the neighboring countries, with the result that the
latter retaliated in Kind. The ideal solution of repatriation, to smuggle the
refugee back into his country of origin, succeeded only in a few prominent
instances, partly because a nontotalitarian police was still restrained by a
few rudimentary ethical comsiderations, partly because the stateless person
was as likely to be smuggled back from his home country as from any
other, and last but not least because the whole traffic could go on only with
neighboring countries. The consequences of this smuggling were petty wars
between the police at the frontiers, which did not exactly contribute to good
international relations, and an accumulation of jail sentences for the state-
less who, with the help of the police of one country, had passed “illegally”
into the territory of another.

Every attempt by international conferences to establish some legal status
for stateless people failed because no agreement could possibly replace the
territory to which an alien, within the framework of existing law, must be
deportable. All discussions about the refugee problems revolved around
this one question: How can the refugee be made deportable again? The
second World War and the DP camps were not necessary to show that the
only practical substitute for a nonexistent homeland was an internment camp.
Indeed, as early as the thirties this was the only “country” the world had
to offer the stateless.®?

Naturalization, on the other hand, also proved to be a failure. The whole
naturalization system of European countries fell apart when it was con-
fronted with stateless people, and this for the same reasons that the right
of asylum had been set aside. Essentially naturalization was an appendage
to the nation-state’s legislation that reckoned only with “nationals,” people
born in its territory and citizens by birih. Naturalization was needed in ex-
ceptional cases, for single individuals whom circumstances might have
diiven into a foreign territory. The whole process broke down when it be-

38 Lawrence Preuss, op. cif., describes the spread of illegality as follows: “The ini-
tial iliegal act of the denationalizing government , . . puts the gxpeiling country in
the position of an offender of international law, because its authorities violate the law
of the country to which the stateless person is expelied. The latter country, in turn,

cannot get rid of him . . . except by violating . . . the law of a third country. . ..
[The stateless person finds himself before the following alternativel: either ke vio-
lates the law of the country where he resides . . . or he violates the law of the coun-

try to which he is expelled.”

Sir John Fischer Williams (*Denationalisation,” in British Year Book of International
Law, V1, 1927) concludes from this situation that denationalization is contrary 10
international law; yet at the Conférence pour la Codification du Droit International at
the Hague in 1930, it was only the Finnish government which maintained that “ioss of
nztionality . . . shouid never constitute a punishment . . . nor be prenounced in
order to get rid of an undesirable person through expulsion.”

37 Childs, op. cit., after having come to the sad conclusion that “the real difficulty
about receiving a refugee is that if he turns ott badly . . . there is no way of geiting
rid of him,” proposed “transitional centers” to which the refugee could be returned
even from abroad, which, in other words, should replace a homeland for deportation
purposes.
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came a question of handling mass applications for naturalization: 3% even
from the purely administrative point of view, no European civil service
could possibly have dealt with the problem. Instead of naturalizing at least

‘3 small portion of the new arrivals, the countries began to cancel earlier

naturalizations, partly because of general panic and partly because the ar-
rival of great masses of newcomers actually changed the always precarious

. position of naturalized citizens of the same origin.®® Cancellation of natural-

jzation or the introduction of new laws which obviously paved the way for
mass denaturalization*® shattered what little confidence the refugees might
have retained in the possibility of adjusting themselves to a nmew normal
life; if assimilation to the new country once looked a little shabby or dis-
loyal, it was now simply ridiculous. The difference between a naturalized
citizen and a stateless resident was not great enough to justify taking any
trouble, the former being frequently deprived of important civil rights and
threatened at any moment with the fate of the latter. Naturalized persons '
were largely assimilated to the status of ordinary aliens, and since the
naturalized had already lost their previous citizenship, these measures simply
threatened another considerable group with statelessness. :
It was almost pathetic to see how helpless the European governments
were, despite their consciousness of the danger of statelessness to their estab-
lished legal and political institutions and despite all their efforts to stem the
tide. Explosive events were no longer necessary. Once a number of state-
less people were admitted to an otherwise normal country, statelessness
spread like a contagious disease. Not only were naturalized citizens in
danger of reverting to the status of statelessness, but living conditions for
all aliens markedly deteriorated. In the thirties it became increasingly diffi-

48 Two instances of mass naturalization in the Near East were clearly exceptional:
one involved Greek refugees from Turkey whom the Greek government naturalized
en bloc in 1922 because it was actually a matter of repatriation of a Greek minority
and not of foreign citizens; the other benefited Armenian refugees from Turkey in
Syria, Lebanon, and other formerly Turkish countries, that is, a population with which
the Near Fast had shared common citizenship only a few years ago.

38 Where a wave of refugees found members of their own nationality already set-
tied in the country to which they immigrated—as was the case with the Armenians
and Ttalians in France, for example, and with Jews everywhere—a certain retrogression
set in in the assimilation of those who had been there longer. For their help and
solidarity could be mobilized only by appealing to the original nationality they had
in- common with the newcomers. This point was of immediate interest to countries
flooded by refugees but unable or unwilling to give them direct help or the right to
work. In all these cases, national feelings of the older group proved to be “one of the
main factors in the successful establishment of the refugees” (Simpson, op. cif., PP
45-46), but by appealing to such national conscience and solidarity, the receiving
countries naturally increased the number of unassimilated aliens. To take one par-
ticularly interesting instance, 10,000 Italian refugees were enough to postpone indefi-
nitely the assimilation of -almost one million ltalian immigrants in France.

40 The Freach government, followed by other Western coustries, introduced during

. the thirties an increasing number of restrictions for naturalized citizens: they were

eliminated from certain professions for up to ten years after their naturalization, they
had no political rights, etc.
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cult to distinguish clearly between stateless refugees and normal resident
aliens. Once the government tried to use its right and repatriate a resident
alien against his will, he would do his utmost to find refuge in statelessness,
During the first World War enemy aliens had already discovered the great
advantages of statelessness. But what then had been the cunning of in-
dividuals who found a loophole in the law had now become the instinctive
reaction of masses. France, Europe’s greatest immigrant-reception area, !
because she had regulated the chaotic Jabor market by calling in alien
workers in times of need and deporting them in times of unemployment
and crisis, taught her aliens a lesson about the advantages of statelessness

which they did not readily forget. After 1935, the year of mass repatriation

by the Laval government from which only the stateless were saved, so-called
“economic immigrants” and other groups of earlier origin—Balkans,
Italians, Poles, and Spaniards—-mixed with the waves of refugees into a
tangle that never again could be unraveled.

Much worse than what statelessness did to the time-honored and neces-
sary distinctions between nationals and foreigners, and to the sovercign
right of states in matters of nationality and expulsion, was the damage
suffered by the very structure of legal national institutions when a grow-
ing number of residents had to live outside the jurisdiction of these laws
and without being protected by any other. The stateless person, without
right to residence and without the right to work, had of course constantly
to tramsgress the law, He was liable to jail sentences without ever com-
mitting a crime. More than that, the entire hierarchy of values which per-
tain in civilized countries was reversed in his case. Since he was the anomaly
for whom the general law did not provide, it was better for him to become
an anomaly for which it did provide, that of the criminal.

The best criterion by which to decide whether someone has been forced
outside the pale of the law is to ask if he would benefit by committing a
crime. If a small burglary is likely to improve his legal position, at least
temporarily, one may be sure he has been deprived of human rights. For
then a criminal offense becomes the best opportunity to regain some kind
of human equality, even if it be as a recognized exception to the norm.
The one important fact is that this exception is provided for by law. As a
criminal even a stateless person will not be treated worse than another
criminal, that is, he will be treated like everybody else. Only as an offender
against the Jaw can he gain protection from it. As long as his trial and his
sentence last, he will be safe from that arbitrary police rule against which
there are no lawyers and no appeals. The same man who was in jail yes-
terday because of his mere presence in this world, who had no rights what-
ever and lived under threat of deportation, or who was dispatched without
sentence and without trial to some kind of internment because he had tried
to work and make a living, may become almost a full-fiedged citizen be-
cause of a little theft. Even if he is penniless he can now get a lawyer, com-
Plain about his jailers, and he will be listened to respectfully, He is no

41 Simpson, op. cit., p. 289.
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longer the scum of the earth but important enough to be informed of all
the details of the law under which he will be tried. He hag become a re-
spectable person.*2

A much less reliable and much more difficult way to rise from an um-
recognized anomaly to the status of recognized exception would be to be-
come a genius. Just as the law knows only one difference between human
beings, the difference between the normal noncriminal and the anomalous
criminal, so a conformist society has recognized only one form of determined
individualism, the genius. European bourgeois society wanted the genius to
stay outside of human laws, to be a kind of monster whose chief social
function was to create excitement, and it did not matter if he actually was
an outlaw. Moreover, the loss of citizenship deprived people not only of
protection, but also of all clearly established, officially recognized identity,
a fact for which their eternal feverish efforts to obtain at least birth certifi-
cates from the country that denationalized them was a VETy exact symbol;
one of their problems was solved when they achieved the degree of dis-
tinction that will rescue a man from the huge and nameless crowd. Cnly
fame will eventually answer the repeated complaint of refugees of all social
strata that “nobody here knows who I am™; and it is true that the chances
of the famous refugee are improved just as a dog with a name has a better
chance to survive than a stray dog who is just a dog in general 4%

The nation-state, incapable of providing a law for those who had lost the
protection of a national government, transferred the whole matter to the
police. This was the first time the police in Western Europe had received
authority to act on its own, to rule directly over people; in one sphere of

-public life it was no longer an instrument to carry out and enforce the law,

but had become a ruling authority independent of government and min-
istries.** Its strength and its emancipation from law and governiment grew
in direct proportion to the influx of refugees. The greater the ratio of state-

4% In practical terms, any sentence meted out to him will be of small consequence
compared with an expulsion order, cancellation of a work permit, or 2 decree sending
him into an internment camp. A West Coast Japanese-American who was in jail when
the army ordered the internment of all Americans of Japanese ancestry would not
have been forced to liquidate his property at (oo low a price; he would have remained
right where he was, armed with a fawyer to look after his interests; and if he was
so lucky as to receive a long sentence, he might have returned righteously and peace-
fully to his former business and profession, even that of a professional thief. His jail
sentcnce guaranteed him the constitutional rights that nothing else—no protests of
loyalty and no appeals—could have obtained for him once his citizenship had become
doubtful.

4% The fact that the same principle of formation of an elite frequently worked in
totalitarian concentration camps where the “aristocracy” was composed of a majority
of criminals and a few “geniuses,” that is entertainers and artists, shows how closely
related the social positions of these groups are.

“*In France, for instance, it was a matier of record thar an order of expulsion
emanating from the police was much more serious than one which was issued “only™ by
the Ministry of Interior and that the Minister of Interior could only in rare cases
cancel s police expulsion, while the opposite procedure was often merely a question of
bribery. Constitutionally, the police is under the authority of the Ministry of Interior.
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less and potentially stateless to the population at large—in prewar France
it had reached 10 per cent of the total—the greater the danger of a gradug)
transformation into a police state.

It goes without saying that the totalitarian regimes, where the police
had risen to the peak of power, were especially eager to consolidate this
power through the domination over vast groups of people, who, regardless
of any offenses committed by individuals, found themselves anyway be-
yond the pale of the law. In Nazi Germany, the Nuremberg Laws with their
distinction between Reich citizens (full citizens) and nationals (second-
class citizens without political rights) had paved the way for a development
in which eventually all nationals of “alien blood” could lose their nation-
ality by official decree; only the outbreak of the war prevented a corre-
sponding legislation, which had been prepared in detail.*** On the other
hand, the increasing groups of stateless in the nontotalitarian countries
led to a form of lawlessness, organized by the police, which practically
resulted in a co-ordination of the free world with the legislation of the
totalitarian countries. That concentration camps were ultimately provided
for the same groups in all countries, even though there were considerable
differences in the treatment of their inmates, was all the more characteristic
as the selection of the groups was left exclusively to the initiative of the
lotalitarian regimes: if the Nazis put a person in a concentration camp
and if he made a successful escape, say, to Holland, the Dutch would put
him in an internment camp. Thus, long before the outbreak of the war
the police in a number of Western countries, under the pretext of “national
security,” had on their own initiative established close connections with
the Gestapo and the GPU, so that one might say there existed an independ-
ent foreign policy of the police. This police-directed foreign policy func-
tioned quite independently of the official governments; the relations between
the Gestapo and the French police were never more cordial than at the

“1*In February, 1938, the Reich and Prussian Ministry of Interior presented the
“draft of a law concerning the acquisition and loss of German nationality” which went
far beyond the Nuremberg legistation. It provided that all children of “lews, Jews of
mixed blood or persons of otherwise alien blood” (who could never become Reich
citizens anyway) were also no longer entitled to the nationality, “even if the father
possesses German nationality by birth,” That these measures were no longer merely
concerned with anti-Jewish legistution is cvident from an opinion expressed fuly 19,
1939, by the Minister of lustice, who suggests that “the words Jew and Jew of mixed
blood should if possible be avoided in the law, to be replaced by ‘persons of alien
blood," or ‘persons of non-German or non-Germanic [nichy artverwandi] blood. ”
An interesting feature in planning this extraordinary expansion of the stateless popu-
lation in Nazi Germuny concerns the foundlings, who are explicitly reparded as state-
less, until “an investigation of their racial churacteristics can be made.” Here the
principle that every individual is born with inalienable rights puaranteed by his
nationality has been deliberately reversed: every individual js born rightless, nramely
stateless, unless subsequently other conclusions are reached,

The original dossier concerning the draft of this legislation, including the opinions
of all Ministries and the Wehrmachs High Command, can be found in the archives of
the Yiddish Scientific Institute in New York (G-75).
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time of Leon Blum’s popular-front government, which was guided by a
decidedly anti-German policy, Contrary to the governments, the various
police organizations were never overburdened with “prejudices” against any
totalitarian regime; the information and denunciations recejved from GPU
agents were just as welcome to them as those from Fascist or Gestapo
agents. They knew about the eminent role of the police apparatus in all
totalitarian regimes, they knew about its elevated social status apd po-
litical importance, and they never bothered to conceal their sympathies,
That the Nazis eventually met with so disgracefully litle resistance from
the police in the countries they occupied, and that they were able to or-
ganize terror as much as they did with the assistance of these local police
forces, was due at least in part to the powerful position which the police
had achieved over the years in their unrestricted and arbitrary domination
of stateless and refugees.

Both in the history of the “nation of minorities” and in the formation of
a stateless people, Jews have played a significant role. They were at the head
of the so-called minority movement because of their great need for protec-
tion (matched only by the need of the Armenians) and their excellent inter-
national connections, but above all because they formed a majority in no
country and therefore could be regarded as the minorité par excellence, i.e.,,
the only minority whose interests could be defended only by internationally
guaranteed protection, s

The special needs of the Jewish people were the best possible pretext
for denying that the Treaties were a comprormise between the new nations’
tendency forcefully to assimilate alien peoples and nationalifies who for
reasons of expediency could not be granted the right to national self-
determination.

A similar incident made the Jews prominent in the discussion of the ref-
ugee and statelessness problem. The first Heimatlose or apatrides, as they
were created by the Peace Treaties, were for the most part Jews who came
from the succession states and were unable or unwilling to place themselves
under the new minority protection of their homelands. Not until Germany
forced German Jewry into emigration and statelessness did they form a
very considerable portion of the stateless people. But in the years following
Hitler’s successful persecution of German Jews all the minority countries
began to think in terms of expatiiating their minorities, and it was only
natural that they should start with the minorité par excellence, the only
nationality that actually had no other protection than a minority system
which by now had become a mockery. '

The notion that statelessness is primarily a Jewish problem * was a pra-

5 0n the role of the Jews in formulating the Minoriry Treaties, see Macartney,
op. cit., pp. 4, 213, 281 and passim; David Erdstein, Le Statut furidigue des Minorités
en Europe, Paris, 1932, pp. 11 .; Oscar 1. Janowsky, op. cit,

*SThis was by no means only a notion of Nazi Germany, though only a Nazi author
dared to express it: “It is true that a refugee question will continue to exist even




IMPERIALISM

290

text used by all governments who tried to settle the problem by ignoring it.
None of the statesmen was aware that Hitler's solution of the Jewish prob-
Jem, first to reduce the German Jews to a nonrecognized minority in Ger-
many, then to drive them as stateless people across the borders, and
finally to gather them back from everywhere in order to ship them fto
extermination camps, was an eloguent demonstration to the rest of the
world how really to “liquidate” all problems concerning minorities and
stateless. After the war it turned out that the Jewish question, which was
considered the only insoluble one, was indeed solved—namely, by means
of a colonized and then conguered territory—but this solved neither the
problemn of the minorities nor the stateless. On the contrary, like virtually
all other events of our century, the solution of the Yewish question merely
produced a new category of refugees, the Arabs, thereby increasing the
number of the stateless and rightless by another 700,000 to 800,000 people.
And what happened in Palestine within the smallest territory and in terms
of hundreds of thousands was then repeated in India on 2 large scale in-
volving many millions of people. Since the Peace Treaties of 1919 and
1920 the refugees and the stateless have attached themselves Jike a curse
to all the newly established states on earth which were created in the
image of the nation-state.

For these new states this curse bears the germs of a deadly sickness. For
the mation-state cannot exist once its principle of equality before the law
has broken down. Without this legal equality, which originally was des-
tined to replace the older laws and orders of the feudal society, the nation
dissolves into an anarchic mass of over- and underprivileged individuals,
Laws that are not equal for all revert to rights and privileges, something
contradictory to the very nature of nation-states. The clearer the proof of
their inability to treat stateless people as legal persons and the greater the
extension of arbitrary rule by police decree, the more difficult it is for states
to resist the temptation to deprive all citizens of legal status and rule them

with an omnipotent police.

1: The Perplexities of the Rights of Man

THE DECLARATION of the Rights of Man at the end of the eighteenth century
was a turning point in history. It meant nothing more nor less than that

from then on Man, and not God’s command or the customs of history,

should be the source of Law. Independent of the privileges which history
had bestowed upon certain strata of society or certain nations, the declara-
tion indicated man’s emancipation from all tutelage and announced that he

had now come of age.

when there is no longer a Jewish question; but since Jews form such a high percent-
age of the refugees, the refugee question will be much simplified” {Kabermann, “Das
internationate Eliichtlingsproblem,” in Zeitschrift fiir Polisik, Bd. 29, Heft 3, 1939).
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Beyond this, there was another implication of which
declaration were only half aware. The proclamation of Tﬁ;ﬁﬁmﬁ;g‘;ﬁ
also meant to be a much-needed protection in the new era where individuals
were 1o lqnger secure in the estates to which they were born or sure of
their equality before God as Christians. In other words, in the new secu-
larized and qma,ncipated society, men were no longer sure of these social
and human rights which until then had been outside the political order and
guz_ir:cmteed not by government and constitution, but by social, spiritual, and
religious forces. Therefore throughout the nineteenth century,, the consr’:nsus
of c&g;gnon \tavas. that hqman rights had to be invoked whenever individuals
nee protection against the new sovereignty
arbitrariness of society. fgnty of the state and the new

Since the Rights of Man were proclaimed to be “inalienable,” i i
to and undeducible from other rights or laws, no authority was irlli'r:g:gﬂf)(])i
their establlsh_ment; Man himself was their source as well as their ultimate -
goal. No special law, moreover, was deemed necessary to protect them be-
cause :_111 I?WS were supposed to rest upon them. Man appeared as the only
sovereign in matters of law as the people was proclaimed the only sovereign
in matters of government. The people’s sovereignty (different from that of
the prince) was not proclaimed by the grace of God but in the name of
Man, so that it seemed only natural that the “inalienable™ rights of man
would find their guarantee and become an inalienabie part of the right of
the people to sovereign self-government. :

In other ‘words, man had hardly appeared as a completely emancipated
completely isolated being who carried his dignity within himself without ref:
erence to some larger encompassing order, when he disappeared again into
a member qf a people. From the beginning the paradox involved in the dec-
laration ot_' inalienable human rights was that it reckoned with an “abstract”
hflman being who seemed to exist nowhere, for even savages lived in some
kn}d of a social order. If a tribal or other “backward” community did not
enjoy human rights, it was obviously because as a whole it had not yet
rea;hed that stage of civilization, the stage of popular and national sov-
ereignty, but was oppressed by foreign or native despots. The whole ques-
tion of human rights, therefore, was quickly and inextricably blended with
the question of national emancipation; only the emancipated sovereignty
of thq peop}e, of one’s own people, seemed to be able to insure them. As
maqkmd, since the French Revolution, was conceived in the image of a
family of nations, it gradually became self-evident that the people, and not
the individual, was the image of man. : ,

) The full implication of this identification of the rights of man with the
rights of peoples in the European nation-state system came to light only
when a growing number of people and peoples suddenly appeared whose
elementary rights were as little safeguarded by the ordinary functioning of
nation-states in the middle of Europe as they would have been in the heart
of Africa. The Rights of Man, after all, had been defined as “inalienable”
because they were supposed to be independent of all governments; but it
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ut that the moment human beings lacked their own government and

turned ©
had to fall back upon their minimum rights, no authority was left to protect

them and no institution was willing to guarantee them. Or when, as in the
case of the minoritics, an international body arrogated to itself a nongovern-
mental authority, its failure was apparent even before its measuies Were
fully realized; not only were the governments more ot less openty opposed
to this encroachment on their sovercignty, but the concerned nationalities
themselves did not TECOgNIZE & nonnational guarantee, mistrusted everything
which was not clear-cut support of their “national” (as opposed to their
mere “linguistic, religious, and ethnic”) rights, and preferred either, like the
Germans or Hungarians, to turn 0 the protection of the “national” mother
country, or, like the Jews, to some kind of interterritorial solidarity.*?

The stateless people were as convinced as the minorities that loss of na-
tional rights was identical with loss of human rights, that the former in-
evitably entailed the latter. The more they were excluded from right in any
form, the more they tended to look for a reintegration into a national, into

nity. The Russian refugees were only the first to

their own national commu

insist on their nationality and to defend themselves furiously against attempts

to lump them together with other stateless people. Since them, not a single
group of refugees or Displaced Persons has failed to develop a fierce, violent
group consciousness and to clamor for rights as—and only as—Poles or
Jews or Germans, etc.

Even worse was that all societies formed for the protection of the Rights
of Man, all attempts t0 arrive at a new bill of human rights were sponsorcd
by marginal figures—by a few international jurists without political experi-
ence or professional philanthropists supported by the uncertain sentiments
of professional idealists. The groups they formed, the declarations they is-
sued, showed an uncanmy similarity in languag
of societies for the prevention of cruelty to animals. No statesman, no po-
litical figure of any importance could possibly take them seriously; and
none of the liberal or radical parties in Europe thought it neccssary to
incorporate into their program a new declaration of human rights. Neither
before nor after the second World War have the victims themselves ever
invoked these fundamental rights, which were $0 evidently denied them, in
their many attempts to find a way out of the barbed-wire Jabyrinth into which
events had driven them. On the contrary, the victims shared the disdain

fidence in national rights were the con-

47 Pathetic instances of this exclusive con
r cent of the German minority in

sent, -before the second World. War, of nearly 75 pé
the Talian Tyrol to leave their homes and resettle in
tion of a German island in Slovenia which had been there since the fourteenth century
or, immediately after the close of the war, the unanimous rejection by Jewish refugees
in an Italian DP camp of an offer of mass naturalization by the Italian government.

In the face of the experience of European peoples between the two wars, it would be
y as another example of fanatic

a serious mistake 1o interpret this behavior simpl
nationalist sentiment; these people no longer felt sure of their elementary rights if
these were not protecied by a government {0 which they belonged by birth, See

Eugene M. Kulisher, op. cit.

e and composition to that

Germany, the voluntary repatria- .
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and indifference of the powers that be {
cieties to enforce humanp?ights in any cl:r;;gr;tgn gpetngf ihe marginal so-
Thﬁ: failure of all responsible persons to meet the calaam'stcnse.
growing body of pe.oplc forced to live outside the scope of :11{ o ible law
w%th the proclamadion of a new bill of rights was certain] _tangli)lc la_w
will. Never before had the Rights of Man, solemnly pm)élnp t due to il
Fre.nc'h and the American revolutions as the new fundamen;3 ufncd _by .the
societies, been a practical political issue. During the ninete 0}1; ciillzed
these rights had been invoked in a rather perfunctory way toerclitf o
vxdt}als_ against the increasing power of the state and to 1;1iti te e indi-
social insecurity caused by the industrial revolution. Then thega MR
human rights acquired a new connotation: they became the sta (rin caning of
of the protectors of the underprivileged, a kind of additionalli o slo'gan
of exception necessary for those who had nothing better to fal] ?)‘:1" ka nent
The reason x.vhy the concept of human rights was treated as : ot of
stegchxld by pmeteenth—century politica} thought and why no l‘besort *
radical party in the twentieth century, even when an urge%t il (; fml "
forcement of human .rights- arose, saw fit to include them in ftz ogram
f:ec;i?tsri(;ism%l;ec;m nghas—that gg [;Lhe varying rights of citizens in %Fl?fizgﬁt
— upposed to embody and spell out in the form of i
laws the eternal Rights of Man, which by themsel bl
ﬁdzgﬁid?t c?f gitiz?.nship and nationalitg. All hur\rjl‘zz‘%?;igssu I\)Npe(;zegitti(;eg:
) ind of political community; if the laws of their co i
live up to the demands of the Rights of Man, the e o s
e ! ¢ deman i Man, they were expected to change
;nedc,sggﬁlsegss.latmn in democratic countries or through revolutionary actiogn
The Rights of Man, supposedly inalienable
even in countries whose constit{ltions were’gargsgdu?oge tllllr:::f_or‘;gable—
pecple appeared who were no longer citizens of any sovereign state Tenet‘li;?r
fact, disturbing enough in itseif, one must add the confusion create& b0 th]s
dme‘c::algn:f:;?d ?}tl;etn:lpts to frame IE:I new bill of human rights, which 3iww:
i it no one seers able to define with any ass ,
iﬁ:}r:ﬁgai illuman rights, as distinguished from the rightsyof cliltriig;s, v:i?l:; 1::::
precisgigy iivtegic;nfossse;?st l:g }gigrﬁ‘;:s tgfatMthe plight of these people consists'
rights they lost when they lost fhese hum:E’rlilgoht(;fle seerns o know which
_Thc first loss which the rightless suffered was the loss of their home d
this meant the loss of the entire social texture into which they were bo Sr; and
;cr;]:lv;iil; .t;n;y e;tablished fordthemselves a distinct place in the worldI ‘1?1111is
lamity is far from unprece ented; in the long me i .
;r;;gsr;;;o?so okf ii_‘;ﬁimdualfi or whole groups of peogplc fitio;%lﬁfcggsﬁt)(r)rgéo?or;fig
1 ike everyday occurrences. What i i
loss of a home but the impossibility of finding 1: r?:tgrg;fegsed%eﬁl no:h;hrz
was no place on earth where migrants could go without the severesty;cstric-
tions, no country where they would be assimilated, no territory where the
could found a new community of their own. This, moreover, had next tg
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nothing to do with any material problem of overpopulation; it was a prob-
lem not of space but of political organization. Nobody had been aware that
mankind, for so long a time considered under the image of a family of na-
tions, had reached the stage where whoever was thrown out of one of these
tightly organized closed communities found himself thrown out of the family
of nations altogether.*® ‘

The second loss which the rightless suffered was the Joss of government
protection, and this did not imply just the loss of legal status in their own,
but in all countries. Treaties of reciprocity and international agreements
have woven a web around the earth that makes it possible for the citizen of
every country to take his legal status with him no matter where he goes (so
that, for instance, a German citizen under the Nazi regime might not be
able to enter a mixed marriage abroad because of the Nuremberg laws).
Yet, whoever is no longer caught in it finds himself out of legality altogether
(thus during the last war stateless people were invariably in a worse position
than enemy aliens who were still indirectly protected by their governments
through international agreements).

By itself the loss of government protection is no more unprecedented than
the lose of a home. Civilized countries did offer the right of asylum to those

who, for political reasons, had been persecuied by their governments, and

this practice, though never officially incorporated into any constitution, has
functioned well enough throughout the nineteenth and even in our century,
The trouble arose when it appeared that the new categories of persecuted

. were far too numerous to be handled by an unoflicial practice destined for
exceptional cases. Moreover, the majority could hardly qualify for the right
of asylum, which implicitly presupposed political or religious convictions
which were not outlawed in the country of refuge. The new refugees were
persecuted not because of what they had done or thought, but because of
what they unchangeably were—born into the wrong kind of race or the
wrong kind of class or drafted by the wrong kind of government (as in the
case of the Spanish Republican Army).*

The more the number of rightless people increased, the greater became
the temptation to pay less attention to the deeds of the perseeuting govern-
ments than to the status of the persecuted. And the first glaring fact was
that these people, though persecuted under some political pretext, were no

48 The few chances for reintegration open to the new migrants were mostly based
on their nationaiity: Spanish refugees, for instance, were welcomed to a certain extent
in Mexico.. The United States, in the early twenties, adopted a quota system according
to which each natiomality already represented in the country received, so to speak, the
right to receive 2 number of former countrymen proportionate to its numerical part
in the total population.

49 How dangerous it can be to be innocent from the point of view of the perse-
cuting government, became very clear when, during the last war, the American gov-
ernment offered asylum to all those German refugees who were threatened by the
extradition paragraph in the German-French Armistice. The condition was, of course,
that the applicant couid prove that he had done something against the Nazi regime.
The proportion of refugees from Germany who were able to fulfill this condition was
very small, and they, strangely enocugh, were not the people who were most in danger.

DECLINE OF NATION-STATE; END OF RIGHTS OF MAN 295

longer, as the persecuted had been throughout history, a liability and an
image of shame for the persecutors; that they were not considered and
hardly pretended to be active enemies (the few thousand Soviet citizens who
voluntarily left Soviet Russia after the second World War and found asylum
in democratic countries did more damage to the prestige of the Soviet Union
than millions of refugees in the twenties who belonged to the wrong class)
but that they were and appeared to be nothing but human beings whose verj;
innocence-—from every point of view, and especially that of the persecuting
government-was their greatest misfortune. Innocence, in the sense of com-
plete lack of respousibility, was the mark of their rightlessness as it was the
seal of their loss of political status.

Only in appearance therefore do the needs for a reinforcement of human
rights touch upon the fate of the authentic political refugee. Political ref-
ugees, of necessity few in number, still enjoy the right to asylum in many
countries, and this right acts, in an informal way, as a genuine substitute for
national law. :

One of the surprising aspects of our experience with stateless people who
benefit legally from committing a crime has been the fact that it seems to
be easier to deprive a completely innocent person of legality than someone
who has commiited an offense. Anatole France’s famous quip, “If 1 am
accused of stealing the towers of Notre Dame, I can only flee the country,”
has assumed a horrible reality. Jurists are so used to thinking of law in terms
of punishment, which indeed always deprives us of certain rights, that they
may find it even more difficult than the layman to recognize that the depriva-
tion of legality, i.e., of all rights, no longer has a connection with specific
crimes.

This situation illustrates the many perplexities inherent in the concept of
human rights. No matter how they have once been defined (life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness, according to the American formula, or as equality
before the law, liberty, protection of property, and national sovereigaty,
according to the French); no matter how one may atternpt to improve an
ambiguous formulation like the pursuit of happiness, or an antiquated one
like unqualified right to property; the real situation of those whom the
twentieth century has driven outside the pale of the law shows that these are
rights of citizens whose loss does not entail absolute rightlessness. The sol-
dier during the war is deprived of his right to life, the criminal of his right
to freedom, all citizens during an emergency of their right to the pursuit of
happiness, but nobody would ever claim that in any of these instances a
loss of human rights has taken place. These rights, on the other hand, can
be granted (though hardly enjoyed) even under conditions of fundamental
rightlessness.

The calamity of the rightless is not that they are deprived of life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness, or of equality before the law and freedom of
opinion—formulas which were designed to solve problems within given
communities—but that they no longer belong to any community whatso-
ever. Their plight is not that they are not equal before the law, but that no
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law exists for them; not that they are oppressed but that nobody wants even
to oppress them. Only in the last stage of a rather lengthy process is. their
right to live threatened; only if they remain perfectly “superfluous,” if no-
body can be found to “claim” them, may their lives be in danger. Even the
Nazis started their extermination of Jews by first depriving them of all Jegal
status (the status of second-class citizenship) and cutting them off from the
world of the living by herding them into ghettos and concentration camps;
and before they set the gas chambers into motion they had carefully tested
the ground and found out to their satisfaction that no country would claim
these people. The point is that a condition of complete rightlessness was
created before the right to live was challenged.

The same is true even to an ironical extent with regard to the right of
freedom which is sometimes considered to be the very essence of human
rights. There is no question that those outside the pale of the law may have
more freedom of movement than a lawfully imprisoned criminal or that
they enjoy more freedom of opinion in the internment camps of democratic
countries than they would in any ordinary despotism, not to mention in a
totalitarian country.™ But neither physical safety—being fed by some state
or private welfare agency—nor freedom of opinion changes in the least their
fundamental situation of rightlessness. The prolongation of their lives is due
to charity and not to right, for no law exists which could force the nations
to feed them; their freedom of movement, if they have it at all, gives them
no right to residence which even the jailed criminal enjoys as a matter of
course; and their freedom of opinion is a feol’s freedom, for nothing they
think matters anyhow

These last points are crucial. The fundamental deprivation of human
rights is manifested first and above all in the deprivation of a place in the
world which makes opinions significant and actions effective. Something
much more fundamental than freedom and justice, which are rights of cit-
izens, is at stake when belonging to the community into which one is born
-is no longer & matter of course and not belonging no longer a matter of
choice, or when one is placed in a situation where, unless he commits a
crime, his treatment by others does not depend on what he does or does net

do. This extremity, and nothing else, is the situation of people deprived of-

human rights. They are deprived, not of the right to freedom, but of the
right to action; not of the right to think whatever they please, but of the
right to opinion. Privileges in some cases, injustices in most, blessings and
doom are meted out to them according to accident and without any relation
whatsoever to what they do, did, or may do.

We became aware of the existence of a right to have rights (and that
means to live in a framework where one is judged by one’s actions and

5% Even under the conditions of totalitarian terror, concentration camps sometimes
have been the only place where certain remnants of freedom of thought and discussion
still existed. See David Rousset, Les Jours de Notre Mort, Paris, 1947, passim, for
freedom of discussion in Buchenwald, and Anton Ciliga, The Russian Enigma, London,
1940, p. 200, about “isles of liberty,” “the freedom of mind” that reigned in some of
the Soviet places of detention.
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opinions) and a right to belong to some kind of organized community, only
when millions of people emerged who had lost and could not regain’these
rights because of the new global political situation. The trouble is that this
calamity arose not from any lack of civilization, backwardness. or mere
tyranny, but, on the contrary, that it could not be repaired, bec;mse there
was no longer any “uncivilized” spot on earth, because whether we kike it
or not we have really started to live in One World. Only with a completely
organized humanity could the loss of home and political status become
identical with expulsion from humanity altogether.

Before this, what we must call a “human right” today would have been
thought of as a general characteristic of the human condition which no
tyrant could take away. Its loss entails the loss of the relevance of speech
{and man, since Aristotle, has been defined as a being commanding the
power of speech and thought), and the loss of all human relationship (and
man, again since Aristotle, has been thought of as the “political animal,”
that is one who by definition fives in a community), the loss, in other words,
of some of the most essential characteristics of human life. This was to a
certain extent the plight of slaves, whom Aristotle therefore did not count
among human beings. Slavery’s fundamental offense against human rights
was not that it took liberty away (which can happen in many other situa-
tions), but that it excluded a certain category of people even from the pos-
sibility of fighting for freedom—a fight possible under tyranny, and even
under the desperate conditions of modern terror (but not under any condi-
tions of concentration-camp life). Slavery’s crime against humanity did not
begin when one people defeated and enslaved its enemies (though of course
this was bad enough), but when slavery became an institution in which
some men were “born” free and others slave, when it was forgotten that it
was man who had deprived his fellow-men of freedom, and when the sanc-
tion for the crime was attributed to nature. Yet in the light of recent events
it is possible to say that even slaves still belonged to some sort of human
community; their labor was needed, used, and exploited, and this kept them
within the pale of humanity. To be a slave was after all to have a distinctive
character, a place in society—more than the abstract nakedness of being
human and nothing but human. Not the loss of specific rights, then, but
the loss of a community willing and able to guarantee any rights whatsoever,
has been the calamity which has befallen ever-increasing numbers of people.
Man, it turns out, can lose all so-called Rights of Man without losing his
essential quality as man, his human dignity. Only the loss of a polity itself
expels him from humanity,

The right that corresponds to this loss and that was never even men-
tioned among the human rights cannot be expressed in the categories of
the eighteenth century because they presume that rights spring immediately
from the “nature” of man—whereby it makes relatively little difference
whether this nature is visualized in terms of the natural law or in terms of
a being created in the image of God, whether it concerns “natural” rights or

‘ divine commands. The decisive factor is that these rights and the human
dignity they bestow should remain valid and real even if only a single human o
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being existed on earth; they are independent of human plurality and should
remain valid even if a human being is expelled from the human community.

Wwhen the Rights of Man were proclaimed for the first time, they were
regarded as being independent of history and the privileges which history
had accorded certain strata of society. The new independence constituted
the newly discovered dignity of man. From the beginning, this new dignity
was of a rather gmbiguous nature. Historical rights were replaced by natural
rights, “nature” took the place of history, and it was tacitly assumed that
nature was less alien than history to the essence of man. The very language
of the Declaration of Independence as well as of the Déclaration des Droits
de PHomme—"inalienabie,” “given with birth,” “self-evident truths”—im-
plies the belief in a kind of human “nature” which would be subject to
the same laws of growth as that of the individua! and from which rights and

laws could be deduced. Today we are perhaps better qualified to judge

exactly what this human “nature” amounts to; in any event it has shown
us potentialities that were neither recognized nor even suspected by West-
ern philosophy and religion, which for more than three thousand years have
defined and tedefined this “nature.” But it is not only the, as it were, human

aspect of nature that has become questionable to us. Ever since man learned

to master it to such an extent that the destruction of all organic life on
earth with man-made instruments has become conceivable and technically
possible, he has been alienated from nature. Ever since a deeper knowledge
of natural processes instilled serious doubts about the existence of matural
laws at all, nature itself has assumed a sinister aspect. How should one be
able to deduce laws and rights from a universe which. apparently knows
neither the one nor the other category?

Man of the twentieth century has become just as emancipated from
nature as eighteenth-century man was from history. History and nature have
become equally alien to us, namely, in the sense that the essence of man
can no longer be comprehended in terms of either category. On the other
hand, humanity, which for the eighteenth century, in Kantian terminology,
was no more than a regulative idea, has today become an inescapable fact.
This new situation, in which “humanity” has in effect assumed the role
formerly ascribed to nature or history, would mean in this context that
the right to have rights, or the right of every individual to belong to hu-
manity, should be guaranteed by humanity itself. It is by no means certain
whether this is possible. For, contrary to the best-intentioned humanitarian
attempts to obtain new declarations of human rights from international or-
ganizations, it should be understood that this idea transcends the present
sphere of international law which still operates in terms of reciprocal agree-
ments and treaties between sovereign states; and, for the time being, a
sphere that is above the nations does not exist. Furthermore, this dilemma
would by no means be eliminated by the establishment of a “world gov-
ernment.” Such a world government is indeed within the realm of possibility,
but one may suspect that in reality it might differ considerably from the ver-
sion promoted by idealistic-minded organizations. The crimes against hu-
man rights, which have become a specialty of totalitarian regimes, can always
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be justified by the pretext that right is equivalent to being good or useful
for the whole in distinction to its parts. (Hitler's motto that *Right is what
is good for the German people” is only the vulgarized form of a conception
of law which can be found everywhere and which in practice will re?nain
ineﬁe_ctual only so long as older traditions that are still effective in the
constitutions prevent this.) A conception of law which identifies what is
right with the notion of what is good for—for the individual, or the family
or the people, or the largest number—becomes inevitable once the absolutt;
and transcendent measurements of religion or the law of nature have lost
their authority. And this predicament is by no means solved if the unit to
which the “good for” applies is as large as mankind itsell. For it is quite
conceivable, and even within the realm of practical political possibilities
that one fine day a highly organized and mechanized humanity will concludé
quite democratically—namely by majority decision—that for humanity as
2 whole it would be better to liquidate certain parts thereof. Here, in the )
problems of factual reality, we are confronted with one of the -oldest per-
plexities of political philosophy, which could remain undetected only so
long-as a stable Christian theology provided the framework for all political
and philosophical problems, but which fong ago caused Plato to say: “Not
man, but a god, must be the measure of all things.”

These facts and reflections offer what seems an ironical, bitter, and be-
lated confirmation of the famous arguments with which Edmund Burke
opposed the French Revolution’s Declaration of the Rights of Man. They
appear to buttress his assertion that human rights were an “abstraction,”

_that it was much wiser to rely on an “entailed inheritance™ of rights which

one transmits to one’s children like life itself, and to claim one’s rights to be
the “rights of an Englishman” rather than the inalienable rights of man.5!
According to Burke, the rights which we enjoy spring “from within the na-
tion,” so that neither natural law, nor divine command, nor any concept of
mankind such as Robespierre’s “human race,” “the sovereign of the earth,”
are needed as a source of law.%?

The pragmatic soundness of Burke’s concept seems to be beyond doubt in
the light of our manifold experiences. Not only did loss of national rights in
all instances entail the loss of human rights; the restoration of human rights,
as the recent example of the State of Israel proves, has been achieved so
far only through the restoration or the establishment of national rights. The
conception of human rights, based upon the assumed existence of a human
being as such, broke down at the very moment when those who professed
to believe in it were for the first time confronted with people who had in-
deed lost all other qualities and specific relationships—except that they were
still human. The world found nothing sacred in the abstract nakedness of
being human. And in view of objective political conditions, it is hard to say
how the concepts of man upon which human rights are based—that he is

51 Edmund Burke, Reflections on - the Revolution in France, 1790, edited by B. L.
Payne, Everyman’s Library.
2 Robespierre, Speeches, 1927. Speech of April 24, 1793,
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created in the image of God (in the American formula), or that he is the
representative of mankind, or that he harbors within himself the sacred de-

a solution to the problem.,
The survivors of the extermination camps, the inmates of concentration

and internment camps, and even the comparatively happy stateless people
could see without Burke's arguments that the abstract nakedness of being
nothing but human was their greatest danger. Because of it they were re-
garded as savages and, afraid that they might end by being considered beasts,
they insisted on their nationality, the last sign of their former citizenship, as
their only remaining and recognized tic with humanity, Their distrust of
natural, their preference for national, rights comes precisely from their real-
ization that natural rights are granted even to savages. Burke had already
feared that natural “inalienable” rights would confirm only the “right of the
‘paked savage,” " and therefore reduce civilized nations to the status of sav-
agery. Because only savages have nothing more to fall back upon than the
minimum fact of their human origin, people cling to their nationality alt the
more desperately when they have lost the rights and protection that such
nationality once gave them, Only their past with its “entailed inheritance™
secems to attest to the fact that they still belong to the civilized world.

If 2 human being loses his political status, he should, according to the
implications of the inborn and inalienable rights of man, come under exactly
the situation for which the declarations of such general rights provided.
Actually the opposite is the case. It seems that a man who is nothing but a
man has lost the very qualities which make it possible for other people to
treat him as a fellow-man. This is one of the reasons why it is far more dif-
ficult to destroy the legal personality of a criminal, that is of a man who has
taken upon himself the responsibility for an act whose consequences now
determine his fate, than of a man who has been disallowed all common hu-
man responsibilities.

Burke’s arguments therefore gain an added significance if we look only
at the general human condition of those who have been forced out of all
political communities. Regardless of treatment, independent of liberties or

oppression, justice or injustice, they have lost all those parts of the world -

and all those aspects of human existence which are the result of our common
labor, the outcome of the human artifice. If the tragedy of savage tribes is
that they inhabit an unchanged nature which they cannot master, yet upon
whose abundance or frugality they depend for their livelihood, that they live
and die without leaving any trace, without having contributed anything to a
common world, then these rightless people are indeed thrown back into a
peculiar state of nature. Certainly they are not barbarians; some of them,
indeed, belong to the most educated strata of their respective countries;
nevertheless, in 4 world that has almost liquidated savagery, they appear as

the first signs of a possible regression from civilization.

mands of natural Jaw (in the French formula)—could have helped to find. °
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world it has produced, the more at home men ithi i
._-thf_: more they will resent everything they hisfil x?g:h;lﬁ;gf hélman am[_ice
that is merely and mysteriously given them. The human beinC : ,heverythmg
his place in a community, his political status in the struggle o%]:“r pe has lost
t}}& legal persqnahty which makes his actions and part of hjs d iy
sistent whole, is Ieft with those qualities which usually can becoestmy Foulnte
only in the sphere of private life and must remain l.mcmaliﬁedme e
ence in all mattf:rs of public concern. This mere existence thétlperelex1st-
which Is mysteriously given vs by birth and which inclu&es th 1s,ha1 that
our bodies and_ the talents of our minds, can be adequately dealf i a}l;pe of
by tx‘_le unpredictable hazards of friendship and sympathy, or b ?}it ouly
and incalculable grace of love, which says with Augustine’ “Vol{) i
want you to be),” without being abie to give any particula; rea ?t o
suggcme a;]nd unsurpassable affirmation. on for such
mce the Greeks, we have known that highlv d iti i
brc{?ds a dee'p~rooted suspicion of this privateg sghe;ve?%eei:pp?eﬂc? e
against the 'dlsturbing miracle contained in the fact tha; each of us is:n m? X
as he is—single, unique, unchangeable. This whole sphere of the mmale
given, re_legated to private life in civilized society, is a permanent thre::etg
the public sp_here, because the public sphere is as consistently based on th
law of equality as the private sphere is based on the law of universal d'fe
ference _and dlff.erentiation. Eguality, in contrast to all that is involved in
mere egus'tence_, 1s not given us, but is the result of human organization insm
far as it is guided by the principle of justice. We are not born equal; “?;
become equal as members of a group on the strength of our decisio;x t
guganteelpgrs;:l;f?s mutually equal rights. °
ur political life rests on the assumption that wi i
through organization, because man can IZtc:t in and clfaﬁzg 5nrgdbulfi?de§ 1(1:aht31
mon world, together with his equals and only with his equals. The doal?k
background ‘of mere givenness, the background formed by our‘ unchange-
fablf: and unique nature, breaks into the political scene as the alien whigch
in its all too obvious difference reminds us of the limitations of huma
activity—which are identical with the limitations of human equality Th::
reason why highly developed political communities, such as the ancient. city-
states or modern nation-states, so often insist on ethnic homogeneit 3i{s
that t_hey hope to eliminate as far as possible those natural and alwa s };es-
ent differences and differentiations which by themselves arouse dumbyhalt)red
mistrust, and discrimination because they indicate all too clearly those
spheres w}__lere men cannot act and change at will, i.e., the limitations of the
human arnﬁ.ce._’Ijhe “alien” is a frightening symbol of the fact of difference
as such, of_ individuality as such, and indicates those realms in which man
cannot change and cannot act and in which, therefore, he has a distinct
tendency to destroy. If a Negro in a white community is considered a Negro
and nothine else. he locoe alane with hic cioht tm amival®tes thos foo dmoo o
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men of an animal species, called man. Much the same thing happens ¢
those who have lost all distinctive political qualities and have become human
beings and nothing else. No doubt, wherever public. life and its law of
equality are completely victorious, wherever a civilization succeeds in elim.
inating or reducing to a minimum the dark background of difference, it
will end in complete petrifaction and be punished, so to speak, for having-
forgotten that man is only the master, not the creator of the world.

The great danger arising from the existence of people forced to live out~ -
side the common world is that they are thrown back, in the midst of civil=
ization, on their natural givenness, on their mere differentiation. They lack
that tremendous equalizing of differences which comes from being citizens
of some commonwealth and yet, since they are no longer allowed to par-
take in the human artifice, they begin to belong to the human race in
much the same way as animals belong to a specific animal species. The par-
adox involved in the loss of human rights is that such loss coincides with
the instant when a person becomes a human being in general—without a
profession, without a citizenship, without an opinion, without a deed by
which to identify and specify himself—and different in general, representing
nothing but his own absolutely unique individuality which, deprived of
expression within and action upon a common world, loses all significance.

The danger in the existence of such people is twofold: first and more
obviously, their ever-increasing numbers threaten our political life, our
human artifice, the world which is the result of our common and co-ordi-
nated effort in much the same, perhaps even more terrifying, way as the
wild elements of nature once threatened the existence of man-made cities
and countrysides. Deadly danger to any civilization is no Ionger likely to
come from without. Nature has been mastered and no barbarians threaten 1o
destroy what they cannot understand, as the Mongolians threatened Europe
for centuries. Even the emergence of totalitarian governments is a phe-
romenon within, not outside, our civilization, The danger is that a global,
universally interrelated civilization may produce barbarians from its own
midst by forcing millions of people into conditions which, despite all ap-
pearances, are the conditions of savages.5 '

84 This modern expulsion from humanity has much more radical consequences than
the ancient and medieval custom of outlawry. Qutlawry, certainly the “most fearful
fate which primitive law could inflict,” placing the life of the outlawed person at the
mercy of anyone he met, disappeared with the establishment of an effective system of
law enforcement and was finally replaced by extradition treaties between the nations.
It had been primarily a substitute for a police force, designed to compel criminals to
surrender. '

The early Middle Ages seem (o have been quite conscious of the danger involved
in “civil death.” Excommunication in the late Roman Empire meant ecclesiastical
death but left a person who had lost his membership in the church full freedom in
all other respects. Ecclesiastical and civil death became identical only in the Mero-
vingian era, and there excommunication “in general practice fwas] limited to tempo-
rary withdrawal or suspension of the rights of membership which might be regained.”
See the articles “Qutlawry” and “Excommunication” in the Encyclopedia of Social -
Sciences. Also the article “Friedlosigkeit” in the Schweizer Lexikon,

PART THREE

Totalitarianism

Normal men do not know that everything is possible.
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