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      THE SECOND COMING
    


    
      Turning and turning in the widening gyre
      

      The falcon cannot hear the falconer;
      

      Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;
      

      Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,
      

      The blood-dimmed tide is loosed and everywhere
      

      The ceremony of innocence is drowned;
      

      The best lack all conviction, while the worst
      

      Are full of passionate intensity.
    


    
      Surely some revelation is at hand;
      

      Surely the Second Coming is at hand.
      

      The Second Coming! Hardly are the words out
      

      When a vast image out of Spiritus Mundi
      

      Troubles my sight: somewhere in sands of the desert
      

      A shape with lion body and the head of a man,
      

      A gaze blank and pitiless as the sun,
      

      Is moving its slow thighs, while all about it
      

      Reel shadows of the indignant desert birds.
      

      The darkness drops again; but now I know
      

      That twenty centuries of stony sleep
      

      Were vexed to nightmare by a rocking cradle,
      

      And what rough beast, its hour come round at last,
      

      Slouches towards Bethlehem to be born?
    


    
      – William Butler Yeats*
    

    


    
      *Yeats claims in a private letter of April 1936 to Ethel
      Mannin: “… My horror at the cruelty of governments grows greater … If you have my poems by you, look up a poem
      called ‘The Second Coming.’ It was written 16 or 17 years ago & foretold what is happening.” Poem reprinted
      by permission of the Macmillan Co.
    

  


  
    Introduction to the Transaction Edition (2003)


    
      Wagner-Hitler, Updated and Re-Assessed


      
        Here are the three changed editions of Metapolitics, with varying subtitles. Written between 1936 and
        1941, while the author was an undergraduate and graduate at Harvard and Oxford, the first edition appeared with
        Knopf in mid 1941 (before Pearl Harbor and written—or overwritten—in the anguished emotional context of Hitler
        seemingly winning). This first edition was accepted as my Harvard Ph.D. thesis in January 1942. The second
        edition, a Putnam Capricorn paperback, appeared in 1961 and 1965, the original text unchanged but with several
        key appendices (Wagner, Jahn, Alfred Rosenberg, etc.) and with a new (1961) preface (in the calmer context of
        Hitler’s defeat).
      


      
        The present third edition, prepared in 2002 and scheduled for 2003 with Transaction Publishers, is—in effect—a
        new book. It leaves unchanged the 1941 original (whose mood of crisis cannot be recaptured or rewritten now),
        its index, and the 1961–65 appendices and preface. But it adds well over a hundred completely new pages as part
        2, headed “Discoveries in German Culture” (Claus von Stauffenberg, Albert Speer, Stefan George, Georg Heym,
        etc). These greatly separated layers of dates are presented, at Hofmannsthal; the publisher’s suggestion, to
        supply the contexts (and contradictions?) ranging from 1936–41 (late teenage, early twenties) to 2003 (age
        eighty-six): a sixty-six-year palimpsest.
      


      
        My bibliographies aim not at completeness nor up-to-dateness (anybody can copy off a library list). They aim to
        show the books on which (aside from my many interviews with Germans) I based my research. Not listed are the
        hundreds of books and articles on Wagner and on Hitler that have appeared thereafter and thus irrelevant to my
        argument. The 1941 edition has its share of prophecies (e.g., of Hitler’s later use specifically of gas
        chambers, cf. “The Rooted German,” page 317). Tampering with first editions can lead, among other things, to a
        seeming precognition.
      


      
        Too late for inclusion in my earlier editions were Cosima Wagner’s diaries about her husband Richard, long
        suppressed by the family. The quotations that follow are all from volume II of Cosima Wagner’s Diaries,
        1878–1882 (English translation published by Harcourt Brace, N.Y. 1980; German edition, Munich 1977). Here
        are random examples from the American edition. In 1879 (p. 302), Wagner praises a German writer as “another
        true German” for calling Jews “beasts of prey,” a phrase that “pleases him greatly.” February 19, 1881 (p.
        627): “He enlarges upon the subject of how terrible it is to have this foreign Jewish element in our midst, and
        how we have lost everything.” February 15, 1881 (p. 622): Discussing his friendship with Count Gobineau, the
        French apostle of Nordic superiority, Richard “adds jokingly, If our civilization comes to an end, what does it
        matter? But if it comes to an end through the Jews, that is a disgrace.’” December 27, 1878 (p. 240): “Very
        animated discussion of the evils the Jews have brought on us Germans. Richard says that he personally has had
        some very good friends among the Jews, but their emancipation and equality … has been ruinous. He considers
        Germany finished. … The Germans have been exploited and ridiculed by the Jews. …” September 6, 1880 (p. 534):
        “Richard is amused by Rothschild’s request for an audience with the Emperor in order to explain to him to what
        extent the Jews in Germany are endangered, and he says with a certain satisfaction, ‘I have played some part in
        that.’”
      


      
        Well, the nineteenth century is full of such “philosophers” of anti-Semitism in Germany (and anti-Dreyfusard
        France). But none talked of physical mass murder of Jews, not one, not Treitschke, not Lagarde, with the lone
        exception of Wagner. December 19, 1881 (p. 773): “He makes a drastic joke to the effect that all Jews should be
        burned at a performance of Nathan” To decode this, we must recall two facts: Lessing’s play Nathan
        Der Weise warned against persecution of Jews, attracting many German Jews and enraging Wagner. And Wagner
        was reacting with glee to the actual burning alive of over 400 Jews in 1881 in Vienna when the Ring Theater
        caught fire. His remark has been defended as merely a “joke.” Some joke. Nowhere else in the long range of
        racism has mass murder been praised (prophesied?) even as a joke.
      


      
        In the diaries, Wagner objected to Nietzsche’s anti-anti-Semitism. This Nietzsche became the basis for Stefan
        George’s defense of his many Jewish disciples in 1904 against proto-Nazis (cf. my George essays in part 2) and
        perhaps indirectly led to Stauffenberg’s bomb against Hitler and Werner Best’s saving of the Jews of Denmark.
      


      
        Cosima certainly and Wagner (through Ludwig Geyer) possibly were of partly Jewish origin, Since racial
        determinism is nonsense to start with, what matters is not whether or not Wagner (as Nietzsche implied) was
        half Jewish. What matters is whether he may have feared he was and hence protested too much his
        Aryanism. Add to Wagner’s fear the fact that his work was frequently called “Jewish music” by contemporaries
        and was promoted by many Jewish names. Here we may be getting into psychobabble. But note Wagner’s complaint of
        April 5, 1882 (p. 639) in the diaries that “support for his music comes only from Jews and young people.” Here
        he had a good point. His music was supported by an overwhelming count of prominent Jews (listed by Elaine Brody
        in an issue of Opera Quarterly). He especially needed and wooed the support of the conductor Hermann
        Levi and the pianist Carl Tausig.
      


      
        Yet in the 1869 edition of his 1850 polemic Judaism In Music he added that his work was being
        persecuted by Jews. The Nazis never mentioned how much this Wagner essay owed to Karl Marx, who had attacked
        Jews as bankers and for turning creations into commodities. The difference: Marx attacked Jews on economic
        grounds, Wagner increasingly on racial grounds. Thus Wagner’s Heldentum und Christentum, 1881, called
        all races capable of salvation through Christ with the single exception of Jews.
      


      
        Could Hitler have been shown, privately, some of the unpublished Cosima diaries? Notably, the item about
        “burning all Jews”? Unlikely. Unprovable conjecture. Rather, his frequent visits were saturated in the whole
        metapolitical atmosphere of the Wagner circle. Introduced in 1923 by Alfred Rosenberg and Dietrich Eckart, he
        became not only a political hero to the Wagner family but a close personal friend. He was, so to speak,
        Cosima’s and Winifred’s darling boy. With the important exception of Gottfried Wagner, the family doted on
        Hitler, especially the children, who called him “Uncle Wolf.”
      


      
        Most public lives need some kind of private life as refuge. Hitler, the resentful lone wolf, had no real
        personal friend, no real home, no real family. Without his Bayreuth refuge, perhaps he could not have continued
        functioning.
      


      
        Way back in 1923, Wagner’s son-in-law and apostle, Houston Stewart Chamberlain, called Hitler the Messiah for
        whom Chamberlain, as John the Baptist, had been waiting. After the fall of the Third Reich, I received a
        curious letter in 1947 from Winifred (wife of Wagner’s son Siegfried) exculpating herself. It was unconvincing.
        While director of Bayreuth, she was a fanatic Hitlerite for which she was convicted after the war by a German
        denazification court. Like Chamberlain, husband of Wagner’s daughter Eva, she was British-born. The
        self-invented Hitler called Wagner “my only ancestor,” meant not politically but as an artist struggling
        against the odds. Full circle: On May 1, 1945, the Nazi radio played Wagner music to announce Hitler’s death.
      


      
        In one sense, I was mistaken to call Hitler an artiste manqué. For several years in Vienna before
        1914, his paintings and sketches did quite well, far more successful than, say, Gauguin or Van Gogh at that
        young age. At times, Hitler’s work was commissioned for wider distribution by the Jewish art dealer
        Morgenstern, whom Hitler cultivated as his patron. Even so, I still stick to “manqué” in the traumatizing
        sense, the passionate, unachieved artistic ambitions crushed (actually thrice) by the Vienna academy.
      


      
        Hitler’s wound as rejected painter never healed. In the 1930s, he put enormous emphasis on the Munich exhibit
        of “degenerate art,” that crusade against many of the most successful avant-garde painters. Throughout
        his life he continued buying the kind of academic paintings he did like. This is the theme of Peter Cohen’s
        indispensable film Die Architectur des Untergangs. A curious trait: just when political or military
        danger most threatened Hitler, he took time out to buy still more paintings.
      


      
        The disciplined militarist and the arty bohemian co-existed in Hitler. The mix enhanced his sadistic brutality.
        The mix also enhanced the air of mystery needed for his charisma. The mix explains something else: Corporal
        Hitler received a medal for military bravery, yet never was promoted to the rank of officer, this future
        Fuehrer (and withdrawn brooder) being found lacking in “leadership qualities.”
      


      
        Already then and right till his 1945 suicide, Hitler was acting out his model Rienzi. Once in power, Hitler had
        seized from the Bayreuth archive (and refused to return) the original text of Rienzi. He desperately
        clung to it as a sacred talisman, right through the final bunker days.
      


      
        In interpreting Wagner, pro or con, nuance matters more than dogmatism because of his ambivalences. For
        example, the dwarf Alberich, in the Nibelungen cycle, lusts for gold and hence, for the Nazis, symbolizes
        Judaism. But, for the socialist Bernard Shaw, Alberich symbolizes capitalism. And for the Nazi philosopher
        Alfred Rosenberg, both: “Wagner, beside Lagarde, fought alone against the whole bourgeois capitalist world of
        the Alberichs, especially Jews but not only Jews.” Cosima quotes Wagner as saying that he meant Alberich to be
        a Mongol. Whom to believe?
      


      
        Many critics today see not only Alberich but Mime and (in Parsifal) Klingsor as Jewish caricatures.
        Other critics (and they make an interesting point) stress that Wagner, feeling himself an outcast, actually
        felt empathy for these fellow outsiders and the other supposed Jews in his operas; thus he allegedly humanized
        them, identified with them.
      


      
        A typical contradiction: in 1881 Wagner refused to sign an anti-Semitic petition by Bernhard Foerster (whose
        wife, Nietzsche’s sister and falsifier, lived to be honored by Hitler.) Soon after, Wagner was writing his
        patron and disciple, King Ludwig II of Bavaria, “I consider the Jewish race the born enemy of pure humanity and
        all that is noble in man. There is no doubt but that we Germans especially will be destroyed by them, and I may
        well be the last remaining German who, as an artist, has known how to hold his ground in the face of a Judaism
        which is now all-powerful.” So why did Wagner refuse to sign the petition? I think, but am not sure, because
        Foerster represented right-wing reaction and Prussianism. To the end, Wagner retained some kind of socialist
        idealism, and his was in part a left-wing, anti-banker anti-Semitism.
      


      
        In any case, this book is about Hitler and what he derived from Wagner, not with rival interpretations. Hitler
        interpreted the wound of King Amfortas in Parsifal as racial impurity, and was probably
        misinterpreting Wagner. What matters in these pages is that this shows what Wagner meant to Hitler: “We must
        interpret Parsifal in a totally different way…. The king is suffering from the incurable ailment of
        corrupted blood.”
      


      
        Did my 1941 edition miss any major Wagner-Hitler connection? Yes, it did. More than once, Hitler said he based
        his concept of a Nazi Party brotherhood of saviors on the Grail society of Parsifal Let me quote Hans
        Frank, Hitler’s lawyer, later hanged as a war criminal, on Hitler’s remark after listening to “Wagner, his
        master”: “Out of Parsifal I am building my religion—the solemnity of the Mass without theological
        party bickering.” Later Theodore Adorno of the Frankfurt school commented, “The glorified blood-brotherhood of
        Parsifal is the prototype of … Fuehrer adorers.”
      


      
        Today we know so much more about Hitler as teenager in prewar Vienna, thanks to books (not entirely reliable)
        like those of Jetzinger, Kubizek, and others. Hitler’s Wagner obsession began even earlier than I had realized.
        In 1906, age seventeen, he saw Tristan and was writing Wagnerian compositions. On a postcard home he
        wrote, “Powerful waves of tone flood the room … a terrible roaring frenzy of sound.” And Kubizek* describes the ecstatic rapture with
        which at age fifteen this young would-be artist responded to Wagner’s Rienzi. This was probably the
        turning point in Hitler’s life. The character of Rienzi gave him an identity and a goal, Rienzi being the
        heroic folk orator, messianic to the Roman masses but betrayed by the nobles, just as Hitler in 1944 felt
        betrayed by the nobles. Though he knew much of Wagner’s prose by heart, it is the operas that were the main
        source of emotion throughout Hitler’s life, a deeper emotion than with any man or woman. Already in the 1941
        edition I quoted Hitler’s statement that “whoever wants to understand National Socialist Germany must know
        Wagner.”
      


      
        And what must you know to understand Hitler? I leave that to the biographers except to stress that you must
        start by linking two concepts, “l’artiste manqué” and what Nietzsche calls “ressentiment.” If Hitler had not
        been rejected as painter by the academy in Vienna before 1914, he might never have volunteered for the German
        army (deserting Austria) and might never have avenged his ego in politics. (If one may jest about the unfunny,
        perhaps there should be reverse Guggenheim fellowships to curtail the ressentiment of artistic failure.)
      


      
        During his war, Hitler was quoted as saying that, after winning it and Wagnerizing the world, he would retire
        to a mountaintop to devote his life to his original ambition, painting. “Unsatisfactory”: for this one word the
        globe has paid in blood. It is the word used for his submitted sample by the Vienna art academy.
      

    


    
      Aesthete


      
        Right to his bunkered end, he was continually redesigning blueprints for his hometown of Linz as the future art
        capital of the world, a Wagnerian Valhalla. The 1941 Metapolitics summarizes Hitler as “an aesthete
        with brass knuckles” and gives a section the title “What an artist dies in me.” This section was reprinted by
        André Gide in his magazine L’Arche while in Algiers, 1944. In this spirit, rather than of economic
        motives, Peter Schjelahl reviewed current shows of Hitler’s paintings (New Yorker, August 19, 2000):
        “He employed artistic means—hypnotic oratory, moving spectacles, elegant design—not just to gain power but to
        wield it…. The cult of Aryanism and anti-Semitism” served “his artistic intent as much as the other way around
        … a program that remodeled the world according to a certain [aesthetic] taste.”
      


      
        When Metapolitics, in 1941, expressed these same above thoughts of 2000, almost nobody believed it
        (except the book’s sponsor, Thomas Mann; see two Mann letters that follow this introduction.)
      


      
        That evil can overlap with a tyrant’s sincere love of art should have been obvious ever since Nero’s “qualis
        artifex pereo.”
      


      
        Monumental thinking automatically subordinates individual lives and liberties to the collective. Grandiosity
        obsessed Hitler in music, in mass theater, in architecture (he planned to build “the world’s biggest building”
        in Berlin). Also in time span: his phrase “thousand-year Reich” and his premature victory gloat of November 8,
        1941, “Never was a great empire crushed and destroyed in shorter time than Soviet Russia…. The destiny of
        Europe for the next thousand years has been decided.” Had his think-big compulsion been analyzed earlier, no
        appeasement. Privately, he labeled as “pygmies” the think-small appeasers he met and beguiled at the 1938
        Munich pact.
      


      
        Here’s what’s wrong with the current books and articles about Hitler as aesthete. They mostly treat him in a
        vacuum, out of his nineteenth-century context. Hence as an original. Hence as a rare (though evil) genius,
        thereby unintentionally making him more sympathetic and more fascinating. But he was not unique, and German
        enthusiasm for him was not surprising. Not in the early nineteenth-century context (omitted by these writers)
        that Metapolitics stressed.
      


      
        The same context is true of Slavophilism (imitated from German romantic’s by the Aksakov brothers)and today’s
        Arab Volk mystique. Had I but world enough and time (at 86), I’d have expanded Metapolitics
        to enable me to add to its subtitle: “From the German Romantics to Russians and Arabs.”
      


      
        One major source (one among many) for Arab nationalists is their study of Germans, especially Fichte
        (1767–1814) and Herder (1744–1803), by founders of the Baath parties (Iraq, Syria) and of Arab anti-Westernism.
      


      
        For example, Sati al-Husri, father of pan-Arabism in the 1920s, was a devoted Fichte scholar. So was Sami
        al-Jundi, a founder of the Baath, who likewise admired Fichte and Hitler and misunderstood Nietzsche. Note the
        repeated word “race” and the inclusive “we” in the following (quoted from Paul Berman, Terror and
        Liberalism): “We were racists, admiring Nazism, reading its books and the sources of its thoughts,
        particularly Nietzsche … Fichte, and [Houston Stewart] Chamberlain’s Foundations of the Nineteenth
        Century, which revolves on race.”
      


      
        Earlier Arab xenophobes like Wahhab (1703–1791), founder of Saudi Wahhabism, based their hate on religion, not
        on race. Mohammad and the Koran criticized other religions but were not racists. Current Arab racism and
        lawless terror are not traditional Islam but a recent import from Germany. A minority. But isn’t history made
        by intense minorities?
      


      
        My 1941 edition that follows (no point repeating long documentation here) shows the key influence of Fichte
        (pp. 6, 7, 18, 33, 189–199, 261, 294). Likewise the Herder influence (p. 51 and passim), both heroes in Nazi
        textbooks. Both, Herder unintentionally, prepared Germans for some sort of national socialism, writ small. Like
        all romantics except Jahn, both would have been horrified by National Socialism, writ large.
      


      
        Fichte coined the word “Ur-Volk” for Germans: to sum up their deep primordial destiny as opposed to the shallow
        French invaders. Easy for Arab Volkists, in a later century, to equate this opposition with an Arab Ur-Volk
        against Westernizers. It took over a century for these German ideas of educated Arab philosophers to seep down
        into the street masses of today.
      


      
        And it took over a century for the racist and Volk fever to burn out in Germany. Not after liberal Wilsonian
        sermons but after defeat in two wars. Will such terrifying measures be needed against the Middle East terror? I
        wouldn’t bet on sweet reasonableness. As in Germany, the Arab terrorists have some legitimate grievances which
        should be met. But do grievances justify terror and mass murder of the innocent?
      


      
        Third World anti-Westernism is Western, being partly traceable to Asian students of Marx in London and Arab
        students of Volk in Berlin.
      


      
        I am far from pinning horns and tail indiscriminatingly on “romantics.” The word has too many contradictory
        meanings, good and bad, as demonstrated by Arthur O. Lovejoy. The greatest lyricist of all, Keats, though
        romantically yearning for “sensations rather than thoughts,” had no hint of Volk. And the tolerant,
        peace-loving Herder (he “didn’t know it was loaded”) claimed he was preventing all future wars by transforming
        the globe from imperialist “states” to friendly Volks (“Voelker” in German), blooming together in brotherly
        love. Then why the bloody consequences now that the globe has been transformed? Because Volks are hopelessly
        mixed up with each other (as in Bosnia) in disputed territory.
      


      
        In 1941 (America had not yet entered the war), I was called anti-German for correctly tracing Nazism to German
        romantic nationalism, not capitalism. Recently a bestseller went much further, tracing back genocidal
        anti-Semitism as a German national trait. Factually, this is simply not so. What I stressed in 1941, and
        continue to stress now, is the balanced reality of “two souls in one breast,” not just romantic nationalism but
        a noble tradition of tolerance, free universities, and rule of law (Rechtstaat), closely bound to
        Western values.
      


      
        Incidentally most Germans are, like Hitler, Goebbels, Himmler, dark-haired. Only Scandinavians have a
        blond-haired majority, and these have little interest in Aryan racist nonsense.
      


      
        In 2002, Germany’s Western soul is clearly in the ascendant. Let us cheer this. Perhaps with two cheers, not
        three. For Clio is a jealous goddess, not always easily or permanently escaped.
      


      
        Germany’s two-souls split, Kultur vs. civilization, was already recognized by Gustav Engel in Vossische
        Zeitung, September 1878 (in this quotation you may now substitute “Hitler” for “Wagner”): “Wagner’s
        fundamental German-ness is un-German. He represents only one facet of the life of the nation—the obstinate
        German-at-all-costs side, the striving for depth without clarity … with no objective restraints…. We must rid
        ourselves of this Gothic-ness and barbarism.” Thomas Mann, 1911: “The Germans should be made to decide between
        Goethe and Wagner. They cannot have both.” When Nietzsche called Wagner’s Die Meistersinger a “lance
        against civilization,” he was using the latter word in this sense of Kultur vs. civilization, with Hans Sachs
        incarnating Kultur and the villain (according to most interpreters) a caricature of the half-Jewish critic
        Eduard Hanslick who rejected Wagner’s music and aesthetic. The opera’s key line is, “Dann ehret eure deutschen
        Meister” (then honor your German masters). This line seems to me to be tragically echoed in Celan’s line, “Der
        Tod ist ein Meister aus Deutschland” (death is a master from Germany).
      


      
        Did I make any major scholarly error in my earlier editions? Yes, at least one. I traced too far back the five
        German revolts against—inferiority complex toward—Western civilization. There are diminishing returns the
        farther back you trace any strand in history. About the influence on 1933 of the German anti-French struggle of
        the early 1800s, I’m still quite certain. But tracing the strand back to 9 AD (the
        defeat of Rome by the German tribal leader Hermann) is stretching it far too much. What I should have said is:
        anti-French Germans of the early 1800s, such as Kleist in his play “The Battle of Hermann,” did trace their
        movement (probably mistakenly) back to that ancient battle. What enabled Hitler to supersede his many
        nationalist competitors is that he seemed best to incarnate the overcompensation for this German inferiority
        complex.
      


      
        After 1945, the diminishing German minority who still worshipped Hitler tended to use round-about code
        language. For example, after 1945 Winifred Wagner, former director of the Bayreuth festivals, signed her
        letters to friends “88.” This meant “Heil Hitler,” “H” being the eighth letter of the alphabet, This was still
        the same Winifred who gushed in September 1921, “He [Hitler] visited the Master’s grave alone and came back in
        a state of great emotion, saying, ‘Out of Parsifal I make a religion.’” And who called Hitler “our Savior.” And
        who soon was gushing about how tenderly Hitler was putting her children to bed while charming them with
        stories. And whose young son, Wieland, said he wished Uncle Wolf were his father instead of his real father
        Siegfried Wagner.
      


      
        Wallowing in all this mawkishness, I think of what the widow of Heydrich, the SS mass murderer, said: “I
        married him because he played the violin so soulfully.” And I think of the concentration camp boss who wept
        over Rilke while stoking the gas chamber. Such sentimentality, as opposed to authentic feeling, goes well with
        brutality.
      


      
        This German mood of a vulgarized and brutalized version, by 1930, of the highly gifted (and originally gentle)
        romantic movement of the 1800s, was best predicted and summarized not by hundreds of fat academic tomes but by
        a twelve-line poem of 1931, It was written by a forgotten cabaret poet of light verse, Werner Finck. I can’t
        find him in a library and saw the poem by chance in the 1930s. So I quote from (fallible) memory and give my
        rough translation:
      


      
        DIE NEUE HERZLICHKEIT
      


      
        Wir stehn vor einer neuen Periode.
        

        Die Sachlichkeit verliert an Sympathie.
        

        Die kalte Schnauze geht schon aus der Mode.
        

        Zurueck zur Seele! Herz is dernier cri.
        

        Der Schmerz darf einen wieder uebermannen.
      


      
        Am Juengling sucht die Jungfrau wieder Halt.
        

        Das Unterleibchen laesst sich nach und nach entspannen.
        

        Und nur des Krieger’s Faust bleibt noch gebalt.
      


      
        Und da wir grade von den Kriegern reden,
        

        Die Reichswehr macht uns wieder neue Lust.
        

        Man gibt es auf sie zu befehden.
        

        Es wird wie einst im Mal. Und dann wie im August.
      


      The Return to the Heart, 1931


      
        We’re at the threshold of a new era.
        

        Hard-boiled realism is losing sympathy.
        

        The cold snout is becoming obsolete.
        

        Back to soul! Heart is dernier cri.
      


      
        We can allow heartache to overwhelm us.
        

        Girls need support from males as catalyst.
        

        The belly, bit by bit, gets less uptight.
        

        And nothing’s clenched now but the warrior’s fist.
        

        And as we happen to be mentioning soldiers,
        

        The Reichswehr’s our delight again.
        

        We’ve given up our feuding with it.
        

        We’ll be as once in May. And August then.
      


      
        After eleven and a half lines of euphoria, the poem’s prophetic fury comes in the one last word, “August,”
        referring to the start of World War I. “Es wird wie einst im Mai” is from a popular sentimental poem of the
        nineteenth century.
      


      
        Debate clarifies. So my publisher included, in Appendix A, the
        strong 1942 rebuttal to my thesis about Wagner-Hitler and romantic nationalism by the very distinguished
        scholar Jacques Barzun. Mr. Barzun had recently published a favorable book, Marx, Darwin, Wagner,
        treating Wagner as an 1848 liberal. My own counter-rebuttal follows Mr. Barzun’s review. Both sides appeared in
        the Journal for the History of Ideas, January, 1942. Mr. Barzun and I also clashed head-on over his
        seeing Hitler as just another nationalist like Winston Churchill. As a young upstart publishing his first book,
        I was intimidated at being put down by a Big Name. Let the reader compare arguments and judge for himself.
      


      
        As the Barzun review shows, my Wagner-Hitler research was greeted with general skepticism in 1941. Also by
        economic determinists, who saw only a capitalist plot, a kind of Protocols of the Elders of Wall Street.
      


      
        But today the Wagner link has gone too far in the opposite direction. Countless exaggerated articles on
        Wagner-Hitler. Today what is overlooked is the crucial differences between the two. One book (by the rebel
        great-grandson Gottfried Wagner) even declares that there is not a single line in Mein Kampf that
        doesn’t derive from Wagner. Mein Kampf has major sources unconnected with Wagner, such as the lost
        war, German humiliation by Versailles, and the Free Corps of 1919–1920. In turn, the complicated Wagner (again,
        we need nuance) had not only major proto-Nazi strains but was influenced by totally un-Nazi strains, such as
        pacifism, Christianity, Feuerbach, Bakunin, Buddhism, Schopenhauer (the stress on doom, on the twilight of the
        gods), and a fanatic vegetarianism and anti-vivisection. The last two were shared by Hitler but not by the
        Party.
      

    


    
      Waldheim


      
        A bizarre coincidence. My 1941 edition had explained (footnote, p. 4) that I took my title “metapolitics” from
        a letter that the anti-Semite and Wagnerian author, Constantin Frantz, wrote in June 1878, “Open Letter to
        Richard Wagner.” There Frantz coined the word to foretell their shared dream of a future racist and Fuehrer-led
        Volk-state. In her diaries Cosima quotes Wagner, September 8, 1880 as saying, “There are only two
        people who seriously discuss serious questions— Constantin Frantz and I.” In 1971, imagine my surprise at
        reading that Kurt Waldheim had been appointed secretary general of UN. Later he was elected president of
        Austria, The surprising coincidence was that, during the war, Waldheim had written his Ph.D. thesis on Frantz,
        glorifying him as prophet of Nazism.
      


      
        Odd behavior for an antifascist organization like the UN. Waldheim stated, at the time he was appointed, that
        he had little connection with Nazism, having been released early from the Reichswehr to write this Ph.D. thesis
        in Vienna. We now know that Waldheim downright lied about the early release. Instead, he had been an active
        officer in two areas of maximum Nazi atrocities, Salonika and Yugoslavia. In Salonika, he served during the
        mass deportation of Greek Jews to death camps.
      


      
        Through their communist sources, the Soviets must have known of Waldheim’s role in Yugoslavia. So their support
        of him to head UN would probably have been in order to blackmail him into his pro-Soviet policies. In any case,
        my 1941 title ended with a strange detective story in the 1970s and 1980s.
      

    


    
      Economic Determinism


      
        Capitalism has enough wrongs; no need to invent imaginary ones. In the early years of the Nazi dictatorship,
        great applause greeted the book by a French communist explaining Hitler as merely the bought lackey of Fritz
        Thyssen, the millionaire German industrialist. The book stated quite correctly that Thyssen had helped finance
        Hitler before 1933. Why did the applause and sales of this sensational book suddenly cease, like a dropped
        stone? Because Hitler expropriated Thyssen’s steel empire and handed it to Goering to run. Thyssen (right-wing
        and no Jew) ended as a refugee in Paris, lamenting that he had been tricked.
      


      
        Of course, German capitalists originally financed Hitler, as an imagined bulwark against communists (in 1945,
        Russia landed in Berlin). But the essence of Hitler’s skill, less intelligence than peasant shrewdness, was to
        pretend to be all things to all men. He was trusted not only by big business but by millions of socialist
        workers. The party’s official name was the National Socialist German Workers Party. And there was indeed a
        semi-socialist wing to the party (the Strasser brothers, Roehm and his SA group), which Hitler used to get
        votes and then literally killed. Neville Chamberlain trusted Hitler’s promises (“I bring you peace in our
        time”). So did Hugenberg’s Nationalist Party and the Catholic Center Party, both of which, in turn for promised
        immunity, gave Hitler the votes badly needed in parliament for the Enabling Act, legally making him dictator.
        Soon after, he abolished both parties. In Rome in 1944, as an American soldier in Psychological Warfare, I met
        Monsignor Kaas, who had authorized this Centrist vote and was now anti-Nazi and pro-American. I asked him why
        he had made the Enabling Act possible. He clasped his hands and murmured “Mea culpa, mea maxima culpa.”
      


      
        The only man Stalin, otherwise so paranoid, trusted was Hitler. Hence Stalin’s refusal to believe his own
        spies, who warned him ahead of Hitler’s attack of June 1941. For the first days, Stalin refused to defend
        Russia against the invaders, believing it was somehow a British-plotted provocation to destroy his comradeship
        with Hitler, with whom he had divided Poland. Only recently Stalin had sent Hitler, via Ribbentrop, the
        reassuring message that Stalin, too, was gradually purging the government of Jews. And through Molotov in
        Berlin, Stalin had promised Hitler to join the Rome-Berlin axis against the West, in return for territorial
        concessions in the Balkans.
      


      
        A second form of economic determinism about Hitler is still being taught in American classrooms: that he
        triumphed because of the American depression of 1929 hitting Germany in 1930. This sounds plausible at first
        glance; 1930 was the year that the Nazi party, having won only twelve seats in the 1928 election, suddenly
        leaped to 107 seats, becoming the most dynamic party in Germany. Such a vast sudden electoral jump is
        unprecedented in history and sounds incredible.
      


      
        And it is incredible. There really wasn’t such a jump; Nazism already had been wildly popular among high school
        (Gymnasium) students. All that happened is that in 1930 these kids were now old enough to vote.
        Despite the sociological jargon about the Nazis being mainly “petty bourgeois,” they were mainly a youth
        movement, cutting across all class lines. As for the depression, it did indeed hit Germany in 1930 but only
        really badly after the 1930 elections. And then benefited the 1932 communist vote almost as much as the Nazi
        vote.
      


      
        In America and England at the time, the usual youth revolt was leftist, anti-authority, anti-fascist. Why in
        Germany was the youth revolt pro-authoritarian? Because of the stress on the absent father. Instead of the
        father being an ever-present tyrant, he (unlike in the west) was thought of as absent on the heroic
        battlefield, a martyred patriot, not a domestic tyrant. Germany was ripe for paternalist dictatorship, not
        necessarily of the Nazi kind. Hitler had several popular nationalist rivals. He prevailed over them because he
        best could overcompensate for the German inferiority complex, a complex going back to French cultural
        domination since the eighteenth century.
      


      
        There was a second false analysis made by many Marxists in 1933. It went like this: The communists were wise to
        enable Hitler to take power by their mainly attacking the Social Democrats as really “Social Fascists” and by
        refusing to join them in a united front against Hitler. This tactic had been ordered by Stalin (as detailed in
        Ruth Fischer’s book Stalin and the German Communist Party). As late as 1932, communists were wrecking
        Social Democrat offices. The same Ruth Fischer, back then a Jewish communist, was warning the workers against
        what she called “Jewish capitalism.” Later Bertolt Brecht falsely claimed that Jewish bankers were left in
        peace by Hitler. For economic reasons (so this communist prediction continued) the capitalist puppet Hitler
        could not last for more than two years. Thereupon the communists would inherit power and establish a Soviet
        paradise, where traitors like the Trotskyites would be dealt with fittingly. Hitler was the gateway to
        communism.
      


      
        Two years passed; no Nazi collapse. It took a long terrible war to bring the Russians (for a while) to Berlin
        in 1945, a long-run result of the Germans having sent Lenin to Russia from Swiss exile in 1917.
      


      
        The most highbrow and harmful versions of the Thyssen-owns-Hitler genre, blinding the west to nazism as a
        unique new nightmare, were by the sophisticated and brilliant neo-Marxists of the Frankfurt school. For
        example, Max Horkheimer. Before 1933, he analyzed Nazism as merely a rational utilitarian (though obnoxious)
        means for capitalists to save their profits, part of the same “ism” as what he scorned as liberalism. In
        liberalism he saw the roots of Nazism. Both were capitalists together, only less hypocritical and less masked
        in the case of Nazism. Hence he minimized the importance of Hitler’s anti-Semitism (which foretold the
        Holocaust in my interpretation in chapter 25). After all, anti-Semitism was not profitable. This misses the
        point of Nazi metapolitics: that it used up its transports for its death camps even when other use of transport
        would have been of greater economic and military use, just as working the persecuted minorities would have been
        more profitable than murdering them. Domination of Eastern Europe today by trade gives German capitalists more
        power and money than did Nazi invasion.
      


      
        I wrote my book because I found most Americans blind to Hitlerism as a new religion, an evil Wagnerian dream.
        Not an economic utilitarianism that could be appeased, bought off. Economic determinism explains not merely why
        my metapolitical approach fell mostly on deaf ears (except for Mann) but, more important, why the Nazi menace,
        Nazi irrationality, Nazi genocide were underestimated until too late.
      

    


    
      Contemporary Dilemma


      
        The most important difference between Hitler and Wagner is that the latter preceded modern technology while
        Hitler used it to the hilt. No modern nationalism was as technologized as Germany’s, not only the Nazis but
        anti-Nazi nationalists like Ernst Jünger, Oswald Spengler, and the rest. This is why my 1941 edition put
        special stress on the phrase and concept “steel romanticism.” This fusion was not yet recognized by American
        historians, causing America’s original underestimation of the German danger. Romantic metapolitics was not
        superseded but strengthened by this technocracy, for which I coined the word metatech. Far from being an
        oxymoron, this hybrid was as dangerous as mixing uranium and plutonium. The mix produced both Hitler’s
        Volkswagen and Hitler’s gas chambers, achieving respectively, through machinery, both the Volk goal
        and the race goal of Wagner, The slogan “steel romanticism” is used by both Rosenberg and Goebbels. Goebbels,
        1939: “National Socialism has understood how to take the soulless framework of technology and fill it with the
        rhythm and hot impulses of our time.”
      


      
        The deadly ideology called metapolitics was defeated in World War II, even for Germans. Enshrined technology,
        metatech, survives, thrives, evolves. For it has been purged of the Nazi atrocities and German provincialism
        that had discredited it. Hence the truly immense gain in Western Europe of no more murder camps, no more
        torture chambers. Is this enough? Certainly it is a stupendous improvement to be acknowledged gratefully, never
        trivialized, or taken for granted. But not quite enough.
      


      
        Technology first frees us and later we need to be freed from it. Its enemy is the same individualism that
        opposed Nazi and communist collectivism. Though in a different and lesser way, metatech is now a new threat to
        the greatness of our American civilization. The overadjustment of the private life, the robotization of the
        individual, happen to be the subject of my forthcoming new book, scheduled for late 2003 by Transaction
        Publishers, entitled Unadjusted Man in the Age of Overadjustment.
      


      
        The year 1984 came—and went. As menaces go, Huxley’s Brave New World has outlived Orwell’s brilliant
        1984. Volk romanticism died at Stalingrad, and Stalinism died during de-Stalinization. The jihad
        terrorists, though strong at bombing, are weak and anachronistic as an idea. Hence they can be, and will be,
        physically defeated.
      


      
        But metatech, being an idea, cannot be defeated by physical force. To reduce it today (not abolish it, no
        Luddites), a return is needed to an ornery individual integrity. And a return (no contradiction) to ethical and
        spiritual values, living ones, not hypocritical ones, conserving not conforming. All civilizations are
        vulnerable, a brief pirouette on melting ice. And yet, and yet (to sum it up in a two-liner):
      


      
        “Are all thing relative to class, race, fad?”
        

        No, some are just plain good or bad.
      


      
        A sense of proportion and sense of humor exclude from “spiritual” any right-wing lobby of politicized misuse of
        religion. Their golden rule has become the gilded rule. The point is for our opinion makers to embody values,
        not soapbox them; to live values that cannot always be reduced to sound-bites.
      


      
        No solution (in the intellectual snob fashion, home and abroad) in lofty-browed condescension against
        committing consumer ads or Hollywood kitsch or the rouged clichés of TV. These don’t merely trick forth false
        needs and false thoughts; they give the public what it already wants. Now what?
      


      
        Yes, what the public wants. There is something awry when 230 million Americans, with the highest living
        standard in history, create less great drama, lyrics, or paintings than some 100,000 Athenians (or Florentines,
        or Elizabethans). (Along, admittedly, with slavery, plagues, all sorts of misery and injustice.) Can it be
        because the 230 million Americans are (with exceptions) mostly masses while the 100,000 were (with exceptions)
        mostly individuals?
      


      
        Most modern readers are not even bothered by the difference between skillful literary technique, mass produced,
        and the living product of individual heart’s anguish. In a free democracy, the needed aristocracy is that of
        creative loneliness, the artistically creative scars of the inner imagination against the outer
        mechanization—the fight for the private life.
      


      
        So much pious intoning about “values” rings hollow. The real distinction is between stereotype and archetype
        values. British freedom, rooted in the ages, survived where the Weimar Republic, lacking deep roots in history,
        succumbed and where the French had endless new revolutions and constitutions.
      


      
        The contrast between institutions grown from ancient time-tested archetypes and arbitrary mechanical blueprints
        was summed up by a British librarian on being asked for the French constitution: “Sorry, sir, but we don’t
        stock periodicals.”
      


      
        The sudden uprooting of archetypes was the trauma caused by the speed of the industrial revolution. There
        should have been not only political evolution but industrial evolution. Today the crude Babbitt of the right
        and the left-wing Babbitt of radical chic* (the open conformity and the conformity of professional nonconformity) are both rooted in nothing
        deeper than the thin topsoil of current with-it stereotypes, But this is a discussion for my next Transaction
        book, Unadjusted Man in the Age of Over adjustment.
      

    


    
      Psychological Warfare, 1943–45


      
        What was my job in the American army overseas during World War II? I served with the PWB (our Psychological
        Warfare Branch) in Africa and Italy, mainly editing and analyzing foreign radio news, especially from Germany
        but also Russia and France. My reports were then printed as newsletters for the OSS (Office of Strategic
        Services), OWl (Office of War Information), U.S. Intelligence, and our embassies. By reading the lines and
        between the lines of German domestic broadcasts, I could evaluate morale, food shortages, their war propaganda,
        etc. and could make predictions. Here my years of research for Metapolitics came in handy.
      


      
        More objectively, I will let excerpts from my superiors summarize my chores.
      


      
        William R. Tyler, Chief, PWB, Western Mediterranean, Allied Force Headquarters, July 12,1944: “Sgt. Peter
        Viereck has been editing and writing the Summary of Enemy Propaganda Trends for Radio Monitoring Division of
        PWB, AFHQ. His exceptional knowledge of enemy psychology and his experience in the propaganda methods of the
        enemy, have made his contribution particularly valuable. It is my opinion that he is ably discharging his
        present duties and that his work is of real value to our organization.”
      


      
        H. Stuart Hughes, Major AUS, Chief Research and Analysis Branch, OSS, July 15, 1944: “I regard him [Sgt. Peter
        Viereck] as one of the most talented and imaginative men of my acquaintance, whose knowledge of the historical
        background of the present war is most unusual. His literary skill and understanding of the National Socialist
        Movement make him an extraordinarily valuable man for any sort of propaganda work. I am entirely familiar with
        T/L [Sgt.] Viereck’s social and political ideals. These are characterized by unwavering loyalty to the United
        States and to democratic ideals. As a member of the Office of Strategic Services, I have read and used his
        roundup of enemy propaganda for PWB. This is a most valuable document, which analyses in concise and
        penetrating fashion the current themes of German broadcasts.”
      


      
        E. Y. Hartshorne, Ph.D., Chief, German Intelligence Section, Allied Forces In Italy, July 20, 1944: “For two
        months late in 1943 I was fortunate in having him as a collaborator in the German Intelligence Section in
        Algiers. I have always felt that the type of work he was doing merited higher status than T/4 [Sgt]. His
        present work as chief editor of the daily round up of Axis Propaganda Trends for PWB, AFHQ, merits particular
        recognition.”
      


      
        These letters in full, plus related documents and samples of my newsletters about wartime Germany, will be
        available to the public, though once marked “restricted,” as I plan to donate them to a university archive,
        along with personal letters about Germany from Thomas Mann and his family.
      


      
        Though working with colonels at officer-level tasks, it was impossible for me to be publicly made an officer
        instead of sergeant, as explained by Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Life in the 20th Century (Boston,
        2000, pp. 239, 284, 285): “With his expertise on Nazism, his unassailable anti-Nazi credentials, Peter was
        eminently qualified for a job in Office of Strategic Services,” or as an officer but was prevented, as a matter
        of public relations, by having a notoriously pro-Nazi father. “Peter continued his struggle to get into the
        war, … served in N. Africa and Italy and won two battle stars…. In 1941 Peter published Metapolitics,
        an important and original work tracing the historical roots of Nazi racism and messianism to the excesses of
        German romanticism, a view rediscovered to much éclat in the Nineties. Thomas Mann, though a fan of
        Wagner, approved Peter’s account and praised him for going back to ‘the sources of German nationalism, which is
        the most dangerous in existence, because it is mechanized mysticism.’”
      


      
        Despite some off-limits exclusions, I was lucky to have work so fascinating. And there were hilarious
        concomitants. For example, once a general, doing a check up on security, burst into our PWB office, where I was
        completing my daily propaganda analysis. “How dare a Sgt. be allowed to read such restricted material?”
        bellowed the general. The colonel in charge of our office stuttered back, “He—well, er, um—wrote it.”
      


      
        At PWB we had the illusion of a personal duel to the death with Propaganda Minister Joseph Goebbels. As a
        historian, my two most interesting experiences were decoding his weekly radio speeches, which influenced
        millions of Germans, and hearing how differently French leaders responded to America’s landing in Normandy.
      


      
        Why did Goebbels completely reverse the party line after the German defeat at Stalingrad? He always lied. But
        before then, his lies exaggerated German triumphs and assumed “final victory (“Endsieg”). After
        Stalingrad, he lied in exaggerating German defeats. He declared Stalingrad a day of national mourning. The
        victory lies had been good for morale because most Germans then still believed in their Fuehrer. Later, the
        defeatist lies served to scare Germans to fight on, even without belief in Hitler, by horror stories of what
        defeat would mean to them. The men would be lined up in castration stations, the women raped by France’s
        African troops There actually was a crank book in English urging mass castration. Totally ignored in the West.
        Used effectively by the Nazis. Unlike World War I, the Germans did fight on to the end in World War II, even
        after disillusionment with their Nazi dreams.
      


      
        Goebbels was high in I.Q., zero in ethics. He was the best-read and educated of the Nazi leaders. Hitler, too,
        read more widely than is realized, not only Wagner but, for example Trotsky (to learn how to overthrow a
        democratic government) and LeBon (to learn how to manipulate crowds). Both Hitler and Goebbels were undersized,
        dark-haired, un-Nordic looking. Tiny, crippled Goebbels had not even served in the army (clubfoot) and had a
        very swarthy complexion. What else could he do, in a Nazi regime, but be 200 percent pro-soldier,
        pro-militarism, pro- “Aryan.” When defeat came, two top Nazi leaders, Goering and Himmler, tried to bargain
        with the West. The genocidal Himmler, besides offering us “Hitler’s head,” made a flabbergasting suggestion:
        “Time to bury the hatchet between Germans and Jews.” (Both criminals committed suicide after guile failed.
        Goering after Nuremberg). In contrast, Goebbels went to the Berlin bunker to die with his leader. There
        Goebbels killed not only himself but his five innocent children, saying they were better dead than begging at
        an American soup kitchen. Despite Speer’s claim to be Hitler’s best friend, Goebbels was the person closest to
        Hitler, the two arty resenters. Intriguing but quite unconfirmed is the report that, at the last, Goebbels
        offered Stalin his services as an anti-American propagandist.
      


      
        How many neo-Nazis are aware that Hitler, before killing himself, repudiated the Germany he had led into war?
        He said the Russians had proved the tougher people. Implication: Germans deserved to lose by the law of
        survival of the fittest. Germans had replaced Jews as the Chosen People. Now Russians replaced Germans as
        Chosen. Stalin and Hitler had always admired each other during their alliance of 1939–41. (Stalin had sent a
        message to Hitler saying Stalin, too, would purge his Jews.) Now both dictators are linked in history forever
        as historians explore the methods of totalitarianism. Wagner’s twilight of the Nordic gods
        (Goetterdaemmerung) fulfilled itself in Hitler’s bunker.
      


      
        Herr Doktor Goebbels earned his Ph.D. at Heidelberg University, where he attended the lectures by Stefan
        George’s Jewish disciple Friedrich Gundolf. A Heidelberg friend, Helmut Meyer, told me that Gundolf said of his
        pupil Goebbels, “This young man will become either a great liar or a great criminal.” Both, of course. In the
        1920s, Goebbels published Michael a wildly ambitious and totally unsuccessful novel (another
        artiste manqué). The key scene tells you more about the Goebbels psyche than you want to know. The
        hero, with whom the author identifies, stands with his healthy strong legs on his Slavic foe, crushing his
        skull underfoot while shouting a berserk victory cry. Not since Byron has a clubfoot led to such
        overcompensation, The novel’s heroine is named Hertha (meaning earth mother) and is modeled on a Jewish woman
        to whom young Goebbels was attached.
      


      
        The final 1945 bunker talks between Hitler and Goebbels are illuminating. Both detested Franco (puppets don’t
        stay puppets) for ungratefully refusing to enter the war on their side. Hitler said he’d rather have a tooth
        pulled than listen to Franco’s excuses. Hitler and Goebbels agreed that, if they had to do it over again,
        Germany should have sided with “the workers” in the Spanish Civil War, not with the big Catholic landowners.
        Since Stalin kidnapped the Spanish worker side (read Orwell), a Stalinist Spain would have sided with Nazi
        Germany during their alliance of 1939–41.
      


      
        A Stalinist Spain—by opening up the western Mediterranean, the Atlantic, and Gibraltar—would very likely have
        enabled Germany to win World War II. Brutal Franco Spain, more than occupied France became, though precarious,
        an escape route to the West for Jews fleeing Hitler.
      


      
        My second PWB experience as historian: during the suspense of our Normandy landing in 1944,I was in Italy with
        the PWB, listening to our radio recording of three speeches to the people of France: General Pétain, the Vichy
        head of state; DeGaulle, leader of the Free French resistance; and Laval, the Nazi puppet and collaborator.
        Pétain said this was not France’s war. Frenchmen should stand aside. DeGaulle urged an anti-Nazi uprising.
        Laval urged the French to help the Germans throw the Anglo-Saxons into the sea.
      


      
        After the liberation of France, Laval fled to Nazi Germany and was quartered in the house of my acquaintance
        Hans Christoph von Stauffenberg, cousin of the heroic Claus. In April 1965, visiting me in South Hadley,
        Massachusetts, Hans Christoph repeated to me his conversations with Laval. Laval kept insisting that he and
        DeGaulle really had the identical motive: to make sure France was on the winning side, thereby escaping the
        fate of Poland. The sole difference between them, said Laval, was that DeGaulle guessed the Allies would win
        and Laval bet on the Germans—and guessed wrong. Laval was so total an opportunist that he didn’t see any other
        difference (moral or patriotic) between his choice and DeGaulle’s. Typical opportunism: the same Laval had
        organized the French-Soviet pact against Germany shortly before Germany won the 1940 war.
      


      
        When Germany surrendered, Laval fled to Franco’s Spain, whence he was extradited to France. Sentenced to death
        for treason. Laval swallowed concealed poison. The authorities used a stomach pump to remove much of the poison
        and dragged him, writhing and half dead, to the firing squad. Thereafter the mass lies began, the Germans
        denying knowledge of the Holocaust, the French denying how many had supported Pétain. Clio was re-invented.
      


      
        Mutual misconceptions: opposite lessons had been learnt from World War I. The West concluded that Germans had
        been too brutal (notably in Belgium). Most Germans, including non-Nazis, concluded that they had not been
        ruthless enough. All atrocity accusations, some false, some true, were dismissed by almost all Germans as
        propaganda myths. If Germans had not been ruthless enough in the past, then Nazi methods became more acceptable
        after 1933.
      


      
        Similar confusion about appeasement. It’s a superb policy when dealing with the appeasable. Hitler and Stalin
        happened to be unappeasable. The treaty of Versailles had never been fully enforced. Most Westerners, not
        Churchill, assumed that the Munich pact letting down the Czechoslovak democracy, would satisfy Germany. For
        most Germans, including anti-Nazis, this was not enough. Alsace Lorraine, Danzig, and the Polish corridor
        remained to be reclaimed. No meeting of minds.
      


      
        Time to drop the myth of the Weimar republic as mainly a paradise of fancy films, anti-war novels like
        Remarque’s, and sex for British poets. Underneath was the secret illegal re-arming for revenge against
        Versailles, giving military training through the disguise of sports clubs, and building planes on Soviet soil.
        This took place prior to Hitler and after the 1922 Rapallo treaty between Weimar and the Soviet Union. After
        1933, Weimar’s ex-chancellor Heinrich Bruening fled from Hitler to a teaching post at Harvard. When Hitler
        first paraded a fleet of warplanes he claimed to have built to spite Versailles, Bruening exclaimed
        indignantly—yes, indignantly—to a reliable professor friend of mine that Hitler deserved no credit for these
        planes they had been secretly built under Weimar.
      


      
        A defeated nation may resort for stability to an ancient, semi-senile, prestige-exuding general, hero of a
        previous war. Pétain in 1940 stood for accepting occupation by the German enemies, accepting defeat.
        Hindenburg, German president 1925–1934, stood for resisting the Allies who had defeated his country and in 1933
        appointed Hitler as chancellor. Better for mankind if a defeated France had had a Hindenburg and a defeated
        Germany had had a Pétain.
      


      
        The bravest and most perceptive of my PWB colleagues was Sergeant Klaus Mann, He constantly risked his life,
        under fire on the front lines, to interview new German prisoners and unmask concealed Nazi leaders. His recent
        German biographer mentions none of this but mainly emphasizes his drug addictions, his depressions, and his
        homosexuality. So I herewith choose to place on record his courage, his decency, and his valuable understanding
        of the enemy. Once in Rome in 1944 he lamented that reviews of his books always began by calling him son of
        Thomas Mann. Jokingly I replied, “In some far future, when you die, the obits will begin with “the son of
        Thomas Mann etc.” He laughed what’s called “heartily.”
      


      
        Soon after the war, I picked up a newspaper. An obit headline announced, “SON OF THOMAS MANN COMMITS SUICIDE.”
      

    


    
      Berenson, Santayana


      
        My most fascinating visits and talks in 1944–45 were with the American philosopher George Santayana, retired in
        a Catholic convent in Rome, and Bernard Berenson (“BB”) in his Settignano villa near Florence.
      


      
        Almost no mail service existed for civilians during 1944–45. Sometimes I had to commute between the Florence
        and Rome PWB. So I was also the messenger between these two octogenarians, long-time friends since Harvard
        days, each now sending greetings to the other via me. BB invited me to stay at his villa when I needed
        vacations from barracks.
      


      
        Both “sages” were graceful and perceptive talkers. Only a few of their best remarks can be found in their
        published letters to me (cf. Letters of George Santayana, New York, 1955, and Selected Letters of
        Bernard Berenson, Boston, 1964). Two things stick especially in my mind: BB telling me “what it means to
        be a Jew” and Santayana, an aesthetic Catholic, saying, “There is no God, and Mary is his mother.” What struck
        me was his harmonizing use of the word “and,” not “but.” Santayana liked to tease with light banter. For
        example, saying he regretted not being eligible to join the Free Masons. Falling into the trap I asked why.
        “For two reasons. First, because I’m a Catholic. Second, because I’m an atheist.”
      


      
        A much later version of BB’s “definition of Jew,” echoing his talk to me, appears on page 144 of his diaries
        “Sunset and Twilight” (New York, 1963) starting with: “Peter Viereck asked who and what was a Jew. At
        last I think have the answer.” The passage is too long to quote here but is definitely worth reading for its
        Chestertonian originality. A.K. McComb, the editor and footnoter of BB’s Selected letters, quotes his
        1946 letter to me, starting with, “You dearest of all wild men”; McComb’s footnote to this says, “BB became
        very fond of him and his Russian wife. BB jokingly called him ‘der wilde Mann.’” Later BB became my son’s
        godfather.
      


      
        Although Santayana wrote of my poems, “It is what you were born to do, and you will be great at it”
        (Letters of Santayana, pp.238–9), he loathed my Metapolitics. I asked him why, as his own
        philosophy was clearly at odds with Hitler. He replied, “Of course, you are right to explain and refute the
        absurd ideology and actions of Hitler. But you fail to do justice to what counts humanly more: the Nazi
        emotion, namely one’s wonderful feeling of watching thousands of sturdy young lads marching.” This phrase again
        sticks in my memory because of a single word, “one’s” instead of the less cautious word “my.” Nursed by nuns,
        he yet never referred to females. He was annoyed when I once brought along a Santayana fan, Marjorie Ferguson,
        a most intelligent “intelligence officer.”
      


      
        The most bizarre character I met in Rome was the colorful journalist Longernesi, who applied for a job with the
        PWB as an American propagandist. Till then, he had been Mussolini’s sycophant, inventing the phrase “Il Duce a
        sempre raggione” (the Duce is always right). Mussolini was as delighted as a child with this new toy, posting
        the slogan everywhere and rewarding his flatterer with cash. Naturally I argued forcibly against employing this
        turncoat. But I could not help being amused, though not charmed, by the picaresque insolence of so shameless a
        switch.
      


      
        BB’s companion, the kind Nicky Mariano, sort of mothered my occasional loneliness. Sharing the villa was her
        sister’s husband, von Anrep. His anecdotes about his friend Hugo von Hofmannsthal (whom I was then translating)
        include the latter’s private comment on Rilke: “diese kitschige Mystik” (this banal mysticism).
      


      
        Though both were self-exiled aesthetes from Harvard to classical Italy, Santayana impressed with his witty
        cruelty, BB with his generous kindness. Example of the latter: in 1945 four American generals, prowling for
        “celebrities,” came for lunch chez BB on a day when I was there too. Seeing a sergeant in his twenties, one
        tourist general, with condescending good will, asked me what kind of manual chores was I hired for at the
        villa? I replied, “Oh, cleaning kitchens and latrines, sir.” Overhearing this exchange, BB spent the rest of
        the half hour ignoring the flock of generals and talking to me about philosophy and metaphysics, completely
        beyond the comprehension of the generals. I’ve witnessed too many similar acts of kindness to accept the gossip
        about BB’s selfishness. Meanwhile my book was being translated into Italian with a new title, Dai Romantici
        A Hitler, later published in Milan 1946.
      


      
        After conveying mutual friendship between the two octogenarians, it dawned on me that they actually hated each
        other. Here were two rival shrines. Italy was not big enough to hold two great American aesthetes, martyrs in
        art’s hairshirts, cashmere hair shirts, both wincing sensitively at American vulgarity and materialism. They’d
        mostly conclude their effusive regards with a quick little animadversion. BB would note Santayana’s “heart of
        ice.” Santayana, when I asked his opinion of BB as art critic, answered not with words but with gesture:
        daintily rubbing his hands. I construed this as code for either anti-huckster or anti-Semite or both.
      


      
        Most of my many handwritten letters from BB and Santayana were not included in their published letters. Along
        with my PWB records, all above letters and materials, my Thomas Mann letters, (also my earlier three-way
        correspondence with Bernard Shaw and the exiled Kaiser Wilhelm II about World War I) will be made accessible to
        detached judgment in university archives.
      


      
        During the war, my most personal writing was a non-political, purely personal elegy of 1944 for my brother,
        George Sylvester Viereck, Jr., also in the American Army and killed fighting the Germans (here reprinted from
        the Library of America Poets of World War II).
      

    


    
      “Vale” From Carthage


      
        Author’s note: The word “Vale” (Latin for “farewell”) was used on Roman tombstones. “Ave atque vale” is, of
        course, the phrase immortalized by Catullus in his elegy to this brother, killed fighting for Rome in an older
        war than mine. As a sergeant in the U.S. Army’s African campaign in Tunis, 1944, I was among the Roman
        tombstones in the ruins of Carthage when I heard the news that my brother was killed by a German bullet in the
        Anzio beachhead, near Rome. He and I last met at Times Square, New York.
      


      
        I, now at Carthage. He, shot dead at Rome.
        

        Shipmates last May. “And what if one of us,”
        

        I asked last May, in fun, in gentleness,
        

        “Wears doom, like dungarees, and doesn’t know?”
        

        He laughed, “Not see Times Square again?” The foam,
        

        Feathering across that deck a year ago.
        

        Swept those five words—like seeds—beyond the seas
      


      
        Into his future. There they grew like trees;
        

        And as he passed them there next spring, they laid
        

        Upon his road of fire their sudden shade.
      


      
        Though he had always scraped his mess-kit pure
        

        And scrubbed redeemingly his barracks floor,
        

        Though all his buttons glowed their ritual-hymn
        

        Like cloudless moons to intercede for him,
        

        No furlough fluttered from the sky. He will
        

        Not see Times Square—he will not see—he will
        

        Not see Times
        

        change; at Carthage (while my friend,
        

        Living those words at Rome, screamed in the end)
        

        I saw an ancient Roman’s tomb and read
        

        “Vale” in stone. Here two wars mix their dead:
      


      
        Roman, my shipmate’s dream walks hand in hand
        

        With yours tonight (“New York again” and “Rome”),
        

        Like widowed sisters bearing water home
        

        On tired heads through hot Tunisian sand
        

        In good cool urns, and says, “I understand.”
      


      
        Roman, you’ll see your Forum Square no more.
        

        What’s left but this to say of any war?
      


      
        [image: Image]


        
          “Dedicated to Richard Wagner” (George Grosz)
        

      

    

    


    
      *August Kubizek, Adolf Hitler, Mein
      Jugendfreund (Graz, 1953, English edition, 1954). Here, this friend of the teenage Hitler describes how the
      latter reacted to watching Wagner’s Rienzi: “My friend, … silent and withdrawn, strode through the
      streets…. Never before and never again have I heard Adolf Hitler speak as he did in that hour…. It was a state of
      complete ecstasy and rapture, in which he transferred the character of Rienzi … with visionary power to the plan
      of his own ambitions.” Some of Kubizek’s memories are faked: when encouraged to expand them in later editions.
      But his account of young Hitler’s intense identification with Rienzi in Vienna rings true and is corroborated by
      separarte sources.
    


    
      *In my 1952 book Shame and Glory of the
      Intellectuals (Beacon, reprinted by Greenwood) the phrase “radical chic” originated. The book analyzes this
      concept, the ancestor of what today is called “political correctness.”
    

  


  
    Thomas Mann on
    Metapolitics


    
      Here in book form for the first time (never before available except as a letter of 1940 to a no-longer-existent
      magazine) is Thomas Mann’s essay on the thesis expounded by Peter Viereck in his romanticism and Wagner chapters (when they appeared in magazine form in Common
      Sense, 1939). To this essay of Mann’s (which was written as a letter to the editor of Common
      Sense), the publisher has added Thomas Mann’s subsequent statement of 1941 (never before printed) on the
      book version of Metapolitics.
    


    
      * * *
    


    
      1 Letter from Thomas Mann


      
        To the Editor of Common Sense
      


      
        
          Sir:
        


        
          I am very grateful to you for your kindness in sending me the November issue of your magazine, containing the
          article on “Hitler and Richard Wagner, ” by Peter Viereck. Since I am an avowed admirer of the art
          of Richard Wagner, you assume that I must have many objections to this essay and might even be minded to
          protest against it. I must disappoint you. Such is not the case. I read Mr. Viereck’s piece with very nearly
          complete approval and regard it as extraordinarily meritorious. For the first time in America, as far as I
          know, the intricate and painful interrelationships which undeniably exist between the Wagnerian sphere and
          the National Socialist evil here undergo a sharp and inexorable analysis which will put an end to much
          sentimental innocence. The dismay, confusion and disillusion this is likely to strike in many well-meaning
          heads and hearts are no different from the effects that spring from the first impact of knowledge generally.
          They must be accepted for the sake of the service thereby rendered truth.
        


        
          I can well understand the bitter laughter that overcame your contributor on the occasion of that fashionable
          Wagner concert, when he heard the speaker solemnly distinguish between the Germany of Hitler and the Germany
          of Wagner— the latter a Germany of creative freedom, racial tolerance, and democracy. Creative freedom—I can
          still let that stand. They were indeed exceedingly free, those sensuously intellectual masterpieces by a
          musician-dramatist, a genius in the art of the theatre. Braving scorn and opposition, they embarked upon
          their triumphant course in a world still dominated by the classic ideals of humanism. It is certain that, had
          the word existed in Wagner’s time, he should have been called a kultur-Bolshevist.
        


        
          But racial tolerance? Democracy? There the outlook is gloomy. Nietzsche had not yet openly broken with
          Wagner— indeed, he may still have believed himself a disciple of Wagner—when he noted down:
          “Meistersinger—a lance against civilization. The German against the French.” That is a mere
          statement of fact, not yet a taking of issue. But it is a sort of transition from purely critical
          appreciation to repudiation of Wagner’s Germany. It lends significance to the fact that the
          Meistersinger was destined to become the favorite opera of our wretched Herr Hitler. If two people
          like the same thing and one of them is inferior, is the object of their affection inferior too? One ought to
          read the incomparable piece of prose which Nietzsche dedicated to the prelude to the Meistersinger.
          One ought to reread his famous page on Tristan in Ecce Homo. Baudelaire was one of the
          earliest Wagnerians. Another favorite of his, aside from the creator of Lohengrin, was Edgar Allan
          Poe. The juxtaposition is bewildering, almost incomprehensible to German ears (if “German” is taken to be
          synonymous with a complete lack of psychological insight). Yet it shows who and what Wagner really
          was—disregarding the fact that he was a “German master craftsman” and “against civilization.” He was a
          European creative artist who knew every last trick of his trade. He had soaked up all the romantic wiles of
          seduction to console, delight and enchant long-suffering worldly-wise souls. It was no accident that his
          works had a worldwide effect, such as was never before the lot of any German of stature. The creator of the
          most overwhelming dramatic spectacles offered by the West in modern times was a shrewd and soul-stirring
          stage director of ancient legends. His boundless urge and enthusiasm swept into their orbit all the emotional
          elements of his century—the democratic-revolutionary as well as the nationalist. Later and on a smaller
          scale, d’Annunzio became an imitator of this system.
        


        
          Nietzsche spoke of the “twin optics” that dominated Wagner’s enormous talents—his ambition to win the finest
          as well as the coarsest. He succeeded, and the result is a certain sense of discomfort felt by the one
          section of his admirers in the presence of the other. A further consequence of the ambitious ambiguity
          inherent in this artistry is a corresponding ambiguity inherent in all higher criticism of which it becomes
          the object. Such criticism will always have an element of discord and passionate irony. It will be a curious
          blend of abandon and distrust, calling to mind the philosopher’s love of “life” which Nietzsche called the
          love for a woman who “fills us with doubt.”
        


        
          Wagner is one of the most complex phenomena in the history of art and intellect—and one of the most
          fascinating, because he offers the most profound challenge to one’s conscience. I am somewhat taken aback by
          the fact that Mr. Viereck, in his excellent article, gives the impression that I had proved rather
          unresponsive in the face of the gravity of this phenomenon, as though I had contributed to the oversimplified
          notion that Wagner is an unmistakable representative of the “good” Germany, in contrast to the “evil” of Herr
          Hitler. He quotes a lecture of mine on Wagner’s essays on the philosophy of art—quotes it inaccurately, or at
          least incompletely. I described Wagner’s essays as astonishingly acute writings by an artist, though having
          the character of propaganda on his own behalf and being far removed from truly great essay-writing.
          Consideration kept me from commenting on the style of these “essays”—a style which, regarded purely as prose
          and apart from all content, doubtless has a strong National Socialist element. This was, after all, a
          Memorial Address requested of me by foreign societies in Amsterdam and Paris, on the occasion of the 50th
          anniversary of Wagner’s death.
        


        
          What Mr. Viereck does not know or has forgotten is that it was this very speech in 1933 which determined my
          emigration, or, more correctly, my failure to return to Germany. Its enthusiasm was so faint that it put the
          Nazis into a transport of rage. This vermin is affected by shades of difference as is a bull by a red rag.
          Yet it is these very nuances of difference that are the most indispensable element in any discussion of
          Wagner.
        


        
          May I say that I miss ever so slightly a sense of nuance in Mr. Viereck’s revealing characterization of
          Wagner? I mean the nuances of love, of passionate personal familiarity with this artistry, which is, after
          all, admirable and gifted beyond measure. Wagner was full of such naive wonder at his own works that he spoke
          of them as “miracles” (“Wunderwerke”), And in the end—this is the proper word. No term better fits these
          unexampled manifestations; nothing in the history of creative art does it fit better—even though we, on our
          part, may not necessarily use that term as the absolute superlative. We were never similarly tempted to
          describe as “miracles” other precious and indispensable cultural properties, such as Hamlet or
          Iphigenia or even the Ninth Symphony. But the score of Tristan is a miracle—especially in
          its irksome affinity with the Meistersinger, which almost defies mental grasp. It is still more of a
          miracle when both of these are taken for what they really are, mere relief from the minute, gigantic thought
          structure of the Ring. Wagner’s work is a veritable eruption of talent and genius, the profoundly
          serious yet enchanting work of a sen-suous sorcerer, drunk with his own wisdom.
        


        
          It is a unique case, one subject to severe intellectual criticism (this must be admitted over and over)—this
          combination of poet and musician in which both qualities necessarily lose their pure character, becoming
          something different from what they usually are, on a big scale or small. As a poet Wagner was a musician; as
          a musician he was a poet. His relationship to dramatic poetry was that of the composer; his music forced his
          language back into a primitive state so that without their music his dramas are only half poetry; nor was his
          relationship to music purely musical; it was literary or poetic to the extent that the spiritual and symbolic
          content of his music, its significant charm and interpretative magic, decisively influenced this
          relationship.
        


        
          It was from this dubious mixture of talents, developed to absolute greatness, that the Ring der
          Nibelungen grew. It is a work that stands by itself. It seems utterly beyond modernity, yet in the
          refinement, awareness and deliberate recency of its, technique it is extremely modern. Again, in its pathos
          and itsromantic, revolutionary urge, it is primitive—a world-poem interlaced with music and prophetic Nature.
          In it the original substance of life interacts; day and night hold colloquy; the mythical prototypes of
          man—the fair, blithe, golden-haired, and those that brood in hate, grief and rebellion— engage each other in
          profound fairy-tale plot.
        


        
          The tremendous thing about all this is a certain epic radicalism for which I shall never lose my enthusiasm.
          It is the radicalism of beginning, of going back to the first and original source of all things, the
          primeval cell, the first E-flat of the prelude to the overture. It is the obsession to rear a musical
          cosmogony, indeed, a musical cosmos, to be endowed with a meaningful life of its own—the ringing pageant of
          the world’s beginning and end.
        


        
          This blend of drama and music is often called impure, the work of a charlatan. I admit the charge. There are
          cases in which admissions of all kinds may be made—and still, some-thing overwhelming remains. The
          parallelism between music and the creative world of things places the epic birth of the world in coincidence
          with the birth of music. The mythology of music is interwoven with that of the world. A mythical philosophy,
          a musical poem of Creation, grow up before our senses and proceed to unfold into a richly joined world of
          symbols rising from the E-flat major triad of the deep-flowing Rhine.
        


        
          We are dealing with a work that is intensely German, to an exemplary degree. This conclusion is disquieting
          when we remember the relationships uncovered by Mr. Viereck. It leads to identifications which we are today
          profoundly interested in repudiating. But the truth is that such a work could only spring from the German
          spirit. Perhaps—though this is not certain—Jewish blood did its share. Certain qualities of this art—its
          sensuousness and intellectualism—speak in favor of the assumption. But first and foremost it is German. It is
          the German contribution to 19th-century creative art in the monumental tradition—the type of contribution
          which in other nations preeminently took the form of the great social novel. Dickens, Thackeray, Tolstoy,
          Dostoyevsky, Balzac, Zola—their works, heaped up with the same urge for moralizing grandeur, constitute
          Europe’s 19th century, constitute the world of literary and social criticism. The German contribution, the
          form which this greatness took in Germany, has no social element nor desires to have anything to do with it.
          Society is not musical; indeed, not even capable of creative art. The roots of creativeness go down into the
          pure humanity of the mythical age, into the timeless, non-historical proto-poetry of Nature and of the heart.
          That is what the German spirit desires. That was its instinct, long in advance of any conscious decision. So
          far as time and mind are concerned, the Ring der Nibelungen has a great deal in common with the
          Rougon-Macquart series. The essential and characteristic national distinction is that between the social
          instinct of the French work and the mythical, primitive, poetic spirit of the German. With the appreciation
          of this difference, the intricate old question: “What is German?” perhaps finds its tersest answer.
          Essentially the German spirit lacks social and political interest. Deep down, that sphere is foreign to it.
          But its accomplishments do not permit a purely negative evaluation of such a fact. Still, one is fully
          entitled to speak here of a vacuum, a failure, a deficiency. And in so decidedly social and political a time
          as ours, this often so productive deficiency may truly take on a fateful, indeed, a disas-trous character. In
          the face of the problems of the times it may lead to efforts at solution which are poor evasions and which
          are by way of being mythical substitutes for truly social solu-tions. But that brings us to National
          Socialism.
        


        
          National Socialism means: “I do not care for the social issue at all. What I want is the folk-tale.” This
          formulation, to be sure, is the mildest, the most intellectual. The fact that in reality National Socialism
          is also filthy barbarism springs from that other fact, that in the realm of politics fairy-tales become
          lies.
        


        
          National Socialism, in all its ineffable empirical vileness, is the tragic consequence of the mythical
          political innocence of the German spirit. You see, I go a little farther than Mr. Viereck. I find an element
          of Nazism not only in Wagner’s questionable literature; I find it also in his “music,” in his work, similarly
          questionable, though in a loftier sense— albeit I have so loved that work that even today I am deeply stirred
          whenever a few bars of music from this world impinge on my ear. The enthusiasm it engenders, the sense of
          grandeur that so often seizes us in its presence, can be compared only to the feelings excited in us by
          Nature at her noblest, by evening sunshine on mountain peaks, by the turmoil of the sea. Yet this must not
          make us forget that this work, created and directed “against civilization,” against the entire culture and
          society dominant since the Renaissance, emerges from the bourgeois-humanist epoch in the same manner as does
          Hitlerism. With its Wagalaweia and its alliteration, its mixture of roots-in-the-soil and
          eyes-toward-the-future, its appeal for a classless society, its mythical-reactionary revolutionism—with all
          these, it is the exact spiritual forerunner of the “metapolitical” move-ment today terrorizing the world.
          This is the movement that must be beaten if a really new order is to arise in Europe.
        


        
          Let us not deceive ourselves. National Socialism must be beaten. In practice this means, unfortunately:
          Germany must be beaten. It is meant, however, in a very definite sense—a spiritual sense too. For there is
          but one Germany, not two, not a good and an evil. And Hitler, in all his wretchedness, is no
          accident. He could never have become possible but for certain psychological prerequisites that must be sought
          deeper down than in inflation, unemployment, capitalist speculation and political intrigue. Yet it is true
          that nations do not always show the same face, that it depends on time and circumstances how their constant
          qualities appear. Germany today makes a frightful appearance. It torments the world— not because it is
          “evil,” but because it is at the same time “good”—a fact with which Anglo-Saxon humor is fully familiar, as
          evidenced by the words of the estimable Harold Nicolson: “The German character is one of the finest but most
          inconvenient developments of human nature.”
        


        
          Germany must be beaten. That means it must be compelled to reactivate all the constructive social elements in
          its fund of tradition from earlier centuries. It must do so in order to fit into the European Confederation,
          the comity of nations for which Europe is ripe. Such federalism will require sacrifices in national
          sovereignty and selfishness from every nation. This war is waged in Germany’s interest. It would be
          asking too much, of course, for Germany to see this at the moment. But the war is waged to bring about a
          state of affairs which will free Germany from the curse of power politics, more depraving for her than for
          any nation. It is waged for a pacified, de-politicalized Europe which alone can provide an atmosphere
          conducive to Germany’s greatness and happiness. Such an atmosphere will restore political innocence to the
          works of Germany, and a clear conscience to those who admire them. They will no longer have to sigh: It is
          great, it is splendid, but it is “against civilization.”
        


        
          Yours very sincerely,
        


        
             Thomas Mann
        

      

    


    
      2 Letter from Thomas Mann


      
        September 7th, 1941
      


      
        
          Dear Mr. de la Torre Bueno:
        


        
          I have received the bound galleys of Metapolitics, and have occupied myself thoroughly with it. I
          would be tempted to write a review about it, but I fear that it would lead me too far and I must avoid such
          excursions at the present time, because I am concentrating on my own work which will be interrupted soon by a
          lecture tour. I will however, make the following statement which you may use at your discretion.
        


        
          In general it must be said: if the World would really succumb to the Hitler-assault, and fall into slavery
          which would happen ultimately because of moral weakness, of sympathy, but of a very stupid, unknowing and
          mistaken sympathy—in any event it will not be possible to accuse the American intelligentsia of having
          contributed to this World debacle by their failures. What has been accomplished in the
        


        
          last few years in the great American Press, in the American Weeklies, in pamphlets and books as to
          enlightening work, is simply admirable, and has not been equalled in any other country. Whoever wanted to be
          informed in this country (but that is of course not everybody) had and has the opportunity, and among the
          best of those opportunities one may count the book of Peter Viereck.
        


        
          I have long esteemed this young author as an intellect with profound historical knowledge and keen
          psychological observation, and after a few samples of the book which I read in magazines, I expected much of
          it. To one of those samples, an essay about Wagner and National Socialism, I have given my detailed comment
          in Common Sense. The book as a whole, however, has still surpassed my expectations. I have read it
          with great interest, and consider it an excellent contribution to the critique of the German Nationalism and
          Racism, and with it to the clarification of the spiritual backgrounds of this war.
        


        
          Of course, such a book may also have its dangers inasmuch as it lends a spiritual excuse to the actual crimes
          of the German Nationalism, and a sort of historic legitimacy to the political outrages of Hitler, and could
          thus weaken the physical defense against him. On the other hand, nothing is more important than understanding
          and recognition, and I consider it most meritorious how Viereck goes back to the sources of the German
          Nationalism which is the most dangerous in existence, because it is mechanized mysticism.
        


        
          I believe it desirable that his book would find at least as wide a circulation as Rauschning’s Revolution
          of Nihilism, a work which Metapolitics surpasses and rectifies in many respects.
        


        
          Sincerely yours,
        


        
              Thomas Mann
        

      

    

  


  
    New Survey for the
    1960’s


    
      Because this book indicted Hitler in terms of the Christian-Judaic ethical traditions and not in terms of the
      “scientific” sociologies and because it used the forbidden concepts (“semantic blurs”) of moral choice and evil
      instead of “realistic” economic motivations, the climate of the 1940’s was in part inauspicious for getting this
      Hitler-interpretation debated seriously. Only now is the book coming into its own, judging by the increase of
      appeals for a new up-to-date edition. These appeals also ask the author for a chapter of new introductory
      comments: on how the book originated; on the post-Hitler Bonn democracy today; on the future of romanticism and
      Prussianism; on Nietzsche’s role in the book; and on the role of ideas in history. In reply this new survey of
      re-assessments for the 1960’s tries to fulfil, in the above order, each one of these main requests.
    


    
      1 “Metapolitics” Revisited and Bonn Re-Assessed


      
        Yesterday, unconditional surrender. Today, very conditional cooperation. Tomorrow (“mark,” as the saying goes,
        “my words”) they will be pounding on the table.
      


      
        “A German with power in his hands,” says Nietzsche, “arouses profound and icy distrust.” In Europe, yes. But
        not in America. Not when the Nordic war-god Thor roars as gently as any sucking dove so as not to fright the
        ladies.
      


      
        Yet this is only half the story, the half symbolized in Heine’s prediction of 1834: “Thor, leaping to life with
        his giant hammer, will crush the Gothic cathedrals.” There is another half in Bonn’s still ambiguous and
        unresolved experiment in freedom. There, amid handicaps from past and present, the men of the future, the free
        half of the German heritage, are rebuilding against Thor those same cathedrals of western liberties and of the
        Christian-Judaic ethics. Whether the rebuilding succeeds, depends in part on American policy. That is, on
        whether we Americans understand the darker roots of German culture and not only those roots we prefer to see
        because they resemble our own. Metapolitics was and is such an attempt to understand.
      


      
        Metapolitics was written at Harvard and Oxford universities during 1936–40, re-edited 1941 and
        accepted for a Harvard Ph.D. degree in history, published September 1941 by Alfred A. Knopf, and now reprinted
        by Capricorn 1961 in a revised and amplified edition. To avoid duplication the book treated only briefly
        America’s all too standard demonology of German nationalists (Fichte, Hegel, Houston Chamberlain, Treitschke,
        Spengler). Instead, the 1941 edition was the first serious analysis in English of the influence on the Third
        Reich of the romantic school, Jahn, Wagner, Stefan George, Alfred Rosenberg and, more briefly, Langbehn and
        Lagarde.
      


      
        The 1961 edition, in part a reprint and in part an entirely new book, adds the following: (1) the present long
        introductory chapter of re-appraisals for the 1960’s (on book’s origins, Bonn, romanticism, Nietzsche, and
        intellectual history); (2) rear bibliography brought up to date; (3) Alfred Rosenberg’s Nazi career brought up
        to date; (4) some sections particularly relevant today for which no space had been found in the 1940–41
        editings; (5) review by Joseph C. Harsch and debate with Jacques Barzun about romanticism; (6) long Thomas Mann
        letter, never before published in book form, about the book’s Wagner-Hitler interpretation.1
      


      
        The opening assessments of current German democracy, romanticism, and Prussianism, also much new research and
        bibliographical material, are based on the author’s current travel and research in Germany (thanks to a
        herewith gratefully acknowledged assistance from the Rockefeller Foundation, which, however, is in no way
        responsible for the views expressed.) Where the 1961 additions are major, we have inserted the phrase “1961
        postscript” to avoid claiming the 20–20 hindsight of being wise after the event. Our 1940–41 predictions
        remain, to stand or fall on their own merits.
      


      
        The revisions and amplifications are mostly documentary and factual rather than interpretative or stylistic.
        The book is so inextricably part of its 1936–40 era that it was found impossible to revise its constant use of
        present tense and present participation. There is little to be said for the youthful-emotional immaturity of
        some of the book’s style except that a rewrite of its crisis mood, in terms of middle-aged detachment, would
        have become a gesture of concession to something even ghastlier: the present American mood of smugness in
        general and of forgetfulness about the Nazi evil in particular. The book’s mood and style reflect the white
        heat of a crisis-hour when Hitler was conquering the world while America still drowsed in suicidal
        isolationism. Better an unrevised tone of urgent commitment, at the price of sounding ridiculous to the urbane,
        than the slightest concession to sleekness and tact in an America forgetful of that crisis-hour and its
        anti-fascist lessons.
      


      
        When Metapolitics first appeared, three months before Pearl Harbor, its linkage of nazism with German
        romanticism was considered anti-German war-mongering by many German intellectuals and by some fellow-Americans
        also. Nazi resentment went so far as to bring diplomatic pressure upon Switzerland to prevent publication
        there. Similarly the book was not allowed in Italy till after the fall of Mussolini.2 By 1951 the lost war had forced German
        intellectuals to re-examine nazism’s ancestry; it no longer caused a scandal among them when our linkage of
        Nazi and romantic revolts against the west was confirmed by one of their own leading historians, Karl Buchheim:
      


      
        [In the early 1800’s] the force which soon began to control politics was romanticism. Anti-westernism in
        Germany also has roots in the abysmal Francophobia which developed under foreign rule. It was soon magnified
        into rejection of what the west calls ‘civilization.’ A writer like Fichte … championed the thesis … that
        German culture was more primal and fundamental than western civilization. Out of this notion, disregard for the
        values of civilian life could develop only too easily…. Thereafter, it became difficult to introduce western
        political practices and institutions into Germany.3
      


      
        While the Nazi objections to Metapolitics were only to be expected, less expected and more worthy of
        our respect were the objections by decent, freedom-loving, anti-Nazi Americans like Jacques Barzun (see in
        Appendix A his persuasive side of our debate). Their
        objections were sometimes on the ground that our denunciation of Nazi crimes, which they likewise detested, was
        hysterically exaggerated and did insufficient justice to the strength of German democracy. Such objections by
        American anti-Nazis occurred before the Nazi mass-gassings and crematories had become common knowledge. These
        abominations not merely vindicate the so-called “hysterical anti-Nazi exaggeration” of the book; they are an
        evil so deep, so historically unique in an educated nation, that not merely such superficialities as Versailles
        and economic depression but the very roots of German culture must have contained some moral or psychological
        responsibility.
      


      
        Against the able Barzun defense of German romanticism as liberal, we cite none other than Theodor Heuss, first
        President of the Bonn Republic, in his public warning against neo-Nazi outrages: “The decisive question is for
        Germany to emerge from the romanticism of the 19th century.” Against those who regard Hitler as an unrooted
        accident in German culture, we cite the late Sir Lewis Namier:
      


      
        There are people who treat all evil as extraneous and adventitious: to them a sick person is a healthy person
        plus a disease, not a body in a condition which, whether temporary or permanent, is its own. A similar
        ‘demonology’ treats the present Germany as a country of normal, decent people bewitched by Hitler; whereas in
        reality Hitler’s unparalleled rise is due to the fact that he has given expression to some of the deepest
        instincts of the Germans … He is probably one of the most representative Germans that ever lived …4
      


      
        Hitler a “representative German?” Of course. So, equally, is the anti-Nazi hero Claus von Stauffenberg, who
        threw the bomb against Hitler on July 20, 1944 and thereby saved Germany’s honor before history by giving her,
        too, a belated Resistance. In a different but equally valid way, Carl Schurz was a representative German. He
        was also a representative American; this freedom-loving German-American fought tyranny on two continents. To
        emphasize that the book’s concentration on nazism was not meant to minimize the freedom-loving part of Germany
        but to emphasize the positive political contribution the free German can make abroad, the title page of
        Metapolitics was dedicated to the tradition of Schurz,5 a tradition equally American and German.
      


      
        Janus has two faces. Metapolitics differed from onesided pro-German and one-sided anti-German books by
        recognizing simultaneously and equally Germany’s western and Nazi aspects and by predicting, already then, that
        the German pendulum would next, after Hitler, swing back to the west and to a Charlemagne-style synthesis with
        France. Have there not been hints of such a development in the relationship between Adenauer and De Gaulle?
        National characteristics, being cultural acquisitions and not inherent or “racial,” are ever subject to change
        in that concrete combination of luck, outer material pressure, and inner ethical responsibility which, more
        than any abstract system or cycle, makes history. And that includes current German history.
      


      
        Unlike the influential semi-Marxist analyses of nazism (demonstrating it to be an economic tool of western
        capitalism) published during the Popular Front years, this revised edition requires no embarrassed recantations
        about Soviet Russia. Already the 1941 edition insisted that communism is likewise a totalitarian menace and
        contained one of the first explorations in English, now less rare, of the extrêmes-se-touchent concept
        of “national bolshevism” (amplified 1949 by our Appendix on Soviet-Nazi cooperation in Conservatism
        Revisited). The 1941 edition also contained a warning (published before Pearl Harbor) of Nazi
        encouragement of forthcoming Japanese aggression against America in the Pacific.
      


      
        The phrase “national bolshevism” was meant as shorthand for the post-Rapallo Radek-Reichswehr amo et
        odi relationship by which the basically incompatible but fellow-Hegelian heritages of Russian left and
        German right might merge temporarily, against the free west. The phrase also had a second meaning
        circa 1930–34, not linked to Russia or foreign policy but referring to the more anti-capitalist
        domestic policy of the Strasser wing of the Nazi party, the wing Hitler personally distrusted and purged in
        1934 but in which even such pro-Hitler stalwarts as Goebbels and Himmler (both of them originally not Hitler’s
        but Gregor Strasser’s private secretaries) had their psychological roots. On page 260, Metapolitics
        envisaged the possibility of a second, more radical Nazi revolution, stressing the socialist half of National
        Socialism. The military defeat of Germany cut short this second revolution which Goebbels, according to his
        captured diaries, and Himmler, with his hunt against aristocrats, were inaugurating. Yet the expropriation of
        capitalists like Thyssen, the increasingly Soviet-style subjection of the individual to the party, and Hitler’s
        hanging of army generals and conservatives after July 20, 1944 — all this shows that the second revolution of
        national bolshevism was at least partly inherent in Hitler’s National Socialism.
      


      
        Today the Nazi “second revolution” — i.e., into national bolshevism — is partly resumed in the
        Russian-sponsored Socialist Unity party in East Germany. This party combines communist and anti-western Nazi
        slogans and emotions under Soviet control. It welcomes former SS officers to create, in partnership with the
        Kremlin, a second totalitarian Germany. For example, Leo Lange, an official of Himmler’s Gestapo, was put in
        charge of radio and press for East Germany; SS Obersturmführer Adelbert Baumler was appointed chief of Russia’s
        political counter-intelligence for West Germany. On July 21, 1950 Otto Grotewohl (in 1960 still Moscow’s puppet
        premier of East Germany) made a public appeal for Nazi support of communism against the west. Ten years later
        the situation has become even worse, judging by the 1960 report of the objective International Committee of
        Free Jurists. They list 75 Nazi criminals holding high East German posts and supply specific documentation of
        photos, Nazi party-card numbers, and other Nazi records, the transition being particularly smooth in two
        categories: secret police and propagandists. Kurt Lange, a 1960 official of the Ministry of State Security
        (Communist secret police), was not only a Lieutenant-Colonel of Himmler’s SS but personally interrogated for
        Hitler the tortured heroes who had attempted the anti-Hitler revolt of July 20, 1944. And among propagandists
        the 1960 department chief of the Communist National-Zeitung was founder of the equally anti-western
        Nazi newspaper, Freiheitskampf, as well as a senior officer of the Storm Troops.
      


      
        Meanwhile in West Germany the Socialist Reich party, the leading underground neo-Nazi party, is partly financed
        by the Kremlin in its neutralist campaign against Bonn’s alliance with American democracy. Renewed alertness
        against high-placed ex-Nazis in Bonn is indispensable; even a single Theodor Oberländer in the cabinet was one
        too many. But meanwhile let us be equally alert for communism’s ex-Nazis in Russia’s East German puppet state.
        Hitler’s famous remark about Communists becoming Nazis, a remark basic to national bolshevism, also works in
        reverse today, from nazism back to communism:
      


      
        There is more that binds us to Bolshevism than separates us from it. There is, above all, genuine revolutionary
        feeling…. I have always made allowance for this circumstance and given orders that former Communists are to be
        admitted to the Party at once. The petit-bourgeois Social Democrat and the trade-union boss will never make a
        National Socialist, but the Communist always will.6
      


      
        To return from enslaved East Germany to free West Germany: Bonn’s danger-from-within is not communist, nor
        national bolshevik, nor neo-Nazi, but non-Nazi rightist-authoritarian. That is why Armin Mohler’s
        widely-circulated book on the “Conservative Revolution”7 against Weimar does a disservice to genuine Burkean or Rankean conservatism by
        using that term as part of a nationwide campaign to rehabilitate morally the immoral rightist fellow-travelers
        of Hitler. Any criticism, not only of Hitler’s 1932 collaborators against Weimar but of 19th-century
        anti-semitic nationalist predecessors like Jahn, gets brushed off as mere anti-German propaganda (when actually
        it defends a higher Germany). Mohler thus brushes off our Jahn chapter; he clearly implies that its title, “The
        First Storm Trooper,” was coined by us, with mere hindsight, when in truth the phrase is rigorously pertinent
        precisely because coined in Jahn’s own day, not as post factum but as prophecy, a fact Mohler saw in
        our documentation of that phrase but concealed from his readers; he may have been counting on the fact that his
        German readers can find no copy of Metapolitics to check back to.
      


      
        These slippery tactics require exposure, not because of the uninteresting petty rivalry between any two
        particular historians but because these same tactics of anti-anti-nazism recur on more important fronts.
        Mohler’s praise, for example, of Carl Schmitt as a non-Nazi “conservative,” helps such successful wreckers of
        Weimar — Schmitt is still read — to regain their anti-parliamentarian and anti-semitic influence. What Mohler
        withholds from innocent readers, who may have no other source for getting the real facts, is that Professor
        Schmitt, with considerable personal gain, was Hitler’s leading respectable apologist among jurists, a violent
        advocate of the need to liquidate any anti-Hitler opposition, an articulate anti-semite, and the man who drew
        up the legal justification for Hitler’s bloody murders of June 1934.8 Schmitt — who was to call himself the Rousseau of
        the Nazi revolution and then repudiate it in 1945 — successfully incited his students into nazism and
        war-worship by such influential dicta as: “War is the essence of everything. The nature of the total war
        determines the natural form of the total state.”
      


      
        Mohler’s acknowledgement section calls “especially fruitful” his personal pre-publication conversations with
        “Prof. Dr. Carl Schmitt” as well as with other leading non-Nazi anti-Weimar authoritarians and militarists.
        Fruitful, yes; but some fruit contains wasps. Amusingly revealing of this whole widespread wasp-activity in
        Germany today is Mohler’s indignation against the insult to the Nazis implied by our book calling them
        “Neanderthalers in airplanes,” a phrase meant to stress the disproportion between their technical and their
        moral achievements. In view of the documented record of Nazi atrocities, we regret the comparison as an insult
        not to the Nazis but to the Neanderthalers.
      


      
        It is unfair to the honorable word “liberal” to let it be misused as window-dressing by the leftist non-party
        fellow-travelers of communism. It is equally unfair to let the honorable word “conservative” cover up for these
        rightist non-party fellow-travelers who, while self-righteously denouncing Hitler in defeat, cooperated
        directly with him under Weimar in deriding individual freedom and overthrowing parliamentary government. It
        becomes a point of honor to name both kinds of fellow-traveler forthrightly, by their true names, especially
        when found in intimidatingly high places. This need is realized neither by Germany’s new millionaires nor by
        its masses (nor by America’s left or right, depending on whose ox is gored). But fortunately the need is
        realized and acted upon by an increasing number of the new university youth, Bonn’s most promising element.
      


      
        Freedom is being threatened in the Bonn Republic. The threat does not come from economic or narrowly political
        factors; Bonn — with its full employment, two-party parliamentary evolution, lack of Free Corps and
        leftist-rightist extremist movements, lack of scapegoats and stab-in-the-back myths for losing the war, and
        lack of assassinations and agitations — has brilliantly avoided these chief Weimar weaknesses. Nor does the
        threat come from the neo-Nazis; to exaggerate the role of these demagogues-without-a-demos only plays into the
        hands of the real threat — the psychological threat — to individual liberties. An authoritarian psychology
        still prevails in high places and demos alike: an authoritarian mentality, a respectable authoritarianism that
        is non-Nazi and even (as with the Adenauer group) very sincerely anti-Nazi but still not rooted in that kind of
        free society to which liberals, Tory democrats, and social democrats alike are dedicated in western
        parliaments. According to one of Germany’s leading contemporary philosophers, Karl Jaspers:
      


      
        There does not seem to be any considerable number of Nazis. The majority of Germans wants to be governed
        authoritatively but decently. Hitler was a terrible disappointment. But the fact that a restoration of the Nazi
        regime seems unlikely at present is not by itself ground to be reassured…. In principle, Hitler is denounced
        but not the idea of the great leader as such…. There is something in our people which believes in the great
        leader…. It can be traced in our classic literature. … The average German, then, trusts authority…. Not
        everybody followed [Hitler before 1945], but the majority did…. We [Germans] owe our freedom [from Hitler] not
        to ourselves but to the Western powers.9
      


      
        Here is an imaginary “trialogue” between three viewpoints on the Germany of the 1960’s. (Number 1 has his facts
        wrong: too pessimistic about Germany; number 2 has his facts right but his interpretations wrong: too
        optimistic.)
      


      
        	
          
            Ritualistic Anti-German: “Most or many Germans of the 1960’s back an anti-semitic resurgence.”
          

        


        	
          
            Ritualistic Pro-German: “Most Germans sincerely condemn an anti-semitic resurgence, such as the recent
            swastika outrages on synagogues. This fact proves that contemporary Germans are a free and ethical society,
            purged of their Nazi heritage.”
          

        


        	
          
            Thoughtful Sceptic: “Most Germans sincerely condemn an anti-semitic resurgence. They do so not because they
            now realize that anti-semitism prevents a free and ethical society but because they realize that
            anti-semitism prevents good public relations abroad.”
          

        

      


      
        	
          
            Ritualistic Anti-German: “Most or many Germans back the neo-Nazi periodicals and agitators.”
          

        


        	
          
            Ritualistic Pro-German: “Very few Germans back neo-nazism. This fact proves they are no longer
            authoritarians but freedom-minded.”
          

        


        	
          
            Thoughtful Sceptic: “Very few Germans back the neo-Nazi brand of authoritarianism. This is not because most
            Germans are now freedom-minded but because they prefer non-Nazi brands of authoritarianism.”
          

        

      


      
        	
          
            Ritualistic Anti-German: “Well, that means the Nazi brand of authoritarianism is not yet really discredited
            in Germany.”
          

        


        	
          
            Ritualistic Pro-German: “Polls and statistics do show that Nazi authoritarianism is indeed discredited in
            Germany. This fact proves Germany’s moral revulsion from nazism and genocide.”
          

        


        	
          
            Thoughtful Sceptic: “Nazi authoritarianism is obviously discredited in Germany. This fact proves Germany’s
            moral revulsion from — failure. Nazism is discredited not because its genocidal infamies are profoundly
            understood but because it failed on its own favorite Social-Darwinist criterion: success.”
          

        

      


      
        While we believe that number 3 has the best of the above fictional “trialogue,” we most sincerely hope that the
        future evolution of Bonn will prove him wrong and that thereby the free choice of a new, untainted, post-Nazi
        generation of Germans will justify the replacement of those three voices by a vindicated number 4: “Thoughtful
        Pro-German.”
      

    


    
      2 Romanticism and Prussianism: from Synthesis Back to Antithesis


      
        When the hammer of Thor, as predicted by Heine, finally arrived in 1933, the metal composing it was an alloy:
        steeled (or Prussianized) romanticism. “Steel romanticism” (a favorite Rosenberg and Goebbels credo, discussed
        on pages 255–56, 311–12) is an instable blend of opposites; through these pages we shall watch its parade of
        rationally mechanized anti-rationalists, goose-stepping artistes manqués, lower-middleclass
        Siegfrieds,1 and
        obsessively orderly bohemians. To vary the metaphor from hammer to blast: the Prussian uranium and romantic
        plutonium can be joined only exceptionally, only by the special emotional compulsion of what Rosenberg calls
        “the medicine man as daemonic figure” (Jahn, Wagner, Paster Stöcker, Hitler). Today for at least a generation
        these two explosive elements will remain further apart than at any time since their reconciliation of
        1810–13.2 Their present
        Apartheid, instead of a freedom-blasting junction, is Bonn’s great psychological advantage over Weimar, in
        addition to Bonn’s more familiar and obvious material advantages.
      


      
        Under Weimar, Prussian nationalists and romantic nationalists coalesced to indict democrats as scapegoats for a
        lost war. General von Hindenburg in his famous Nibelungen metaphor blamed the loss of World War I on “Hagen’s
        treacherous stab in the back of the German Siegfried”; thereby Prussian militarism — anti-democratic but not
        romantic nor racist — had meant not Jews but Weimar democrats in general. But by 1930 that same stab meant to
        nationalist mobs a “Jewish conspiracy” against the nordic master race; two or three generations of the
        Jew-baiting Jahn and Wagner kind of romanticism had prepared the German people to visualize the foes of
        nationalism as Jewish intellectuals. During 1933–45 the old romantic-school crusade of folk culture against
        French and Jewish internationalism, reinforced by Prussian police-hunts against alien “conspiracy,” entered a
        new dimension that can only be called mob paranoia. Xenophobe persecution complex plus delusions of nordic
        grandeur catapulted a whole nation through the almost clinical paranoid sequence that begins with hysterical
        distrust and sinister accusations, then lashes out in frenzied aggressions, and concludes with the usual ritual
        of suicide. In this case the suicide was enacted not only in that lonely bunker in Berlin but in the hybris of
        a whole mob-nation.
      


      
        Under Bonn some Prussianism has survived the death of geographic Prussia, and some romantic folk-cult has
        survived the death of Nazi Kitsch, but neither can achieve an anti-democratic comeback without first
        finding a scapegoat for losing World War II. After the genocide no Jewish goat is left to scape. Nor had
        Hitler’s Gestapo allowed any wartime opposition from ordinary parliamentarians. Hence, the two brands of
        nationalism in the 1950’s and 1960’s are forced to blame each other. What is the current neo-Nazi, anti-army
        stab-legend but romanticism? — namely, the mystic faith in the daemonic bohemian, the somnambulist Führer from
        the folk, whose inspired intuitions know more than the prosaic book-logic of the military aristocracy. And what
        is the anti-Hitler, pro-army stab-legend of the endless memoir-writing generals but Prussianism? — namely, the
        “realistic” faith in the sober, disciplined, unbohemian experts from the Potsdam drill-field. The latter “would
        have won the war” except for Corporal Hitler, whose dilettante romantic dreams sabotaged their supposedly
        foolproof strategy. Conversely the neo-Nazis, especially several civilian graduates from the Goebbels ministry,
        blame the “treason” of the generals and aristocrats, many of whom Hitler hanged after the officers’ plot of
        July 1944.
      


      
        The fact that these two stab-legends are mutually contradictory has this time prevented either one from
        catching on among German youth or German masses. Split into its two components, Thor’s hammer has lost its
        magic alloy; reversing Heine’s prophecy, may it this time be Germany’s cathedrals that crush the heathen
        message from the north. The final word on the Aryan Anti-Christ turns out to be also the first: “ex oriente”
        (and not from the north) “lux.”
      


      
        Now, as in the days when Goethe called order more important than justice, German culture has been more
        concerned with stability and with fear of disorder than has the rest of western civilization. The need of so
        many Germans for excessive outer order, whether barracks or filing-systems, is caused by their dark
        half-awareness of their excessive inner disorder.3 The average West German of the 1960’s, neither a neo-Nazi nor a more than apathetic
        supporter of his own new liberties, will only support the latter if they bring him order as well as freedom.
        Therefore, any big new instability, whether in emotions, economics, or world diplomacy, would drive this
        average burgher into a new authoritarian nationalism under a pseudo-respectable non-Nazi label.
      


      
        To catch on lastingly, the Bonn experiment in freedom needs something more than the present philistine
        prosperity; needs a deeper appeal than Weimar ever had to the unconscious emotional levels of German culture
        yet without surrendering to those levels; needs thereby not to reject or ignore the inherent romantic heritage
        but to “sublimate”4 its
        valuable creative potential within the un-daemonic limits of the Christian-Judaic ethics, in the same way that
        England’s romantic impulse was ethically canalized by the Burke-Coleridge-Disraeli-Churchill kind of
        parliamentary, freedom-revering conservatism. Such “Tory democracy,”5 combining the conservative sense of historic
        continuity and concreteness, the liberal sense of minority rights and civilian courage, and the social sense of
        humane material reforms, stands in noble contrast with the mean-spirited Realpolitik and Social
        Darwinism of Bismarckian conservatives. It stands in still sharper contrast with the democracy-deriding
        cultivated irresponsibility of Germany’s rightist aesthetes and intellectuals (non-Nazi yet rarely anti-Nazi)
        during 1919–32.
      


      
        In order at last to remove the explosive “meta” from metapolitics, Bonn’s task is this: for the first time in
        German history to achieve authority without authoritarianism.
      

    


    
      3 Debt To Nietzsche Acknowledged


      
        A brief autobiographical intrusion may perhaps be condoned as the only way of acknowledging this book’s chief
        intellectual and ethical debt. The following jingle was scribbled by the author when, as a 19-year-old college
        student in 1936, he began the essay that grew into Metapolitics:
      


      
        TO THE GERMAN PEOPLE
      


      
        The paranoiac Cinderella winces;
        

        Feels Versailles persecutes; feels freedom cheats.
        

        “I’m the dark pawnbroker’s imprisoned princess,
        

        Gypped Nordic waiting for the shoe that fits.”
        

        More beer. More Wagner. More romantic love.
        

        Soon comes the swan-drawn prince for you to mash.
        

        Don’t mind his bed-manners; you’ll like cave-man stuff.
        

        His name? “Prince Terror.” And he swings a lash.
      


      
        The light they throw on the genesis of Metapolitics is the only real interest of these teen-age
        rhymes; they are so obviously nothing but a footnote to the Nietzsche-Wagner debate, a gauche paraphrase of
        what Nietzsche said about nazism long before nazism was born: “The Germans think that strength must reveal
        itself in hardness and cruelty; then they submit with fervor and admiration: they are suddenly rid of their
        pitiful weakness and their sensitivity over trifles, and they devoutly enjoy their terror. That there
        is strength in mildness and stillness, they do not believe easily.” It is Nietzsche, then, who was the sole
        begetter of the present volume; it is he whose quotations1 and overlooked chapter-epigraphs were its subterranean leitmotif.
      


      
        At that time the author was studying Nietzsche’s two most wrenching personal breaks: with his best friend
        Wagner and with his own sister Elisabeth. The latter had married the national socialist (writ small) Bernhard
        Förster, whose anti-semitic Aryan cult Nietzsche rejected prophetically as the germ of a future German
        barbarism. Elisabeth hid or altered Nietzsche’s warnings against such obscenities (and lived long enough to
        embrace Adolf Hitler in person, photographed together before a Nietzsche bust). The moral necessity to break,
        for freedom’s sake, with those closest to one — with Wagner’s romanticism and with the nationalist barbarism of
        Elisabeth and Förster — made Nietzsche’s situation particularly poignant to the undergraduate of those days.
      


      
        How did Nietzsche feel about a family relationship causing much of his public, ever since, to associate him
        with bigotries he happened to detest? The answer lies in a letter of 1887 to his proto-Nazi sister, which she
        typically suppressed. Though available earlier, his letter that follows is wisely being publicized in 1960 by
        Deutsche Rundschau among Germans too long propagandized by Nazi editing of the Nietzsche archives.
        Translation ours:
      


      
        Your link with an anti-Semitic chief [marriage with Förster] expresses something alien to my whole nature. … It
        is a matter of my personal honor to be absolutely clean and unambiguous about anti-Semitism, namely against
        it…. My revulsion against this [anti-Semitic] party (all too eager to exploit my name!) is as emphatic as
        possible; but being related to Förster … keeps making the adherents of this unsavory party imagine I’m one of
        them…. It makes my character mistrusted, as if I reject in public what I favor in secret — and my inability to
        stop that … has almost made me sick.
      


      
        Since World War II it has become a more common, less esoteric knowledge — inter alia, through the
        de-Nazified Schlechta edition of Nietzsche in Germany, through the creative scholarship of Walter Kaufmann in
        America, and through the publication of Nietzsche’s letters of warning to his sister — how uncannily Nietzsche
        had predicted the Nazi future.2 He had done so, half a century in advance, not by guesswork but by insight into
        cultural roots. See, for example, our quoting (pages 182–3) of his 1889 prophecy that only a unity of “good
        Europeans,” to “abolish Wagner, Bismarck, and all anti-semites,” could stop this combination of romanticism,
        racism and Prussianism from becoming the “destroyers of both German and European culture.” In our 1941 edition
        such Nietzsche citations, there translated or discussed in English for the first time, collided head-on with
        the prevailing American view, which blamed the Hitler credo on Nietzsche and saw Wagner as the young 1848
        liberal.
      


      
        However, Nietzsche has many contradictory aspects; to make a savior of this “human, all too human” artist and
        psychologist is as unrigorous intellectually as to make a devil out of him. Nietzsche quotations, sometimes
        even correct ones, have long been fascism’s adroitest weapon when addressing not street mobs but literati. For
        example, in “Answer to the Literary Emigrants,” widely publicized by Propaganda Minister Goebbels, the poet
        Gottfried Benn countered Klaus Mann’s sensible denunciation of Nazis as violent barbarians by quoting back
        Nietzsche: “A master race grows only from terrible and violent beginnings. Problem: where are the barbarians of
        the 20th century?” We should like to be able to prove that such Nietzsche quotes are invariably twisted out of
        context; mostly they are, but not invariably. At times our “immoralist” seems indeed responsible for his later
        misuse, owing to his desire to shock the stodgy at all cost. That desire, once justified in short-run
        skirmishes with a moralizing Victorian philistia, has overshot its mark in a post-stodgy, shockproof world of
        surrealist gangsters.
      


      
        Nevertheless, it is in no way Nietzsche’s fault that The Will to Power — favorite book-title of the
        Third Reich Will to Crime — fell into German nationalist hands without his prefatory warning, suppressed by his
        sister (italics his, translation ours):
      


      
        The Will to Power. A book for thinking, nothing else: it belongs to those to whom thinking is
        a delight, nothing else. That it is written in German is, at the least, untimely; I wish I had written
        it in French, lest it seem to confirm the aspirations of Reich-Germanism.
      


      
        To put it almost ludicrously, the most original mind of the century seems, when read literally, to have
        squandered his genius by alternately handing middleclass liberals and daemonic authoritarians a time-bomb — a
        ticking quotation — to use against each other. Seems so, when read literally, but then the reader thinks of the
        magic world evoked by the name Hölderlin (the sublime poet with whom Nietzsche identified in his own verse),
        and it becomes clear that Nietzsche is listening to neither of the rivals he alternately and ironically incites
        but to some inner “golden laughter.”
      

    


    
      4 Use and Abuse of Ideas in History


      
        As for our thesis about the decisive Wagner influence on Hitler: what still seemed to many a wild-eyed
        hypothesis in 1941, has today not merely been vindicated but become a boring cliché. The new documentation
        after World War II, ranging from several first-hand reminiscences about Hitler’s boyhood to the Wagner
        citations in Hitler’s last conversations, confirms Hitler’s lifelong obsession with both the theory and
        practising of Wagnerian romanticism. Hitler: “At every stage of my life, I come back to Richard Wagner.”1
      


      
        According to the friend of Hitler’s pre-1914 teen-age days:
      


      
        Richard Wagner’s music dreams were still the object of our undivided love and enthusiasm. For Adolf, nothing
        could compete with the great mystical world that the Master conjured up for us … He no longer felt lonely and
        outlawed, and misjudged by society. He was intoxicated and bewitched. Willingly he let himself be carried away
        into that mystical universe which was more real to him than the actual workaday world.2
      


      
        Reviewing Hitler’s Table Talk (conversations with his generals during World War II), TLS
        concludes: “There is nothing here to sustain the view that Hitler was a close student of Nietzsche; it would be
        nearer the truth to say that he translated Wagner into political terms.”3 Several other post-war,
        post-Metapolitics scholars reach the same conclusion; for example, Robert Rie in Journal of the
        History of Ideas, June 1952:
      


      
        One can hardly overestimate Wagner’s influence, since his entire creative work and activity not only expressed
        a positive political program, but also determined the frame of mind in which the national life was conducted….
        Hitler most certainly succeeded in shaping his reign after the pattern of a Wagnerian music-drama, and in
        performing it accordingly. That is to say, a music-drama of the Wagner who created the Nibelungen….
        Nietzsche is completely innocent of the fact that three decades after his death he was to be considered the
        prophet of the Third, the Hitler Reich. The Superman whom Zarathustra presents is actually Nietzsche’s
        conception of the ideal Man, who “knows how to conduct the history of man as his own history”…., is
        therefore tolerant and human in a humanitarian sense, which means that he is, in general, much more in
        accordance with the ideals of the Western democratic world than with those of the German world, to which he is
        really in opposition.
      


      
        Opinion will differ about the influence of ideas on history. But however great or small their influence
        politically, it was ideas that severed Germany psychologically from the entire world. The Third Reich was not
        only a dictatorship but a unique dictatorship. Its roots in romanticism and Wagnerism set it off not only from
        the free world but from its fellow dictators. The only other fully totalitarian state, Soviet Russia, has a
        very different idea-heritage. Clearer and closer to the west than Alfred Rosenberg’s cloudy flights are
        Russia’s machinery cult and industrialism-in-a-hurry, Marxism’s theoretical lip-service to western democratic
        ideals, and Marxist Russia’s actual practice of the party-terrorist phase of the west’s French Revolution, all
        merging with the old familiar Oriental despotism into a composite: Ford Pasha and Robespierre Khan.
      


      
        Despite her d’Annunzios and grand-opera balconies, even fascist Italy’s police-state differed fundamentally
        from Germany’s. Mussolini’s fascist imperialism, never fully totalitarian, lacked the Aryan blood-cult basic to
        Hitler-Wagner and was far less “socialist,” collectivized, or organic. Mass-murder on racial grounds is the
        typically Nazi kind of murder; mass-murder on economic class grounds is the typically Soviet kind of murder;
        individual murder on statist political grounds (Matteotti) is the typically fascist kind of murder. All three
        are evil but very differently evil, and only the first two are totalitarian. Whereas Italian fascists thought
        of themselves as returning to the Roman tradition, German Nazis thought of themselves as the renewed revolt of
        nordic Kultur against Roman as well as French civilization. Germany’s deliberately anti-rational religion of
        organic folk and blood is not the same as statism, although including statism; in contrast Soviet statism and
        Italian-fascist statism seem mechanical, bureaucratic, and at least relatively rational.
      


      
        Since it is, therefore, not economics nor politics but an idea-heritage that makes Nazi Germany unique, this
        book belongs to the genre of “history of ideas.” That genre is nonsense when written on the abstract assumption
        that ideas develop in a vacuum without a concrete context or that ideas can single-handed cause political
        events. Events are an intermeshing of causes from which neither spiritual nor material environment can be
        extricated. Germany’s idea-heritage of Wagnerian romanticism could never have caused the Nazi dictatorship
        without such worldwide material factors as the crisis in western capitalism and the depression and unemployment
        of 1929–33. Conversely these material factors — for the reason that they accompanied such different, such
        democratic non-racist results in America, England, and France in the 1930’s — could never have caused the Nazi
        dictatorship in Germany without the Wagnerian idea-heritage. Because only Germany reacted to the common
        economic and political problems of the west with the uncommon “solution” of nazism, therefore the economic and
        political explanations explain nothing at all until intermeshed with Germany’s uncommon psychological and
        spiritual roots.
      


      
        Nazism’s material causes (e.g., effect of inflation on middle class), though of at least equal importance, have
        already been sufficiently analyzed in other books; it is nazism’s psychological and spiritual roots that still
        require more clarification; hence, the deliberately one-sided emphasis of this book represents no highflown
        soulful belittling of the familiar down-to-earth material causes.
      


      
        We are not trying to make bookworms out of the activist Nazi party leaders; unlike Herr Doktor Goebbels most of
        them were the least intellectual gang of street-brawlers ever to start a revolution, except insofar as garbled
        philosophy was a mere pretext (as the wrongs of Versailles were
      


      
        a mere pretext) for making the basically decent German nation condone gangster methods. Nevertheless, without a
        century of romanticist ideas, seeping downward to all levels and then outward from books into bullets, the
        well-educated and decent German nation would never have become so uniquely susceptible (gullible) toward a
        metathug. Overestimated by ivory-tower subjective idealists and underestimated by capitalist and socialist
        materialists, ideas do not “cause” history; but they do shape the particular form which history, however
        caused, will take; this form, this “mere idea,” may then become a matter of life or death for millions,
        especially for those who don’t think ideas are a matter of life or death.
      


      
        Richard Wagner, product of the German romantic school and of the Jahn-influenced student movement, was to the
        Nazi Revolution — even though less completely and less explicitly — what Rousseau was to the French Revolution
        and Marx to the Russian Revolution. Rousseau would have been horrified by Robespierre; Marx by Stalin; Wagner
        by Hitler. But “ideas have consequences” even when, as in all three cases, the consequences were partly due to
        a vulgar misinterpretation of these ideas by terribles simplificateurs and a cynical misuse by
        demagogues needing window-dressing.
      


      
        Scholarly causality-hunts, yes; retroactive witch-hunts, no. The fair-minded historian must guard not against
        all kinds of moralizing but against the facile kind of moralizing of self-righteous hindsight. He must not
        oversimplify his explanations by combining cherchez la femme and trahison des clercs into
        cherchez le clerc. To a great extent he must exonerate Rousseau, Marx, Wagner and the German romantic
        school from consequences they never foresaw. To a great extent, but yet not entirely; sometimes far from
        entirely. Because unintended political consequences
      


      
        were unforeseen, does not mean they were unforeseeable. By a process of logical deduction and, more important,
        of psychological deduction and ethical sensitivity about means and ends, the unintended consequence known as
        the Nazi mind was partly foreseeable in the ideas at its root. Otherwise Heine and Nietzsche would not have so
        clearly foreseen it in those ideas in their own day. “The power of vested interests is usually exaggerated,”
        says J. M. Keynes, “when compared with the gradual encroachment of ideas…. Madmen in authority, who hear voices
        in the air, are distilling their frenzy from some academic scribbler of a few years back.”
      


      
        - PETER VIERECK
      


      
        Mount Holyoke College
      


      
        January, 1961
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    CHAPTER I


    The “German Problem”


    
      Zwei Seelen wohnen, ach!, in meiner Brust;
      

      Die eine will sich von der andern trennen.
    


    
      [Two souls, alas, dwell in my breast together;
      

      The one wants separation from the other. — GOETHE]1
    


    
      Nazism is the last phase of the intermittent, ever-renewed
      

      attempt of partially Romanized Germany to
      

      shake itself free of Mediterranean influence.
    


    
      ” BERNARD BERENSON
    


    
      Kultur versus
      Civilization


      
        The type of politics discussed in this book is not really “ politics ” in the unpretentious American sense of
        the word but is best described as — well, there is no ordinary English word for it — as Metapolitik:
        metapolitics. No English word expresses so well the Weltanschauung which Hitler has instilled into German youth
        and which, backed by German military and economic efficiency, is the menace of the hour to all free peoples.
        The composer Richard Wagner’s “ Circle ” of nationalists was the first to use this
        word Metapolitik as Germany’s political ideal. Among Wagner’s letters from ardent admirers one from a
        prominent nationalist offered a singularly startling suggestion: “To be genuinely German, politics must soar to
        metapolitics. The latter is to commonplace pedestrian politics as metaphysics is to physics.”2
      


      
        As if abashed by the audacity of his own imagination, this correspondent surged patriotically on without
        stopping to define the word he had coined. The word is here borrowed advisedly; it expresses, more adequately
        than any existing dictionary term, the highfalutin mysticism welding the political, economic, and national
        philosophy of Wagner and Hitler into a unity very much its own — and very German.
      


      
        I shall use “metapolitics” to mean the semi-political ideology resulting from the intertwining of four distinct
        strands. These four are romanticism (as interpreted in the chapter following this); the “ science” of racism; a
        vague economic socialism, protesting sometimes demagogically and sometimes sincerely against capitalist
        materialism; and the alleged supernatural and unconscious forces of Volk collectivity.
      


      
        In setting up metapolitics against politics, Germany deliberately turns her back on western civilization. Both
        Germany and the west are agreed on that — and both pugnaciously so. Is the common phrase “western civilization
        ” mere rhetoric? Or can we not find for it a brief definition which both Germany and the west will accept? A
        rough attempt in a single sentence: loyalty to western civilization means loyalty not to one particular portion
        of geography — that would be nationalism — but to a universal civilization compounded
        of three separate heritages: rationalism, classicism, Christianity.
      


      
        Nazism stands for the opposite of each of these three heritages: for force against reason, for romanticism, for
        tribal paganism. This states the contrast a bit too naïvely, because, of course, the matter is hardly so simple
        as this. This contrast is only the framework, requiring qualification and elucidation and, above all,
        explanation.
      


      
        Just as Mason and Dixon’s line today still runs through the heart of many Americans, so through the centre of
        German hearts runs the great Roman wall. Speaking metaphorically, on one side of the wall are the classical,
        rational, legalist, and Christian traditions (often mutually conflicting) of the Romanized German; on the other
        side (often mutually conflicting) are the paganism of the old Saxons, the barbaric tribal cults of war and
        blood, and the anti-rationalism and anti-legalism of the romantics. This almost schizophrenic split is
        manifested in a number of different contrasts. One contrast often is inconsistent with another, yet each has a
        spark of truth. For example:
      


      
        Law vs. life, form vs. content, static vs. dynamic, classicism vs. romanticism, politics vs. metapolitics,
        internationalism vs. racism, liberal capitalism vs. national socialism, pacifism vs. militarism, freedom vs.
        tribal Führer, individualism vs. totalitarianism, atomism vs. organic Volk, reason vs. force, gold vs. blood,
        Christ vs. Wotan, the westerner vs. the nordic, civilization vs. Kultur.
      


      
        By itself each of these formulas, except for the last named, which sums them all up, is an oversimplification
        and can be misleading. Such formulas are often unfairly worded, unfair according to which side coins them and
        according to what is omitted. Yet even the crassest over-Simplifications are important as crude symptoms of the
        basic contrast.
      


      
        Almost every major German figure bears within himself both sides of this contrast.
        That is why German thinkers and bards talk more of “ two souls in one breast ” than do the thinkers of any
        other national culture. From Goethe on, German poets seem to exult secretly in their conflicting souls, even
        while bemoaning the fact openly. They treat their souls as a fond mother treats an enfant terrible:
        scolding yet egging on. That may make them “ geniuses ” and “ dæmonic,” but this inner conflict over the Roman
        wall is not always so harmless. Sometimes it is psychologically accompanied by projection, fanaticism,
        hysteria, instability, delusions of persecution plus persecution of others, and convulsive outbursts of
        physical violence.
      


      
        These qualities make good romantic poetry perhaps, but bad politics. They have caused those dæmonic,
        pseudomystic elements in nineteenth-century German thought which seem just plain crackpot to the uninitiated
        westerner. This is the background for the ideas we shall consider in Richard Wagner, Alfred Rosenberg, and the
        rest.
      


      
        The contrast of Kultur versus civilization is the root, not always consciously, of the “ two souls.” It has
        been pointed out how Fichte, in the early 1800’s, was perhaps the first to articulate this contrast
        consciously:
      


      
        If western Europe, international in mind and tendency, looks upon civilization as a system of ways of behavior
        and spiritual ideas that are humane and susceptible of universal application, the Germans understand by Kultur
        an intimate union between themselves and the natural forces of the Universe, whose action they alone are
        capable of apprehending, and as a tribal discipline designed to turn those forces to account. Fichte insisted
        only the Germans know the method of realizing this intimate union. … They, Fichte reminded them, are the
        “primeval people” (Ur-Volk) who speak the primeval, aboriginal tongue
        (Ur-Sprache) which gives them contact with the forces of Nature. Therefore, German minds return more
        easily than those of other nations to the instincts and concepts of the primitive world from which “ the
        west” under the joint influences of Classical thought and of Christianity, has sought to escape. From
        Fichte to Hitler … the line runs straight.3
      


      
        A German historian who died the year of the first Nazi putsch has best summed up this contrast between
        civilization (the west) and Kultur:
      


      
        Whoever believes in the existence of a natural, eternal, and divine Law, I mean in a common and universal basis
        of humanity, and sees the very essence of humanity in this universal basis, will see [in the anti-western part
        of] German thought a queer mixture of mysticism and brutality. But whoever considers that history is
        an unceasing creation of living individual forms, which are ordered according to a continually variable law,
        will see in western ideas the product of an arid rationalism, a levelling atomism — in short,
        a mixture of platitude and pharisaism.4
      


      
        After the Franco-Prussian War of 1870, Grenzboten, the influential weekly magazine of German “
        national liberals, ” stated: “ It is easier to accept the smooth superficiality of French civilization in spite
        of its inner corruption than to appreciate properly the depth of the German spirit [Kultur]. This war has shown
        that in essentials Germany can never hope to be understood by other peoples than those of German blood.” These
        words typify volumes of proto-Nazi thought in their contrast of civilization’s ” superficiality” and “ corruption ” with Kultur’s subconscious “ depth ” and “ blood.”5
      


      
        The assertion that “ Germany can never be understood ” by other races means that the magic word “ Kultur ” can
        never be pinned down. It is understood only by blood, by the subconscious. It is inexpressible in words. It is
        expressible only in feeling, the heroic feeling of German blood.
      


      
        As motto for the title-page of his chief work, the official Nazi philosopher, Rosenberg, quotes a passage from
        the fourteenth-century German mystic, Master Eckehart. “ This message is addressed to no one who does not
        already possess it as his own life or at least as a yearning of his heart.” This fourteenth-century passage in
        at least one respect is identical with the Grenzboten passage. Both rule out rational argument from
        the start. No wonder that Eckehart is the Nazis’ favourite mediæval mystic. They see an uncanny foreshadowing
        of modern German ideology in his mystique of the instinctive wisdom of “ subconscious blood.”6
      


      
        Let us grant the claim that German thought has, at its best, sometimes gone deeper than most French thought.
        But as propaganda for the semi-educated, long before Versailles, Kultur’s partly justified claim of “ depth ”
        was perverted. It became a rationalization of barbarism, an overcompensation for the inferiority complex of
        feeling less “ Romanized ” than the Mediterranean world. It became an easy way to side-step the challenge of
        sanity, reason, and logic; in fact, a deliberate revolt not only against reason but against all moral and
        political restraints, a revolt against humanity, against universals, against internationalism on behalf of Volk
        and mother nature.
      


      
        Houston Stewart Chamberlain is extremely important as Wagner’s chief political apostle
        and as Hitler’s first discoverer and teacher. In 1905 Chamberlain summed up Kultur versus civilization as
        peasant versus factory worker. “ The former is intertwined with living nature, from which he daily learns
        truth…. The factory worker is torn out of all organic union with nature, which teaches subconsciously…. Today
        in Germany millions of such workers obey a handful of immigrant Jews.”
      


      
        The Nazi view of the war of 1940–1 was already applied before Versailles by Houston Chamberlain to the World
        War. In 1917 he defined the World War as ” basically ” a war against “Judaism and its closely related
        Americanism.” He accused both Jews and Americans — exactly as Hitler does today — of trying to enslave the
        world into “boundless plutocracy.” In short, concluded Chamberlain, “ it is the war of modern mechanical ‘
        civilization ’ against the elemental old holy, eternally reborn ‘ Kultur ’ of superior races.”7
      


      
        Product of all these predecessors is Chamberlain’s pupil Hitler, who announces: ” By Kultur I do not mean what
        is called today by the word ‘ civilization.’ The latter seems to be, on the contrary, rather an enemy of true
        spiritual and living levels.” Footnote to this in Mein Kampf: ” Civilization means the application of
        reason to life. Goethe, Schiller, Kant are reflections of the western mind. The patriot prefers to seek the ‘
        life forces,’ the irrational impulses, which seem to him more characteristic of the German mind.”8
      

    


    
      The Five
      Revolts


      
        Can Germany’s two souls of Kultur vs. civilization be traced back through her whole history? This particular
        section (pp. 10–15) is presented as tentative speculation, an unprovable hypothesis for background-in-depth,
        and not as an attempt to simplify history into deterministic national traits. All national traits are subject
        to change; history, including German history, is not a Procrustes of abstract mass blueprints but a Proteus of
        interacting free choices and personal responsibilities. You can scientifically “extrapolate a curve” of
        mathematical dots (mechanically determined) but not of human beings (creatively unpredictable).
      


      
        About fifteen centuries ago the Roman Empire, ancestor of what we call “the west,” collapsed before the
        battleaxes of the blond barbarians of the north. In 1927 the French philosopher Henri Massis expressed, in
        Defence of the West, the prophetic fear that an analogous fate would meet the the west in our own
        century. Nazis themselves glory in this analogy with the Roman and eary Teuton times, so that the analogy,
        which is only partly correct, is widely accepted on both side of the Roman limes today. Spengler, too,
        prophesied a Decline of the West, whether with sorrow or malicious glee, and his is one of the few
        “heavy” books we know Hitler has read.9
      


      
        Chamberlain and Rosenberg pictured the Teuton invaders as great heroes who “saved” the Roman Empire from its
        decadent, peaceful, legalistic over-civilization. No doubt that is just how the Nazi invaders of Paris picture
        themselves today.
      


      
        Throughout German history we can trace the resentment, coupled with aggressive
        inferiority complex, against the two disciplines imposed on Germany by the universal legalism of the Roman
        Empire and the universal absolutes of Christianity. For almost two thousand years this resentment has flared up
        periodically in cultural, political, religious, and so-called racial revolts in favour of un-Romanized
        barbarism, irrational, elemental, powerful, and genuinely brave. That feeling lies behind Wagner’s tirade
        against Christianizing the “health-exuding warriors of the north.” These are the warriors, one feels, with whom
        Hermann the Cheruscan (Arminius), at the battle of Teutoburg Forest, A.D. 9, pushed the Roman world-empire back to the Rhine.
      


      
        The 1806–13 War of Liberation against France popularized the Hermann symbol in Germany. The great
        poet-playwright Kleist, strongly influenced by the romantic school, wrote Hermann’s Rattle in
        1808 to preach that again Germans must resist French civilization just as they resisted Romanizing in
        A.D. 9. Most of this influential play sounds as if written by a Nazi today.
        Hermann’s warriors appeal to the pagan god Wotan for victory. “Falseness” is deemed the eternal opposite of
        “blond hair and blue eyes.” The most ruthless militarism and Realpolitik are preached, just as Fichte
        was then preaching them in his Berlin Speeches. Hermann is pictured as tricking the Roman Emperor
        Augustus by, a sort of Munich Pact and then suddenly overwhelmingly the effete over-civilized westerners in a
        glorious massacre.
      


      
        The important political influence of Kleist’s play today is illustrated in the recent summary of it by an
        enthusiastic admirer. This summary calls the play’s chief motive “revenge for suffered wrongs,” on a close
        analogy with Hitler’s revenge against Versailles. “For this requirement every human
        restraint and convention must be withdrawn, even the laws of humanity. The poet considers all means
        justified for Hermann, even lies and deception — the offer of alliance to Augustus — in order to reach the holy
        goal, the liberation of Germania from the Roman yoke.” Again on an analogy with Hitler, the enthusiastic
        summary concludes that Germans should regard the Hermann of a.D. 9 as a “ noble hero, although
        to reach his goal he is treacherous and cruel.”10
      


      
        The spiritual descendants of Hermann’s “ health-exuding warriors ” were the mediæval Saxons. The latter staged
        the second great German resistance to the west. They fought for their god Wotan against Charlemagne, who tried
        to Christianize the Saxons and to weld the Romanizing and Teutonic heritages into one civilized world-empire.
      


      
        Traditionally Germans hailed Charlemagne (Karl der Grosse) as one of their greatest
        heroes. In this they are right! Today, however, Nazi schools follow Rosenberg in sympathizing with the alleged
        Kultur of the pagan, uncivilized Saxons. Charlemagne is now called ” Charles the Saxon-Slaughterer.” Certainly
        Charlemagne’s attempt to convert the Saxons to Christ by bloody coercion was scarcely the most tactful (or
        Christian) way to win Germans to the west!
      


      
        Indeed, throughout history Germany can argue an excellent case against the west. Tact and peaceful reasoning
        were not conspicuous in the invasions of Germany by Louis XIV, by the French Revolutionaries, and by Napoleon,
        or in Versailles and the French 1923 invasion of the Ruhr. But this admission does not invalidate our thesis
        that Germany’s aggressive inferiority complex against western civilization is the
        greatest cultural and political tragedy of Europe. Quite another matter is the question of who is more to
        blame for this tragedy, Germany or her neighbours. Let us leave such unsolvable questions to French,
        English, and German chauvinists to wrangle over. To recognize a historical fact is unpleasant and necessary; to
        blame whole peoples for a historical fact is enjoyable and pernicious. As Burke said long ago, you can’t indict
        a whole people.
      


      
        The spirit of Hermann and the Saxons staged its third great revolt against Rome in the time of Luther’s
        Reformation. Chamberlain, Rosenberg, and Hitler read too much of this spirit into Luther himself. Yet they do
        us the service of pointing out an aspect of the original Protestant revolt of which most American Protestants
        are unaware. Return to the sources to read such powerful champions of Luther as his friend Ulrich von Hutten,
        and you find far more tribal German patriotism against the Mediterranean civilization than interest in
        Christianity. Personally Luther was more aroused by Christian than by nationalist motives. Yet as a popular
        German movement the Reformation was a nationalist Kultur ousting as alien the Renaissance and humanism, those
        two superb flowers of Mediterranean and western civilization.
      


      
        When the glory of Renaissance Italy crumbled into decadence, not Italy but France was the nation most deeply
        steeped in Roman and classical civilization’s high heritage of reason, clarity, universalism, law. During the
        last three centuries France, more than the decrepit city of Rome itself, has been Germany’s chief cultural
        benefactor (or menace), especially after native German culture was enfeebled by the Thirty Years’ War. That is
        why Germany’s fourth and fifth revolts against the Roman Empire’s western heritage
        were directed against France and not against Italy.
      


      
        Germany’s fourth major revolt against the west began in the late eighteenth century with the anti-rational
        literature of the pre-romantics known as “ Storm and Stress ” (Sturm und Drang) and ran through the
        great romantic school of 1800 and through the neo-romantics (the “ decadents ”) of the 1890’s. In politics the
        same great wave of this fourth revolt surged through the War of Liberation and the Revolution of 1848, as
        indicated in the chapters on Father Jahn and Wagner.
      


      
        Nazism, the fifth revolt, the most radical break ever made with western civilization, would annihilate our
        liberties, our very bodies and our most basic ethics.
      


      
        But through the two thousand years covered by these five revolts the “ two souls ” were equally active. The
        mediæval Saxon tribes were a colourful minority. The mass of German tribes — above all, in the Rhineland and
        the south — were steeped like France’s Gauls in the Christian tradition of Charlemagne and of the mediæval Holy
        Roman Empire. They have remained so ever since. Their tradition, not the tradition of the barbaric Saxons,
        produced most of the great minds Germany has contributed to our common civilization.
      


      
        Germany’s finest political and intellectual heritage from her Holy Roman Empire is the Christian-Roman
        tradition, universal and anti-nationalist. This heritage is the mission of world brotherhood and is fully as “
        German ” as Hitler’s “ mission ” of world conquest.
      


      
        Before the romantic revolt Germany participated under Lessing in the west’s Age of Enlightenment. During many
        decades before the Nazis, a large majority of votes under both the Kaiser and the Republic were held by the
        Social Democrats, the Catholic Centrists, and the liberals, all thoroughly “
        western.” Every German revolt against the west has been followed by an even longer and equally typical period
        of mutual synthesis. Inadmissible, therefore, are the claims of a Hermann or a Hitler to typify Germans as a
        whole. Germany’s ceaseless cultural pendulum will swing back to its western pole.
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    CHAPTER II


    “Romanticism” and The Cult of “Life”: An
    Attempt at Definition


    
      The romantic rebellion against discipline, measure, and sanity, that is to say against civilization,
      [is] the chief problem in European culture — philosophy and art no less than politics — for
      the last 200 years; a problem too deep for any“ economic interpretation ” The disastrous surge
      of the elemental has been made possible only because the educated have betrayed civilization and exalted the
      abyss. “ Better a tragic and magnificent Götter-dämmerung than a thousand years of peace! ” It is the
      apologists of dynamic chaos who have pushed the world back into chaos.
    


    
      — ALBERT GUéRARD1
    


    
      At first glance, there may seem scant connection between the earlier German romanticism and nazism. But the
      former evolved step by step into the latter over the complex period of a hundred years. We can enter the
      ideological house that Hitler built only by entering through the underground passage — apparently far off,
      apparently un-Nazi — of romanticism.
    


    
      Romanticism versus Romanticisms


      
        Why has the word “ romanticism ” always been so hard to pin down? Surely not because it lacks connotations. On
        the contrary, romanticism has too many. On hearing it, the mind is certainly conditioned to an immediate
        reaction. Yet what one pictures is as vague, blurred, misty in outline as those moonlit landscapes which
        romantic poets cherished. Such intuitive “ feeling for ” the meaning of romanticism is completely adequate for
        the romantic himself. For his critics, a concept must be found which is more precise, consistent, clear.
      


      
        A precise response to the word “romantic” is impossible if only because there have been too many authoritative
        definitions. Romanticism has been defined at great length — and differently in each case — by Goethe, the
        Schlegel brothers, Novalis, Heinrich Heine, Eichendorff, Victor Hugo, Stendhal, Coleridge, Carlyle, Georg
        Brandes, Irving Babbitt, and many others equally authoritative. They all conflict.2 Consequently I cannot hope to avoid conflicting
        with much of them. But one may seek some common denominator by inquiring whether the
        authorities do not so much disagree as contemplate romanticism on different planes of reference.
      


      
        The American philosopher Arthur Lovejoy, perhaps the most penetrating modem authority on romanticism, stresses
        that the word “ romanticism ” has become almost meaningless and speaks, instead, of many quite different “
        romanticisms.”3 It seems to me
        that these differences have two chief causes: First, the opposite creeds within the fold of German romanticism
        itself. (One example of such opposites is the bohemian individualism of the romantic school’s earliest phase
        versus the totalitarian collectivism of a Fichte, Hegel, and Hitler.) Second, the differences between German
        romanticism and the romanticisms of France, England, and America.
      


      
        Often two different romanticisms are really the same great romantic movement applied to different planes. In
        the case of bohemian individualism versus totalitarianism, one is on the plane of the ego and the other on that
        of the state. But both — and this is the point to be stressed — apply to their
        respective planes the identical romantic philosophy of ceaseless lawless expansion and of self-justified
        self-worship.
      


      
        The second cause for confusion we can take in our stride, for we are concerned chiefly with German romanticism.
        So-called romantic movements did also exist in France and England. Sometimes these did indeed stand for the
        same things as the original romanticism, that of Germany, but never as a widespread national movement. To a
        large extent I accept the following statement:
      


      
        Romanticism is Germanic and reached its purest expression in those territories which are freest from Roman
        colonization. Everything that is regarded as an essential aspect of the romantic spirit, irrationalism, the
        mystic welding together of subject and object, the tendency to intermingle the arts, the longing for the
        far-away and the strange, the feeling for the infinite and the continuity of historic development — all these
        are characteristic of German romanticism and so much so that their union remains unintelligible to the Latins.
        What is known as romanticism in France has only its name in common with German romanticism.4
      


      
        Romanticism is typically “Germanic” in its broadest versions, but never exclusively so and with many
        exceptions. Even further, one may treat romanticism not only as the “purest expression in those territories
        freest from Roman colonization ” but also, and more important, as a cultural and political reaction against the
        Roman-French-Mediterranean spirit of clarity, rationalism, form, and universal standards. Thereby romanticism
        is really the nineteenth century’s version of the perennial German revolt against the western heritage.
      


      
        In other words, romanticism, no matter how far afield it may seem from current Nazi
        politics, is the most influential modern phase of Germany’s old “two souls in one breast,” the German cultural
        schizophrenia which made nazism possible.
      


      
        As a further clarification, one may distinguish between an all-inclusive and a single-plane romanticism. The
        former applies the romantic assumptions to all possible planes of reference. This generally occurs only in
        Germany. But on many of the single planes romanticism is not only a German but a European movement.
      


      
        The chief of these European planes is the nineteenth-century revolt against reason, against that
        eighteenth-century faith in rationalism which could not survive the French Revolution, which it had helped
        cause. The kernel of this revolt is an innate element of human nature — the element of periodic protest,
        sometimes destructive and sometimes revitalizing, of the instinctive “ natural man ” against external form and
        against limitation by reason. He protests against the classicist and civilized (that is, conditioned and
        unnatural) discipline of law. The stock defences of form, aesthetic and moral respectively, are: Baudelaire’s ”
        Je hais le mouvement qui déplace les lignes” (“I hate motion that displaces lines ”) and Goethe’s
        “in der Beschränkung zeigt sich erst der Meister ” (“ the master is revealed only by [ability to work
        within] limitation”).5
      


      
        A most frequent source of confusion is the habit of past critics of classifying men according to what
        particular golden age they worshipped, Hellas in the case of classicists, and the Middle Ages in the case of
        romantics. Many classicists are unjustifiably listed as romantics simply because they
        are social conservatives and hence like the Middle Ages. Many romantics are unjustifiably listed as classicists
        because they fancied themselves noble Hellenes born too late.
      


      
        Critics will reach no practical nor precise definition until they agree that the decisive criterion is not what
        historical era you like but why you like it and how you define it and what particular values of your own you
        read into it. The greatest German romantic poet, Hölderlin, and the greatest German classicist, Winckelmann,
        both worshipped ancient Greece, but they were worshipping two quite different shrines. We must never
        automatically accept a person’s definition of himself or of his ideas, no matter how sincerely the definition
        is intended.
      

    


    
      Life-Worship


      
        The distinction must be drawn between romanticism and emotional sentimentalism. The latter dubs romantic any
        sort of stereotyped wallowing in the picturesque or emotional, from adventurous Wild West to holding hands
        under a full moon. German romanticism, in contrast, is an earnest and extremely intelligent attempt at an
        all-embracing code of life (“ Weltanschauung ”). Its theories are the product of intensive cerebration, no
        matter how much they exalt the emotions.
      


      
        The two Schlegel brothers will always remain a chief primary source for a definition. They were the recognized
        founders and the two chief theorists of Europe’s original “romantic school,” the German school of around 1800.
        They were “ romantics,” with all the anti-intellectual connotations of that word; yet it is hard to imagine two
        more completely intellectual personalities. If the critic will only refuse to take them at their own word,
        their cerebral tour de force becomes apparent. They glorified
        simple pious faith, emotional spontaneity, organic traditionalism rooted in folk-instinct or in church. But in
        them and in numerous other romantics these qualities were really the sophisticated products of starved and
        self-dissatisfied intellectualism, desperate disillusionment, and awareness of the danger to society of their
        own undue rootlessness.6
      


      
        At one point intellectual romanticism does indeed try to overlap with the tinsel romanticism of Hollywood and
        of the lurid pulp magazines. Rousseau, that French-speaking Swiss with the most German of hearts, wailed that
        he did not wish to “die without having lived” (“mourir sans avoir vécu”). This wish became the daily
        prayer of his admirers, the German romantic school. This wish, in its most universal and normally human
        expression, is summed up in Flaubert’s character of Madame Bovary and in Thomas Mann’s “ little Herr
        Friedemann.”7 How desperately they
        did not want to “ die without having lived,” these characters, both fictional and real! Their “bovarism ” — a
        quite indispensable word — implies a definition of “ Life ” (with capital “ L ”) which is hardly scientific and
        can only be described as romantic.
      


      
        Germany’s most immortal and most influential personification of this definition of “ Life ” is Goethe’s Faust.
        The early, still “ erring ” Faust of Part One has had an incalculable influence on German minds — indirectly
        even, as we shall see later, on German politics. Not prosaic-factual but
        intoxicating-ecstatic is the romantic definition of Life. For the cult of Life means “ dynamism,” key word of
        romanticism and of nazism. This ecstatic definition of Life underlies Faust’s famous reference to “living
        Nature” (“die lebendige Natur”), surely accompanied, we can almost visualize, by a “ dynamic” gesture,
        by some broad and generous sweep of his arm. The same definition underlies Faust’s “ Let us hurl ourselves into
        time’s dynamic sweep [Rauschen] ” and his:
      


      
        I have long been disgusted with all knowledge.
        

        In the depths of natural-sensuality [Sinnlichkeit],
        

        Let us appease burning passions.8
      


      
        No romanticist, whether in real life or in fiction, whether in private emotions or in public statesmanship, is
        ever reconciled sanely and classically to experiencing or dominating solely a partial aspect of the things of
        this earth. Old Doctor Faust, too, moans that he has never really lived. Though it would be sacrilege to say so
        to Goethe-snobs (those philosophical blood-suckers of Goethe’s greatness), the Faustian and Hollywood
        definitions of “ really living ” mean identically the same thing on their separate planes. They mean: knowing
        all and, ah, experiencing all. This pother of the German Faustians about really living is a more snobbish and
        pretentious version of the bored American shopgirl on her day off who vaguely yearns to Go Places and Do
        Things.
      


      
        Faust makes his famous wager with the devil: Mephistopheles is to “satisfy” Faust at the price of his soul. To
        “ satisfy ” him, Mephisto rejuvenates him into a hot-blooded young cavalier, ready alike for heroic or amorous
        adventure. Yet the plain and universally ignored fact of the matter is that Herr
        Doktor Faust inherently can’t get very far in this business of living fully (of “ intoxication ” and “deep
        sensuality”) for the simple reason that he is prevented by his incurable habit of turning all such raw life
        into a metaphysical debauch, an orgy of abstract theorizing. Such a soul even Satan’s most luscious wiles are
        powerless to seduce long from his “ dark urge ” (“ dunkler Drang ”).9
      


      
        To be sure, Faust loves and destroys blonde little Gretchen. But ultimately even that stirring tragedy is so
        much grist for further philosophizing. Faust constantly forces Mephisto, the grand seigneur who is
        bored to death by such things, into subtle philosophic and moral debates until at last he exclaims in despair:
        “You’re still full of Ph.D! ” (“ Dir steckt der Doktor noch im Leib! ”)10
      


      
        And what else would Mephisto’s comment be on the recherché naturalness and folk-spirit of the Schlegel school
        or the heroic Spartan blood-baths and self-consciously “ hard-boiled ” power-politics of Professor Nietzsche,
        Professor Treitschke, Professor Lagarde, Herr Doktor Spengler (all these bovaristic souls) — what else but:
        You’re still full of Ph.D.!
      


      
        The romantic and Faustian man feels he is “missing something” — namely, simple spontaneous sensuality — and his
        vanity rationalizes this matter-of-course physical need into the highbrow philosophy of Life-worship. Let us
        not ask embarrassing questions about precisely what is meant by Rousseau, Faust, Madame Bovary, and little Herr
        Friedemann when they complain of “ missing Life ”; Freud, after all, had a word for it. Vulgarity is always
        wiser than pretentiousness, and so the cheap pulp magazines serve to pierce the smoke-screen of philosophic
        rationalization. The following typical quotation from a pulp magazine throws more
        light on the romantic Life-cult than many a smooth-paper philosophical journal.
      


      
        The quotation ends a thriller in Fantastic Mysteries describing the last hour of the last two
        survivors at doomsday (when the universe explodes apparently just in time to save the trembling-voiced
        character named Eastwood from the somewhat demonstrative Alice):
      


      
        “ Kiss me! ” she whispered suddenly, throwing her arms around his neck. “ Hold me in your arms. I want you to
        love me — now — now…. Let us live a little at the very last!”
      


      
        “ This is the end, Alice, … of human life,” said Eastwood, and his voice trembled.
      


      
        “I don’t fear it, not death. But I have never lived. I have never felt or known anything. I
        have always been timid; — and I’ve almost wished for suffering rather than to be … dead, as I’ve
        always been. I’ve never lived, and now we must die together! ”
      


      
        A strange passion intoxicated him as his lips met hers, an intoxication and passion more poignant for the
        certainty of coming death…. She looked at him, her eyes shining with softness….
      


      
        “Try to face it bravely,” stammered Eastwood.11
      


      
        How refreshingly the shopgirl level of this pulp quotation strips naked that fancy mystic meaning which “ Life
        ” has for certain timid inhibited intellectuals! However, Life generally includes far more for romantics than
        the hearty phallism of pulps and D. H. Lawrence. Generally Life has the broader, more grandiose meaning of
        all instinctive life-forces, of mother nature as a whole. To worship nature’s allness as God, as so
        many German romantics did and do, is the heathen religion known as pantheism. Their
        modern pantheism is a more philosophic version of the nature-worship of the pre-Christian Teuton Wotanreligion.
        The pantheists’ god is the direct opposite of the Christian and Jewish God, who, in contrast, stands separate
        from and above the natural life He created.
      

    


    
      “The Weight of Too Much
      Liberty”


      
        Some readers may object that the stress on schizoid polarity in German minds, on inner swings of the pendulum,
        is inconsistent with stress on the German craving for discipline, authority, ruthless order. But is it
        inconsistent? Is not, rather, the excessive and traditional discipline by the German state the direct product
        of the excessive lack of inner discipline of the individual German? In Germany as in America the increase in
        centralization of state power is the process by which the state is sucked into the vacuum created by the
        default in responsibility of the individual citizen. Anarchy and tyranny are merely opposite faces of a single
        coin.
      


      
        The key to modern German psychology is nineteenth-century romanticism. Is this thesis refuted by the dominant —
        or erstwhile dominant — role in Germany of something so unromantic as Prussia and Prussianism?
      


      
        Actually, through most of their history Germans considered Prussia the least German of German states. They
        considered Prussia merely the crude semi-Slavic Praetorian Guard of the German northeast border. Prussia was
        not accepted as a German model nor as the dominating German state until well on in the nineteenth century — the
        romantic nineteenth century — and that is just the point: Germans accepted authoritarian Prussianism
        so enthusiastically precisely because it was so un-German. They accepted it as the
        opposite extreme, the needed overcompensation, of what they unconsciously sensed as their most dangerous and
        most typical quality: their intoxication with chaos, their anarchic Faustian romanticism.
      


      
        But even in this reaction Germans could not escape themselves. In fact, nothing is more typical of the chaotic
        romantic temperament than this very attempt to escape from itself into the prison of limitless
        authoritarianism.
      


      
        Germans have a strange habit of fleeing not from prisons but into prisons. Wordsworth, the English Lake-school
        romantic, found salvation in that same process when he reacted against the excessive freedom of his youthful
        “French ideas.” He expressed that reaction, more perfectly than anyone before or after, in his pæan to the
        narrow stone “cell” as the sweetest refuge from “the weight of too much liberty.”12
      


      
        “ Stone walls do not a prison make,” or at least not nearly so unbreakable a one as — words. The cell into
        which generation after generation of German romantics have finally fled from liberty’s weight is a word-cell.
        Their cell is their fanatic faith in some rigid authoritarian dogma, whether of church or state.
      


      
        This apparent paradox behind German discipline has found its most striking summary in no German writer but in
        America’s widest-read feminine columnist. “ The German does not accept discipline because of a neat love of
        order. He accepts it the way a drunkard delivers himself into a sanitarium. He wants some one to impose it on
        him because he cannot impose it on himself.” Because his inner polarity makes him “ anguished,
        divided, at loose in the cosmos,” he finally welcomes a nation-wide prison camp, for
        prison at least gives him “ four walls and a routine.”13
      


      
        The masses worship a prison-camp type of state with fanatic hysteria so long as it saves each of them,
        as romantic individuals, from his inner mental and emotional anarchy. But let Hitler take warning! Once the
        German Volk grow long accustomed to the prison they yearned for, they will yearn — and act with boundless
        violence — to get out again. Invariably, and sooner than expected, their temperamental polarity undergoes its
        pendulum-swing from tyranny back again to — freedom or chaos?
      

    


    
      The Three Assumptions


      
        In the official periodical of the German romantic school, in 1798, Friedrich Schlegel defined romanticism as “
        an evolving universal-poesy … in a state of becoming.” Keep this definition in mind, especially the term “
        evolving ” and the stress on “ becoming ” as opposed to “ being,” for I shall try to show that these terms have
        lethal political consequences today as well as harmless poetic ones.14
      


      
        After his conversion to classicism the great Goethe warned Germany against the future menace of romanticism’s
        lack of form and law. Goethe pontificated his own definition of romanticism with all the bitterness one might
        expect from a former semi-romantic: “ The classical I call the healthy, and the romantic the diseased.” Yet
        romanticism, especially in its broader, world-wide aspects of revolt against reason and law, is not a “
        disease.” A disease by definition is an abnormal condition. The romantic impulse is normal, all too normal. Its
        very normality, its being so typically human a failing, makes it a far deeper and
        more permanent menace to human society, to intellectual, emotional, and political stability, than any
        disease.15
      


      
        Romanticism has a far more consistent internal logic than might be expected of an anti-formal movement. At its
        base are three sweeping assumptions of dubious logic. They may be conveniently though arbitrarily called
        mathematical fallacy, repetition, and false analogy. References to them will recur as
        leitmotivs throughout this book. Un-romantic philosophies often accept one or even two of the tenets. The
        unique essence of romanticism is that it combines all three inextricably.
      

    


    
      The Mathematical Fallacy


      
        In mankind’s ordinary, Euclidean mathematics, the whole must always equal the sum of its parts. In romantic
        mathematics, the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. This first romantic postulate may be restated as
        the ideal of organic synthesis on all planes, what some philosophers call the hypothesis of “ emergence ” or “
        creative synthesis.”
      


      
        Let us keep in mind, throughout, the historical background of the original romantic school. The romantics were
        partly right in attributing the vicious side of the great French Revolution — namely, its chaos and its
        consequent ghastly bloodshed — to the disruptive effects of destructive rationalist analysis.
      


      
        The original romantic school and modern nazism triumphed in part for the same reason. Both were welcomed by
        many as a synthesizing counter-poison to the alleged disintegrating effects of an aggressive rationalism. The
        French and Russian world-revolutions were the respective bêtes noires. The
        French and the Jews were the respective bogy men.
      


      
        Romanticism was the most influential literary movement in German history, penetrating and transforming every
        single aspect of human society. It had the courage to call its aim “ a universal synthesis.” This synthesis was
        applied philosophically and religiously, scientifically, poetically, politically.
      


      
        Philosophically and Religiously. — The philosophy or religion most typical of the romantic school is
        vitalistic pantheism. This is illustrated by the very title of the book by the influential romantic philosopher
        Schelling: World-Soul (1798). The universe is greater than the sum of all its parts and contains a
        vital omnipresent spirit which analysis can never find. Schelling defines the entire universe as a single
        indivisible “ organism.”16
        Romantic philosophy, especially Sehelling’s, was moulded by Goethe, himself only temporarily a romantic. Goethe
        loved to hyphenate “God-Nature” (“Gott-Natur”) as one unified organism. A. W. Schlegel’s university
        lectures on vitalism helped to romanticize the youth of Germany and Austria. Today Henri Bergson’s philosophy
        of the élan vital is the famous French application of Germany’s old romantic tradition of vitalism.
      


      
        Scientifically. — Science was told to treat nature organically rather than mechanically. Analysis has
        been invariably coupled with the adjective “destructive” by romantics. By dissolving the whole into its
        component parts, scientific analysis is accused of losing that invisible force which makes the whole greater
        than the total parts. Synthesis was set up for science as the counter-ideal to mechanistic analysis. This was
        the message of Fichte’s theory of science. Its importance is shown by the fact that
        the German romantic school’s official magazine in 1800 hailed Fichte’s organic theory of science as one of the
        three “ greatest tendencies of the age.” The other two were the French Revolution (the counter-credo to
        romanticism) and the romantic Part One of Wilhelm Meister (Goethe’s prose counterpart to the Part One
        of Faust).17
      


      
        Poetically. — The repercussions of the organic view upon literary content are obvious. A simple
        example is the amount of space which all romantic literature devotes to deeply felt scenic beauty. Vitalistic
        pantheism is what makes romantic poets of all nations feel so “ at one ” with so-called nature. Less obvious
        but no less significant are the repercussions of the organic view upon technical form.
      


      
        The difference between neo-classic and romantic techniques is the difference between the static and the
        flowing. The typical neo-classic poem is atomistic; it consists of distinctly divided lines or couplets. The
        romantic’s typical poem is quite as organic a unit as his universe or his political society.
      


      
        In our own English literature the two most familiar examples of this contrast are Dryden and Pope versus
        Shelley and Keats. Pope’s famous Essay on Man consists of self-sufficient rhymed couplets (“heroic
        couplets”) making perfectly good sense each by itself. The opening ten couplets can be read in reverse or
        mixed-up order and still remain satisfactory. In contrast, the couplets of Keats and Shelley flow into one
        another so that their order cannot possibly be changed: they are organically welded.
      


      
        Politically. — When this organic approach was applied to state or nation or race instead of to
        universe or science or poem, the result was political romanticism. Without it Hitler’s Third Reich is
        inconceivable. But the political application only followed after the aesthetic
        application, under the stress of the wars against France; and so our earlier attention to aesthetic and
        philosophic romanticism, far from being irrelevant to nazism, is its historical introduction.
      


      
        Rousseau, the Swiss semi-romantic, coined the two contrasting phrases: “ general will” and “ will of all.”
        These his German admirers used all too successfully to bolster up their organic view of the nation. The will of
        all is the mere sum of citizens’ individual (atomistic) wills, what modern democracy deems synonymous with the
        will of the people. The general will is the indivisible state-organism’s vaster will, what nazism deems
        synonymous with the will of the people.18
      


      
        Living at the height of French rationalism, against which he only partly revolted, Rousseau never intended the
        general will as the sheer mysticism it became in Germany. The catch is that no objective criterion exists for
        deciding correctly what man or party is the true interpreter of the state’s voice. Counting noses in elections
        is ruled out as mere will of all. Consequently, the general will, though never so intended by the more liberal
        Rousseau, became in Robespierre’s French Revolution the mask for the republican Reign of Terror and became in
        Hitler’s German Revolution the mask for limitless anti-republican despotism.
      


      
        Innumerable writers of all lands have used terms treating the nation as an indivisible organism, but these were
        generally only useful and picturesque metaphors for the need of national unity. To German political romantics,
        however, the organic state was not metaphor but concrete reality. The recognized political oracle of the German
        romantic school was Adam Müller, just as the Schlegel brothers were the joint literary oracle. Adam Müller
        called the state “ a vast individual enveloping all the little individuals ” and
        called human society “ solely a single noble and complete person.” He wanted the state to cease being an “
        instrument in the hands of a person ” and to become, instead, “ a person itself, a freely evolving whole,” to
        which all citizens must piously sacrifice their mere individual freedoms.19
      


      
        Novalis is usually remembered as the greatest of romantic ivory-tower poets; but he, too, illustrates the
        all-embracing quality of Germany’s romanticism, which applied the principles of its “ universal-poesy ” to all
        planes, including politics. Impatient foreign critics have again and again dubbed nazism “ political insanity.”
        That is praise rather than insult to many a German romantic. Novalis rhapsodized that “collective insanity,” in
        contrast with individual insanity, “ceases to be insanity and becomes magic.” Its magic is holy; he elsewhere
        compares it with that of God: “ From each true state-citizen glows forth the soul of the state, just as in a
        religious community a single personal God manifests Himself as if in thousands of shapes.” Novalis defines each
        citizen as a mere “ limb ” of the state organism, which is “ alive and personal.”20
      


      
        More familiar examples are Hegel’s evolving state organism, incarnating God’s idea, and Fichte’s totalitarian
        national-socialism. Hitler’s speeches and Mein Kampf are a lowbrow version of political romanticism.
        Here the race instead of the state is the mystic whole greater than the total of its parts, welded by purity of
        blood. The democratic parliamentary system would atomistically divide this welded
        unit into separate parties. The Volk unit’s general will speaks only through its oracle of the Führer.
      


      
        This romantic metaphysics of race organically unites possessors of the same blood even when they live in
        separate states. Thus were sown in nineteenth-century thought the seeds of ceaseless future wars. In order to
        justify war against sovereign states with German minorities, the Nazi periodical Rheinfront said in
        1937:
      


      
        Primarily we are not citizens of states but racial comrades. The certificate of state citizenship is an easily
        exchanged possession, but membership within one’s Volk is something immutable, granted by God…. The law of
        blood-brotherhood … produces a great community of German kind which has its members in all states of the world
        and which finds its proud refuge and kernel in the Reich of Adolf Hitler.21
      

    


    
      Repetition


      
        The second assumption, repetition, attempts to justify the organic assumption ethically. By itself, the organic
        view is a mere statement of fact, not a judgment of value. It merely says that, for better or worse, the
        particular plane where it is applied (life, the universe, the ego, the poem, or the state) is an organic unity.
        To say so (as do certain modern philosophers of organic synthesis and the Gestalt psychologists) does
        not by itself make you a romantic. The romantic is the fellow who goes on to say: it is always good
        that the unit is organic. He goes still further to say — this is the crucial romantic credo — that it is always
        bad to let any outside law or standard, ethical or political, limit the particular unit he worships.
      


      
        Romantics who contradict one another are generally holding to the same philosophy but
        merely applying it on conflicting planes. The plane of the organic state as an end in itself clashes with the
        organic unity of the individual ego or of the pantheistic universe. Conversely, the unlimited romantic ego
        splits up the state into anarchy. The ego, in turn, disintegrates when emotions are unlimited by reason. Within
        the nation-plane itself, the unlimited nationalisms contradict and destroy one another. So do the unlimited
        free personalities within the ego-scale.
      


      
        The ethical justification and guide for conduct of any unity must come from within and not from without,
        because otherwise they would not be an organic part of that unity. But that makes romantic ethics a begging of
        the question. The organic nation, for example, is an end in itself which nothing must limit. Why? Well,
        because it is the nation.
      


      
        Similarly, on the “ life” scale, all experiences are part of an organic unity named “life.” They must all be
        swallowed whole and with smacking of lips. For they all are good. Atomistic analysis must not split their unity
        into good and bad.
      


      
        Why life for life’s sake? Always the same answer: because it is life. Nothing is being said except that life is
        life, nation is nation, ego is ego, x equals x. These modest truths have restated, not answered, the question
        of value judgment. The simplest dictionary definition of tautology is “ a useless repeating of an idea in
        different words; needless repetition which adds nothing to the sense.”22
      


      
        This romantic justification keeps trying the trick of lifting itself by its own boot-straps. This boot-strap
        logic revolutionized every field in the nineteenth century. The immediate effect was
        beneficial or harmful depending on whether the external laws that were swept away are deemed bad or good.
        Literature especially benefited when freed from neo-classicism’s restrictions. But the long-range effect was
        the destruction of objective standards everywhere. The romantic value-judgment was applied on different planes.
        Following are concrete examples of how the romantic value-judgment was applied on the diverse planes of
        so-called “ life,” art, the state, Volk, the ego, and emotions.
      


      
        So-called “ life.” — Faust we found was the most influential German ideal of the full life. The full
        life includes, if need be, your own unhappiness and the violent destruction of your neighbours. Faust prays: “
        All mankind’s portion I want to feel within myself, seize with my soul the highest and lowest, its joy
        and woe ” (italics mine).23
      


      
        Not only here, but on all scales the romantic, by rejecting all limits, is forced into the position of desiring
        the infinite as his only satisfaction. But no mortal can attain the infinite. Consequently the romantic is
        doomed to ceaseless dissatisfaction and ceaseless striving, like Faust, who finds his very salvation in such
        dissatisfied “eternal striving.” Schleiermacher, the greatest romantic theologian, significantly defined
        religion not as a system of ethical laws and limits but as “ sense and taste for the infinite.”24
      


      
        Art. — Totality of self-expression in both life and art includes expression of elements hitherto
        repressed, the morbid as well as the normal, the unmoral and even the diabolistic as well as the moral.
        Classicism fastidiously discriminates and excludes. It is far more incompatible with naturalism and realism
        than is romanticism. Romanticism, the “ universal-poesy,” for the first time made
        respectable every possible subject-matter, even the most commonplace and “ proletarian.” Modern realism,
        unromantic as it may often be, is possible only because romanticism cleared its path.25
      


      
        The State. — The organic view was valuable in unifying so loose a federation as the Germany of the
        eighteenth century and of the pre-Bismarck nineteenth century. Such an all too “atomistic” Germany was, we must
        remember, the historical context of the romantic revolt against atomism. By itself, the organic assumption, as
        propagated by the proto-romantics like Herder, was not aggressively nationalist nor morally and physically
        destructive. None of this (no revolt against external law) was in the typical quotations previously cited from
        Novalis and Adam Müller.
      


      
        The quotations from them made the bare statement that the state is a single superhuman individual. If we read
        on in these two, we watch this needed unifying force become a force of chaos at the subtle point where the
        mathematical fallacy passes into the repetition. Novalis goes on to say: “All culture springs from a
        man’s relations with the state.”26 Adam Müller goes on to say that nothing inorganic should fetter these superhuman
        individuals, the states— no human law, no league of nations.
      


      
        Novalis wanted a special uniform for the citizens of the state, especially for those who most fully incarnated
        the “ state soul.” The wearers of this uniform have turned out to be Hitler’s Storm
        Troopers, a not illogical development which would have horrified Novalis and every single one of the other
        early romantics.
      


      
        The self-justified state, like the Faustian man, must not let ethical discrimination hamper its experience of
        life’s totality. So we are not surprised to find Adam Müller end with bloody hymns to war. The result of
        Hegel’s state-worship, too, was that the state became the ethical end in itself in much influential German
        political thought. All individuals, all the external restrictions of international morality, and all the
        concretely existing internal parts of the state must be sacrificed to its mathematically non-existent whole,
        which is mystically greater than its total parts.
      


      
        Volk. — Gradually this exalted organic unity of political romanticism was applied to the plane of race
        instead of the state. Modern nordic racism is to a surprising extent a product of nineteenth-century German
        romanticism. It took the Germans to revive the old Jewish concept of a Chosen People who have been defeated,
        dispersed, and cruelly partitioned but are messianically destined.
      


      
        No romantic unity must have its organic oneness divided by external lines. The poem’s unity must not be divided
        by classical lines nor the Volk’s by class lines. No part of the Volk’s totality must be despised. In the Nazi
        labour camps all youths, rich and poor without exception, are forced to dwell together six months in the same
        Spartan circumstances. The aim is to give them, in Hitler’s words, “ a true national community feeling … and
        above all a proper respect for manual labour.” (No mention, of course, of respect for mental labour.)
      


      
        Though most early romantics, unlike Fichte, still retained functional class lines, they strove successfully to
        wear down cultural class lines. They it is who discovered and enthroned the previously despised
        folk-literature. They convinced Germany that the basic and best German Kultur lay in
        the folksongs, epics, and symbolic myths which they collected amid the aristocratic sneers of the classicists.
        These writings were claimed to be not the works of individual authors but of the impersonal force of Volk, a
        sort of collective author. This was Herder’s folksong theory. The Grimm brothers, collecting the famous
        Grimm Fairy Tales, did most to convert Germany to this theory.
      


      
        All individuals, but especially educated individuals, were ruled out as the authors of folk art. Education
        allegedly made individuals too artificial, too unprimitive. Only the indivisible primeval “Volk-soul” had the
        required creative powers.
      


      
        The mysterious dormant powers of the “common people,” the mute inglorious Miltons that bloom to blush unseen,
        have perhaps been exaggerated. In any case, the romantic Grimm theory has been completely discredited by the
        most thorough later examinations. These have exposed folksongs and the quaint, apparently “ native”
        folk-costumes as slow seepages downward from court and educated circles, as simplified borrowings from above
        and almost never as creations.27
      


      
        The first romantic generation, the Jena school of the Schlegels, Tieck, Novalis, was less important in
        propagating Herder’s ideas of folk art than was the second generation, the Heidelberg romantic school of the
        Grimm brothers and Arnim and Brentano. The latter two writers published the most famous German folksong
        collection (The Boys Magic Horn) during Napoleon’s rule over Germany. Later the great Prussian
        Minister Stein commended this single book of poems for its important part in arousing
        Volk patriotism to overthrow the French! So we see how close is the connection between poetry and politics in
        romantic Germany.28
      


      
        Arnim and Brentano declared they had taken these folksongs down orally from the lips of the common people.
        Germans believed this, basing their worship of Volk to an incredible extent on this single epoch-making book
        and its surrounding folk-wisdom cults. Since then the book’s so-called folksongs have been traced. Almost all
        were found copied from books of individual poets of the upper and middle classes. Some of the best and most “
        natural ” and “ primitive ” of these songs, supposedly collected from the ancient lore of the race, were
        secretly written by the talented Brentano himself.29
      


      
        In England the same gullible age went into ecstasies over those primitive products of the Celtic soul,
        Macpher-son’s forged Poems of Ossian. The worshipful attitude toward Volk gave tremendous impetus to
        both democracy and nationalism, the two greatest political forces of the nineteenth century, but also — via
        nationalism — to nazism.
      


      
        Ego and Emotions. — The introspective literary works of the romantics broke down the partition
        separating reason and emotion inside the individual ego. By that act romanticism brilliantly anticipated modern
        psychology. But, unlike the Freudians, the romantics exulted rather than grieved over their important discovery
        of the role primitive emotions play in supposedly objective thinking.
      


      
        The terrors and hates of the French Revolution and its wars blasted down the already
        leaking dikes of eighteenth-century rationalism. Europe was inundated by the long pent-up flow of violent
        emotions. The new emotionalism ranged from the most sensual to the most religious, generally combining both, as
        in Novalis’s mystic-sexual Hymns to Night of 1800. In contrast to the dry didactic verse of the
        eighteenth-century neo-classicists, the romantics expressed that deeper human tendency which Novalis called “
        the internally related association of voluptuousness, religion, and cruelty.”30
      


      
        The new emotionalism was one plane of romanticism completely European rather than German: “ O for a life of
        sensations rather than of thought!” exclaimed Keats in a letter of about 1820. That strain persisted throughout
        the century, growing ever more trite. Oscar Wilde in the 1890’s wrote: “ For, sweet, to feel is better than to
        know,” rhyming with “ youth’s first fiery glow.”31
      


      
        Such lines anyone, by any definition, would label “ romantic.” But that may lead to the serious mistake of
        treating romanticism as chiefly an emotional spree. Romanticism need not exalt the emotions above all else. It
        merely applies its organic and repetition assumptions to all planes, including God, universe, state, poetic
        technique, ego. On the last of these planes the whole ego must be exalted, its mind as well as its
        emotions.
      


      
        To be sure, the exaltation of emotions became tremendous in practice. With extreme intellectuals like the
        scholarly Schlegel brothers, the emotionalism was feigned and compensatory, a remedy for their own lack. More
        often it was genuine, resulting from the special historical context of the first
        romantics. Reason did not need to be exalted, because at that historical period the eighteenth-century
        rationalists had long been exalting it already. The emotions were a brave new world to explore, and the
        romantics were its most daring and deepest explorers. The ideal of their novels was the complete man, who
        experiences everything, simply everything.32
      


      
        The romantic ego is summed up in two words: arbitrary caprice. Completeness of expression includes every whim,
        whether saintly or diabolic. The ego must run the gamut of unrestricted emotional and intellectual
        self-expression. In practice romantic caprice had twin results: it made possible the rankest bohemianism; it
        also made possible a richer expression of latent abilities and new approaches in everything from art and
        philosophy to politics and war.
      


      
        The word “ conventions” is the bugbear of the ego-plane romantic. He demands that conventions and morals stop
        hampering the inspired expansion of the ego, especially the superman’s ego — that is to say, his own. He
        rightly complains that conventions too often enthrone mediocrity. But the classicist rightly responds that the
        absence of conventions always ends in a general decline of standards to even less than mediocrity.
      

    


    
      The False Analogy:
      Dynamism


      
        The third romantic assumption seems the most plausible of the three. It might be called the spirit of the
        modern world. This is the spirit of dynamic evolution, producing relativism of truth,
        of morals, of law, of — absolutely everything.
      


      
        The concept of dynamism is an old one in Germany; we shall find it fully developed already in Wagner. But Nazi
        education has dusted it off and preaches it in order to justify the Nazi immoralism and aggressive expansion.
        Hitler’s ex-aide Rauschning even calls dynamism the single basis of everything whatsoever in current Nazi deeds
        and words.33 Dynamism and
        life-worship combine in the slavish worship of so-called men of action, of change for change’s sake, of
        unceasing aggressive nihilism against all stable lines whether in thought or in international politics. The
        dynamism of old romantic theory became the dynamite of Nazi deeds.
      


      
        Fundamental are the associations of static with classic and of dynamic with romantic. Applied on all possible
        planes, the former is external law, the latter is life, using life in the romantic sense of ceaseless vital
        movement. The former favours form, the latter favours content, and like land and sea their adherents can never
        cease battling. At best, the former is peace and order, and the latter is liberating change and progress. At
        worst, the former is tyranny, and the latter anarchy. According to temperament, most men incline more toward
        one side than the other.
      


      
        Our age’s tragedy is its failure to harmonize these two battling forces, as if form and content sought but
        never found each other. Too few have acted on the truth that the two opposed ideals need each other, that life
        and law must always battle, yet cannot exist apart. Law without life is death by decay, a dry shell crumbling
        into dust at reality’s touch. Life without law is death by suicide, a tidal wave of
        chaos without direction or meaning.
      


      
        The German romantics, and the semi-romantic Herder and Goethe, were evolutionists long before Darwin. They were
        committed to the evolutionary creed long before Darwinism supplied its scientific bolsters.
      


      
        Why label this assumption “false analogy”? The romantics applied to every single human, moral, and civilized
        unit this evolutionary spirit, which they rightly discovered in many of the physical units around them in the
        sphere of unhumanized nature. Doing so, they were carrying a sound analogy unsoundly far; hence, “ the false
        analogy.”
      


      
        Neo-classicism in literature and ancien régime in politics failed to discover a sufficient place for
        change. As an attitude applicable to all planes, this negative attitude toward change will here be called
        pseudo-classicism. The romantic discovered nothing but change. His discovery proved as history-making as his
        step from the organic mathematical fallacy to the ethical repetition.
      


      
        The pseudo-classicist denies the existence of flux. The classicist proper, as here defined, never denies flux
        (certainly not in unhumanized nature) but, unlike the relativists, is guided by knowledge of something
        permanent beneath the flux. The classicist stands firmly on an island of what he deems eternal verities and
        absolute standards, crying to the tides of flux: “ So far and no farther!” But in today’s chaos he seems no
        more successful than King Canute.
      


      
        World-soul, come penetrate us! …
        

        The eternal moves onward through all:
        

        For all must decay into nothing
        

        If it seeks the static stage of being.34
      


      
        The poem of Goethe quoted above sums up the third romantic assumption. It makes clear
        the previously considered self-definition of the German romantic school: romanticism as an “ evolving
        universal-poesy … in a state of becoming.” The key words are “ evolving” and “ becoming.” Where each classicist
        treats his particular plane as being, each romantic treats his particular plane as becoming. Never, in this
        romantic false analogy, must a unit cease becoming, for the instant that it is static, it dies. By this paradox
        (despite Hamlet) “ to be ” is “ not to be.”
      


      
        As usual, we turn to Faust as our best model for romanticism. (It is also the model for classicism and
        anything and everything else, the great treasure-house of Goethe’s all-inclusive genius.) Restated in the terms
        of our definition, the wager between the devil and Faust is the contrast between being and becoming. Faust
        says: “When I cease moving, I am a slave.” Faust forfeits his soul if he “ says to the passing moment: tarry,
        you are so fair.” The angels rescue his soul because “we can save him who strives eternally.” Such salvation is
        notoriously not dependent on any ethical discrimination to discipline this striving.35
      


      
        Faust’s highest goal is to “ find torment and joy in ever moving onward, every moment dissatisfied.” Such a
        creed necessarily despises happiness. “Torment and joy,” evil and good, are all really good, because all are
        part of “ life’s ” organic totality.36
      


      
        Time and again romanticism has been correctly refuted, but it always survives its refuters. How many thinkers
        have won their spurs slaying this dragon in its myriad different names and disguises! Yet it always turns up
        again on some new plane more vigorous than ever. Its pressure of life against
        external law will always be with us. The practical question is how to allocate each to its proportionate place.
        In other words:
      


      
        Civilization’s task is not a question of destroying but of harnessing the eternal romantic element.
      


      
        Romantic striving has Schleiermaeher’s “taste for the infinite.” Form limits a unit from infinite expansion.
        Never must the living whole, whether ego or nation, freeze into form. Classicism’s static law is as deadly to
        the living organism as the dissecting analysis of French rationalism: “ We murder to dissect.” For the
        romantic, “ the law kill-eth ”; it is freedom’s strait-jacket. For the classicist, “ law alone can give us
        freedom ”37 (as Goethe put it in
        his final classic phase).
      


      
        Romantic converts thronged the Catholic church because of its apparent organic unity and its aesthetic
        stained-glass windows. But the pantheistic god whom the romantics worshipped in these apparent conversions to
        Catholicism was rarely the Catholic or Protestant God. He was more like Goethe’s earth-spirit
        (“Erdgeist”), the ceaselessly changing force of nature, “an eternal sea, a glowing life.”38
      


      
        The so-called “ mediæval Christianity ” of the romantic school really meant idolizing a Bergsonian élan
        vital, un-detached from nature, instead of the truly mediæval and Christian God, who, being moral, is
        detached from nature. Christianity is as irreconcilable with pantheism as with atheism. Part of this pantheist
        religion is the romantic philosophy of self-justified “ striving ” and “ life ”: “ Heathenism is the religion
        of will, the faith which life has in itself because it is life and in its aims because it is pursuing
        them. … The Germans have been groping for four hundred years toward a restoration of
        their primitive heathenism.”39
      


      
        All three romantic assumptions coalesce neatly whether in German paganism, poetry, or politics. The unity must
        not only be organic (first assumption) and indiscriminately accepted for its own sake (second assumption), but
        evolving in ceaseless dynamism (third assumption). The most important political application of the dynamism
        assumption is Germany’s combination of Realpolitik with Hegel’s philosophy. This combination will be
        treated in the chapter on “ Realpolitik.”
      


      
        Romantics are proud that romanticism, like life itself, is self-contradictory and eludes definition, a
        ceaseless becoming. Novalis was systematically romantic when he chose as his slogan “ systemlessness as a
        system.” We sense exultant pride behind the remark of one Schlegel to the other that any “ definition ” of the
        mere word “ romantic ” would take him 125 quarto pages.40
      


      
        The whole romantic movement stands self-condemned in a single stray sentence of Hugo von Hofmannsthal, who was
        the pre-1914 Vienna incarnate. Intended solely as aesthetic criticism, his comment on dynamism is even more
        valid in politics, philosophy, and ethics:
      


      
        “ The chief trouble with all the bad writers of our day is that they do not try to view Life from any proper
        perspective but are dictated by an absurd and positively corybantic prostration before it.”41
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    CHAPTER III


    From 1648 to 1848: The Two Souls in
    Action


    
      We see the old German nationalism after its grand flaming up in the Wars of Liberation
      (1813), after its deepest foundation by Fichte, after its explosive rise through Stein and Arndt …
      the unqualified greatness of those men who in 1813 again led Germany from the abyss to the heights.
    


    
      — ALFKED ROSENBERG, official Nazi Director of Weltanschauung1
    


    
      The Germans … with their Wars of Liberation (1813) … are to blame for nationalism, this
      disease and madness most inimical to culture…. Abolish Wagner, Bismarck, and all anti-Semites … Fiehte’s
      lying but patriotic flatteries and exaggerations…. Sluggish, hesitating races would require half a century
      ere they could surmount such atavistic attacks of patriotism and soil-attachment and return once more to reason;
      that is to say, to “good Europeanism”
    


    
      — NIETZSCHE2
    


    
      Importance of the Thirty Years’ War Today


      
        According to persistent Associated Press reports, Hitler will call his next victorious world peace conference
        at Münster. There he would avenge the Thirty Years’ War, just as he avenged the World War at Versailles in the
        early summer of 1940. At Münster in 1648 the German states signed the humiliating, disunifying peace terms of
        Westphalia, which ended that bloodiest of all European wars. The world has had dinned into its ears the German
        resentment against the Versailles humiliations of 1919. Americans have been made far less aware of the
        significance of Münster. Yet historically Hitler would be acting very profoundly in choosing Münster, because
        the Thirty Years’ War did far more than over-publicized Versailles to ruin Germany physically and to warp
        German mentality.
      


      
        From 1618 to 1648 Germany’s neighbours exploited her religious and political conflicts in order to wage on her
        soil and resources the most devastating world war in European history. By sword and by starvation this “Thirty
        Years’ War” slaughtered literally the majority of Germany’s population. The majority of her flourishing towns
        were burnt down and turned into wildernesses. The war wiped out in Germany those free institutions which the
        burghers of all lands were then building up against their political lords. Ever after, Germans have been
        backward politically in resisting all forms of statism and authoritarianism.
      


      
        Germany’s physical weakness and loss of cultural self-assurance after that exhausting war made her fall
        slavishly under French and alien influence for a century. Cultured society spoke only French and mocked
        everything German, snobbishly blind to the immortal greatness of German culture and the German tongue. This
        situation, which could not but lead eventually to an equally unjust anti-alien
        reaction, accounts for the all-important German inferiority complex. The inferiority complex expressed itself
        in bumptious sabre-rattling and in a hysterical reaction against “French ideas” and against western
        civilization as a whole.
      


      
        History yokes the future to the remote past. We must go back to the terrible Thirty Years’ War of the
        seventeenth century to understand the politics and ideas of 1940 Germany. In view of the consequences of that
        remote war, as well as the analogous and more obvious consequences of Versailles, Germany’s neighbours bear as
        heavy a guilt as Germany for much of what they rightly loathe in Germany today. They can say of the Germans
        what a great German poet has said of the Jews:
      


      
        “We lame them and then hate them for limping.”3
      

    


    
      From Herder to the Corruption of
      Nationalism


      
        Herder was the first to make German romanticists enthusiastic for the “organic, plantlike unfolding of
        Volk-souls.”4 This was toward the
        close of the eighteenth century, and his words referred not merely to Germany but to all Volk-souls. Here
        romantic politics was still in the eighteenth-century tradition of cosmopolitan humanitarianism. This was
        sloughed off during the transition from books to bullets. The right to “unfold organically” became restricted
        to the German “Volk-soul” alone. Father Jahn, the youth leader of the Napoleonic era,
        best personified this transition.
      


      
        The early romantics, from Herder up to the wars with the French Revolutionaries and Napoleon, saw the Volksoul
        chiefly as a medium for beautiful literature, as the Rousseauist lispings of the “noble savage.” But Jahn and
        Fichte were more interested in beating France and French thought than in art for art’s sake. They, and German
        leaders ever after, used this folk-literature as a political medium to inculcate nationalism in the young.
      


      
        Herder was the highminded founder of the Volk cults of both Germans and Slavs. He anthologized and encouraged
        the national literatures of every Volk impartially. His goal was the peaceful co-operation of all nationalisms.
        Ironically, his national anthologies later became the f ountainheads of both aggressive Pan-Germanism and
        aggressive Pan-Slavism.
      


      
        The crowning irony is Herder’s theory that an age of really passionate nationalism would make war impossible
        forever. Past wars he explained as the products of unnational atomistic states. But an organic national state
        would so enjoy the fruits of its unfolding Volk-soul that it would want all other Volk-souls to have the same
        enjoyments and would encourage them, too, to unfold without restriction. Herder envisaged a Utopia of perpetual
        peace in which passionate nationalisms unfolded sweetly side by side like different-coloured roses in one
        common garden.
      


      
        This goal has all our sympathies, but we question Herders faith in nationalism as the means. From Rousseau’s
        untenable faith in the natural goodness of man, Herder derived his untenable faith in the goodness of nations
        who act “naturally.” His are the romantic postulates: acting “naturally” meant unfolding organically the
        instincts of the national ego and being “freed ” from the artificial restraints of
        external law. But to classicists and conservatives the essence of freedom is these traffic lights of universal
        external law. Without these the natural and instinctive unfolding — whether on the plane of individual or
        nation — means unchecked egoism and the war of all against all.
      


      
        The goal of Herder’s nationalism was negated when Jahn angrily denounced the “love of the German for his
        foreign brethren” and glorified aggressive war.5 Yet Jahn and all later Volk nationalists through Hitler are inconceivable without
        Herder. That is why Nazi schoolbooks make Herder a chief hero. The Nazi and Wagnerian cult of the organic
        instinctive Volk could not have existed without him. Yet he would be jailed as a pacifist and internationalist
        if he lived in Germany today.
      


      
        The trouble is the old and very human one that we cannot reach our goals without using means tough enough to be
        effective. And then — the means have the disconcerting habit of getting the bit in their teeth.
      


      
        From a Herder to a Hitler! Was this corruption of nationalism inevitable or merely a tragic accident? Probably
        inevitable, but we can never really know. What we do know is that this corruption is a basic motif of the last
        hundred years. Not only in Germany but in all lands nationalism passed from the humane, the peaceful, and the
        tolerant to the war of all against all. From Herder to Hitler in Germany, from Mazzini to Mussolini in Italy,
        from Wordsworth to Kipling in England.
      


      
        The gradual stages of this downward transition should not be slurred over as negligible nuances. The descent
        inside Germany appears in three distinct stages: from the literary romantics down to the active leader Jahn;
        from Jahn down to the racial determinism and Aryan cult of Wagner and Houston
        Chamberlain; from the talkers Wagner and Chamberlain down to the rock bottom of the active leader Hitler.
      


      
        Each stage is accompanied by an ever broader class and mass appeal, requiring an ever lower and less educated
        and more demagogic common denominator. The first Volk-worshippers of the romantic school are like Marie
        Antoinette playing in the artificial “naturalness” of her Arcadian little shepherdess costume. Their
        nationalism was the sophisticated affectation of literary snobs and life-starved professors. Through them,
        nationalism saturated German literature and universities and history books. Through the universities, the
        books, the student leagues, Jahn’s storm-trooper gymnasts, and the battlefields of Leipzig and Waterloo, German
        nationalism saturated the middle classes. Then Wagner, anticipating a more industrialized age, transferred
        nationalism from middle class to proletariat, from capitalism to economic socialism. With Hitler and Goebbels
        nationalism has reached the broadest and lowest possible common denominator.
      


      
        The greatest demagogues of our age have won their proletariat — at least for the time being — to a national
        socialism. Until Hitler, nationalism seemed almost a class monopoly of the bourgeoisie. Hitler called “this
        bourgeois world … a class doomed by fate to decline.” He shrewdly observed that the earlier “Pan-German
        movement was nationalistic but unfortunately not social enough to win the masses.”6 Therefore …
      

    


    
      Importance of the “War of Liberation” Today


      
        Between revolutionary ideas and revolutionary action there is generally a lag of at least a generation. In the
        late eighteenth century, in the “Storm and Stress” school and the kindred romantic school, the psychological
        revolt against French culture was for the first time generally expressed in books. In bullets it was first
        generally expressed by what Germans call the “War of Liberation” against Napoleon. The proto-Nazi ideas which
        partly accompanied this war did not arise in a vacuum. They arose from the earth-shaking collision between the
        new social order of the French Revolution and Germany’s old social order of the eighteenth century. Smashed
        forever was the old order, but a sketch of it is here indispensable as social background for what followed.
      


      
        What was Germany really like before the physical and intellectual invasion by the French Revolution and
        Napoleon changed forever her map and her ideas? Before then even the word “Germany” is misleading. “The
        Germanys” is a more fitting label for the 360 pygmy states composing the Holy Roman Empire. The latter amiable
        anachronism may have been, as Voltaire said, neither holy, Roman, nor an empire, but it was certainly largely
        German: German in language though not yet German in united national feeling.
      


      
        Under these 360 semi-independent princelings life was easy-going, static, unadventurous. A cultured aristocracy
        flourished with gentlemanly inefficiency. The economic standards of living were low from our viewpoint, but
        really high compared with those of the earlier seventeenth century. From this mellow atmosphere, so rich with
        accumulated tradition, ripened the very finest fruits of German culture. Even the
        pettiest courts vied at attracting creative intellects. The court of the tiny Duchy of Weimar was
        simultaneously graced by Goethe, Schiller, Wieland, Jean Paul, and Herder. This is more cultural greatness in a
        feeble state of a few square miles than the whole modern German state and most modern power-states can boast.
      


      
        This fruitful but overripe culture was the product of the creative idleness of upper-middle-class humanists
        dependent on aristocratic patronage from above. The patronage was forthcoming because some of the courts —
        enough of them to keep any Goethe or Humboldt from being slave to economic needs — were models of taste and
        urbane discrimination. All this was swept away by the awakening of nationalism and capitalism in the new
        bourgeoisie. The Germanys, the land of musicians and poets, was step by step replaced by a unified centralized
        Germany, a land of far greater political power and far greater economic prosperity and yet in one sense far
        less great.
      


      
        The process of unification from atomistic Germanys to organic Germany, from 1800 to 1940, was not gradual but a
        number of abrupt jolting jumps. Under Napoleon the French took the first and largest step toward reducing the
        number of independent German states. Thereby the French unified their future conqueror for the first time and
        sealed their own doom. In 1806 the Holy Roman Empire was officially dissolved. Napoleon gave more than three
        hundred of the tiny states to the middle-sized states loyal to him. These enlarged states refused to disgorge
        their prey after Napoleon’s fall, so that the number was reduced from 360 to 39 by 1815.
      


      
        The next great jump was caused by Bismarck, who reduced the states to 25 by 1871. The Weimar Republic reduced
        them to 17, ousting the princes but still retaining much local autonomy. Hitler, though retaining some local
        state names, has co-ordinated all into one completely centralized totalitarian unit.
        Thus was the romantic dream of an intensive organic unity achieved over a hundred and fifty years.7
      


      
        In the mellow pre-1806 order there were very little active popular politics and almost no national politics.
        The old order preferred to leave what was — or seemed — well enough alone. When France’s soldiers and ideas
        killed the old order, they in some respects did a service to Germany, unifying and modernizing it and giving it
        more rational laws. All sides agree that the French Revolution and Napoleon vastly modernized Germany, and we
        can use the word “modernize” either as reverently or as sarcastically as we please, since it was a blessing but
        a far from unmixed one. Its spirit is logic, an anti-traditional and rootless logic, yet very useful and
        universally valid. The best symbol of its spirit is the metric system of weights and measures, which the French
        armies spread in their wake over most of Europe.
      


      
        At Waterloo Germany threw off French political and military rule forever. But she never threw off the influence
        of the French Revolution. She retained, along with its metric system, the revolutionary anti-traditional
        efficiency which that symbolized. The perennial German rebel against “French ideas” unconsciously retains many
        of their essentials. When he fancies he is fighting them most fiercely, he often only readjusts them to German
        needs. The most unbeatable German reply to a western revolution has always been not conservatism but an even
        more radical German revolution. This key thesis will be illustrated in Jahn, Wagner, and Hitler.
      


      
        Granted that conquest by the French Revolution and Napoleon did Germany the service
        of modernizing and liberalizing her life and laws and sowing the seeds of freer popular politics and more
        liberal ideas. But with what psychological result? Unfortunately, such unasked service, coming from external
        military conquerors, is rarely appreciated by any people, especially a proud people and one with an inferiority
        complex toward France already. As a result, the Germans felt the second of their three most crucial
        psychological humiliations, the first being the peace of misery after the Thirty Years’ War and the third being
        Versailles.
      


      
        Napoleon’s armies forced most German states to become dependencies of France. Much evidence indicates that this
        may have been to their vast political, intellectual, and economic benefit. But it was the opposite of
        psychological benefit, because it was done only partly with their consent. Crushed by the battle of Jena of
        1806, Prussia, the proudest-minded German state of all, was yoked to France. Its territory was dismembered.
        Berlin was occupied by French troops. German patriots swore vengeance.
      


      
        The nationalism of this great and tormented land has ever after been excessively intolerant, the desperate
        counter-irritant to excessive injustice from its neighbours. Humiliations under France engendered in the
        peaceful, unnationalistic Germanys emotions analogous to those engendered after 1919 by Versailles. The former
        injustice produced Jahn as the latter helped produce Hitler. The former led to the War of Liberation; the
        latter ended in the 1939 war against the unsatisfactory Polish settlement.
      


      
        It is significant that the schoolbooks of monarchic, republican, and Nazi Germany alike exalt the War of
        Liberation as Germany’s most glorious war. The reason is that this revolt against French rule in 1813 united
        almost all the Germanys in a common cause for the first time in modern history. To be
        sure, nationalism was already a political objective in the Germanys before the War of Liberation. German
        nativism played an important part in Martin Luther’s revolution against the Latin Renaissance culture and
        against the internationalism of the Catholic church. Despite all that, the Volk state as the be-all and end-all
        of social life did not become the fanatic goal of many important German leaders till after defeat and
        humiliation from Napoleon.
      


      
        Thus considered, Jena becomes one of the most decisive battles of modern history. By winning it the French won
        perhaps the most costly Pyrrhic victory of modern times. Their physical victory, accompanied by their
        aggressive intellectual influence, became a social catalyst. This French catalyst changed German nationalism
        for the first time from æsthetic dilettantism to political dynamite. Hard to conceive fully without Jena and
        without the subsequent War of Liberation are many of the political and intellectual developments which made a
        Hitler even remotely possible.
      

    


    
      A New View of the War of
      Liberation and of the Revolution of 1848


      
        During 1806–15 the idea of thoroughly reorganizing the Germanys on nationalist lines for the first time
        captured the imagination of an influential group of Germans. This was led by the students, professors,
        gymnastic societies, and literati. This early nationalism is generally and mistakenly deemed the necessary
        concomitant of nineteenth-century liberalism, simply because both revolted against the conservative
        internationalism of the Hapsburg Chancellor Metternich. Actually, certain of these early German nationalists
        are more in harmony with Hitler’s radical totalitarianism than with the bourgeois
        liberalism of the intervening years.
      


      
        Nazi historians like Alfred Rosenberg and all Nazi schoolbooks violently denounce Metternich and the
        “Metternich system”; that hardly makes them liberals. We must distinguish between two types of
        nineteenth-century revolutionists, often overlapping. The first group are those who revolted against the old
        Metternich order because it was, in their opinion, too oppressive. The second group are those who revolted
        mainly because it was international and who preferred a nationalism that would turn out to be many times more
        oppressive.
      


      
        Only the former group should technically be labelled “liberals.” The second group of rebels tended toward an
        organic and totalitarian Volk state and were romantics. The first group were rationalists, individualists,
        constitutionalists. That is, they wanted what Wagnerites not quite fairly call an “atomistic society.” A fairer
        definition would be: a society where the individual does not exist for the state (not even for a classless Volk
        state), but where the state exists for the individual and hence has its power limited by a constitution, by
        inalienable civil liberties (Bill of Rights), and by rule of law instead of arbitrary men.
      


      
        Against the common enemy both groups of rebels joined. The irreconcilable difference inside their own camps
        they tragically ignored or minimized. This confusion, which began in the anti-Napoleonic wars, even continued
        into the 1860’s and 1870’s. For example, Treitschke (and to some extent Houston Chamberlain!) considered
        himself a liberal, what he called a “national liberal,” because he loathed the old order of international
        conservatism. Yet today we see that his aggressive war-exalting nationalism and anti-Semitic Aryan cult are
        more like nazism than like what the west knows as liberalism.
      


      
        The German Revolution of 1848 is generally and falsely called a liberal revolution,
        as if it were part of the same world-wide movement that caused France’s liberal revolution of 1848. The
        immediate cause of both revolutions was the same: the middle class’s increasing resentment against the
        Metternich system and the latter’s decreasing ability to defend itself. But the long-range cause of 1848
        Germany was not French liberalism but the very opposite: the revolt of the War of Liberation against the ideas
        of the French Revolution.
      


      
        Napoleon was taken by hostile Germans less as the symbol of dictatorship than as the symbol of the French
        Revolution’s rationalism, liberalism, and legalism, as introduced into Germany by the Code Napoléon. These are
        the very isms which Hitler stamps out. Napoleon’s rule, despite its evils, never left the fold of western
        civilization. Hitler is the culmination of anti-western Kultur, of romanticism’s revolt against Napoleon, the
        “good European.” Hitler and Napoleon are direct opposites as cultural symbols. But it seems futile to hope that
        journalists will desist from their superficially plausible but absurdly misleading comparisons of the little
        Corsican and the little Austrian, who is even labelled “the second Napoleon.”
      


      
        Outwardly the German rebels of 1848 (even Wagner at first) still used the phrases of atomistic liberalism and
        constitutional democracy because these were the correct and fashionable phrases of the time for all
        anti-Metternichians. But inwardly many, possibly most, had already passed from that phase into the phase of
        organic nationalism. The time has come to revise those history books which call 1848 the “international liberal
        revolution.” That is only true of France. So far as Germany is concerned, both 1848 and the War of Liberation
        are better called nationalistic revolutions with a thin liberal veneer.
      


      
        Ever since Bismarck’s ruthless war of 1870, the German Revolution of 1848 has, in
        contrast, become to Germans the stock symbol of the pacific Herder brand of nationalism. In reality, the German
        ’48 was already then, in part, of the aggressive brand of nationalism. Its first deeds were intolerance of all
        other nationalisms. It waged war against the Danes over the Danish King’s partly German, partly Danish state of
        Schleswig-Holstein and threatened with Germanization the independence of Czechs and Poles.
      


      
        Germany’s Revolution of 1848 is best summed up as a pathetic muddle. It was led by what were literally
        “absent-minded professors.” Like so many frustrated pedants, many of them were disciples of the famous romantic
        school of 1800, which they hoped to translate from poetry into political reality by passing resolutions. The
        revolution’s schizophrenic muddle is what rendered it impotent against the swift counter-revolutions of the
        Hapsburgs and of the conservative aristocrats. In its crises its leaders could never make up their minds
        whether they were revolting for the sake of cosmopolitan liberalism (“French ideas”) or for aggressive
        nationalism.
      


      
        Until 1933 many western liberal historians assumed that all German revolutions must be liberal simply because
        all other western revolutions of the nineteenth century happened to be liberal. Such historians (for example,
        Hazen8) assumed that a German
        revolution must have the same liberal goal as they themselves. This mistake is a typical nineteenth-century
        provincialism. Too many modern liberals have never emerged intellectually from the nineteenth century. For
        example, Woodrow Wilson. Instead of preserving in modernized form the international Danubian community of the
        Hapsburg Empire, he Balkanized Europe into rabid little nationalist states because he still shared Mazzini’s dreams of keeping nationalism liberal.
      


      
        Even today books subsume Jahn, Wagner, and 1848 under the cliché heading: “liberal revolt” (against scapegoat
        Metternich). In contrast this book presents evidence linking them to the Nazi revolt against western freedom.
        But in fairness to the free half of the German heritage, never forget how many other Germans did stay true to
        the west (i.e., freedom-minded and parliamentary, whether as liberals, conservatives, or democratic
        socialists). Freedom predominated on verbal or conscious levels in 1848 over authoritarianism; the former was
        top current, the latter undercurrent; in 1933 top current becomes undercurrent, but not even the Hitler terror
        can stop their periodic alternation from being the essence of German culture…. Our next chapter deals
        with Jahn and is the first study of him to appear in English.
      


      
        1961 postscript: The great German Catholic historian, Franz Schnabel, now writes, “Because [Germans]
        lacked a genuine tradition, romanticism contrived a tradition for them. Jahn and the applause he gained were
        warning signs of the unhistorical and destructive results this new tradition would have.”9 And five years after the publication of
        Metapolitics, the great Wagner biographer, Ernest Newman, now similarly confirms our Jahn-Wagner link.
        Newman calls Jahn’s definition of Volk “essentially the same definition as Wagner’s” and adds: “These views
        were not original or even peculiar to Wagner … the seed of all of them is to be found in Father Jahn … Jahn
        anticipated the Nazi mentality … was an anti-semite … approved the public burning of books … yearned for a
        Führer … believed in ‘blood and soil’ as fervently as Wagner and Alfred Rosenberg.”10
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    CHAPTER IV


    Father Jahn, the First Storm Trooper


    
      In Jahn arose another world, a new human type…. “Only the overthrow of the nineteenth century by National
      Socialism has enabled us to see freely and purely the figure of Jahn.”
    


    
      — BUNGARDT, a Nazi historian, 19381
    


    
      As inventor of the word “folkdom,” Jahn is the natural starting-point for every analysis of the concept of
      Volk.
    


    
      — THEUNE, another Nazi historian, 19372
    


    
      Friedrich Ludwig Jahn, whose ideas and deeds best typify the combination of romantic ideas and social changes in
      the early 1800’s, was born in 1778, son of a Protestant preacher. The birthplace was a small town in the province
      of Priegnitz, part of the ancient Brandenburg nucleus of the Kingdom of Prussia. He evolved from local Prussian
      provincialism, for which he wrote a pamphlet in 1800, into the broader German
      nationalism for which he volunteered in the anti-French crusades of 1806 and 1813. During 1796–1802, he had been
      studying at the famous old universities of Halle, Jena, and Greifswald. His doctor’s degree he received in
      philology at Leipzig in 1806 for a book on the German language, which he later strove to “purify” of all
      un-Germanic words. His university years, above all, steeped him in the basic assumptions of the romantic school,
      in its new credo of Volk and of “organic versus atomistic society.”
    


    
      Jahn earned his living as a private tutor, public lecturer, and school teacher; he also received Prussian
      subsidies for agitating the masses against Napoleon. In 1811 he organized among young students his first
      gymnastic society and simultaneously his first secret nationalist society. As his huge beard grew in dignity and
      length, his youthful gangs, who worshipped him fanatically as a Führer, gave him his famous nickname “Father
      Jahn.”
    


    
      Father Jahn’s life is one of ceaseless wandering through Germany, orating and writing on behalf of German unity.
      In 1819 the Prussian government, joining the conservative anti-nationalist reaction of the “Metternich system,”
      suddenly arrested Jahn as a dangerous rebel. For a few years he was dragged from prison to prison; and even after
      his release his movements were restricted to limited localities under police supervision, until the advent of a
      more friendly Prussian king in 1840. At the age of seventy Father Jahn was chosen as a delegate to the
      revolutionary national parliament of 1848. There the former extremist now was called too conservative by the new
      generation of nationalists, and there he saw his lifelong dream of German unity chattered away. He survived by
      only four years (till 1852) his slain hopes.
    


    
      The
      German Jacobin


      
        The French invaders destroyed the old order of Frederick the Great’s time in Germany. What would replace it?
        Under Stein, the Prussian Minister, the most efficient reforms of the French Revolution were introduced
        peacefully from above by that revolution’s worst enemies. Fanatic nationalism plus sane social reform was the
        dual creed of Germany’s bright young men. So long as Napoleon threatened externally, the enfeebled old order
        had to let these men of ideas take over internally. After Napoleon fell, the old order under Metternich began
        to oust and crush them; they had served their purpose.
      


      
        But getting rid of them was easier said than done. The consequences of their work from 1806 to 1819 have
        moulded Germany to this very day. During those years Father Jahn was nationalism’s storm-centre. By 1819, when
        he was jailed, his agitation had permanently shocked the middle class and the intellectuals out of their former
        aloofness from politics. Ever after, much of Germany’s future was shaped by those college and high-school lads
        who had learned Jahn’s gospel from his lips and his organizations.
      


      
        Jahn’s conservative critics damned him as a “German Jacobin.”3 “Jacobin” was a fighting word in those days. It meant a radical who attacked the
        very basis of the old system Metternich was rebuilding. Jahn was ferocious in his denunciation of the new
        revolutionary doctrines which France was spreading over the world, just as Hitler denounced the revolutionary
        doctrines spread by Russia. But Jahn denounced “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity” probably not so much for its revolutionary implications but because it was written in French.
        In just that fashion the Nazis denounced the Soviet’s “bolshevism,” “godlessness,” and “terror” not because the
        Nazis are any less state-socialist, anti-Christian, or violent, but because Russia is a rival and Marx a Jew.
      


      
        With the “true German costume” of his books and speeches, Jahn was actually clothing many of the “dangerous
        French ideas.”4 Jahn’s program was
        German Jacobinism in the same way that Hitler’s program is Brown Bolshevism. Jahn was at first beamed upon by
        conservative Prussian authorities just as Hitler, before his gradual expropriation of German capital, was
        beamed upon by the capitalist Thyssens. Only after years of financial and propagandist support5 did the German authorities suppress Jahn and
        his young Storm Troopers as “revolutionary national-Jacobins.” Too late — the snowball had begun to roll.
      

    


    
      Volk as a New Basis of German
      Life


      
        Even a passionate nationalist like Treitschke called Jahn a “crude peasant” and a “noisy barbarian.” Coarse and
        boisterous Jahn was, but not for lack of education and intelligence. He was frank and unsophisticated in
        speech, offensive and unpolished in manner — as a matter of policy. To him virtue meant the tough,
        straightforward nordic in contrast with the sly French dandy. Goethe satirized this attitude in Faust
        through the character of a young romantic enthusiast who exclaims: “In German you’re a liar if you’re polite!” Ever since, German nationalists have quoted this line as if Goethe meant it
        seriously. When a low varlet plays the boor, that is unpleasant enough. An intelligent and educated man like
        Jahn could think up a thousand brand-new vulgarisms. His boorishness was a refined art!6
      


      
        By 1815 Jahn permanently wore the “true German costume” of his own invention. This invention was a hermitlike
        gown of unbleached cloth into which he wanted to force all German citizens.7 The Nazi brownshirt achieves his dream of a
        distinctively national dress for civilians; but Jahn’s invention was a far more sloppy affair:
      


      
        Jahn’s long hair, which had turned gray in a single day after the battle of Jena, hung down uncombed upon his
        shoulders; his neck was exposed, for the servile stock and the effeminate waistcoat were equally unsuitable for
        the free German. The low-cut neckband of his dirty coat was covered by a wide shirt-collar. With great
        self-satisfaction, he extolled this questionable get-up as “the genuine Old German costume.”8
      


      
        Thus clad, Jahn swaggered through the streets of conquered Paris, whither he came in the entourage of Prussian
        officials. Staff in hand, with hair and beard flowing in the wind, he harangued crowds on the virtues of
        unspoilt primitive Teutonism. His proudest exploit in the French capital was to climb its Arc de Triomphe and
        knock the tuba from the mouth of the goddess of victory. And why not — were not Vandals a primitive Teutonic
        tribe? Gleefully Jahn quoted French journals which dubbed him “Chief of the Corps of
        Vengeance.” At the Congress of Vienna he contrasted dramatically with the suave diplomats.9 Jahn’s self-dramatization had this advantage: it
        hypnotized fellow enthusiasts even though its absurdity repelled detached observers.
      


      
        Jahn’s cult of primitivism and of Teuton boorishness was accompanied by the most grotesque phenomena. Logical
        young extremists began dressing in bear-skins, as did Jahn’s acquaintance Sand, who killed an anti-nationalist
        writer with a primitive dagger. Jahn himself, while a student, lived for a while in a cave, scorning such
        decadent artificialities as houses. From his cave, like a besieged caveman of the Stone Age, Jahn would roll
        huge boulders down on jeering throngs of anti-nationalists. After Jahn became a nationally famous leader, his
        young fanatics would roam the streets like bands of Storm Troopers. Each band would surround and hoot at any
        outnumbered passers-by who looked un-German or too well dressed or gave signs of French politeness. Thus
        Teutonic heroism thrived again and the Volk-soul was “regenerated.”10
      


      
        The gymnast Jahn and the poet Arndt were called “the popularizers of the teachings of the Volk-soul.”11 A parliamentary committee of the
        German Diet classified Jahn’s German Folkdom of 1810 with Fichte’s Speeches to the German
        Nation of 1808 as “the spiritual godfathers of the newer Germany.”12 Both works were written while French troops still
        occupied Germany; this background accounts for the fanatic bitterness of Jahn’s and Fichte’s nationalism.
      


      
        Fichte’s work was limited in its appeal by its abstruse metaphysics. Jahn’s book
        offered a more practical program, in colorful demagogic style. General Blücher, the German co-victor at
        Waterloo, called Jahn’s book “the Germanest verbal gun [sic].”13 German Folkdom is half-way between scientific scholarship and
        demagogies — that half-way point which sounds so thrilling and convincing to the half-educated.
      


      
        Jahn’s credo was that the unconscious force of Volk shapes all history. To describe this force Jahn coined the
        word “folkdom” (Volkstum), today one of the most important Nazi words. Folkdom he called “that which
        the Volk has in common, its inner existence, its movement, its ability to propagate. Because of it, there
        courses through all the veins of a Volk a folkic thinking and feeling, loving and hating, intuition and
        faith.”14
      


      
        Cosmopolitanism Jahn spurned because “humanity appears nowhere by itself pure and simple but only as incarnated
        by folkdoms.”15 The Greeks and
        Germans are “humanity’s holy people.”16 Later Hegel devoted many volumes to describing how Greeks and Germans, in turn,
        incarnated God’s idea. “How odd of God to choose the Jews,” German nationalists seem to wail, when the Germans
        would make a Chosen People so much superior.
      


      
        Jahn attempted no new philosophic foundation. Almost all his ideas derive from the German romantics, in whom he
        was steeped. The romantic school’s organic assumption, when applied to the plane of nation and in the context
        of the war with France, produced Jahn’s book Folkdom.
      


      
        Folkdom is devoted to methods for nationalizing Germany’s way of life or, rather, “awakening” its
        allegedly innate nationalism. Without Hitler’s cynicism, the book foreshadows
        Mein Kampf by its shrewd outline of propaganda techniques and educational indoctrination. So does
        Jahn’s appeal for biological Volk purity.17 “Animal hybrids have no genuine power of propagation, and hybrid peoples have just as
        little posterity.” “The purer a people, the better; the more mixed, the worse.” Every Volk should lead an
        isolated existence. The founding of a world government “is the last moment of humanity.”18
      


      
        Volk is the only true basis of a state. “A state without Volk is nothing, a soulless artifice,” wrote Jahn. “A
        Volk without a state is nothing, a lifeless frivolous phantom like the vagabond gypsies and Jews. Only state
        and Volk in one make a Reich. Its power of survival is its folkdom.”19 Today that sounds more trite than startling,
        although attempts to change the map of Europe on that basis will always mean chaos and war. Metternich, the
        Hapsburg Chancellor and urbane “good European,” first viewed more with amusement than horror “that newfangled
        notion of nationality.”20 But
        even in his own day it became the most frightening reality of modern progress.
      

    


    
      From Provincialism to
      Nationalism


      
        Jahn’s original creed was not nationalism but provincial Prussian patriotism.21 Not till Prussia’s isolation caused her
        annihilation at Jena did Jahn see German unity as the sole salvation against Napoleon. He witnessed that
        battle; he said its horror turned his beard grey!22 He now damned the boundaries separating the Germanys.
        Traditional local patriotism must be exterminated to make way for Jahn’s national patriotism. His reaction to
        Jena was typical of that of thousands of German leaders. Jena was the vision of Damascus converting many
        thousands of provincialist Sauls into nationalist Pauls.
      


      
        But the “particularism” of Bavarians, Prussians, Saxons, Swabians, Austrians had roots so much deeper than the
        new nationalism that Jahn’s dream had to wait a whole century. Hitler is the first German strong enough to
        abolish the old provincial names and lines. After union with the Reich in 1938, the thousand-year-old name
        “Austria” was changed to “East Province.” Today separate Bavarian or Prussian or Austrian loyalties are
        treason. Hitler’s speeches constantly rage against alleged English plans of again splitting Germany into
        Germanys.
      


      
        To overcome patriotism for the old provincial capitals like Munich and Berlin, Jahn planned to build a
        new national capital. He located it with mathematical exactness at Germany’s geographical centre and
        named it “Teutonia.” For efficiency, he drew new local subdivisions along natural lines to replace both
        arbitrary and traditional lines. Jahn knew where national tradition must end and efficiency begin.23
      


      
        All these recommendations smack of the departements of the French Revolution. These, too, broke up
        France’s old provincial lines. Extremely radical for his time was Jahn’s demand for unification (preferably
        under Prussian leadership). It meant the overthrow or subjection of most of Germany’s old established ruling
        houses.
      


      
        The prophetic Metternich warned that the anti-French wars enabled “the revolutionary spirit” to hide “under the
        veil of patriotism.” Among the eager Germans, “hatred of the military despotism of
        Bonaparte” too often became linked with hatred of “the legitimate power of their masters.” “Prussia,” concluded
        Metternich, “committed a grave fault in calling to her aid such dangerous weapons” as nationalism.24
      


      
        In his German Folkdom of 1810 Jahn seemed content with uniting Germany proper. In 1814 his war
        experience inflated his demands. He now added the Swiss, the Netherlanders, and the Danes to the Germanic
        peoples to be incorporated. Germany’s central position, he pointed out, makes her the battlefield of Europe
        unless she is armed to the teeth and fanatically united.25 In a war-torn world, there was logic in this demand. Since Jahn’s day, the idea
        has been expanded into Hitler’s concept of Lehensraum.
      

    


    
      Mass Participation, Führer, and
      Abolition of Class Lines


      
        Jahn proposed a new nobility of merit. The traditional nobles must do more than “count their ancestors.” They
        must earn new titles of merit. The new nobility must be open to even the humblest-born citizen because
        “Volkhonour makes every member of the Volk a man of honour.”26 Like Hitler and unlike Junker nationalists, Jahn knew that fanatic nationalism
        can be long sustained only by a mass movement enabling the lower classes and the uneducated to reach the top.
        Good citizens, Jahn decided, are only made through mass participation in government.27
      


      
        Does this make Jahn a sincere partisan of representative government? Most liberal
        historians think so, and beam upon his youth movement. They overlook his dictatorial tendencies and his
        enthusiasm for some coming German Führer. Invariably Jahn was suspiciously vague about the powers and functions
        he would actually grant the Reichstag.
      


      
        He was less interested in one form of government or another than in a strong, united, nationalist government,
        no matter whether parliamentary or dictatorial in form. Therefore his views on form of government varied with
        the changing needs of the moment. He was never a liberal nationalist or a republican. Generally he favoured a
        centralized national monarchy with advisory parliament and constitution. Rut when exasperated, he favoured a
        dictator.
      


      
        In 1814 Jahn called for a “unity-creator,” an unparliamentary dictator, a Führer. By 1814, experiences had
        proved to him the strength of provincialism. He wanted a Führer to burn it out by Hippocrates’ cure for cancer:
        “What medicine does not heal is healed by iron; what iron does not heal is healed by fire.” Half a century
        later Bismarck orated that problems are settled by “blood and iron” and not by parliamentary chatter. Jahn said
        of his “iron and fire” Führer: “The Volk will honour him as saviour and forgive him all his sins.”28
      


      
        The logic of organic nationalism leads to collectivism, to mass levelling and socializing. Jahn’s slogan:
        “Participation of the individual in the happiness and suffering of the whole,” had a social goal similar to
        that of the favourite Nazi slogan: “Collective good before individual good” (“Gemeinnutz vor
        Eigennutz”).29 Only the
        unity of the masses with the state, preached Jahn, can clothe “the skeleton of state”
        with “the warm flesh and blood of folkdom.” “The longing for unity is the first self-consciousness of an
        awakening Volk…. One God, one Fatherland, one House, one Love!”30 Thus Jahn. The official posters of
        Nazi plebiscites: “One Volk, one State, one Führer.”
      


      
        Jahn demanded universal national citizenship not for the sake of liberty but for the sake of spreading
        nationalism. Nationalism is best spread by the “participation of individuals in the happiness and suffering of
        the whole.”31 To “remove
        separating factors,” Jahn would abolish class privileges and Germany’s feudal traditions; “there is but one
        Master: the state.” Jahn called for such reforms as free ownership of land for all.32 These reforms were soon introduced into Prussia by
        Stein. Both Stein and Jahn wanted to unite the army with the broad mass of citizens and wanted a common
        public-school education for children of all classes. Jahn was equally against class lines and provincial lines.
        Class consciousness splits the organic unity of Volk into class atoms.
      


      
        Prophetic of Hitler are the grounds Jahn lists for depriving a German of citizenship in this coming nationalist
        Utopia. Three of Jahn’s “criminal” grounds are: besmirching the honour of the Volk in foreign lands, marriage
        with an unnaturalized foreigner, and remaining a bachelor while healthy, potent, and capable of supporting a
        family.33 The citizen must serve
        the state with pen, loins, and spade. Jahn would be pleased that Hitler not only bans interracial marriages but
        subsidizes intraracial breeding.
      

    


    
      Nationalism Versus Christianity


      
        Nationalism is our century’s new pagan religion. This development was prophesied by Heinrich Steffens, a more
        moderate romantic than Jahn. Watching Jahn’s gymnasts march by like Storm Troopers, Steffens feared that “this
        vague German patriotism was taking on a religious character and becoming ever more threatening.”34
      


      
        Political nationalism clashes with Christianity in Germany more than elsewhere. The historical reason is that
        religion has overlapped politics in Germany more than elsewhere. The very term “Holy Roman Empire” indicated
        inextricable overlapping. The historical fact that Germany did not become either all Protestant or all Catholic
        has had tragic consequences. The Catholic-Protestant split was a major cause of the terrible Thirty Years’ War.
        Ever after, this split was encouraged and exploited by Germany’s neighbours — especially exploited, Jahn
        correctly charged, by French intervention.35
      


      
        Therefore Jahn demanded a single united German church, purged of international ties. “The church should not be
        placed above the state, nor under it, nor next to it; it should be integrated with it.” By integration, Jahn
        meant fusing church and state into organic unity.36 His state is a Volk state nationalizing private and public activities in
        all-inclusive (totalitarian) fashion. How can religion escape such state co-ordination? In practice, Jahn’s
        term “integration” would work out not so differently from Hitler’s integration of Pastor Niemöller into “free
        positive Christianity.”
      


      
        True Christianity Jahn identified with what he called “northern Christianity.” Son of
        a Lutheran preacher, he charged that Luther’s “northern” Christianity was being plotted against by scheming
        un-nordic Jesuits and Hapsburgs. Jahn used Christianity rather conveniently to justify the traditional German
        expansion eastward (Drang nach Osten). Germany’s mission was to Christianize — by conquest — the
        “inferior” Slavs and Baits of the east.37
      


      
        Neither Jahn nor Hitler have much interest in questions of Christian dogma except on political grounds. Their
        basic dogma is strictly secular: folkdom.38 Ever since Henry VIII, England, too, has had a national church — but not subjected to
        a totalitarian framework. As sweeping totalitarians, Jahn and Hitler would actually go much, much further than
        Henry VIII, whom they profess to imitate.
      


      
        Jahn and Hitler are far-seeing and wise in trying to end Germany’s bloody feud between Catholic and Protestant
        sects. At last Hitler has achieved this great feat of unifying them: not by the “German Christianity” he set up
        under Müller, who proved a failure, but by persecution!
      


      
        Jahn’s term “integration” provokes two questions: Would Christianity still be Christian without its dogma of
        universal brotherhood? Are the modern nationalist values compatible with either Protestant or Catholic
        Christianity? In the act of throwing the first stone at Hitler, let nationalists of all countries pause to
        answer these questions.
      

    


    
      State
      Education to Indoctrinate Folkdom


      
        Jahn insisted on the same elementary state education for children of all classes. His political motive for this
        was twofold: to break down class prejudices and to nationalize the masses. Universities, too, were to become
        vehicles of folkdom. His was a broad concept of education, including both culture for its own sake and
        propaganda. In the development of nationalism in every and, state-controlled universal education has proved the
        most reliable agency for nationalizing the masses.39
      


      
        Nietzsche once defined nationality as people who read the same newspapers. The language a man reads is the
        medium for his indoctrination. That is why all nationalists stress language. Jahn helped found Germany’s first
        “Language Purification Society.” An example of the results is that because “university” is a word of un-nordic,
        Latin origin, one of Jahn’s disciples replaced it with the name “Institute of Mental Gymnastics.”40 The Nazis are consciously Jahn’s
        disciples in purging German of foreign words.
      


      
        Today German is the basic language of all Germans, as a matter of course. Not so in Jahn’s day. French was the
        language of culture and diplomacy. Frederick the Great’s court dismissed German as “that coachman’s language
        (Kutschersprache).” Right through Jahn’s lifetime, nobility and middle class trained their children in
        French. Herder and the romantic school’s interest in folksongs paved Jahn’s way by reviving German as a
        language for polite society.
      


      
        The differences in grammar and language-structure between German and French may help
        determine the characteristic national differences in thought-structure and philosophy of life between the
        Germans and the French. That is why Jahn was so worried about Germans who also spoke French. A typical example
        of Jahn logic: “Man has but one mother; one mother tongue is enough for him.” French for Jahn
        was the language of gay seducers. “Unhappy Germany,” he wailed, “neglect of your mother tongue has been
        fearfully revenged upon you…. This language [French] has rendered impotent your men, led your children astray,
        dishonoured your wives.”41
      


      
        In 1817 Jahn thundered to a lecture hall crowded with Berlin’s most polished society: “The father who lets his
        daughter learn French is just as good as the man who apprentices his daughter to whoredom.” A Prussian officer
        in the audience took offence at thus being called a pimp for letting his daughter brazenly conjugate French
        irregular verbs in public! The result was a cause célèbre, with further pressure by the Prussian
        government to hush Jahn. Such incidents typify the coarseness of speech which Jahn urged as Teutonic.42 Herder and many of the romantic
        school cultivated the folksongs and traditions of all nationalities. Jahn turned this broad cultural
        interest into narrow, anti-alien politics.
      


      
        To instil proper national sentiment into pupils, Jahn proposed a whole new series of books and anthologies.
        These were to include German songs, the sagas of German heroes, and a national bible of folkic Weltanschauung.
        The purpose of this, later fulfilled by Nazi educators, was far more political than literary.43
      


      
        Jahn wanted to popularize as well as nationalize art.44 He would probably stroke his long beard in
        approval over Hitler’s Munich “House of German Art.” The bronzed and sturdy nordic lads and lasses would be to
        his taste. To Jahn, folkdom is not only a subject for art but the object of art.
      


      
        As the best means for schools to inculcate folkdom, Jahn urged the study of history. “The Fatherland’s history
        inspires to deeds by its living example.”45 Hitler in Mein Kampf lists the two decisive influences of his schooling:
        “First, I became a nationalist. Second, I learned to grasp and to understand the meaning of history.”
        Hitler lauds his favourite teacher for not “rattling forth historical facts” but finding “the forces” which
        shape history. “When Hitler speaks of … history as the science which demonstrates that one’s own people is
        always right, he is echoing Jahn.”46
      


      
        History that “inspires to deeds” by “its living example” can be read in the elementary texts of every land. Are
        not our own professional patriots ever alert for allegedly un-American texts? Goethe said: “Patriotism corrupts
        history.” Madariaga’s attractive cure for nationalist war is to make every Hans and Gretchen read only French
        history texts and to bring every French child up on German histories.
      


      
        Jahn viewed his program for national public education with nineteenth-century optimism: “The effects of such a
        German popular education will be infinite…. Popular education is the true spiritual creator of the Volk.” A
        people thus organically united can never be destroyed by foreign conquests.47 Hitler’s educational ideas as expressed in
        Mein Kampf “are in part the common property of all who have gone to school
        and in part the legacy of Jahn.”48 The nationalizing effects of a century of state education bear out Jahn’s predictions
        and plans.
      

    


    
      Nationalism in Action


      
        Jahn’s agitation helped achieve in action the theories of his book German Folkdom. His nationalism in
        action took three chief forms: the gymnastic societies, the volunteer Free Corps, and the fanatic nationalizing
        of German student leagues. These three institutions first infected German youth with the virulent germ of
        activist nationalism.
      


      
        As the “Father” of gymnastics, Father Jahn is a national saint of the Nazis. In an unpolitical form, decent
        innocuous Turnvereins in Milwaukee and St. Louis continue his work. Gymnastic societies of Slav
        patriots still imitate Jahn’s organization. Till Hitler’s occupation, the gymnastic Sokols
        indoctrinated Czech nationalism. Jahn’s gymnasts personified that anti-intellectual “regeneration” which
        ivory-tower intellectuals were demanding. Jahn combined patriotism with good health to make boys physically and
        spiritually fit for national war against the French conqueror. When not training them in mock battles, he was
        marching them off to lectures on the old Nibelungen saga. Under the very noses of French officers and spies,
        active nationalism was being bred.
      


      
        Jahns gymnasts (Turner) were dressed in special uniform. “With the gymnast costume, every distinction
        of rank automatically disappeared.” His boys were very noisy and jeered at youths who did not
        participate,49 Jahn’s aristocratie enemies complained that he was turning polite middle-class youngsters into
        ruffians. In other words, he fired their enthusiasm.
      


      
        When the government called for anti-French volunteers in 1813, most of Jahn’s youthful enthusiasts followed him
        into the Free Corps.50 The
        government then subsidized his activities. His gymnast craze spread rapidly. In Jahn’s home territory, Berlin,
        the craze reached its peak in 1817 with 1,074 participants. The same year two important universities gave Jahn
        honorary degrees.51
      


      
        But reaction was growing. Jahn’s gymnasts were allied to other radical nationalist groups. Moderates feared all
        this as a menace to the new peace and order of 1815. In 1817 and 1818 two vigorous paper battles stirred all
        Germany: the “Berlin gymnastic feud” and the “Breslau gymnastic fight.” Most leading intellectuals were forced
        to take sides. Breslaus learned society, before which a Jahn disciple read an inflammatory pro-gymnast paper,
        was thrown into a riot. The society was dissolved in consequence.52
      


      
        Under pressure from Metternich, the King of Prussia closed down the gymnastic fields.53 They were eventually reopened under careful
        government supervision (after Jahn was jailed, in 1819). The real fight was not about physical education but
        about the nationalization (today, read “radicalization”) of youth. In 1818 Metternich warned Prussia: “The
        gymnastic institution is the real training ground for the university mischief…. The inventor [Jahn], the
        invention, and the execution come from Prussia…. The lower institutions are like the branch lodges of a mother lodge. One has to grasp the evil by the roots.”54
      


      
        Jahn’s youths were both civilian gymnasts and volunteer soldiers in the Free Corps against France. From this
        combination sprang the concept of what are now known as Storm Troops. The concept was foreshadowed by Jahn’s
        peace-time bands of organized youth. Wagner in 1848 and Röhm in 1933 wanted to organize all civilian masses
        into an amateur political army. From old Teutonic lore and from the military success of the French Revolution’s
        “nation in arms,” Jahn and fellow nationalists reach a common conclusion: an awakened mass of patriots is
        invincible!55 The practical
        result was universal military training throughout Europe.
      


      
        Under the old order in Germany, middle-class society had abhorred militarism and the soldier’s life.56 Frederick the Great would not let
        the bourgeoisie become officers because he felt a tradesman class lacked the requisite aristocratic “sense of
        honour.” For the non-commissioned ranks, only country oafs and ruffians would dream of volunteering and then
        only as mercenaries. Jahn swore to change all that. In national-Jacobin fashion his book Folkdom
        imported the French Revolution’s concept of a “nation in arms.” From above, Stein’s brain-trusters introduced
        these class-levelling reforms in Prussia.
      


      
        Meanwhile from below, Jahn’s network of agitators started converting the whole German middle class to the
        glories of service in the ranks. Reorganized by the reformers, Prussia took up arms to avenge Jena. Prussia
        proclaimed the famous “Free Corps” of volunteers against France. It was a successful experiment in tapping a
        broader level of national enthusiasm. Middle-class volunteers were also evoked from
        non-Prussian states by Jahn in order to make the Free Corps a unifying national force.57
      


      
        Jahn was tipped off in advance of the Free Corps proclamation. His disciples circulated quietly through German
        universities and skilfully prepared the ground. When the call to arms was trumpeted, student volunteers
        streamed from all German provinces. Jahn himself was given command of two incomplete companies. He enlisted,
        equipped, and helped train enough men for a full battalion— one third of the entire Free Corps!58
      


      
        Napoleon paid the movement sufficient attention to curse Jahn because of his volunteers.59 Their military value was slight.60 Their real importance was in filling the
        young volunteers with unquenchable fanatic nationalism. To volunteer was the bath of fire for which
        life-starved and Faustian souls yearn. A typical sentimental incident records that a slender maiden was found
        dead on the battlefield; in story-book style, she had disguised herself as a boy.61
      


      
        The Free Corps was a unique collection of students and their professors, scientists and preachers, exotic poets
        and drab government bureaucrats; all volunteered. Professional soldiers distrusted this undisciplined horde.
        Its implication of a politically united nation made the separate German states tremble. Therefore the
        national Free Corps was deprived of its independence and eventually split up among the armies of the independent separate states.62 Jahn’s dream was foiled for the time being.
      


      
        Originally, Jahn intended the Volk army to be purely defensive. His book on Folkdom piously denounced
        “aggression” — so long as the aggressor was France and not Germany. But like many German nationalists he found
        the peace of 1815 intolerable to Germany’s political interests. He now thundered: “Germany needs a war of her
        own in order to feel her power; she needs a feud with Frenchdom to develop her national way of life in all its
        fullness. This occasion will not fail to come….”63 It came long after Jahn’s death. Only by such an anti-French crusade could Bismarck
        in 1870 unite Germany at last.
      


      
        Nationalist sentiment in the universities reached the pitch of frenzy after the War of Liberation.64 Returning from the Free Corps,
        students organized nationalist fraternities. Thirty years later it was the Herr Professors (these same boys
        grown up) who led the 1848 Revolution for German unity.
      


      
        A chief spiritual godfather of these nationalist student leagues was Father Jahn. In his own university days he
        had fought the aristocratic fraternities (Landmannsschaften) because they were organized on the basis
        of separate provinces. In 1811–12 Jahn and a collaborator had proposed the organization of national
        student leagues (Burschenschaften), but Fichte had turned the idea down. During Free Corps days Jahn
        again preached the idea to all, and at last it was put into practice.65
      


      
        From their very start, Jahn was the idol of these noisy new fraternities. Many units imitated his draft
        constitution. His disciples led in founding them. In turn, these national student
        leagues were the most active supporters of gymnastics. Throughout Germany the leagues co-operated against their
        foes. Jahn’s student influence was sometimes direct, sometimes indirect through his network of middlemen. He
        and the poet Arndt were worshipped hysterically; so much so that Metternich vowed to free Germany from what he
        called the “dictatorship of such men as Jahn and Arndt….”66
      


      
        Jahn had lit a stick of dynamite under the ivory tower of German universities. The effect was permanent.
      


      
        Student hysteria reached its climax in the fanatic book-burning episode of 1817. Jahn from afar was its guiding
        spirit. At the Wartburg castle gathered a stormy youth congress of student representatives from all Germany.
        They fed to huge bonfires the reactionary and anti-national books most hated by Jahn, amid frenzied nationalist
        resolutions. Nazi book-burnings consciously imitated Jahn’s notorious deed.
      


      
        Both horror and enthusiasm shook central Europe after the Wartburg youth congress. Most moderates now turned
        against Jahn.67 He could no
        longer control the forces he had set in motion. The youth he inspired went far beyond his approval in their
        radicalism.
      


      
        An example of such radicalism is the revolutionist Folien. This debonair madcap finally had to flee to America,
        where lie charmed Harvard tea-parties and to this day has a street near Harvard named after him. Prophetically
        Folien called Jahn’s gymnast movement the future “Storm Troopers” of a future nationalist seizure of
        power.68
      


      
        As an agitator Jahn did many propagandist jobs for the government before 1815. He
        wrote and distributed influential leaflets appealing to the common people. Prussian ministers took him along to
        the Congress of Vienna to drum up nationalism whenever it happened to suit their policy. In this he was their
        tool — so they thought. But when nationalism no longer suited their policy, their tool not only refused to stop
        but now turned his nationalism against them. Against the aristocratic Austrian and Prussian governments Jahn’s
        totalitarian nationalists now often made common cause with those liberal and republican rebels with whom Jahn
        is generally and mistakenly identified in English and American history books.
      


      
        In 1819, on partly false charges of revolutionary conspiracy, the aristocratic Prussian government threw Jahn
        into jail.69 He was victim of
        that general anti-nationalist repression whose pretext was the Sand incident. Karl Sand, an insane student
        acquaintance of Jahn’s, had murdered a reactionary anti-national playwright in horrible fashion. Waving his
        bloody dagger, Sand had vainly proclaimed a nationalist revolution against all the existing German governments.
        Metternich, conservatism’s Cassandra, was frankly ecstatic with delight over this assassination plot. It
        justified all his gloomy warnings. It gave him his long awaited pretext for the famous and highly debatable
        “persecution of demagogues” that followed.70
      


      
        Till 1824 Father Jahn was clamped in semi-confinement. Thereafter a police supervision to restrict his travel
        and conduct generally succeeded in keeping him from touring the universities and from
        organizing and agitating. Upon regaining comparative freedom under the new Prussian King in 1840, Jahn
        denounced internationalism as bitterly as ever but had to pose for safety’s sake as a far more conservative
        nationalist than before.71 Until
        the Revolution of 1848, Prussia still continued to ban or control public gymnastics in order to wipe out the
        secret student societies and grand-opera conspiracies for national unity which accompanied Jahn’s setting-up
        exercises.
      


      
        The nationalism of Jahn’s movement was partly — and only partly — linked with anti-Semitism. Occasionally
        tolerant, at other times Jahn vented the coarsest sort of fury upon all Jewry. German anti-Semitism in the
        early nineteenth century was partly a social and economic reaction to the liberalized laws of Stein, which
        opened to Jews professions previously barred.72 Napoleon won much Jewish support inside Germany by bestowing civic equality upon Jews
        in the German lands he conquered. From those days dates the modern German concept of Jewry as a Trojan Horse,
        as a stab in the back, which has been exploited to the hilt by Hitler.73
      


      
        When not busy addressing delegations of gymnasts, Jahn campaigned against the large-scale emigration to America
        as sapping the Volk’s blood. He lived to see the Revolution of 1848. He became an elected delegate to its
        revolutionary Frankfurt Diet, where he was trotted about with his long white beard by the younger nationalists
        as the living symbol of their movement’s continuity.74
      

    


    
      The
      Importance of Jahn’s Heritage in 1941


      
        As early as 1810 Jahn had foreseen and popularized the totalitarian implications of the organic Volk state.
        Ever after, he demanded that the state subordinate every institution, every thought and deed, to enhancing
        aggressive nationalism. In this he is the father of the Nazi system of education.
      


      
        Much of Nazi Germany would horrify Jahn personally, just as he was shocked in his own day — too late — by the
        extremists inevitably produced by his agitation. But Jahn, boor by policy, was die first to demonstrate the
        inherent barbarism of modern nationalism-in-action, in contrast with Herder’s humanitarian
        nationalism-in-literature. Hitler’s Director of Weltanschauung, Rosenberg, cites as leitmotiv for his book on
        “The Coming Reich” the words on Volk of Father Jahn.75
      


      
        Jahn’s lasting importance was bringing violent nationalism from a few intellectuals to the broad middle and
        lower middle classes. Not even he reached the lowest classes, the peasants and proletarians, because there were
        then no politically aware masses to respond. The logical final step, of nationalizing even the proletariat,
        awaited the national socialism of Wagner and Hitler.
      


      
        The young men inspired by Jahn — in Free Corps, in gymnastics, in national student leagues — became
        nationalism’s germ-bearers. These same young men later permeated all German life and made solid, lasting
        institutions of Jahn’s dreams. In the schools, taught by these middle-class teachers, the broader masses in
        turn were nationalized. On that foundation Hitler built his house.
      


      
        Today the organic state utterly subjects all individuals to the whole. This whole is
        now deemed incalculably “greater than the sum of its parts.” These new ideas and attitudes of romanticism were
        first popularized by men like Jahn. Potential in his Volk state lurked the Germany of 1941. He and his comrades
        of the War of Liberation form the connecting link between romantic folksong and efficient folk-army.76
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    CHAPTER V


    Siegfried: The Metapolitics of Richard
    Wagner


    
      German youth honours in Wagner a dictator … in the name of the “Chosen People” the Germans! Wagner belongs to
      the demagogues of art, knowing how to play upon the instincts of the masses and thereby knowing how to win over
      the instincts of such youths as crave power…. Wagner became now an oracle, a telephone from the other world…. I
      like not the agitators dressed up as heroes [like Siegfried] … the anti-Semites who excite the blockhead elements
      of the populace. The invariable success of intellectual charlatanism in present-day Germany [1887] hangs together
      with the desolation of the German mind, whose cause I look for in a too exclusive diet of papers, politics, beer,
      and Wagnerian music, not forgetting the condition precedent of this diet, the national vanity, “Germany,
      Germany above everything.” … Richard Wagner [is] leading us to ruin.
    


    
      — NIETZSCHE (1887)1
    


    
      At a typically fashionable American concert of Wagnerian music a speaker explained the
      concert somewhat like this: “Here in free America we honour tonight not the Germany of Hitler, of dictatorship
      and persecution, but the Germany of Richard Wagner, of free art and racial tolerance and democracy/’ My mind
      could not help straying to the Wagner festivals going on at that very same time in “the Germany of Hitler.” In
      1933, on the day the Nazis seized power, they had ordered Berlin to celebrate by performing Wagner’s
      nationalistic opera Die Meistersinger as nazism’s official artistic symbol. Which is right in claiming
      Wagner as its symbol, the fashionable American school or the Nazi German? Let the evidence of Wagner’s own works
      decide.
    


    
      The evidence presented in these pages, substantiated by documentary sources in the notes, exposes Wagner’s warped
      genius as the most important single fountainhead of current Nazi ideology. His incalculably influential political
      writings and orations are little known to Americans and to most Germans. Though widely circulated, his proto-Nazi
      tirades, published in his official Bayreuth magazine, scarcely reached the broader masses directly. How, then,
      can his ideas be so influential? The explanation is that his ideas saturated the masses indirecdy, through his
      popularizers.
    


    
      The popularizers of his ideas, and those of his good friend the racist Gobineau, were known as the “Wagner
      circle.” After the maestro’s death in 1883, this became known as the Bayreuth circle. The most familiar names of
      the Wagner and Bayreuth circles are Wagner’s widow, Cosima, his son Siegfried Wagner and son-in-law Houston
      Stewart Chamberlain, and their friends Alfred Rosenberg, Dietrich Eckart, Goebbels, and Hitler.
    


    
      Rosenberg later beeame the official Nazi philosopher, and Eckart was an amusing drunken
      poet of Munich’s bohemia. In his spare time between drinks, Eckart was a leading founder of the original Nazi
      party and taught his young disciple Hitler the Chamberlain-Wagner theory of Aryan racial purity. In 1923, Eckart
      brought young Hitler into the fold of Frau Wagner’s Bayreuth circle.
    


    
      The purpose of the two chapters on Wagner here presented is threefold: first, to explain Wagner’s change from
      pedestrian, everyday politics to his more soaring metapolitics; second, to co-ordinate and define as precisely as
      possible his vague metapolitical ideas; third, to indicate their importance for Nazi Germany and the world.
    


    
      These pages must strictly exclude all discussion of Wagner’s music qua music (even though Thomas Mann
      recently wrote: “I go a little farther than Peter Viereck. I find an element of nazism not only in Wagner’s
      questionable literature; I find it also in his ‘ music’”2).
    


    
      The intense emotional subjectivity behind Wagner’s philosophy must be stressed vigorously. The “one great need of
      his life” was his “lust for domination,” an aspect in which he closely resembles Hitler.3 To what does Wagner frankly attribute his petulance
      against Bismarck’s empire of 1871? Partly to governmental thwarting of his whim to greet the returning army
      personally with a self-composed victory hymn!4 He was not joking when he remarked to a friend: “Bismarck is certainly a great
      politician but not a great man, for he has no comprehension of Bayreuth.”5 This subjective and egocentric approach is
      typical of Wagner from beginning to end.
    


    
      How shall we classify Wagner’s ideas and his psychological development? On this score his biographers and critics
      of all schools are for once unanimous. His fiercest enemy, Nordau, calls him “the last mushroom on the dunghill
      of romanticism.” His ablest admirer, Thomas Mann, finds “the concept of the romantic is still the best label for
      him.” In between are literally dozens of such tides of Wagner studies as, for example, The Romantic Structure
      of Wagners Cogitation. Quite correctly, Wagner himself stresses his kinship to the German romantic school by
      his terminology, operatic themes, literary allusions, and basic postulates. He worships the first romantics, be
      it noted, for “arousing the Volk spirit in the War of Liberation.”6
    


    
      “French Ideas,” 1830–43


      
        “At one bound I became a revolutionist,” said Wagner of the second French revolution, that of 1830.7 It was his first step from music into
        politics. He became also a democratic internationalist. Like young Mussolini, young Wagner once wrote manifestoes against the “vanity” of nationalism.
      


      
        Wagner was then a student at the University of Leipzig. There he was inspired with world-revolutionary zeal by
        the dashing Polish refugees from czardom. Simultaneously he was inspired with national-revolutionary zeal by
        his membership in the national student league (Burschenschaft) which Father Jahn had founded.8 Which of the two zeals would win out
        in Wagner?
      


      
        During this first period Wagner’s most ardent zeal was still the international one which the French Revolution
        had stirred in him. In his first published essay, 1834, he prayed that “the master will come who writes in
        neither Italian, French, nor German fashion.” Instead, art’s mission is to rise above “national vanity” to a
        “feeling of universality.” In such a mood Wagner moved to Paris in 1839, hailing it as the capital of world
        culture, “the capital of free France, where a press exposes all wrongs, where only merit wins applause.”9
      


      
        Steeped in what Germans call the “French ideas ” of rationalism and atomistic liberalism, Wagner then called
        himself proudly an “anti-mystical materialist.” Philosophically he belonged to Feuerbach’s “Young Hegelians.”
        Feuerbach, connecting link between Hegel and Marxism, preached a more materialistic and socialistic version of
        Hegel. Politically, Wagner sympathized with the self-styled “Young Germany” group, whose leaders (Heinrich
        Heine and Börne) were actually Jewish exiles in Paris. There they wittily challenged sentimental German
        patriotism from their more utilitarian and rationalist criteria. Among his Parisian compatriots, Wagner was
        influenced musically by his chief patron, the Jew Meyerbeer; intellectually, by the
        Jew Heine.10 An anti-Semite in
        theory, Wagner had a reputation for preferring Jews to other Germans as his intimate friends.
      


      
        The facts about Wagner’s birth, now known at last, must be frankly uncovered, not as gossip but for the sake of
        psychoanalysing the origins of his projection complex toward Jews and his revolutionary inferiority complex
        against the “respectable” aristocratic world. In 1938 Henri Malherbe’s authoritative French study11 proved beyond reasonable doubt that
        Richard Wagner’s real father was not his mother’s husband, Frederick Wagner, but the allegedly Jewish actor
        Ludwig Geyer. Ancient hotel records, recently uncovered, prove that Wagner’s mother during her husband’s
        lifetime had been living with Geyer during secret trips out of town.
      


      
        At almost the same time Herr Frederick Wagner died, and she married Geyer. In his “respectable” autobiography,
        full of pious forgeries, Richard Wagner names Frederick Wagner as his father. But the original unre-touched
        draft of Richard’s autobiography names Geyer as his real father, according to Nietzsche (who had seen it),
        unpublished letters, and several published sources — an admission Richard also made to his Isolde, Mathilde
        Wesendonk.
      


      
        Probably no drop of the Wagner family’s blood ever flowed in young Richard’s veins. But it is far from probable
        that Geyer was of Jewish extraction, despite the fact that Richard himself was unsure and anguished on that
        score. Also despite the following piquant fact: Wagner’s rivals in anti-Semitism in
        his own day published cartoons of Wagner with so-called Semitic traits and editorials damning his operas as
        “Jewish music,” simply because Wagner, for some curious reason, was the favourite musician of German Jews as he
        became of Hitler! The question of Wagner’s “race” should, of course, in a civilized or democratic community, be
        of little importance. Yet events have lent it vast importance (it decides whether or not he can be played in
        Germany today).12
      


      
        Consider also Wagner’s emotional inclination for certain habits of luxury and unmanliness. (Nordau even
        ludicrously concludes: “Richard Wagner is in himself alone charged with a greater abundance of degeneracy than
        all the degenerates put together.”) Consider those mysterious imported perfumes from Paris, those ermine gowns
        and brocaded roses, his lace shirts and satin street clothes. With the projection
        theory in mind, we are not in the least surprised to find his works consistently exalting nordic Spartanism and
        damning the luxurious and effeminate decadence of the French. Demanding the annihilation of “luxury-era vers”
        in life or music, he thunders that “the luxury of the upper classes feeds only on the strangulation of the
        lower, labouring classes.” As usual, he is really condemning and projecting his own self.13
      


      
        By 1842, after three years in Paris, Wagner’s inevitable anti-French reaction begins. His Autobiographical
        Sketch of 1843 accuses Frenchmen of “making music only for gold.” Note already the Wagnerian leitmotiv of
        gold, symbol of materialism in his operas, symbol of Judaism and French decadence in his metapolitics. In
        France he “had not only suffered material miseries; his idealism had been outraged.” The 1843 autobiography
        ends with a sincere explosion: “For the first time I saw the Rhine. With hot tears in my eyes, I, poor artist,
        swore eternal fidelity to my German fatherland.”14
      


      
        What caused the young internationalist of 1839 thus suddenly, in 1843, to recognize his emotional need for a
        German fatherland? The answer lies in his remark that “what awoke my longing for my German homeland was the
        feeling of homelessness in Paris.”15 He himself recognized this as a longing to become an organic part of a greater unity
        that is trusted and beloved. Here is the key to his transition toward metapolitics: rationalistic atomism would
        not satisfy his emotional needs, his lonely “homelessness.”
      


      
        Ever after, his longing was to fuse organically with his own Volk. “It is the
        Volk-soul that speaks through Wagner,” suggests Thomas Mann (sceptically); “he is only its mouthpiece.”16 To be the mouthpiece of the Volk
        organism (non-existent, as it happens), that was certainly Wagner’s lifelong ambition. As with so many extreme
        nationalists, Wagner’s spirit “found itself” abroad.
      


      
        Wagner’s new mood caused him in 1845 to begin the Meistersinger, in contrast with the mood of
        Rienzi. Thereafter, his operas are based on Germanic themes. Identifying himself with the Nuremberg
        folk-poet Hans Sachs of the Meistersinger, Wagner ends this favourite Nazi opera with the famous
        chorus warning Germans against the “corrupting” influence of the Romanized west (which he calls
        “welsch” a significant German adjective meaning the Latin and French world). Thereby this opera, which
        Nietzsche calls “a lance against civilization,” has come to symbolize to thousands of Germans that old contrast
        of Kultur versus civilization.
      


      
        It is significant not only that the Meistersinger is Hitler’s favourite opera but that, like Wagner,
        “Hitler likes to picture himself as Hans Sachs particularly. Hitler knows all [Wagner’s] scores and finds
        emotional relief and inspiration for his actions in their rendition.”17 The influence of the Meistersinger is
        illustrated by Hitler’s choice of little old Nuremberg, the town which Wagner personified in Hans Sachs, as the
        official site of all the annual Nazi party congresses.
      


      
        By 1843, even before the ’48 Revolution, the two chief threads of Wagner’s metapolitics are already clear.
        These are his attitudes toward Germany (“Volk”) and toward the French and Jews
        (“gold”). Where his view of society passes from the atomistic into the organic, that is the crucial point at
        which his politics “soars” into metapolitics.
      

    


    
      Revolution, 1 848–9


      
        In the early nineteenth century a “liberal revolution” meant a nationalist revolution. It also meant a
        bourgeois, anti-aristocratic crusade against class distinctions. But being bourgeois, its indignation was
        limited to political, not economic, class distinctions. What was Wagner’s relation to the famous Revolution of
        1848–9?
      


      
        In May 1849 the most revolutionary wing of the Saxon parliament seized Dresden, the capital of Saxony. Wagner
        was an active leader of this Saxon revolution with his friends Rockel, a journalist, and Bakunin, the
        melodramatic Russian anarchist. These three anti-capitalist leaders were hurrying the bourgeois revolution
        ahead into a socialist revolution when the Prussian troops suppressed it with bloodshed.
      


      
        To what extent did Wagner participate in this revolution? To no great or active extent, according to historians
        Houston Chamberlain, Glasenapp, Ellis, and Wagner’s own later stuffed-shirt memoirs. This school tries to
        create a “respectable” Wagner, whose revolutionary activities were never too radical or illegal. But these
        historians were later refuted successfully by historians Newman, Dinger, Georg Müller, and others. The latter
        school offers overwhelming evidence for Wagner’s full, active, and illegal participation in the 1849
        Revolution. Evidence includes his secret storage of rebel hand-grenades, his articles and concealed editorship of Röekel’s rebel journal, his distribution of mutinous handbills to the
        army, his job as tower watchman over the proletarian barricades.18
      


      
        Wagner nonchalantly took in his stride this abrupt change from ivory tower to the literal tower of battle. With
        deadly bullets hurtling all around him in his watch-tower over the barricades, he felt, in his own words, a
        “spiritual intoxication” of ecstasy: “I experienced a strange sense of extravagant delight in playing with
        something so serious.” The identical sentiment was then being experienced in revolutionary Paris by Baudelaire,
        the poet and later Wagner-worshipper. This pose of the dandy æsthete, playfully “living dangerously,” remains
        basic to Wagner’s active metapolitics. For the romantic æsthete, revolution of any sort whatever is better than
        boredom. Baudelaire wrote: “Boredom, this dainty monster, dreams of scaffolds while smoking his pipe.” The
        revealing psychological affinity between these two great decadent artists, Wagner and Baudelaire, is stressed
        by both Nietzsche and Thomas Mann.19
      


      
        Wagner’s two strongest motives for seeking to overthrow the whole order of centuries were, as usual,
        subjective. One was “the disdain with which I found my earnest art-ideal regarded.”
        by the more classical taste of aristocratic societies.20 As the other motive, an economic interpretation would stress his unpayable debts.
        These were twenty times his annual income! The debts were caused to a large extent by the strange fact that he
        could not create his music without his imported Parisian perfumes and unless attired in his luxurious womanly
        robes of expensive lace and ermine. A fine proletarian rebel!
      


      
        What exactly did Wagner want done in the ’48 Revolution? He wanted to unify all lands of German blood into a
        super-state, bringing about an artistic and economic Utopia and abolishing class distinctions and property.
        What were his specific practical measures to achieve this? A typical measure, whose self-styled practicality
        speaks for itself, appears in his dramatic oration of June 14, 1848. To “emancipate humanity” at one stroke, he
        demands the abolition of money, that “demoniac idea.” How and with what results? Don’t worry; just “abolish”
        it, orates Wagner, and “God will give us light.” Note the Rousseauist implication about the natural goodness of
        things primitive.21
      


      
        As the revolution progressed, Wagner big-heartedly decided also to “abolish” poverty and work. This was just as
        easy: by abolishing the leisure class and equalizing work for all, no man need work more than a few hours
        daily. The freed masses would thereupon, according to Wagner’s Rousseauist optimism, devote themselves to great
        art — meaning his own operas, of course. As usual, he offers no more specific measures than vague rhetoric:
      


      
        The legions from the factories are naked, frozen, hungry; for not to them belongs the fruit of all their labour
        but to the rich…. Their daughters walk the city streets with the burden of their
        shame, an offering to the baser lusts of the rich and the mighty. They all are waiting for the Revolution,
        creator of a new world blessing all.22
      


      
        During the revolution Wagner was still in the throes of his own internal revolution (against “French ideas” and
        against Feuerbach). Begun in 1843, his inner revolution was not wholly victorious till 1854. Meanwhile Wagner
        joined his rationalist revolutionary colleagues in demanding from the German National Assembly the usual planks
        of contemporary liberalism. The following are Wagner’s more specific demands at divers times during 1848–9:
      


      
        An offensive and defensive alliance between revolutionary Germany and revolutionary France — this demand is the
        swan-song of his early French phase. For both men and women he demanded “the unconditional right to vote” in
        national plebiscites. He demanded a German unity based on equal-sized states. Big states like Prussia must be
        split up to prevent Prussian dominance over his native Saxony. He wrote a letter to Frankfurt urging the
        National Assembly to seize sole power and then name a new ruler for united Germany. Arguing that children born
        in the free Germany will be “like unto gods,” Wagner proclaimed their mission to “civilize” the rest of the
        world by settling “little Germanys” all over the globe. From the aristocracy he demanded voluntary surrender,
        or else “the contest will be a bloody one.”23
      


      
        To “abolish” each class distinction, he continued, an amateur political army of the masses must be founded.
        This must absorb and replace the regular army (Reichswehr), in a dream akin to what Röhm in 1934 envisaged for
        his Storm Troopers. As a further death-blow to class distinction: “The Volk is but
        one, and there should be but one sole house of the people’s deputies.”24
      

    


    
      Transition, 1 847–51


      
        Wagner’s political program of this period has been treated first in order to get rid of it before coming to his
        more important metapolitics. He himself got rid of it shortly. In 1849 the conservative, anti-nationalist
        governments regained power in Germany. Wagner barely escaped to Switzerland as a political refugee. His unhappy
        exile lasted eleven years, under an imminent death sentence. Such conditions made him receptive to the mystic
        pessimism of Schopenhauer, whose complete convert he now became for a while.
      


      
        As Rienzi and Die Meistersinger had expressed æsthetically his previous two intellectual
        changes, so Tristan did his newest creed. As Wagner typifies for us the new German nationalism of the
        1840’s, so in the 1850’s he typifies Germany’s sudden Schopenhauer cult. Published in 1819, not until a
        generation later was the philosopher’s work read by the public. His sudden popularity was a social symptom of
        the wave of despair following the lost revolution’s high hopes.
      


      
        The impact of the new philosophy had a marked effect upon Wagner’s opinions and behaviour.25 He repudiated what he now contemptuously called
        his former “optimistic faith in reason and progress.” He repudiated Feuerbach’s Young Hegelians and their doctrines of materialism, progress, universal happiness. He lost
        his French remnant of rationalism and of atomistic liberalism. Most important, he became fanatically convinced
        that no individuals can plot their own destiny, nor can reason and consciousness serve. Events are shaped
        solely by Schopenhauer’s pantheistic Will, which is unconscious, supernatural, eternal. “Nothing really happens
        but what has issued from this Will,” Wagner now wrote, “a headlong blind impulse.”26
      


      
        Consequently, not only were all individual politics futile, but also any conscious politics of the
        Volk, such as parliaments and voting. Futile were all the conscious reforms he had been urging as a
        revolutionary leader. From that time Wagner consistently abstained from urging any narrowly political measures.
        It was not long before he even repudiated the political side of his 1848 Revolution as “entirely un-German,”
        imported from France by Jews: “Democracy in Germany is a purely translated thing. This translated
        Franco-Judaico-German democracy exists merely in the press.”27
      


      
        Even before he read Schopenhauer, in the 1840’s Wagner’s future metapolitics had already been germinal in him.
        Fighting bravely together on the same side of the barricades, he and his liberal colleagues never realized that
        the gap between him and them was greater than between them and the conservative enemy. While acting liberal
        politics with them, Wagner was writing metapolitics.
      


      
        Some time in the 1840’s Wagner acquired his apparently original “discovery” that music divides into German and
        Jewish. The former is a Good Thing, the latter a Bad Thing. This is the tenor of his Judaism in Music,
        published in 1850. This influential anti-Semitic tract is an ungrateful tirade
        against his friend and former patron, the Jewish musician Meyerbeer.28
      


      
        The following separate aphorisms, selected from Wagner’s various works during 1847–51, are the quintessence of
        metapolitics. He wrote them privately while publicly risking his life for a supposedly liberal and rationalist
        political revolution! If we be so picayune as to find them sheer dangerous nonsense, Wagner refutes us in
        advance by explaining we must “be brave enough to deny our intellect.”
      


      
        Ye err when ye seek the revolutionary force in consciousness and would fain operate through the intellect. Not
        ye will bring the new to pass but the Volk which deals unconsciously and, for that very reason, from a
        Nature-instinct…. The Volk has ever been the only true inventor; the unit cannot invent…. The artisthood of the
        future [must rest] on the principle of communism…. The Volk must burst the chain of hindering
        consciousness.29
      


      
        Crucial are Wagner’s definitions of Volk, revolution, freedom: “The Volk are those who deal instinctively….
        Revolution is the movement of the mass toward acquisition and employment of the force hitherto in the
        hands of the unit. The mass attains to the same force as the individual, and only on this standpoint
        is freedom possible.”30
      


      
        By these definitions Wagner remained a revolutionist to the end. Their hidden dynamite is the concept that only
        collective, never individual, freedom exists. The mass must be made collectively free from, say, Versailles or
        capitalism, at the cost, if necessary, of enslaving each of its individuals. As a Nazi Storm Troop song puts
        it, “We spit on freedom, the Volk must be free.”31 In the midst of the so-called “liberal
        revolution,” Wagner is exactly reversing the attitude of nineteenth-century liberalism toward the state and
        individual freedom. That is why the ablest Nazi panegyric of him is entitled: Richard Wagner, the
        Revolutionist against the Nineteenth Century.32
      


      
        By one of his brilliant false analogies, Wagner transfers bodily the qualities of Schopenhauer’s world-Will to
        Germany’s Volk-Will; that is, to the supernatural organic unity behind the mortal individual atoms. Granted the
        existence of this, then no more politics of consciousness, of intellect, or of individuals can save the
        national organism. But then how can metapolitics save it? Through three supernatural concepts: the mystic
        life-force of dynamism; the Führer concept; the purification of the race-soul.
      


      
        The importance of these three concepts for Nazi Germany is too obvious to require explicit emphasis. They were
        demonstrably present in Wagner during his transition period of 1847–51. How were they systematized during the
        rest of his long life? This is better answered topically than chronologically.
      

    


    
      The Life-Force of
      Dynamism


      
        What Wagner arbitrarily labels “Life” has both the blind and the pantheistic attributes of Schopenhauer’s Will.
        Schopenhauer hated this dark brooding force, wanted it resisted and destroyed by human spirit. So, too, the
        pessimistic Wagner of the temporary Tristan phase sought only “the Will’s dignified
        self-annulment.”33 But in his
        treatment of legality and of national polities he always retained the romantic
        school’s cult of Life-worship.
      


      
        Wagner incarnates perfectly the three assumptions defined in the chapter on “Romanticism.” On all possible
        planes Wagner and his many disciples exalt Life (élan vital) against law, content against form,
        instinct against reason, synthesis against analysis, the organic against the atomistic, Volk legend against
        scientific truth; above all, the dynamic against the static.
      


      
        By the 1870’s this spirit had an incredible and exotic culmination, which is apparently — but only apparently —
        unpolitical: frogs! Vivisection of frogs Wagner calls “the curse of our civilization.” Demagogically
        Wagner urges the Volk, in true lynch-mob fashion, to smash the laboratories, boot out the scientists, rescue
        the little martyrs. A sort of moral Armageddon must decide between those “who free trussed animals” and those
        “who truss them to torture them.” Because Bismarck’s empire fails to untruss these, the suppressed socialists
        are right in being the “enemies of the state.” The fiendish scientist’s torture of quadrupeds, says Wagner, is
        all of one piece with the fiendish capitalist’s living torture of the proletariat. In addition, it is “already
        too late to avert the curse brought down on us by animal food.”34
      


      
        In Wagnerian metapolitics such supernatural curses, not mere politics, are what destroy a great nation. Why
        supernatural? Because animals are dynamic with sacred capitalized Life. But Wagner’s vegetarianism? — don’t
        vegetables also possess Life? No, he had no intention of starving to death. After all, vegetables, though
        technically “alive,” must have seemed tiresomely static to Wagner’s unscientific
        eye. In contrast with the dynamic animal kingdom, vegetables may have the vital but lacked that sacred
        élan!
      


      
        It will not do to dismiss patronizingly Wagner’s anti-vivisectionism and vegetarianism as the mere crank
        failings of a great man. That would be to miss their whole significance. By no means crackpot or arbitrary,
        they form the logical culmination of his metapolitics. Life’s organic unity must not be destroyed politically
        by the atomistic state, mentally by analysis, physically by vivisection. Behind the second of these sacrileges,
        that of destructive in-tellectualism, lurk the Jews. In his little Bayreuth magazine Wagner “exposes” their
        plot to destroy Germany “by might of pen.”35
      


      
        Wagner’s aim in life is “artistically conveying my purpose to the true emotional, not critical,
        understanding of spectators.”36
        The same Wagnerian outlook is applied to the most diverse fields, weaving them into a single philosophy. The
        same Wagnerian spirit favouring in music the revolt of emotional inspiration against classical rules favours in
        politics the revolt of instinctive Volk against law. This spirit can only be labelled romantic.
      


      
        Wagner’s article on Revolution best shows this spirit in politics.37 It also shows that in his younger days he was
        capable of beautiful prose, although his later writings, with their bombast and endless sentences, are
        undoubtedly the stylistic model for Mein Kampf. Revolution was published just before the Dresden
        revolution of May 1849. Already then Wagner’s revolutionary motives were both more æsthetic and more mystic
        than political. All existing society and its governments must fall. As reasons he
        cites his personal hate of their bureaucracy’s uninspired “dusty office-desks.” In “these modern torture-rooms”
        — note the significant anti-vivisection phraseology — “between files of documents and contracts, the hearts of
        live humanity are pressed like gathered leaves.”
      


      
        The “lofty goddess REVOLUTION” (capitals his) Wagner defines as a “supernatural force.” And he means it, for is
        she not dynamic Life? “I am the ever rejuvenating, ever fashioning Life. I pour young life through all your
        veins.” Whatever is a state of being instead of becoming “must fall.” “I will break the power of the mighty, of
        law, of property. Life is law unto itself.”
      


      
        In other words, down with law! But Wagner’s liberal colleagues in this same revolution were shedding their
        blood for ideals of legalism: social contract and written constitution.
      


      
        In 1865 Wagner at last openly repudiated Germany’s ’48 Revolution as a Jewish importation of French
        rationalism.38 He has been
        accused of thereby selling out his ideals in order to please his patron, the mad King Ludwig of Bavaria. His
        writings during the ’48 Revolution refute this accusation. They reveal already the unbridgeable gulf separating
        him from rationalist liberals. Once he and they were no longer fighting the common enemy of the Metternich
        system, his eventual realization of the gulf was inevitable. This does not exclude the additional phenomenon of
        sudden success reconciling the starving bohemian with bourgeois respectability. But as his disciple Houston
        Chamberlain said,
      


      
        You cannot sever his artistic from his social convictions…. To revolt against corrupt art is to revolt against
        the corrupt society from which this art springs. In this sense Wagner was a
        revolutionist since 1840 down to the day of his death.39
      


      
        During 1848 Wagner also wrote two plays, on Siegfried and Jesus.40 Both heroes are made to incarnate the very same
        dynamism as his “sublime goddess REVOLUTION, destroying and blessing.” Siegfried
        and Jesus are revolutionists for subconscious, supernatural inspiration against the static legalism and
        conscious reason of the gods and the Pharisees respectively.
      


      
        Wagner’s sweeping anti-legalism does not mean he wanted chaos or anarchism, despite Bakunin’s “uncanny
        fascination” over him.41 The
        invisible supernatural unity of Life and the living Volk would keep better order than the visible, material
        unity of law or parliaments. But since all political and conscious measures are futile, how is this unifying
        Will to manifest itself to Germany? Here we come to Wagner’s Führer concept. Being more than mortal, the
        inspired Führer of the future, like the Siegfried of the past, is to practise the metapolitics which Wagner
        himself can only preach.
      

    


    
      Führer Concept


      
        Wagner treats the great leader as neither man nor god but as demigod. As an individual, the leader is a mere
        atomistic mortal; as personification of the German Volk, he shares its divinity. Wagner must be conceded
        amazing powers of prophecy for his part in contributing the Führer concept to modern German history. Later,
        Houston Chamberlain and that weird drunken poet Dietrich Eckart, to whom the close
        of Mein Kampf is dedicated, instilled this Wagnerian concept into their young disciple Hitler.42
      


      
        Instead of the word “Führer” Wagner often expresses this concept by a number of other terms, especially
        “hero,”” folk-king,” and “Barbarossa.” Wagner calls the mediæval Kaiser Frederick Barbarossa a mystic spiritual
        reincarnation of Siegfried, the legendary Nibelung warrior and first nordic superman. Barbarossa-Siegfried will
        some day return to save his German people in time of deepest need.43 This prophecy of a third incarnation of Barbarossa
        and Siegfried, became the hope of patriotic Wagnerians. Incidentally, according to the old legend, the site
        where the sleeping Barbarossa is to reawaken and resume his rule over Germany is — Berchtesgaden.44
      


      
        Wagner’s Führer concept went through three distinct stages. The first stage is on the surface still moderate
        and reasonable. An example is Wagner’s public speech of June 1848.45 This distinguishes sharply between king and
        monarch and between republicanism and democracy. Monarchy and democracy Wagner flays; kinghood and
        republicanism he wishes combined. Abolish monarchy, he urges his hearers, but “emancipate the kinghood.”
      


      
        By the existing system, he complains, a German ruler is a monarch, defined as merely first of the aristocracy.
        The revolution must transform him into a king, defined as “the first of the Volk.” The king is the “man of
        Providence.” As such, he must no longer “cast in his lot with one exclusive, smaller
        section of his Volk ” but with all. To become the Volk’s mouthpiece, he must abolish Wagner’s pet hate of
        “class distinction.” Wagner appeals sentimentally to his King of Saxony “to be the first and most sterling
        republican of us all.”
      


      
        By “republican,” Wagner does not mean democrat nor the constitutional parliamentary monarch of Louis Philippe
        or England. These rest on the system Wagner so detests, a system of several parties and of warfare of separate
        interests. Wagner uses “republican” in the sense of res publica, the interest of the public as a unit.
        None of us can be “so pure a republican as the prince,” because his “eye is single to the whole.” In contrast,
        we ordinary individuals, not being “men of Providence,” are blind to the whole. We can only follow selfish
        personal or class interests. Similarly parliamentary constitutional states, whether monarchies or democracies,
        can only follow party interests.
      


      
        That — by the analogy suggested earlier — means vivisecting the living national organism into parts, as if it
        were one of Wagner’s hapless “trussed” frogs. It is also vivisection to split the Volk from its mouthpiece by a
        lifeless, legalistic constitution. “Each advance of constitutionalism is a humiliation to the ruler” because
        tantamount to “a vote of want of confidence.”
      


      
        Constitutions, want of confidence, opposition parties are needed for governments representing the Volk
        indirectly. Such are parliaments, which merely stand for a majority of interests, and monarchy, which merely
        stands for aristocratic class interests. But the king does not represent the Volk; he is the Volk, its
        direct and collective mouthpiece. So why should the Volk restrict or divide the power of its own self, its
        personification?
      


      
        These monstrous sophistries are the philosophic basis of the Hitler dictatorship.
        It, too, claims to be based on the whole Volk instead of on separate classes. Hence its logical suppression of
        rival parties, parliament, constitution, and all atomistic individualism. Through Wagnerian disciples like
        Chamberlain, Nazis are steeped in Wagner’s pet paradox that democracy is not the rule of the people. Democracy
        Wagner calls a foreign dictatorship over Germany by Jewish finance and un-folkic “French ideas.” Only through
        the dictatorship of a demigod Führer comes “true” rule by the people — not as individuals, to be sure, but as
        an (unfortunately non-existent) collective will. Again we are reminded of Wagner’s replacing individual by
        collective freedom and of the Storm Troop song: “We spit on freedom, the Volk must be free!”
      


      
        Why can’t a democratic system simply add up and satisfy its component individual interests till it achieves
        this vaunted collective interest? Because the whole of the Volk is infinitely greater than the sum of its
        parts. The sum of the democratic atom-interests produces a collectivity, but an inorganic one, a corpse. The
        invisible supernatural element that makes a nation, its dynamism, is lacking. This vanishes when the sacred
        synthesis is analysed (vivisected) into its components.
      


      
        Wagner bolsters these concepts by reading them into ancient Germanic history. “Monarchy” he calls a “foreign
        and un-Geiman notion” imported from the aristocratic French. In contrast, we must “search back among Germanic
        nations for the kinghood’s meaning.”46 Wagner does not explain this Delphic utterance, but probably he is harking back to
        the custom of “raising on shields.” Instead of accepting hereditary dynastic monarchs, many primeval Saxon
        tribes elected one of their number popularly by raising him on their shields and
        endowing him with dictatorial power. The analogy speaks for itself.
      


      
        The second stage of Wagner’s Führer concept comes in an essay of 1864. This time Wagner is addressing not the
        unimaginative Saxon King but Wagner’s intimate friend King Ludwig of Bavaria. Wagner urges Ludwig to head a
        united German republic. The king is now explicitly, instead of implicitly as in the first stage, called the
        “live embodiment” of the “patriotic Wahn.” By Wahn, a key-word of Wagner, too ambiguous for safe
        translation, he means something between pragmatic myth and glorious madness. This Wahn is produced by
        the supernatural “spirit of the race.” The king’s function is now more frankly defined as overriding “the
        interests of the parties” for “the safety of the whole.” Thereby the king “occupies a position well-nigh
        superhuman.”47
      


      
        The third stage of his Führer concept Wagner evolves only in his unripe old age. It is illustrated by his essay
        “Herodom” (1881).48 Conveniently
        for Hitler, the “man of Providence” is now no longer called a king, nor is he contemporary, like Ludwig, nor of
        the past, like Barbarossa. He is the divine hero of the future. As important as these changes is the change in
        the Fuhrer’s mission. To the functions urged upon the Saxon and Bavarian kings Wagner adds redemption of
        Germany’s lost Aryan purity. At this point Wagner’s second metapolitical concept fuses with his third, that of
        purification.
      

    


    
      Purification of the Race
      Soul


      
        The two founders of Nazi Germany’s doctrines of nordic superiority were a Frenchman and an Englishman. Count
        Gobineau was Wagner’s friend; Houston Stewart Chamberlain was Wagner’s disciple and
        son-in-law. The Wagner circle introduced Gobineau’s ideas from France into Germany and popularized
        Chamberlain’s. In vulgarized form the ideas of these two men were drilled into the German masses from ever more
        lowbrow concentric circles, but the centre of emanation was the highbrow Wagner cult in the opera town of
        Bayreuth.
      


      
        According to Thomas Mann and others, Wagner’s aim in Bayreuth was to found there a classless society upon his
        metapolitical ideas and from this pure nucleus to convert all Germany. In Chamberlain’s prophetic words of
        1900, “The festival house at Bayreuth is an emblem of battle” — (against “corrupt society,” democracy, and the
        Jews) — “a standard for armed warriors to rally around…. For only in battle do forces nerve themselves for
        action.” A generation later Hitler did indeed bring, as his Storm Troops, these “armed warriors to rally
        around” the battle emblem of Bayreuth.49
      


      
        In the works of Chamberlain, “the Meister [Wagner] lives on.”50 Chamberlain, in turn, lives on in Eckart,
        Rosenberg, Hitler. In 1923 Chamberlain declared himself “enraptured with Hitler” after their meeting in
        Bayreuth. “Through Chamberlain Hitler learnt to expound Wagner.” Thus the concentric circles ever widen in
        Germany until few people realize that in their centre stands the musician Richard Wagner.51
      


      
        ” Is Wagner a man at all?” asked his former best friend, Nietzsche. “Is he not
        rather a disease?”52 Wagner’s
        youthful Nazi-worshippers make Wagner posthumously into a tiresomely undiseased and heroic figure, a thorough
        philistine. Imagine their shudders could they guess his abnormalities or glimpse the psychological subtleties
        behind his effusions for his square-shouldered, clean-shaven German Spartanism. At heart, after all, he
        remained Baudelaire’s alter ego. Wagner’s nordic effusions were as much the æsthetic pose of a bored
        Parisian café decadent as the naïve seriousness of a German chauvinist. Wagner’s life proves there is such a
        thing as becoming too blasé even for vice. At that point, health and simplicity (and solid old-fashioned
        patriotism) are the last, recherché stimulus for the jaded.
      


      
        Before 1881 Wagner’s anti-Semitism was more cultural than racial. In 1881 he steeped himself in Gobineau’s
        Essay on the Inequality of the Human Races. The results show in Wagner’s two articles from which the
        following aphorisms are gleaned.53
      


      
        Not politics, not concrete laws and conscious reforms, but the unconscious race-force will end Germany’s woes —
        provided the race-force is purified again. “These [Aryan] stocks are distinguished from the others throughout
        our whole world-history” because “like Siegfried and Hercules they are conscious of divine descent.” In
        contrast with others, who spring in prosaic Darwinian fashion “from monkeys,” they “trace back their origin to
        gods.” No wonder that they are “marked out for rulership.”
      


      
        Among Aryans, in turn, the “pure-bred Germanic branches” form a sort of cream of the cream because theirs are the “root qualities.” The qualities Wagner cites as particularly Germanic are
        fearlessness, pride, honour, and — hate of luxury. Moreover, “a lie to them was inconceivable.” But Wagner
        dangles this golden picture before his flattered readers only to snatch it away by thundering that today a
        “depravity of the blood” has robbed Germany of these virtues. “The accident of the Germans becoming masters of
        the great Latino-Semitic realm was fatal to them,” because “great characters come almost solely from pure-bred
        races.” Wagner opposes mixed marriages as uncompromisingly as does the Old Testament’s Book of Ezra, whose
        patriotic phraseology so resembles that of the German chosen people.
      


      
        But suddenly Wagner turns to his Jewish readers with a generous offer: they too, even they, can contribute
        their humble widow’s mite to the world’s redemption. As follows: “Bear your share in this work of redemption by
        self-immolation. There can be only one release from the curse which rests on you: … destruction!” The reason is
        that they are “the dæmon of man’s downfall.” For innate in their blood is “an instinct shut against all
        idealism.” In contrast, the soaring German soul is simply chock-full of it.54
      


      
        This idea of innate racial philosophy was in Wagner long before Gobineau. Already in the 1840’s, as we have
        seen, he accused the French and Jews of following the profit motive (“gold”). Like the later Hitler in Mein
        Kampf, Wagner solemnly shakes his head over the “total Semitizing” of the “so-called Latin world.”55
      


      
        In 1867 Wagner more dogmatically defines “the unbridgeable gulf which separates the German spirit from
        the French/’ He defines” what is German” as “that which one does for its own sake.”
        He defines what is French or Jewish as what one does solely for “utilitarian” profit. The greatest disaster in
        German history is that its luxurious aristocracy, whom he threatens with revolution, were insidiously corrupted
        by French fashions and thoughts.56
      


      
        Freedom of the press is another Wagnerian phobia. “French materialism,” he charges, is “instilled into the
        German Volk by journalistic propaganda.” So long as Germany allows freedom to the Jews, the free press is not
        really free: “There is scarcely a newspaper or magazine that is not directly or indirectly conducted by Jews.”
        Hence his persecution complex about journalists: “I was my whole life long the victim of unheard-of
        persecutions from the press.” Behind the scenes (whether through Marxist or capitalist materialism)
        international Jewry is the secret “administrator of European civilization.”57
      


      
        The Volk organism will be healthy again, with all its infallible subconscious “instincts,” once it is purged of
        things alien. Though the Jews and French are the main alien influence, Wagner occasionally points to a third:
        Christianity. Punning on two common German names, in 1850 he accuses it of turning the “Siegfrieds” into
        “Gottliebs,” healthy instinct into sissy decadence.58
      


      
        Like Hitler, with his “positive Christianity,” Wagner claims that he is a “true” Christian, and that all the
        other Christians are out of step. When he was not too busy being a true Buddhist, true Hellene, or true nordic,
        he doubtless sincerely deemed himself a true Christian. There are others besides himself who deem him one, on
        the basis of the hocus-pocus religiosity of his Parsifal. But Wagner reveals frankly his other role as fountainhead of Nazi paganism when he wails: “Our clergy-ridden,
        pandect [legalistic] civilization had reduced the health-exuding warriors of the north to weak-nerved
        cripples [by] its entire variance with our nature.”59 Wagner’s Nibelungen operas have made him the most influential modern popularizer of
        nordic paganism.
      


      
        In his old age Wagner made one great pot-pourri of all his purification crotchets. The result is a truly
        original program for the “regeneration of the human race.” “Present-day socialism,” he urges in his monthly
        magazine, “must combine in true and hearty fellowship with the vegetarians, the protectors of animals, and the
        friends of temperance.” Only such a united front of purifiers, such a Wagnerian collective security, he urges,
        can save mankind from Jewish aggression. For let no one think Wagner, old codger though he be, is caught
        napping by the latest of world-Jewry’s sinister plots: against vegetarianism! The proof? Wagner tears the veil
        from “the striking fact that the Jewish God found Abel’s fatted lamb more savoury than Cain’s offer” of a
        vegetable.
      


      
        But how can even the truest and heartiest fellowship escape this “curse of animal food”? Well, if “animal food
        is indispensable in northern climates, what prevents a sensibly conducted migration to South America?” Wagner’s
        metapolitics is nothing if not “sensibly conducted,” and he conjures up a charming vista in which “our unions”
        would “devote their greatest energy to emigration … and these northern lands [all Europe!] would soon be
        abandoned again” to their pristine jungles and wild beasts.60
      


      
        The great man was getting along in years….
      

    


    
      Communism


      
        Wagner always clung to one important remnant of his former materialism. This was his communism. He proudly
        called himself a “communist” in the sense of Bakunin and Proudhon, who both influenced him in the 1840’s, but
        not in the sense of Karl Marx, a Jew. Wagner’s communism in economics seems inconsistent with his metapolitics,
        which spurns mere political reform and all such materialistic fields as economics.
      


      
        In both Wagnerian and Nazi economics, the labourer is the source of all material wealth, just as the Volk is
        the source of all spiritual wealth. A little-known fact is that Hitler originally wanted to name the Nazi party
        the “Social Revolutionary party,” in honour of the Russian anti-czarist but anti-bolshevik party of
        that name, in order to indicate that he stood for socialism but not for the rival brand of Marx and
        Lenin.61
      


      
        Wagner’s three pet hates are money, property, and the capitalist class; they should be “abolished.” In an essay
        of 1849 Wagner attacks artists who stay aloof in the ivory tower and justifies his own leading role in the
        national and socialist Saxon revolution of that year. The artist and the proletariat are really in the same
        boat; they must stick together because both are exploited. The capitalist theatre-owner does not produce “art
        for its own pure sake” (Germanism), but for profit (Judaism). Similarly, the “slave of industry” in “our modern
        factories” undergoes “the deepest degradation of man.”62
      


      
        However hard-boiled it may sound, Wagner’s communism is essentially an æsthetic reaction: a tormented soul’s
        flight from the reality of industrialism. This is shown by another essay of 1849,
        where he speaks with terror of “the cold and heartless machine” and “seeks the opposite path” of “absorption
        into nature.” With the prophetic sensitivity of the artist, Wagner foresees and suffers the industrial
        mechanization of life more than twenty years before the real beginning of the German industrial revolution! As
        the grand egotist and genius, he cannot bear the thought of mass production crushing his personality and
        standardizing his art into the “busy strokes of a machine.”63
      


      
        In conveying this feeling, Wagner is at his best, his most honest and moving. For once he is human and
        unaffected, in welcome contrast to his poses of mystical Germanism. Many years before, he anticipates the
        latent menace, then unguessed, in industrial “efficiency” and expresses the simple human reaction to it. This
        is a feat of amazing psychological insight.
      


      
        On behalf of his communism, a vague and utopian brand, Wagner sincerely propagandized throughout his long life.
        In 1851 he wrote that from property, “which wondrously enough is looked on as the foundation of good order,
        originate all the crimes in history.”64 The accursed gold of the Ring of the Nibelungen, according to Bernard Shaw
        and others, represents the curse of capitalism.65 After the Empire of 1871 Wagner attacked its parliament as a tool of the rich. Just
        before his death he wrote: “The state’s adoption of the concept of property has driven a stake through
        humanity’s body.”66
      

    


    
      Final
      Synthesis


      
        In 1879 Wagner calls the legally elected Reichstag “unGerman barbarians”who “know everything except the seat of
        German power” — namely, “German labour.” This passage begins like Karl Marx, but it soon continues like Adolf
        Hitler. The anti-Semitic attack on parliament which follows it resembles word for word the typical Nazi attack
        on the German Republic, but it was written by Wagner in 1879:
      


      
        What is our “universal-suffrage” parliament doing with these German workmen? It compels the ablest hands to
        emigrate and leaves the rest to rot in squalor…. But what care they [the Jews] for the deluge coming after? …
        Those [Jews] mock our want, since [it is] alien to them…. With the aid of all related branches of the German
        stock, we might steep the whole world in art creations peculiar to ourselves. Holland, Denmark, Sweden,
        Switzerland — not one of them shows dread of our predominance.67
      


      
        In its morbid sort of way, this synthesis of communism and racial chauvinism is a stroke of genius. Like
        Wagner’s Führer concept, it springs from a great and all too prophetic mind. Its greatness is the simple fact
        that it hit upon the one way to sell nationalism to the proletariat of an industrial age. And the one
        way to sell state communism to the middle classes! When Wagner was writing, nationalism seemed doomed among the
        German urban masses. This was partly because of Marxist teachings by labour unions, partly because most German
        nationalists stood too obviously for the upper-class interests of either the Junkers or the capitalists.
      


      
        The nationalism of the romantic movement had till now appealed chiefly to
        middle-class youths, who imbibed it in their universities or in Father Jahn’s gymnast societies. Such appeals
        worked brilliantly back in the days of Germany’s War of Liberation, half a century before her industrial
        revolution. Whether consciously or intuitively, Wagner sensed that such appeals were now outdated as
        propaganda. They could no longer rouse sufficient mass movement, just as Hitler’s rivals of the conservative
        Nationalist party could score few votes. Numerically, in an age of quantitative mass politics, aristocratic and
        educated voters are, as Wagner sensed, futile against the irresistible mob force of the Volk.
      


      
        Wagnerian metapolitics is Janus-faced. Simultaneously it looks back to romanticism and ahead to a machine age
        of wage slaves and unemployed. The result is a streamlined romanticism. As such, it is marvellously suited,
        economically and psychologically, for the prosaic monotony of industrialism and for bored shopkeepers with too
        many usurious debts and too little excitement.
      


      
        Wagner’s non-political, purely musical appeal has similar roots. His are the only operas in America today
        drawing vast popular audiences. In so far as their popularity is emotional as well as musical, they are the
        sociological index of a nation’s Bovarisme. One of their most poignant appeals is to starved
        individual emotion (the love-duets of Tristan) and, in Germany’s case, to frustrated national egotism
        (the Siegfried cycle).
      


      
        As Wagner himself explained, his art and weird genius aim “not at the critical understanding” but at the
        pent-up emotions of the subconscious. These he wants to arouse against law, static morality, and intellect, as
        if reviving a dying nation by a sudden burst of Wagnerian frenzy. “I pour young Life through all your veins;
        Life is law unto itself.” “We must be brave enough to deny our intellect.” “The Volk
        must burst the chain of hindering consciousness.”
      


      
        Those are his words, the words of the politically most influential artist of modern times. Similarly, to quote
        the words of his disciple, Propaganda Minister Goebbels, the Nazi mission is “to cause outbreaks of fury, to
        set masses of men on the march, to organize hate and suspicion with ice-cold calculation, to unchain
        volcanic passions.”68 Our
        century is witnessing merely the first spark of the dynamite latent in political mass-exploitation of the
        subconscious. All over the world, in mutually hostile forms, an untapped new force stirs beneath the conscious
        and at least semi-rational realm of politics. This new mass force is metapolitics.
      


      
        An electrifying and terrifying example of this new mass force at work was the Nazi Party Congress of 1936 in
        Nuremberg. My own impressions of this mass-meeting are best confirmed by the following authoritative eyewitness
        account of that same meeting:
      


      
        At intervals, a curious tremor swept the crowd, and all around me individuals uttered a strange cry, a kind of
        emotional sigh, that invariably changed into a shout of “Heil Hitler,” It was a definite struggle to
        remain rational in a horde so surcharged with tense emotionalism…. Hitler’s triumph was that of emotion and
        instinct over reason, a great upsurge of the subconscious in the German people…. He gave visions of ultimate
        expression to the repressed … some romance that would take away the drabness of their recent suffering.69
      


      
        At bottom, Wagner’s goals had never really changed from those of the original
        romantic school of 1800: anti-French, anti-rational, worshipping subconscious, lawless “Life.” Even his
        combination of these goals with collectivist socialism lurks in Fichte, though not in terms of industrial
        society. Wagner’s originality, in addition to his elaborate Führer concept, lay in adapting the romantic values
        to another age. Not to the past, not even to his own age, but to the age his nerves foresaw of complete
        material and spiritual mechanization. Thereby he found the synthesis for which he had groped all his life:
        Schopenhauer plus Feuerbach: Volk plus communism: circus plus bread: National Socialism. With this synthesis
        Wagner’s system of metapolitics is complete.
      


      
        1961 postscript: The chapter that follows examines Wagner’s influence on Hitler, both in general
        inspiration and in specific programs and ideas. Hitler himself recognized “no predecessors except
        Wagner.”70 Kubizek, Hitler’s
        youthful friend of 1904–08, describes their visit to Wagner’s Rienzi in Linz and how the opera
        inspired the teenage Hitler to ecstatic outbursts about becoming the future Rienzi-tribune of his
        Volk; much later, in describing the very same Wagner evening to Wagner’s pro-Nazi widow Cosima, Hitler
        told her: “In that hour, it [the Nazi dream] began.”71
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    CHAPTER VI


    Hitler and Wagner


    
      Whoever wants to understand National Socialist Germany must know Wagner.
    


    
      — CHANCELLOR ADOLF HITLER
    


    
      Wagner and the Second
      Reich


      
        Before looking at Wagner’s links with the Third Reich of Hitler, it is necessary briefly to look at Wagner’s
        links with the Second Reich of Bismarck.
      


      
        In 1871 Bismarck united the Germans for the first time since the Holy Roman Empire of the Middle Ages. The
        latter was incarnated for German patriots in the Emperor Frederick Barbarossa and the First Reich. Bismarck’s
        Prussian-led empire was called the Second Reich because a new empire must be bolstered in prestige by
        improvising some continuity with the grand old past. For the same reason Hitler’s empire is called the Third
        Reich.
      


      
        In Bismarck’s Reich the spiritual, non-economic needs were left unsatisfied both by the ruling classes of
        Junkers and industrialists and by the rebel Marxists. This spiritual starvation amid
        economic and political prosperity helps account for the tremendous power of Bayreuth from the 1870’s on. From
        1876 through 1941 Bayreuth has been a sort of religious shrine in Germany. In 1876 the German princes gathered
        in Bayreuth to worship what Wagner’s Meistersinger chorus calls “the holy German art.” From then on,
        the prestige of Bayreuth and the prestige of the Second Reich were allied, to mutual advantage.
      


      
        To win the German Volk, the new German state of 1871 had to acquire the prestige-giving emotional connotations
        of romanticism. That meant an alliance with music, an alliance between Potsdam and Bayreuth. Bayreuth stood for
        romanticism’s brand of nationalism, for the cults of Siegfried, Barbarossa, and Hans Sachs. Without these
        romantic appeals, the dry, sober, basically un-German Prussianism could have no appeal, no ideological glamour,
        for the German masses.
      


      
        Bismarck and Wagner sulkily dismissed each other as an unmusical philistine and a mad bohemian. None the less
        they allowed their respective disciples (the above-mentioned princes of 1876 and the Wagner circle of Cosima
        and Siegfried Wagner) to found the Potsdam-Bayreuth alliance. “Without Bayreuth — this one can say without
        exaggeration — the German spirit could hardly have endured Bismarck’s [unromantic] state.”1
      


      
        Bayreuth became the smart shrine of all who were culturally nouveaux riches in the same way that
        Potsdam became the shrine of the political novus homo. Wagner was a shrewd enough propagandist to
        exploit a good thing when he saw it, no matter what his private feelings against Prussia. That is why, to quote
        Thomas Mann, “Wagner attached his cause to the Bismarckian Reich” as soon as he saw
        it was an “unparalleled success,” in order to make “the European hegemony of his art the cultural hanger-on of
        Bismarck’s political hegemony.” To amuse posterity, says Nietzsche, the Second Reich should have had “a genuine
        Bayreuthian stuffed or, better still, preserved in spirit — for that is exactly what is lacking — with
        this inscription below: ‘A specimen of the spirit on which the German empire was founded.’”2
      

    


    
      Wagner and Non-German
      Fascists


      
        On an analogy with the Marxist “Comintern,” we may speak of a world-wide “fascintern.” Wagner’s metapolitics is
        the fountainhead of more than nazism; it is the intellectual fountainhead of the fascintern, of fascism outside
        Germany as well as inside. A passionate Wagnerite was the greatest French philosopher of fascism, Maurice
        Barrès, a patron saint of the French regime of 1941. The Frenchman Count Gobineau, the founder of modern
        racism, was a personal friend and admirer of Wagner himself. As for the English semi-fascist D. H. Lawrence,
        “no one, not even the Führer, was ever more devoted” to Wagner as oracle; “those to whom Wagner seems profound,
        have discovered in Lawrence their perfect expression.”3
      


      
        The Italian poet d’Annunzio is to Mussolini and fascism the same inspiration that Wagner is to Hitler and
        nazism. But whence d’Annunzio’s rather unoriginal ideas and heroic posturings? He was the admirer and eager
        imitator of none other than Richard Wagner — and also, significantly, the good
        friend of his fellow Wagnerian fascist Maurice Barrès, and of the German poet Stefan George.
      


      
        When Wagner died, in Venice in 1883, d’Annunzio personally carried his sacred coffin. After the World War
        d’Annunzio became Italian fascism’s literary saint. He settled permanently in Wagner’s former villa on Lake
        Garda, given to d’Annunzio by Wagner’s fascist-minded family. There the Italian metapplitician swore to die
        heroically like “his beloved Siegfried” of Wagner, but he died of mere old age. Similarly, Mussolini himself
        greatly admires Wagner — and considers him quite un-German.4
      


      
        Hitler’s official philosopher, Rosenberg, says Wagner “fought alone against the whole bourgeois-capitalist
        world” of the Jews and “foresaw the dawn” of nazism. “In all countries,” adds Rosenberg, “Bayreuth found
        sympathetic souls.”5 A separate
        book would have to be written on these sympathetic souls of all countries; there is no further space for them
        here.
      

    


    
      Wagner Versus Hitler: What would
      Wagner be Today?


      
        Back in the mid-nineteenth century Wagner’s operas preached nationalism because he wanted to convert the
        beer-drinking German philistines to this exhilarating new religion of the Nation. But in the twentieth century
        the Kultur-Babbitts, the philistines, are precisely those most converted to the Nation, making it no longer
        suitable æsthetically for opera, poetry, and philosophy but thoroughly banal and beer-drenched — in fact,
        making nationalism and philistinism synonymous. In such circumstances (as Thomas
        Mann once put it) what could Wagner have been today but one of Hitler’s subversive Kulturbolsheviks? Wagnerian
        music would have been added to the banned list of “degenerate art.”
      


      
        Needless to say, Wagner should not be blamed too much for what the Wagnerites did with him at Bayreuth. At
        heart he always quietly retained much of the civilized cosmopolitanism of his early French period. The
        Wagnerites were often more Nazi-minded than he. Wagner’s tragedy is that finally he himself became a Wagnerite.
        In so far as he did so, he became the fountainhead of the Nazi religion and deserves to be blamed for his share
        of its most intolerant and lawless and racist doctrines. Nietzsche, who had loved Wagner the cosmopolitan and
        who hated Wagner the nordic nationalist, sadly summed up the transition:
      


      
        I hardly recognized Wagner. What had happened? Wagner had been translated into German! The Wagnerite had
        triumphed over Wagner. Those of us who knew to what refined artists, to what cosmopolitanism of taste
        Wagner’s art can alone appeal, were beside ourselves at the sight of Wagner bedecked with German virtues…. Not
        a single abortion was missing — not even the anti-Semite. Poor Wagner! To what pass had he come? … The
        idealists of the Bayreuth press … that crowd was enough to make your hair stand on end!6
      


      
        Not only Wagner the great musician but even Wagner the national socialist must be ranked miles above the Nazi
        level. Like most dreamers of new movements, he would unquestionably have rejected the coercive means needed to
        carry out his ends. Like Bakunin, he was an anarchist toward the visible state. His racist and
        national-socialist goals were to come not through force nor through any material institutions but through art and music and the invisible Volk-soul. For Wagner, as for Marx
        and Lenin, the state was the bad means which would “wither away” as soon as the goal of killing capitalist
        democracy was achieved. But neither Hitler’s nor Stalin’s state seems breathlessly eager to “wither.”
      


      
        The German Volk-soul, Wagner assumed, would be angelic again when racially purified of its Jewish and French
        “poisons.” To be sure, it must have its mystical Führer as dictatorial mouthpiece, but he was often described
        by Wagner as a saintlike, almost priggish creature, with no more than a Chocolate Soldier reign of terror. This
        namby-pamby side of Wagner, though as basic as his Siegfried side, naturally has no more practical political
        results today than Lenin’s dogma of the state withering.
      


      
        Wagner cites the Thirty Years’ War to prove that Germany can be destroyed materially — that scarcely worries
        him — without destroying the German soul, which is indifferent to military success. Likewise, even the
        Meistersinger ends with the theme that Germany’s “Holy Roman Empire” can “disintegrate” but is less
        important than her immortal “Holy German Art.” Wagner was an æsthete through and through, not a politician.
        Germany should dominate the world, of course — that was the destiny of her Aryan blood — but by her superb
        music and philosophy, not by Blitzkriegs. Germans are “marked not for rulers but for ennoblers of the
        world.”7
      


      
        This more pleasing side of Wagner is basic, but it is not this side of him that concerns us here. For it is not
        this side of him that moulded Hitler, Goebbels, Rosenberg, and the rest of his disciples who now seek to rule
        but not ennoble the world.
      


      
        More important in balancing Wagner against Hitler is the almost complete agreement
        between Wagner’s and Hitlers metapolitics, their common national-socialist credo and goals. Only indirectly
        does Wagner bear guilt for the criminal means used to achieve his goals. Yet his guilt, no matter how
        “indirect,” is still enormous: what else but some form of Nazi barbarism could be the inevitable “indirect”
        result of romanticism’s hundred years of billingsgate against classic form and law? “Life is law unto itself.”
      

    


    
      Wagner Plus Hitler


      
        Wagner plus Hitler is historically more important today than Wagner versus Hitler. Hitler entered his present
        World War amid Wagnerian strains. Through much of the war crisis of July and August 1939 he was attending the
        Bayreuth Wagner festival with his good friends Frau Winifred Wagner and Verena Wagner. Winifred is called
        “keeper of the Wagnerian tradition” and “dictator of the Bayreuth festival.” Hitler was once expected to marry
        her and used to visit her constantly at Bayreuth.8 She is the widow of the composer’s son, Siegfried Wagner, who was also a good friend
        of Hitler’s. The Führer is “particularly fond” (more than of adult company) “of Wagner’s blond grandchildren,
        who treat him like an old uncle.”9
      


      
        Hitler has said: “Whoever wants to understand National Socialist Germany must know Wagner.” According to
        Goebbels, Hitler has seen Die Meistersinger more than one hundred times! In
        the 1920’s Hitler used to effuse to Bayreuth meetings about the mystic “destiny” linking his struggle eternally
        to Wagner’s.10
      


      
        Since youthful influences are often the deepest, what effect had Wagner on the Führer’s childhood? A youthful
        friend described young Hitler’s almost hysterical excitement during Wagnerian music: “Wagner was a fighter,” so
        Hitler loved him and proclaimed that “opera is really the best divine service.”11 Had Hitler entered a plodding bureaucratic career,
        as his petty-bourgeois father demanded, Hitler would not now be ruling Germany. What decided him against
        becoming a local official and what filled him with restlessness for a vaguely artistic and bohemian life, was
        Wagner’s music. To quote the Fiihrer’s own words:
      


      
        At the age of twelve, I saw the first opera of my life, Wagner’s Lohengrin. I was captivated at once.
        My youthful enthusiasm for the master of Bayreuth knew no bounds. Again and again I was drawn to his works …
        seeing increasingly better productions. All this served to confirm my deep-rooted aversion for the career my
        father had chosen for me. I wanted to become a painter, and no power on earth could ever make an official of
        me.12
      


      
        The reader will recall Wagner’s description of his convulsive spiritual transformation from the so-called
        French and Jewish ideas of a citizen of the world into an anti-Semitic nationalist. This same transformation,
        the typical youthful crisis of romantic psychology, was experienced by Hitler and described in similar
        language. In Mein Kampf he writes that, in his first youthful years in Vienna, he was an internationalist and was sincerely horrified by anti-Semitism as “mediæval” bigotry. But,
        adds the future Führer, “there came for me the time of the greatest internal transformation which I
        ever underwent. From a feeble citizen of the world I became a fanatic anti-Semite.”13 In other words, even the holy incarnation of
        Siegfried-Barbarossa (just as in the case of the anti-Semitism and anti-luxurious Spartanism of his teacher,
        Wagner) is to some extent waging his war against — himself.
      


      
        Thus Hitler’s youth. And as he grew older, his “favourite reading” is listed as none other than the “political
        compositions of Richard Wagner.”14
      


      
        No wonder the diabolically clever combination of appeals with which Hitler won the masses consists of the very
        same appeals which compose Wagner’s metapolitics. These are: Pan-German nationalism; vague promises of economic
        socialism (that “true,” anti-Marxist brand); fanatic anti-Semitism, both economic and racist; revolt against
        legalism; revolt against reason, especially against “alien” intellectualism; the Führer principle; yearning for
        the organic Volk state without class distinctions; hatred of free speech and parliamentary democracy and of the
        international bankers supposed to control democracy; misty nordic primitivism of the Siegfried and Nibelungen
        sagas.
      


      
        Neither Wagner nor his pupil Hitler invented any one of these appeals. Wagner’s historical importance is this:
        he is the focal point where all these contradictory doctrines coalesce into one single program of
        irresistible demagogic appeal to the mass man. Hitler’s historical importance is as the genius who actually did
        the job, the Horatio Alger of metapolitics who, though born without a brown shirt on
        his back, orated his way from office boy to president of the world’s most efficient death factory.
      


      
        Hitler’s love for Wagner’s prose also had stylistic consequences. It is not only the model for the political
        ideas of Mein Kampf but also for its turgid, orgasmic, and grammatically involved prose. Wagner’s
        style, says Mann, “doubtless has a strong National Socialist element” even when “regarded purely as prose and
        apart from all content.”15
      


      
        Hitler’s book and speeches inherit Wagner’s stylistic faults: painful repetition, crank tangents, offensive
        grandiloquence, emotion to the point of hysteria. But Hitler’s book and speeches equally inherit Wagner’s
        stylistic assets: a vigour and energy (” dynamism”) sweeping along impressionable listeners, especially when
        en masse; vague mystic soaring and striving, making readers and listeners feel heroic and uplifted,
        especially youth reared in the tradition of German romanticism — and both Wagnerism and Hitlerism are most
        magnetic as youth movements.
      


      
        The techniques of showmanship in Wagner’s opera settings are also imitated effectively by Hitler. These
        techniques, whose aim is to flabbergast the audience with awe, are the model for Hitler’s stage-managing of the
        Nazi party congresses. The torchlight parades, the mob choruses, the grand gestures of the nordic heroes, the
        reiteration of leitmotivs and ever rising climaxes — all these have been reproduced from Bayreuth in Nuremberg.
      


      
        Also in private life Hitler adopts the much rarer Wagnerian crochets, such as vegetarianism, and has issued
        decrees limiting what Wagner called “the curse of vivisection.”
      


      
        In 1923 Hitler’s Munich beer-hall putsch failed. In 1924 he was sentenced, for treason, to his comfortable
        Bavarian prison. Naturally he made a point of taking along a portable phonograph and
        a set of recordings from Wagner’s operas.16 During the thirteen months in his cell, he dictated to Rudolf Hess the tome of
        philosophy and autobiography known as Mein Kampf. It is no coincidence that this work was composed
        amid the heroic bray of Wagnerian phonograph records. Ever after, Hitler had the habit of humming Wagnerian
        music to himself during political conversations.17
      


      
        One of the world’s leading orchestra conductors, Sir Ernest MacMillan, insists: “From the time that I first saw
        Hitler in Bayreuth in 1933, I have felt a perverted Wagnerism in all his actions and speeches. His
        very speeches suggest a parody of Wagner…. Hitler identifies himself in his own mind with many a Wagnerian
        hero.” One such hero, as we have already seen, is Hans Sachs. Another is Lohengrin, the “knight in shining
        armour.” Hitler compares his last-minute rescue of Germany by glorious bloodshed to Lohengrin’s similar rescue
        of Elsa. In Hitler’s own “House of German Art” at Munich hangs a painting of Sir Adolf on horseback dressed in
        — shining white armour! When Hitler entered the present World War, the sword motif of Wagner’s Ring der
        Nibelungen rang continuously in his ears, and he felt himself “Siegfried setting forth to slay the
        dragon.” In fact, his premonitions of his “approaching death,” revealed by members of his entourage and by his
        own speech of September 1,1939, suggest that for him this war is a grand Wagnerian Götterdämmerung
        (Twilight of the Gods) “with the whole of Europe afire as a funeral pyre for Adolf Hitler. Anyone who thinks
        such a picture too outrageously disproportionate for even Hitler’s imagination
        cannot have followed his career carefully.”18
      


      
        In 1920 the young Nazi party issued its “Twenty-five Points,” which ever since have remained its official
        program. The Twenty-five Points are a weird medley of (would-be) aristocratic racism and plebeian socialism.
        This double-barrelled appeal, to both top-dog and underdog psychology, is what brought in the votes. The
        debt-ridden under dog of the inflation era is promised “ruthless war” against “usurers and profiteers,”
        “unearned income,” and “Zinsknechtschaft” (“the tyranny of taking interest”). How many of these
        twenty-five promises were later kept is quite another matter. But, considered solely as demagogic technique,
        they helped make the National Socialists the largest single party under Germany’s last two free elections, of
        July and November 1932. The Twenty-five Points without exception coincide with Wagner’s Bayreuth program.19
      


      
        The Nazi program received an “emphatic endorsement” from Houston Chamberlain at Bayreuth. “In the apotheosis of
        Germanism which Wagner represents, Chamberlain found a living justification of his theories.” Whole long
        passages of Mein Kampf on the need for Führer, war, and racism are borrowed from Chamberlain, Wagner’s
        English son-in-law. In 1924 Hitler pouted that “the official authorities of the government passed by the
        observations of a Houston Stewart Chamberlain indifferently…. Today the opposite is
        true. Hitler has had a street in Berlin named for Chamberlain. The only catch is that, after Britain took up
        arms to defend Poland, the officiai Nazi news agency had to announce to the German people that
        Chamberlainstrasse referred to Houston and not to Neville.20
      


      
        Goebbels’s published diary throw much light on himself and Hitler. After an evening at Die
        Meistersinger in 1932, Goebbels’s eulogy of “the giant Wagner” ends: “As the great ‘Awake’ chorus begins,
        you feel the stimulation in your blood. Germany, too, will soon feel the same and be called to an
        awakening. We must attain to power!” And on attaining to “power,” the first Nazi victory decree is the
        playing of that same chorus. “Now [Wagner’s] radiant ‘Awake’ chorus has regained its true significance,” gloats
        Goebbels in his 1933 diary — after Hitler became dictator under the slogan: “Deutschland erwache!”
        (“Germany awake!”).
      


      
        Elsewhere Goebbels notes: “Hear the Valkyrie at the State Opera. Wagner’s sublime music is mingled
        with the sound of marching of the Steel Helmet troops, who have celebrated their great day in Berlin and are
        now passing the opera house.” This is the quintessence of the Nazi mind, this “mingling” of Wagnerian
        romanticism with the efficient brutal marching of militarism.21
      


      
        The revival of the Nibelungen-Siegfried legends began with the early romantic school, despite Goethe’s
        prophetic warning of their barbaric ancestors. Not till Wagner’s operas did these
        legends become familiar to the mass of ordinary Germans. Wagner it was who almost single-handed steeped all
        Germany in the tales of Siegfried, his wonderful sword, the horrible capitalistic dragon, the not quite Aryan
        little dwarfs with their hoard of corrupting gold. The following concrete examples of how these opera versions
        of Siegfried have moulded everyday German life will illustrate the stranglehold Wagner has on the modern German
        imagination.
      


      
        The Nazi excuse for Germany’s 1918 defeat was that her unbeatable armies were stabbed in the back by the Jews
        and democrats at home. Why did Germans swallow this propaganda with such gullible gusto? Because, explains
        Elmer Davis, “three generations of Germans have been conditioned by [Wagner’s] Ring operas to the conviction
        that the German Hero can never be struck down except by a stab in the back,” such as dark Hagen administered to
        blond Siegfried. Because of the “parliamentary footpads,” to quote Hitler’s own words, “the warring German
        Siegfried received a stealthy stab in the back.”22
      


      
        Hitler says of the first meeting of the Nazi party: “Out of its flames was bound to come the sword which was to
        regain the freedom of the German Siegfried.” With this Siegfried motif he concludes the first volume of his
        autobiography.23 During the
        years of the German Republic, when Versailles still kept Germany partially disarmed, opera audiences went wild
        with enthusiasm over the symbolic scene where Siegfried forges the German sword. When Nazi Germany finished its
        huge western line of forts, the German people and foreign journalists unanimously referred to it as “the
        Siegfried Line.” This shows how widely Wagner has popularized Siegfried with the
        masses, for the official government title of the forts was not “Siegfried Line.” The official title, however,
        is equally symbolic, being named after the limes line, which in ancient Roman days was the barrier
        between western civilization and the warlike barbarian invaders from the Teutonic north.
      


      
        Early in 1940 Robert Ley, Führer of the Labour Front, made an important speech to the German working class with
        the purpose of converting them to Hitler’s war. Significantly, Ley was able to assume that his listeners,
        though humble ill-read proletarians, knew the legend of Siegfried and the dragon. He summed up the war as a
        crusade against the decadent English dragon, who deprives the German Siegfried of the Nibelungen hoard, which
        in this case is Lebensraum, raw materials, colonies. Ley said: “Workers of all lands, unite — to smash
        the rule of English capitalism! You young upward-striving nations of the earth, combine to annihilate the old
        English dragon who blocks the treasures of the earth and withholds from you the riches of the world.” These
        words show not only how deeply Wagner has penetrated the masses but how cleverly the Nazis have been stealing
        the Marxist thunder, even appropriating the slogan: “Workers of all lands, unite!”24
      


      
        Wagner is far closer in spirit to the Nazi Third Reich of steeled romanticism than to the Prussian Second Reich
        of orderly bureaucracy. The latter exalted the state, whereas Wagner and Hitler exalt the Volk. The state to
        romantics represents lifeless form; it is static legality. The Volk represents living content; it dynamically
        overlaps and smashes state lines. That is why young Hitler, a most unpatriotic state citizen, prayed for the
        destruction of his Hapsburg state — for the sake of the German Volk.
      


      
        After 1871 the Hohenzollern and Bismarckian state was territorially saturated and
        thoroughly conservative; for almost half a century, it was a peaceful and law-abiding upholder of the European
        status quo. Americans tend toward the serious error of identifying the Second with the Third Reich.
        This overlooks the whole revolutionary, expansive, romantic side of nazism. The plebeian Hitler throws out not
        only the Junker spirit of class distinctions but also the admirable non-political civil service and
        non-political Reichswehr autonomy so typical of the Kaiser’s bureaucratic state.
      


      
        In fact, Hitler mocks as a “mad concept” the Prussian ideal, which he sneeringly describes as “doglike
        adoration for so-called ‘state authority.’ ” Such a “dead mechanism,” he explains, must be replaced by a
        “living organism,” based on “the herd instinct, which appears when all are of one blood.” In the 1920’s “the
        Jewish-democratic state (Reich) has become a real curse to the German Volk (nation).” That is
        because “we as Aryans can only picture the state as the living organism of a nationality.”25 Here the Führer is repeating Wagner almost word
        for word.
      


      
        When Hitler annexed the Czechs and began his chain of conquest, many Americans thought that his annexation of
        non-Germans was inconsistent with the Nazi racial ideology and that hence Nazi ideology was no longer a
        determining force. Actually there was no inconsistency whatever, because Hitler never includes Czechs, Poles,
        and other nations organically in his Volk; he merely adds them to his state. Here the distinction between Volk
        and state makes all the difference in the world. It means that the Poles, though
        appendages of the German state, are as “racial inferiors” the slaves of the German Volk. They can never rise
        from slavery to equal citizenship. Similarly, Germans of the Jewish group are, for both Wagner and Hitler, in
        the German state but not in its Volk.
      


      
        To sum up, Wagners moulding of Hitler’s mind was twofold: direct, through Hitler’s “favourite reading” of
        “Wagner’s political compositions”; indirect, as we have seen, through Houston Chamberlain, the Wagner family,
        Eckart, Rosenberg. A man of action, without even a full high-school education, Hitler could not be particularly
        well read. If, none the less, he knew his Wagner so thoroughly, these same Wagnerian influences must have been
        similarly moulding millions of other ordinary Germans, no matter how indirectly. In a yet more indirect sense,
        one hundred years of romantic literature and philosophy made Germany more susceptible to Nazi concepts than any
        other country in the world, already long before Versailles.
      


      
        After Versailles the question for romantic nationalists was how to destroy the old Versailles order of
        international capitalism or Marxism, how to destroy the Jews blamed for that order, and hence how to save and
        purify the Volk. Who would do this ruthless job? Would it be by democracy or Prussian monarchy or army or —
        something new? Wagner both anticipated and answered these questions.
      


      
        He answered them in advance by nurturing his Führer concept from its modest pale bud of “kinghood” (1849) to
        its gaudiest bloom of 1881. Wagner said in 1881: “We must now seek the Hero” of the future, who “turns against
        the ruin of his race.” Doing this, “the Hero wondrously becomes divine.”26 Siegfried and Barbarossa were to have their third
        incarnation!
      


      
        Hero? Wondrously divine? In 1924 Hitler was on trial of his life for treason. He
        informed his judges that they were dragging him to court just as two thousand years ago a divine hero in
        Jerusalem had been dragged by the same race to His apparent death. “I wanted to be the destroyer of Marxism. I
        mean to solve this task,” shouted Hitler from his prisoner’s box, adding: “When I stood for the first time
        before Richard Wagner’s grave, my heart swelled with pride….” In Hitler’s list of the three greatest Germans
        “nearest to the heart of the Volk,” the sole modern he names is Wagner.27
      


      
        “We must now seek the Hero.” For half a century learned pedants dismissed Wagner’s metapolitics as unimportant
        because unscientific. Their fate in contemporary Germany speaks for itself, both the dismal fate of aloof
        learning and the triumphant fate of Wagner’s metapolitics. In an age of emotional mass politics, it is not
        important that Wagner’s fanatic hates and enthusiasms were perhaps pathological and certainly unsound.
        Important are such mawkish scenes as young Hitler standing at Wagner’s grave, heroically dedicating himself,
        the Siegfried of the lower middle class, with grim, non-Wagnerian efficiency acting out Germany’s last
        Wagnerian melodrama.
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    CHAPTER VII


    Greenwich Village Warriors


    
      The Germans are always so badly deceived because they try to find a deceiver. If only they have a
      heady wine for the senses, they will put up with bad bread. Intoxication means more to them than nourishment;
      that is the hook they will always bite on. A popular leader [Führer] must hold up before them the
      prospect of conquests and splendour; then he will be believed. They always obey, and will do more than
      obey provided they can get intoxicated in the process.
    


    
      — NIETZSCHE1
    


    
      This [Nazi] government is composed of members half of whom are men who originally intended to devote
      themselves to some creative work…. This government, rooted in opposition to rationalism, is well aware of the
      nameless longing of the Volk … which can be explained and expressed only by the artist.
    


    
      — HANS BLUNCK, President of the Reich Chamber of Literature, 1938
    


    
      The
      Second Romantic Revolution


      
        So far I have spoken only of the original romantic movement (except for such independent later romantics as
        Wagner). But Germany produced another such large-scale and interconnected romantic movement, almost as
        important as the first. This second romantic revolt triumphed in German literature in the 1890’s, and in German
        politics (books into bullets) with Hitler.
      


      
        Europe’s 1890’s were the height of a brilliant æsthetic and intellectual revival, international in scope though
        varying according to national characteristics. It was known in Germany as neo-romanticism and in France and
        England as the “decadent” movement. The first romantics, about 1800, had revolted against French rationalism.
        The second revolted against the realistic, scientific school of writing associated with Emile Zola. They
        revolted against the faith in smug materialism and in an unduly utilitarian brand of democracy. This
        materialist-democrat faith was then widespread not only in France, England, and America but in Germany herself.
      


      
        The second romantic revolt, like the first, was partly justified and wholly inevitable. European culture was
        indeed choking in the narrow smug Victorian cult of “progress” produced by the rather shallow but “stupendous”
        material success of the new industrialism. In so far as a revolt against this was justified, the revolt also
        triumphed by the 1890’s in western culture under the influence of the so-called decadent school. The familiar
        names are Baudelaire, Gautier, Verlaine, Rimbaud, Mallarmé, and their flamboyant English imitators Swinburne,
        Oscar Wilde, Ernest Dowson. Regarded first as clowns, then as Satans, then as saints
        by the shocked and titillated bourgeois, they have been unduly laughed at, unduly persecuted, and unduly
        adored.
      


      
        Though they rarely could cope with their liquor or their sex lives, the decadents showed more real common sense
        in diagnosing the fatal weaknesses of their age and of liberal bourgeois prosperity than did all the vaunted
        common sense of the canny businessmen. The “solid,” “sound” way of life of the latter seems certainly
        precarious today, and its doom was predicted in the 1890’s, and for the right reasons, by those whom the
        respectable citizen dismissed as clowns. When every other word of the decadent poets was “ennui,” that seemed
        mere æsthetic affectation and sickly languor. Yet they rightly sensed that mankind sometimes prefers the
        bloodiest revolt against reason to an industrialism which is just plain dull and a material progress which
        starves the emotions and the imagination.
      


      
        The liberal bourgeois democracy enjoyed the height of its material and psychological prosperity in that
        Victorian lull before the storm. It did so with the smug self-confidence of a cuckold. For (at least in
        Germany) it could no more satisfy the romantic aspirations of the masses than Monsieur Bovary could “satisfy”
        Madame Bovary. It simply lacked the sex appeal (metaphorically speaking) of a Wagnerian opera or a fiery
        demagogic oration.
      


      
        In addition to these psychological weaknesses, and equally underestimated and equally important, were the
        familiar economic weaknesses of capitalist society. These every decadent considered too prosaic to notice, and
        the job of prophesying their doom was left to the Marxist Cassandras. The latter were often justified if taken
        as purely destructive critics. They should have been listened to more then and should be listened to more
        today. But being anti-Christian, the materialism of the Marxists was and is and will
        be as helpless as the capitalist brand of materialism to forestall fascism. Fascism can only be forestalled by
        satisfying the emotional and religious needs of the masses in addition to all the indispensable economic needs.
        By default, therefore, Wagner it was who by the 1870’s and 1880’s became priest, pander, and physician to
        Europe’s emotionally and religiously starved.
      


      
        Where the second romantic revolution differs from the first is in political method. Here the romantic “will to
        power” no longer rejects the “uninspired” world of materialism-efficiency-industrialism but
        swallows it, swallows and thereby assimilates it. Thus, in the person of Wagner, the romantic “spirit
        of music” combines with a tough, practical, and politically shrewd nazism. Thus, in the whole movement of
        nazism itself, the fantastic goals of romanticism are sought in 1941 not with the inefficient “blue flower” of
        the earlier, ivory-tower romantics but with the most rational and scientific means of modern technics, modern
        propaganda, modern war. This swallowing and assimilation of its direct opposite, of rational technics, which
        alone explains the victories of Hitler’s Germany, is what makes the second romantic revolution the most
        important “event” of the last hundred years.
      

    


    
      Houston Chamberlain as Hitler’s
      John The Baptist


      
        The mystagogue of Bayreuth was the Master’s English son-in-law, Houston Stewart Chamberlain. The æsthetic wave
        of the second romantic revolution combined with the nationalist wave of Bismarck’s Second Reich to make
        Bayreuth the national shrine of art. There the Master’s brew of fascist metapolitics intoxicated more and more
        of German youth.
      


      
        Ever stirring and reflavouring and sampling the brew, Chamberlain devoted his life
        to fermenting the Master’s concoction for Der Tag, which both knew would come. And sure
        enough, this became the official intoxicant of the Third Reich after a frustrated artist and a frustrated poet
        and a frustrated philosopher and a frustrated playwright, named Hitler and Eckart and Rosenberg and Goebbels,
        respectively, became ecstatic initiates of Chamberlain at Bayreuth.
      


      
        For the German Chosen People, Wagner was the Moses who would never see the Promised Land, and Chamberlain was
        the John the Baptist who discovered Hitler and baptized him in the holy fire-water of metapolitics. Wagner’s
        plucky wife Cosima had her doubts about Hitler, at least until 1933. But Chamberlain and Winifred Wagner and
        supposedly Siegfried Wagner, the Master’s son, saw in Hitler the fulfillment of all the Old Testament
        prophecies of Richard Wagner. To them Hitler was not demagogue but demigod. He was that Siegfried-Barbarossa
        reincarnation for whom Wagner had yearned to save Germany from Wagner’s three abominations: democracy,
        finance-capitalism, and the Jews.
      


      
        In 1923 Chamberlain wrote Hitler an amazing letter. It was written even before Hitler temporarily won the local
        headlines with his disastrous beer-hall putsch of that year. In this letter Chamberlain compared himself to
        John the Baptist, who could die in peace now that he had found the Saviour he had always sought. “At one stroke
        you have transformed the state of my soul. Germany in her hour of direst need gives birth to a Hitler…. Now I
        may justly go to sleep and need never again awaken. God protect you!” In 1923 he called Hitler a
        “cosmos-creating” force and an “awakener of souls.” In 1924 he called Hitler ”
        heaven-sent” and “the most creative mind in statecraft since Bismarck.”2
      


      
        Before that, almost identical predictions were made by Dietrich Eckart, Hitler’s original discoverer and
        impresario, and by none other than Rudolf Hess, the man who shared Hitler’s prison cell after their joint 1923
        putsch, the man to whom Hitler dictated his Mein Kampf, the man who was official head of the whole
        Nazi party-organization and the next in succession after Hitler and Göring — and the man who suddenly
        parachuted into a Scottish field in May 1941. Prior to 1923 both Eckart and Hess had ecstatically hailed the
        unemployed, unknown Austrian postcard-painter as the future dictator and saviour.
      


      
        Consider three facts. First, all these intoxicated prophecies. Second, the fact that in the years 1920–4 Hitler
        was either completely unknown or a laughing-stock; his party had not a single Reichstag seat and comparatively
        only a handful of members, almost all in Munich, consisting mostly of tough Free Corps soldiers like Röhm,
        sousing æsthetes like Eckart, and unemployed lower-middle-class youngsters. Considering these two facts from
        the viewpoint of 1923 and not of today, we as rationalists would consider these prophecies about Hitler by
        Chamberlain and Eckart as mad, even though both men were nationally famous literary figures.
      


      
        Then as the third fact consider Hitler’s successive victory marches through Vienna, Prague, Warsaw, Paris. Now
        it is we rationalists who seem the mad ones, for having scoffed at these fulfilled prophecies. Suppose Hitler
        had always remained an unemployed, uneducated, and frustrated artist. Even then he
        must have had some extraordinary magnetic power, yet to be explained by psychologists, in order to elicit such
        prophecies from nationally famous writers at a time when he was so unknown to the nation and such an apparent
        failure in everything. This power Chamberlain described, in a letter to Hitler, by a strange metaphor which
        numerous German witnesses of Hitler’s oratory were to confirm:
      


      
        “Your eye acts as if gifted with many hands; it seizes a man and holds him tight!”3
      


      
        These are the qualities German romantics often mean by the twin concepts “dæmonic” and “superman.”
      

    


    
      Dæmons, Führers, and
      Boors


      
        A book on German metapolitics owes to American readers a clear definition of that perennial proto-Nazi word
        “dæmonic.” But the more German romantics I read, the more I must confess my incompetency to define the word.
        Either you feel that sacred misty dæmonic glow or you don’t, and we shall have to leave it at that. But not
        quite at that. A few hints can escape through the veil even to unbelievers. Though admittedly unclear, a
        tentative definition might be: a “dæmonic” man is a mortal demigod driven along beyond good and evil by the
        invisible elemental forces he incarnates.
      


      
        In order to explain Byron and Napoleon, the word “dæmonic” in its modern sense was first used by Goethe. It was
        misused ever after by the romantics of all countries — especially in Germany. There it is an earmark of
        profundity among modern Nazi thinkers and nineteenth-century proto-Nazis; the more often you use it in a
        para<u>graph</u>, the “deeper” your philosophy is. Anyone who is ill-mannered, boorish, irrational, and egotistic, provided he is intolerably so, is likely to
        be called dæmonic in nineteenth- and twentieth-century Germany — or at least be called a genius. (In Greenwich
        Village days, it was called artistic temperament.)
      


      
        The mystic or dæmonic view of Hitler has been widely accepted, especially among Germans. Anti-Hitler arguments,
        to be effective, must be able to refute this view on its own rarefied level, as well as on a rational level.
        The chapter on “Nazi Religion” will quote influential German leaders calling Hitler literally the nordic
        “Christ.” On such levels of argument, suffice it to point out the following old apocalyptic prophecy. To human
        eyes the Antichrist will appear identical with the Christ in magnetic attraction, in performance of material
        miracles, and in supernatural power to command adoration. The one difference is the all-important hair’sbreadth
        distinction between good and evil.
      


      
        Actually, of course, those who call Hitler the Antichrist or Satan incarnate are as hysterical as the Nazis who
        call him the Christ. We have plenty of more tangible reasons for opposing him. But those who do judge politics
        meta-politically will find it hard to justify Hitler even on their own questionable level. They may find a
        tiny, all-important mistake in spelling is being palmed off on them. Suppose you are romantic enough and German
        enough to believe in the “dæmonic.” Then you are also liable to believe in the existence of the “demonic.”
        Since only a hair’s breadth separates the two, can you ever be quite sure which way to spell your Nazi
        supermen?
      

    


    
      “What
      an Artist Dies In Me!”


      
        Wagner as philosopher-musician was the great connecting link between the first and second romantic revolutions.
        Like the first, the second was avowedly based on the “spirit of music.” As proclaimed by earlier romantics, by
        Wackenroder, Tieck, and E. T. A. Hoffmann, music is both the highest and most romantic art, the divinest human
        activity, because the “spirit of music” (to them) is the incarnation of all that is most vague, formless,
        expansive, most emotional and subjective, escaping from uninspired reason into the infinite yearning and
        infinite striving of the dæmonic subconscious. Note how this violently unclassical definition of the musical
        art combines with the chief jargonterms of so many anti-western political prophets, the
        metapoliticians. That is why art, especially Wagner’s music, was expected somehow to “regenerate” all of life,
        even politics and foreign policy. To the politician-æsthetes of the second romantic revolution, music
        symbolized the revolt of the Volk’s instinctive mass dynamism against legality, reason, and static morality.
      


      
        During his Wagnerite and anti-western period, Nietzsche significantly gave the title The Birth of Tragedy
        from the Spirit of Music to that early book of his which ends predicting the birth of a triumphant new
        Germany from these four “Dionysian” blessings: an æsthetic national “tragic myth”; “the ecstatic luring call”
        of Wagner “the bird”; the consequent “elimination of foreign elements” from Germany; the “bloody glory of the
        late war” against France (the war of 1870) and against France’s Romanizing, westernizing influence on
        Germany.4
      


      
        A famous modern German art-critic expressed an attitude more typical of large masses
        of Germans than of almost any other country when he said: “Among us Germans, art was not a class distinction,
        an enervating form of dilettantism, or a luxury, but the one and only reality, the ultimate altar, the
        final bond holding humanity together … heroism.”5
      


      
        The benefits of this German attitude are as obvious as Germany’s immortal artistic contributions to humanity.
        Less obvious are the dangers of this attitude. It has the unexpected consequence of art voluntarily
        synthesizing with vast untrained popular tastes. Often these are not merely vulgar (kitsch) but demand
        a fanatic and intolerant nationalism whose propaganda-handmaiden art must become.
      


      
        Germany would gain in both art and sane politics if she had either a lot more or a lot less of solid, stodgy,
        undiluted Babbitts. She needs a more unambiguous dividing line between her spiritual Rotary Clubs and her
        spiritual Greenwich Villages. When both get mixed up, the result is dæmonic bank clerks, lower-middle-class
        Siegfrieds, and what Nietzsche called Kultur-philistines. The mixture is dangerous because thereby every
        metapolitical lunacy, instead of being harmless, is welded to irresistible business-like efficiency.
      


      
        In relative proportion to other countries, almost every Tom, Dick, and Harry of the German semi-educated seems
        an amateur æsthete, a Greenwich Village Babbitt, unfortunately retaining the knack of handling a machine-gun
        competently. Actually, of course, even in Germany these are a small minority. But in proportion to other
        countries they played an enormous role, especially among the proto-Nazis and the
        Nazi party itself.
      


      
        Fantastically, stunningly high is the proportion of frustrated æsthetes among the founders of the Nazi party in
        the 1920’s. They would gather in Munich’s Greenwich Village for their beer-parties. There flawlessly efficient
        plans for a war of extermination against France would alternate with tearful wails against Jewish critics for
        damning their paintings or poems. That is why a leading Munich journalist labelled the Nazi party of the early
        1920’s “an armed bohemia.” This was no idle bon mot nor intended as a scornful epithet. Nor did it
        minimize their menace, but rather was intended to maximize it.
      


      
        In pursuit of both their political and their æsthetic ambitions, the Nazis have organized German æsthetes into
        a “Kultur Senate” and a “Reich Chamber of Literature.” Member of the former and 1938 President of the latter is
        the poet Hans Blunck. In 1938 many chief Nazi officials in all fields wrote an important joint anthology,
        Germany Speaks, to present the Nazi Weltanschauung in up-to-date form. Blunck was chosen to write the
        official article on Nazi “Kultur policy.” His highly interesting arguments are additional evidence for the
        “Greenwich Village warrior” approach to the psychology of Nazi leaders.
      


      
        Blunck begins by stressing how “strange” yet “symbolic” is the state’s selection of himself, “a poet and writer
        of fairy-tales,” for this article on state policy when the state could easily have selected one of its strictly
        political leaders. He makes the selection symbolize the following three facts about the link between nazism and
        artistic temperament:
      


      
        First, the Republic was overthrown in Germany partly by the opposition of many influential
        artist-intellectuals. From 1918 on, these “idealists” acted as they did for nazism
        against democracy because they consciously carried on the militant nationalism which earlier romantics had set,
        in the War of Liberation, as a sacred tradition for German artist-intellectuals ever after.
      


      
        Second, artists rank as chief gainers (this is Blunck speaking!) from Hitler’s dictatorship. As evidence,
        Blunck boasts that the amount of grand opera (!) has increased (especially Wagner’s) and that Hitler has
        abolished unemployment among the poor starving artists, the musicians among whom had been fifty per cent
        unemployed. These citations may well be statistically correct; but Blunck naturally ignores the question of how
        far art and intellect “gain” from this economic rescue of the unemployed among their members when art and
        intellect must now be prostituted into propaganda for tyranny and nonsense.
      


      
        Third and most important, “this [Nazi] government is composed of members half of whom are men who originally
        intended to devote themselves to some creative work.” That fact gives the Nazi leaders “religious convictions”
        about the “importance of artists” as the Volk’s “mediators.” That fact also explains the Hitlerites’ strong
        psychological hold on Germany, their hold on the romantic “German soul.” For, as Blunck concludes with extreme
        shrewdness, “This government, rooted in opposition to rationalism, is well aware of the nameless
        longing of the Volk it governs, of their dreams that sway between heaven and earth, which can be explained and
        expressed only by the artist”6
      


      
        Unique in history is a dictatorship by leaders “half of whom originally intended” a career of creative art.
        That could happen in almost no other country than Germany. It would be the highest compliment to Germany for
        attaching such importance to culture — except for one fact: they are almost all very
        bad artists. Almost all were failures, not only by the usual vulgar criterion of success but by their own
        artistic criteria. Almost all blamed Jewry for their failures. They blamed the alleged Jewish control of press,
        of publishing, of æsthetic criticism.
      


      
        Blunck makes a bad slip on their behalf when he writes elsewhere: “Every one of them has produced a life’s work
        which at this late stage [after the Hitler dictatorship] is appearing before the public for
        recognition and appreciation for the first time.” That sentence unintentionally admits their failure except
        under prejudiced Nazi subsidy. But sometimes Blunck achieves a really wise analysis of them. He rightly traces
        their spiritual ancestry back to those members of the romantic school whose work passed from books into bullets
        in the War of Liberation. He rightly credits nazism’s “secret poets” with much of the successful appeal of the
        Nazi revolution. What he calls their anti-democratic “Fronde” of “romantic nationalism” did indeed
        “transmute politics by applying ‘the eternal German romanticism.’ Scepticism and negation were swept aside, and
        in their place was a new creative will.”7
      


      
        To “transmute politics” is another way of saying that when a frustrated romantic artist vents his spleen in
        politics he transmutes politics into metapolitics. In no country but Germany (and Japan) is it taken as a
        matter of course that a ferocious battle-scarred soldier and Storm Troop leader like Röhm dashed off his
        thoughts in hexameters. Some of his verse, which at least scans well, he addressed to Hitler, as did Eckart and
        Schirach. An armed bohemia!
      


      
        Following are examples of key founders of nazism whose most burning ambition, before they entered politics, was
        in spheres of art and inspirational philosophy. Hitler: painting of romantic
        landscapes, architecture. Goebbels: drama, novel, poetry. Rosenberg: architecture, philosophy. Eckart: poetry,
        drama. Baldur von Schirach (leader of the Hitler Youth and Governor of Austria): poetry. Funk (Nazi Minister of
        Economics): music. C. Schmitt: philosophy. H. Grimm: novel. Houston Chamberlain: literature, philosophy. The
        Nazi half of Stefan George’s circle, such as Ludwig Klages, Blüher, Friedrich Wolters: poetry, philosophy. The
        Nazi half of the Bayreuth circle: music. Widely broadcast by Goebbels in 1933, the slyest Nazi rebuttal to
        anti-Nazi refugees was typically not by a politician but a leading poet: Gottfried Benn. Benn’s reward for
        calling Hitler “the Führer we all worship”: becoming Hitler’s “Acting Leader of the Poetry Section, Prussian
        Academy of Arts,” whence true arts were hounded — and soon Benn himself, his “worship” sincerely over.
      


      
        W. Funk exemplifies the arty frustrated musician who becomes a high Nazi. Earlier, he had worked with Jewish
        bankers, those same Jewish bankers called by the Nazis the “secret dictatorship of gold” known as
        plutodemocracy.
      


      
        (This anti-Semitic myth stems partly from Wagner’s similar one about Jewish capitalists. In Hitler’s speeches
        it now includes Aryan as well as Jewish capitalists, even after his 1941 break with his Soviet ally, because of
        the increasingly radical dynamics of his mass revolution. According to this popular Nazi and Wagnerian myth,
        all democracy is a secret dictatorship of Jewish capitalists who mask themselves by financing puppet Marxist
        parties. They allegedly “fool the workers” by pretending to be socialists and by stealing the anti-capitalist
        phrases of the self-styled “true” (national) socialism of Fichte, Wagner, the nationally-socialist Jew
        Lassalle, and Hitler. This cruel Nazi lie about Jewish gold has been often and
        easily disproved. Yet it was sincerely believed by a large part of the German lower classes, above all among
        the unemployed and the lower middle class.)
      


      
        Despite all Funk’s former Jewish connections, Hitler has chosen him both as Minister of Economics and president
        of the Reichsbank. America would tend to fill both such jobs with men leaning temperamentally more toward the
        prosaic than toward Greenwich Village. Funk puts dash and glamour into economics for the masses by hymns from
        Wagner against “gold” (symbol of capitalism, Jewish usury, and the Versailles reparations). Funk’s burning
        ambition was and is to be a great musician. He himself declares his artistic destiny “thwarted” by his
        “economic calling.” It is a fact that this rara avis among orthodox economists “is more frequently
        seen in the company of artists than with tried economists at directors’ meetings.”8
      


      
        For all these Nazi leaders, art was a chief ambition. Even for many of the rest, art was at least a more
        important side-issue than it would be in most non-German countries. A specific example: the Nazi Foreign
        Minister Ribbentrop personally penned a play in the 1920’s, called In the Path of the Führer. Another
        example: Hess, Germany’s erstwhile deputy-Führer, takes very seriously his romantic poetry. It could find no
        publisher until after 1933; the same is true of the literary efforts of most of the other Nazi would-be
        geniuses. Even the grotesque Julius Streicher, Führer of the Franconian province and editor of the unspeakable
        Stürmer, is no exception. According to the Nazi Who’s Who, he nurses ambitions as a
        water-colour artist.
      


      
        The highest placed exception is Goring. Appropriately he is Governor of Germany’s most unbohemian province,
        Prussia. In personal life Göring’s role, partly pose and partly reality, is as the
        bluff, hearty, no-nonsense-now sort of fellow who prefers hunting with an English Ambassador to sitting with
        Hitler and Goebbels at a five-hour Wagner concert. No wonder British Tories, before the war, fell for Goring
        hook, line, and sinker, as the admiring reports of their Ambassador Henderson indicate.
      


      
        Not having gone to Eton, all Nazis are cads to British diplomats. But the latter pinned their hopes on Göring
        as being the nearest approach to a gentleman of which a Nazi is capable. In sharp contrast with both Germans
        and French, many British gentlemen find artistic temperament simultaneously too sinister and too enthusiastic
        to be respectable. The result of this English faith in Göring is that today he is no longer confined, as during
        Henderson’s sojourn, to hunting boars in East Prussia; he now hunts human game with his air force in England.
      


      
        The amateur artists among Nazi leaders are often closely allied with some of the leading professional artists.
        The latter include Blunck, the “poet and writer of fairy-tales”; Hanns Johst, the poet and official Nazi
        dramatist; and such widely read novelists as Hans Grimm and Kolbenheyer. All did their bit in undermining
        loyalty to the Weimar Republic.
      


      
        Not all these literary nationalist grave-diggers of democracy were Nazis. Many formed the ultra-nationalist
        “Fronde” of the “Wartburg circle.” Many wrote before 1933 for the influential magazine Die
        Tat and for similar political-romantic-sesthetic magazines. Such romantic ultra-nationalists were rarely
        Nazi party members, but often they acted in alliance with the Nazis against the common enemy, democracy, and
        paved the Nazi way.
      


      
        Like the Nazi leaders themselves, and much earlier, the pre-Nazi founders of nationalism as a religion were
        almost all men of intense æsthetic ambitions. That includes the Herder school, the
        “Storm and Stress,” the romantic school of 1800, the neo-romantics of the 1890’s, the musician Wagner and his
        Bayreuth circle.
      


      
        The would-be tough-minded, feet-on-the-ground materialist will doubt the importance of æsthetic motive in Nazi
        psychology. He will treat these artistic ambitions of Nazi leaders as mere hobbies. On the contrary, these
        ambitions were originally far deeper than political ambitions in most of the cases we have named and were
        integral parts of their personalities. The two deepest emotional experiences of Hitler’s youth were æsthetic.
        The one was an ecstatic experience, the other his deepest anguish. The former was his hysterical and almost
        religious worship of Wagnerian music. The latter was when the Vienna Art Academy ended his artistic career by
        rejecting his paintings as officially “below standard.”
      


      
        Even since his triumph as dictator, the worship of cheering millions cannot heal that psychological wound. It
        is still his anguish today. Hitler was for once not the cunning demagogue nor the ruthless
        Realpolitiker, but he was wearing his heart on his sleeve when he declared just before the World War
        of 1939:
      


      
        “All my life I have wanted to be a great painter in oils. I am tired of politics. As soon as I have carried out
        my program for Germany, I shall take up my painting. I feel that I have it in my soul to become one of the
        great artists of the age and that future historians will remember me not for what I have done
        for Germany, but for my art.”9
      


      
        If Hitler could conquer all he wants to conquer, I’d imagine his dramatic retirement from the Führership into
        the Olympian heights of Berchtesgaden to paint and to write sentimental memoirs.
        Like Nero, his dying words might be: “What an artist dies in me!” And somehow a Hitler would never think of
        dying unless in front of a mirror and surrounded by reporters and photographers. As perhaps with Nero, so with
        the Nazis, the æsthetic frustration helps explain the bitter cruelty. A basic observation of psychiatrists is
        that frustration finds its outlet in aggression. Look over the speeches and writings of Hitler, Goebbels,
        Rosenberg, and the rest. In these men hate, revenge, and persecution complex predominate emotionally over love,
        peace, and construction.
      


      
        Conceivably some readers, laudably eager to treat enemies with fair play, may feel that these frustrated
        æsthetes were really men of æsthetic ability. The only answer is to read their works and look at their
        paintings, and then decide for yourself. Even in Nazi Germany the decision is nearly unanimous on that score.
      


      
        Conceivably a few readers might even go further and half-believe the fanatic and probably sincere convictions
        of Hitler and the rest that their failures under the Republic were due not to lack of merit but to unfair
        Jewish critics. In a few cases such unfair treatment probably existed to a small degree, but basically and
        generally this slanderous excuse for almost all the Nazi failures is due to frustration and persecution
        complex. That is not merely a personal guess but a fact easily proved. The most obvious proof is an ironic one:
        even in Nazi Germany, with Nazi critics, these failures generally are just as great as in the days of Jewish
        critics. For example, one of the first Nazi acts was to produce the lyrical romantic dramas of Goebbels and of
        the deceased Eckart. But the plays of both had to be dropped as complete failures. Earlier, alleged Jewish
        press influence could be blamed for their rejection. Who is to blame this time?
      


      
        Eckart had even resorted to signing his plays with Jewish pseudonyms. He inserted
        sympathetic Jewish characters in them, though naturally with his fingers crossed. He honestly expected that a
        Jewish name would automatically win him the success so long denied him as an anti-Semitic Wagnerite. He was
        honestly baffled when his plays were rejected as emphatically as ever. Who was to blame this time?10
      


      
        Schirach’s lyrics now have state backing. He inserts them in the official anthologies he controls. But even
        Nazi readers consider his verse a sentimental imitation of Stefan George without the original’s fine frenzy and
        poetic fire. Rosenberg’s philosophy, to be sure, has triumphed at last inside Germany; its pretensions to merit
        will be scrutinized in detail in a separate chapter. As for Hitler’s vague romantic paintings, the reader can
        judge for himself.
      


      
        Consider the notorious public “burning of the books.” In this the disappointed playwright Goebbels was
        imitating a similar episode in which Father Jahn was the leader, not long after the War of Liberation. Most of
        the books the Nazi youth tossed into the bonfires were not political but literary. Among their authors were
        so-called Kultur-bolshevists, Jews, many conservative and liberal westernminded writers, internationalists, and
        writers against whom Nazis bore special grudges, like Thomas and Heinrich Mann.
      


      
        The burning was interpreted abroad as proving the Nazis hostile or indifferent to art. The direct opposite is
        true. It proves how much more seriously Germany takes art than most countries, how much more excited she gets
        over it — excited enough to burn it. Even today Germans buy and read proportionately far more literary books,
        far more poetry above all, than do Americans, just as they still under Hitler far
        exceed us in widespread appreciation of serious music.
      


      
        What the book-burning does show is the bad artistic taste of the Nazis; but bad taste in art does not mean
        indifference or hostility nor absence of artistic temperament. Often it is the symptom of too much arty
        temperament, to the point of bohemianism. In the Nazi leaders bad taste is a symptom of a love for the arts
        which is unduly romantic and subjective and fanatic, and hence undiscriminating. In short, the book-burning,
        often cited to refute the following point, only confirms it: that in Germany the political leaders take
        æsthetics far more seriously than in America or most other countries.
      


      
        The Nazis and the Nationalists were the Republic’s two chief opposition parties of expansive nationalism. The
        former was socialistic; the latter was conservative and Junker, and was dissolved by Hitler after 1933. But
        before 1933 they often worked closely together against their common enemies. Hugenberg was the leader of the
        Nationalist party. He first made Hitler respectable and helped finance him on his way to power. If the leader
        of the Nazi party is an ex-painter, the leader of the former Nationalist party is a former lyric poet whose
        verse had been published before the World War.
      


      
        Partly as a direct consequence, both Hitler and Hugenberg were men of unusual and daring imagination in
        politics, not to mention the all too imaginative Goebbels and the rest. This consequence was not only a symptom
        of their artistic temperament but a victory-achieving sublimation of it. In contrast, consider the
        unimaginative, dry-as-dust politics of the Social Democrat trade-union bureaucracy, uninspiring and hence
        ineffectual.
      


      
        Almost no political public is more susceptible to romantic appeals than the German. The Republic and its Social
        Democrat leaders never really caught the public’s imagination. What did they ever
        know of the Volk’s “dreams that sway between heaven and earth”? (Blunck should have added: “and hell,” and his
        mob psychology would be complete.) More than all the Weimar bureaucrats, a moody, romantic ex-artist like
        Hitler can play, as on a musical instrument, on “the nameless longing of the Volk, which can be explained only
        by the artist.”
      

    


    
      The “German Soul”


      
        The example of Italy, Germany, and even Spain may suggest to some that fascism triumphs most easily in the
        countries steeped in grand opera. Such a provocative generalization borders, of course, on absurdity. Still, it
        is a suitable take-off for a flight into what romantics call the “German soul.”
      


      
        Grand opera! The operatic and æsthetic-bohemian side of Nazi leaders will seem to many Americans more
        compatible with feminine softness than with animal ferocity, concentration camps, and war. That holds true in
        our American mores. But the opposite is true of Germany, as my many examples of Nazi leaders have
        indicated. In fact, the un-arty slums of Chicago have produced few such tough guys as a sensitive æsthete named
        Hitler and his lethal comrades.
      


      
        Emotional artiness and a sentimental attitude toward history are in modern Germany (as in Japan — and in the
        Marquis de Sade!) compatible not with softness and inefficiency but with cruelty, military courage, and a
        burning ruthless will to power. Indeed, that same juxtaposition of qualities characterizes to even greater
        extremes the non-Aryan member of the Axis. The Japanese are the most sensitive, courteous, and beauty-loving of
        peoples, the most delicate painters of vases, the most refined composers of
        hokku verse, and — the sackers of Nanking in what was the most brutal and sadistic atrocity of this
        century.
      


      
        To catch the spirit of nazism’s most nauseating strain, picture something like this: Picture two blond young
        Storm Troopers, battle-scarred but starry-eyed, burning a defenceless synagogue or kicking in the stomach a
        concentration-camp prisoner while murmuring dreamily: “We Germans are incurable romantics!” Strange indeed are
        the ways of romantic idealism and Teutonic heroism. If our Storm Troopers were more literate (as fans, say, of
        Krieck or Schirach or Goebbels), they might have added: “Always following the gleam of the blue flower of
        idealistic yearning — like Faust or Horst Wessel or that true nordic, Jesus. Becoming instead of being.
        Striving instead of bourgeois contentment. Blood instead of gold.”
      


      
        Goebbels’s novel, Ernst Krieck’s magazine Volk in Becoming, and the writings and speeches of Hitler
        and Rosenberg teem with such purple passages. Novalis was a chief founder of romanticism in 1798. His one novel
        created the famous search for the unattainable “blue flower” (“die blaue Blume der
        Romantik”). Later generations have made this ceaseless futile search for the mystic flower into
        the best-known symbol of the “German soul,” symbol of its ceaseless longing (Sehnsucht, a key-word)
        and its ceaseless striving (Streben, another key-word). A hundred years of such vague ecstasy about
        the German soul have ended by equating its “ceaseless longing” with that particular “nameless longing of the
        Volk” (Blunck) of which Hitler’s military dictatorship is the sole official oracle.11
      


      
        The German soul! It is a favourite sport of Germans, not only intellectuals, to
        introspect with awe-struck adoration the misty labyrinths of their own “German soul.” In almost all
        intellectual or literary books devoted to explaining Germany, whether by Nazi or anti-Nazi romantics, the
        phrase “the German soul” crops up at the core of every problem. In fact, several different books on Germany
        have that very phrase as title.
      


      
        The writings about the German soul must follow certain tacit conventions. That means treating it simultaneously
        in two ways: as tenderly as a sensitive, exotic butterfly wing, yet as brutally as befits a “dæmonic,”
        “cosmic.” “Life-force” (all key-words) capable of putting the whole globe to the sword by sheer military
        efficiency.
      


      
        No doubting Thomas has ever succeeded in touching this German soul, and none of us doubters has ever seen it.
        No, no, you must take it on faith and on the “healthy Volk-instinct” and “Will to Destiny” of your subconscious
        Faustian “Life-force,” or else you are nothing but an un-nordic rationalist and Kultur-bolshevist. As with
        “dæmon,” any definition in mere words is out of the question; one must be noble enough to feel the inner glow.
      


      
        All these phrases from the philosophers of subjective idealism make the whole subject of the German soul sound
        loftily impractical and ethereally unselfish. Yet its cash value (“We artists must live”) is not to be sneezed
        at. Though we still don’t know what it means, we have learned to appreciate with something like awe the German
        soul’s vast material usefulness, its protean convenience. It is the most convenient excuse ever
        devised by ambition for escaping the obligations of decent external law, whether moral, political,
        international, or artistic. In this function of freeing the egotist from normal human obligations, it resembles
        what psychiatrists define as a neurosis.
      


      
        The lesser breeds, who lack this marvellous convenient neurosis, have in the past
        committed just as many crimes as the Germans; to deny this would be to slander Germany. But with these
        undæmonic lesser breeds, a crime is a crime (except for a certain type of moralizing Anglo-Saxon hypocrite); it
        is something one feels a bit squeamish and uncomfortable about. The beautiful convenience of the German soul is
        that it enables one (like Goethe’s caddish Faust) to commit a crime and yet feel ecstatic and romantic about
        it.
      


      
        Picture, if possible, a handsome, clean-shaven, and good-naturedly sadistic gangster, who kills for love of
        killing and yet always looks like a boy scout following the gleam. Picture him sobbing tearfully over Wagner’s
        Liebestod motif and banning Jewish kosher cooking as inhumane to poor defenceless animals. You are
        picturing the Horst Wessel strain of Nazi psychology. You are picturing the ideal of many of the more educated
        section of Storm Troop leaders.
      


      
        When the German soul deigns to speak through its oracles, whether in politics or literature, it speaks in
        cloudy rhetoric. Rhetoric is its trademark, the best proof of its bona fide genuineness. This brings
        us back to Germany’s second romantic revolution of the 1890’s. French writers of all schools were finally
        taking rhetoric behind the barn and wringing its neck. Verlaine pled: “Prends léloquence et tords-lui le
        cou!” At that same time, always contrary to the French, many German neo-romantics were wringing the neck
        of clarity and banishing understatement, restraint, and law as uninspired. Above all, they were resubmerging
        all “deep” philosophy and poetry and politics in vague, highfalutin rhetoric.
      


      
        This second romantic revolution often resumed from the first romantics the contrast between Kultur and
        civilization, the revolt of the Teutonic tribes (Volk) against western values. Since
        1933 this revolt has sometimes become very barbarous. But just as often, originally, it was very sophisticated
        and merely would-be primitive. It was in the romantic tradition of the anti-intellectual
        intellectuals, the mystical atheists, the rootless traditionalists, the scarletsinning pedants, the dark-haired
        preachers of blond superiority, and the university Volk-proletarians.
      


      
        This revolt for Kultur was becoming ever more popular and fanatic already by 1914. So the Treaty of Versailles
        was more acceleratory than causal in function. I cannot agree with those to whom Versailles explains
        everything, nor with those who deny historic causality to movements of ideas and confine politics to economic
        causes.
      


      
        The neo-romantic æsthetes were followed by the same books-into-bullets evolution as has already been noted from
        Herder on. When words are sword-words, they are deeds as much as anything achieved by the self-styled man of
        action. The sneering distinction between men of books and men of deeds is made false by the fact that in the
        long run books are bullets. What neo-romantic æsthetes writing in the last quarter of the nineteenth
        century most moulded today’s Nazi metapolitics? Any answer must surely include Wagner, Houston Chamberlain,
        Langbehn, Lagarde, Spengler malgré lui, the less worthy half of Nietzsche’s and Stefan George’s
        politically-split disciples.
      

    


    
      Lagarde and Langbehn


      
        Already in the 1880’s Professor Paul de Lagarde was rejecting much of Christianity as Jewish. He replaced it by
        a compromise between Christianity and a new racist religion of the German Volk. From these ideas of Lagarde and
        Houston Chamberlain sprang Hitler’s “positive Christianity,” which is instilled into German youth today. For
        the German Volk, Lagarde coined the label “the Master Volk,” a favourite phrase of
        Hitler and all Nazis.12
      


      
        Paul Anton de Lagarde was born in Berlin in 1827 and died in 1891. Lagarde is his adopted name; his real name
        was the very commonplace one of Bötticher. After studying theology and Oriental languages at Berlin, Halle,
        London, and Paris, he received the high post of Professor of Oriental Languages at Göttingen in 1869. Like
        Gobineau and so many other racists, Lagarde was a learned Orientalist. The brief article which the
        Encyclopædia Britannica devotes to Lagarde deals almost exclusively with his pedantic research into
        Asiatic philology, now mostly forgotten by the world, and devotes only a line or two —” Lagarde also took some
        part in politics” — to what is historically his most important side today. For his Oriental scholarship led him
        to a new interpretation of the Bible by which the Jews are the arch-fiends of history and by which the
        Christian churches, save where purged of their Jewish origins by a German “awakening,” are the curse of the
        nordic super-race.
      


      
        Lagarde’s new interpretation made such an influential sensation in the 1880’s that Richard Wagner enviously
        accused him of trying to make anti-Semitism and the new German nationalism his private monopoly. It will be
        seen how Lagarde’s anti-Semitic Biblical criticisms were to be applied in modem German church politics by his
        loyal disciple, the Nazi educator Alfred Rosenberg.
      


      
        Lagarde is a leading founder of the extremely important concept of Mitteleuropa. This means an
        economic and semi-political union of central and Balkan Europe administered by efficient German technicians in
        a vast German-dominated empire. The idiotic Versailles system, by destroying the
        ancient Hapsburg Empire, turned central and southeastern Europe into a lot of autonomous little snarling
        nationalisms committing economic suicide by their mutually destructive tariff walls. In contrast with this
        Versailles system the Mitteleuropa concept has a great deal to recommend it to all concerned —
        provided the non-Germans retain certain basic liberties and suffer no racist discrimination. But this proviso
        will hardly be possible under a Hitlerian mentality.
      


      
        In 1915 Friedrich Naumann’s book Mitteleuropa converted German liberals during the World War to a
        tolerant and liberal version of this sensible concept.13 Haushofer (the “geopolitician”) and Rosenberg converted young Hitler to this concept,
        reverting to the original intolerant and illiberal version of Lagarde. Today Hitler and his technicians have
        made Mitteleuropa an economic and political and military fact. Like all his ambitions, this dream
        (aside from its obvious economic causes) originated not from resentment of the cruelties of Versailles but with
        all these romantic nationalists and neo-romantics of the nineteenth century.
      


      
        In 1890 appeared one of the most important proto-Nazi books, Rembrandt as Educator, by Julius
        Langbehn.14 It ran through many
        editions in the neo-romantic 1890’s and has again been popularly revived by the Nazis. Langbehn signed himself
        anonymously as “the Rembrandt-German,” a label which quickly caught the popular fancy. By strained arguments
        Langbehn forced the helpless dead Rembrandt to be his chief symbol, but that is not the main point. The point
        is what the symbol stood for. Langbehn made it stand for the primitive and unspoilt Saxon, the “true” German of the north, as opposed to the decadent Romanized German of the southwest.
      


      
        Two of Langbehn’s chief chapters are on “German Art” and “German Politics,” two topics which are almost
        synonymous in romantic metapolitics. His ideas are mostly derived from Lagarde, but are made far more readable
        and reached a far wider public. These ideas of Langbehn’s book prepared his large German public for Hitler, so
        a brief summary of them is needed today. To be German is a matter of blood, Kultur, and heroic temperament.
        Therefore Rembrandt and Shakespeare are typical German artists, Holland and England being mere geographical
        expressions. To a great extent blood subconsciously determines all art and all political ideology and action.
      


      
        The future would be a contest of speed between the races. The goal is world dominion, with the Aryan naturally
        Langbehn’s favourite horse and the Semite as a sinister dark horse plotting to steal victory by some dirty
        trick. Aryan blood has two supreme expressions: art and war, the former for itself and the latter for its
        neighbours.
      


      
        Logically, no particular link unites art and war. Yet these two are coupled as a single Janus-faced idol by
        most of these Greenwich Village warriors, from the speeches of Fichte through the speeches of Hitler and the
        books of Langbehn, Lagarde, Chamberlain, George, Rosenberg, Goebbels. Their philosophy is that of æsthetes with
        brass knuckles. Specifically, art and war mean only romantic art and efficient totalitarian war. Both are
        practised successfully to the full in the Third Reich. But in everyday German life, in the hands of the Nazi
        Kultur-Babbitts, the twin heroisms of art and war degenerate into the twin sordidnesses of sentimentality and
        brutality.
      


      
        Langbehn’s book is another example of how almost every Nazi tenet was being widely circulated three decades
        before Versailles. He tries to prove that the German race is the natural ruling race
        all over the globe, whether in Europe or America. The sturdy Saxon stock of Germany is to dominate the globe by
        means of the instinctive subconscious forces conjured up by cultivating its own organic folkdom. All this was
        taken over by Alfred Rosenberg, including Langbehn’s evidence that most great geniuses, including Shakespeare,
        were really Germans.
      


      
        Fantastic are Langbehn’s visits to the anti-nationalist Nietzsche in his lunatic asylum. Langbehn boastfully
        and foolishly announced beforehand that his magic folkic powers would exorcize the demons haunting Nietzsche’s
        soul and would thereby restore him to sanity. The demons must have been shamelessly unfolkic, for poor
        Nietzsche still had enough sane moments left to beg that Langbehn be thrown out as a fraud. Langbehn explained
        away his failure by charging that devils of hell irrevocably possessed Nietzsche’s soul.15
      


      
        Langbehn has been summed up as a man who “wanted to be a sort of secret potentate and laid claim to a magical
        power, which he did, as a matter of fact, exert for a time.”16 But do these words not also describe a large number of the other Germans we
        have been considering? “Secret potentate” and “magical power”: were not these also in part the ambition of
        Nietzsche, Wagner, Stefan George, many of the earlier romantics, Father Jahn, and Hitler himself? This ambition
        is linked to the German concept of the dæmonic superman.
      


      
        These dæmonic ambitions are found in German literature and life far more prominently than in most other
        countries. These elements make the average western reader and observer distinctly uneasy. They seem, to his
        more rational and material outlook, morbid and potentially dangerous to the world,
        sinister and yet a bit fascinating. They help account for the frequent, often exaggerated accusations of
        “megalomania” and “paranoia” hurled against Germany. During the 1914 World War, Santayana cast such accusations
        upon Germany’s chief thinkers in his Egotism in German Philosophy.17 Ever since the romantic school, Germany has
        exceeded most countries in gullible love for “secret potentates” with “magic power,” of whom the brilliant
        word-magician Stefan George is the extreme example.
      

    


    
      From “Volk Without Room” Into
      “Lebensraum”


      
        In Hitler’s Germany, Langbehn and Lagarde naturally have far more disciples than in their own lifetime. Among
        their disciples, Hans Grimm is clearly one of the most intelligent and influential. He is one of the ablest
        writers active in Nazi Germany.
      


      
        Grimm’s epoch-making book is Volk without Room (Volk ohne Raum), a Pan-German classic since 1926. This
        is the book that popularized the concept of Lebensraum (national living-space), with which Germans
        today salve their conscience for all territorial expansion. Grimm’s writings don’t stop at proving the economic
        need of cramped Germany to expand. Besides the prosaic need, they prove the romantic duty; for the “nordic
        nations” have a “mission” to “lead the peoples of this earth.”18
      


      
        Grimm had spent his life in Africa before the World War. He loved Germany with all the fervour of the
        intellectual whose fear of becoming rootless makes him lean over backwards toward
        peasant earthiness. Important is a certain ideal figure exalted by Grimm’s book, also exalted by Lagarde and
        Langbehn, and given a rosy poetic glow in non-political German literature by excellent writers like Immermann.
        This ideal figure is the sturdy north-Saxon peasant. The ideal, at least as retouched by German painting and
        literature, is an attractive one. Taken by itself, it is just as compatible with the American farmer-democracy
        of Jefferson and Jackson as with nazism. But Nazi writers make this ideal peasant justify any number of their
        aims, not always implausibly, from the revolt against urban “French ideas” to aggressive expansion to win him
        more Lebensraum.
      


      
        We are starting off on the wrong foot if we seek to explain Nazi Germany’s persistent demands for
        Lebensraum solely by her economic needs. Other countries are more overpopulated and economically
        cramped than the Germany of the Republic or of Hitler; yet they have not developed this “Volk without room”
        psychology. The boundaries of pre-1914 Germany were sufficient to give Germany the greatest economic prosperity
        she has ever had before or since. They were emphatically good enough for Bismarck. He called Germany a
        “saturated nation.” He considered that further expansion would be one of those useless blunders which are worse
        than crimes. He did all he could to discourage the expansive program of the Pan-Germans, who were then
        demanding exactly the same empire of Lebensraum (the Balkans, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Holland) which
        Hitler was later to seize.
      


      
        To sum up, this Lebensraum expansion not only has economic and strictly political causes but would be
        unthinkable unless these factors were reinforced by the books-into-bullets of a century of romantic
        nationalists, whose motives were more æsthetic and philosophic than economic.
      


      
        It is hard to explain the frenzied emotional pressure behind the German urge for expansion. Yet this pressure
        is real and is something more subtle and more tragic than the mere brutal lust for aggression which it seems to
        anti-Germans today. All the writers we have been considering, with their pressure for ceaseless expansive
        “becoming” in all fields (intellectual as much as territorial), have an air of being ever on the verge of
        suffocation in a cramped hall-bedroom. A blend between a cunning unscrupulous “con” man and a very daring, very
        restless Faust, Hitler temperamentally is like the claustrophobe who feels smothered in any closed room, no
        matter how large, and must smash all its windows, gasping: “Give me air!”19 This pathologically cramped feeling of
        needing to smash out wildly in all directions is typical of many aspects of modern German life as a whole.
        Consider this feeling in conjunction with the tense emotional atmosphere of the following lines of Yeats, in
        which the fanatic German “Volk without room” need only be substituted for Ireland. Explaining why “nothing said
        or done can reach my fanatic heart,” the poet cries:
      


      
        Out of Ireland have we come.
        

        Great hatred, little room,
        

        Maimed us at the start.
        

        I carry from my mother’s womb
        

        A fanatic heart.20
      

    


    
      “Greenwich Village” Votes for Barabbas


      
        Many leading intellectuals of the world as a whole took a conspicuous stand against Hitler from the start. This
        fact has led many outside Germany into the illusion that nazism was a movement of illiterates and boorish
        cavemen and had somehow less “ideology” and fewer intellectuals among its leaders than other new political
        philosophies, such as communism. Nazi ideology was dismissed abroad as something hastily improvised, something
        not taken seriously by even the Nazis, a mere rationalization for murder and sadistic terror; in short,
        something without such old and serious philosophical roots as Marxism. This illusion is still widespread today
        outside Germany.
      


      
        Actually, the more avowedly anti-intellectual and folkic or proletarian a movement is, the more will certain
        intellectuals crowd around it like bees around honey. This was true of the original romantic school and of the
        neo-romantics and in the 1920’s and 1930’s of Hitler’s political romantics. Surely even among the quibbling
        pedants-in-overalls of Marxism you will find few more intellectual anti-intellectuals than some of the men here
        examined.
      


      
        Most of these leading Nazi ideologists (except for the brilliant George circle) may justly be denied the status
        of first-class thinkers. But neither do they deserve to be dismissed with the haughty contempt usually accorded
        them in America. Rather, these German word-warriors (like Langbehn, Lagarde, Eckart, Gottfried Feder, Darré,
        Ernst Krieck, Count Reventlow, Funk, Goebbels, Rosenberg) generally have a status midway in-between the first
        and the third rate. They strike an unhappy medium between “Cosmic Circles” and Babbitt, between Parnassus and
        propaganda.
      


      
        Professors, philosophers, and creative artists, these men were often of the highest
        education and mental gifts, and truth was their calling. But when the cock crowed in Germany’s hour of need,
        they denied truth, and truth was dragged to execution and to concentration camps. After 1933 many of them
        repented. Many courageously strode to torture and prison (like F. G. Jünger) for openly calling Hitler a false
        saviour, scoundrel, and destroyer of German culture. But too late.
      


      
        Many of the most talented German intellectuals (including Blunck, Grimm, Ludwig Klages, Krieck, Revent-low, and
        the rest) still support Hitler right through the worst. They have won nice book-reviews for themselves,
        comfortable professorships and editorships, and a halo of national glory; they have become saints. All this the
        repentant proto-Nazi intellectuals like Jünger and Rauschning and Otto Strasser and Edgar Jung might have had
        too. But they scorned it in favour of jail (Jünger), exile (Rauschning and Strasser), or death (Jung).
      


      
        More important, thousands of spirits who had always been “western,” and anti-Nazi even from the start, sensed
        that in the Third Reich the honourable, self-respecting place, the Christian place for the loyal servant of
        truth, is in jail and not in the bemedalled presidency of some official Kultur society.
      


      
        It is bad enough when the masses shout: “Not Christ but Barabbas,” though that seems to be the perennial cry of
        the mass man, but the Nazi philosophers sin more deeply than that. For they become not the frank hired thugs
        but the sainted apostles of Barabbas’ streamlined Kingdom of Heaven.
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    CHAPTER VIII


    “O Sacred Mediterranean”: Solution to the
    German Problem


    
      Of thee the Northman by his beachèd galley Dreamt… O sacred Mediterranean.
    


    
      Among the chief figures cited among the “Greenwich Village warriors” were Langbehn, Spengler, Nietzsche, Wagner,
      and Stefan George. These thinkers exerted a tremendous anti-western influence upon Germany. Yet these very same
      Greenwich Village militarists were troubled by a pro-western phase. The return of these prodigal sons back from
      Kultur to civilization is an amazing phenomenon by itself, but it is more than that; it is a happy omen of the
      future of Germany as a whole.
    


    
      The symbol of the return of these Germans to the west can shed light on the solution of the “ German problem.”
      The symbol is the Mediterranean. When these figures, like most great Germans, made their compromise with the
      west, the Mediterranean was almost always the symbol of their compromise, the harmonizer of their “ two souls in
      one breast.” Before coming to the bizarre conversions of these men, we must briefly
      survey what the Mediterranean actually symbolizes culturally and politically.
    


    
      Metaphorically, the two different geographical terms “the Mediterranean” and “the west” are often used
      synonymously. That is because so many basic values of western civilization, though universal, were first
      consciously proclaimed in certain ancient lands of the Mediterranean shore, notably the Syrian and Greek coasts.
      From Palestine, Hellas, and the Roman Empire these values spread west and north and then over the whole globe.
      Aiming at objective validity for all, they cut across subjective national boundaries and cults. They civilized
      and Romanized and finally Christianized the wild Germanic and Celtic forest tribes from whom the modern English,
      French, Germans, and Scandinavians are descended. Today these heritages from the little “ middle” sea are
      cherished as a matter of course in such far-off continents as America and Australia.
    


    
      Our chief Mediterranean heritages are three in number: liberty, legalism, and Christianity, which we inherited
      respectively from the Greeks, the Romans, and the Jews. Their values, unlike Hitler’s, can be universally adopted
      by mankind because they are not matters of racial blood and soil but of tradition and environment.
    


    
      Athens was the first to develop deeply the ideal of individual liberty, the ideal of free self-expression whether
      in philosophy, art, or politics. That is why we can talk today about civil liberties, the Bill of Rights, the
      “Rights of Man.”
    


    
      Rome passed on to us the ideal of a law common to all. In the words of Luigi Sturzo, “ The protection of a law
      common to all, without distinction of race or opinion, is the first, the lowest rung of freedom. If this no
      longer exists, a country has no right to call itself civilized or Christian.”1 Legalism is the necessary
      supplement to rule of reason and to Christian equity. Legalism means the west’s striving, however imperfect,
      toward objective and universal justice. The Roman Empire, whose citizenship was open to all nationalities on
      equal terms, spread this ideal of law wherever Romanization pushed back the frontiers of barbarism.
    


    
      Christianity added peace, neighbourly love, mercy, and charity to the more warlike classic heritage of Hellas and
      Rome. Christianity bore the good tidings that all men are equal before God. Christian equality, combined with
      Christian love toward all, outlawed morally that blemish of classical culture, slavery.2
    


    
      These three heritages of liberty, law, and Christian love are all Mediterranean in origin. They are the ideals
      toward which our western civilization is ever striving, despite all our admitted economic inefficiencies and
      social injustices. Against these three heritages nazism consciously revolts, with all its admitted economic
      efficiency, in an atavistic return to the pre-Roman Teutons.
    


    
      In the preceding chapter, Langbehn was cited as the Nazi hero of 1890 who crusaded against these civilizing
      influences and for an atavistic return to the barbarian Saxon tribes. But the story of Langbehn’s end was
      recently suppressed in a Nazi biography of him. For he ended by repudiating his best-selling Rembrandt-Saxon
      book; he ended by calling for a synthesis of German Kultur with all these western values as the only salvation.
      He even switched from the Saxon tribes to their Christian tamer, Charlemagne, by becoming — while Hermann the
      Cheruscan, Witukind, and Jahn writhed in their graves — a Roman Catholic.
    


    
      Langbehn turned to the Roman church not so much for reasons of religious dogma as to symbolize his rise from
      nordic tribal exclusiveness to universalism; the most traditional symbol of universalism happens to be Rome. But
      this heritage of the political and cultural Roman world-empire is no monopoly of the Roman church as opposed to
      the Protestant. Protestant Christianity is every whit as western (except for the German-nationalist part of the
      Lutheran movement). The significance of his conversion is not a matter of the dogma of any one brand of
      Christianity.
    


    
      Its significance is the awareness that tribal nationalism must be subordinated to the Christianity of a common
      humanity. The same significance, rather than a matter of specifically Catholic or Protestant dogma, applies to
      the dramatic and little-known last appeals to the Pope by Spengler and Nietzsche. Before his death in 1936,
      Spengler said that “ for the world’s sake the Pope should excommunicate Hitler.”3
    


    
      This was an unexpected though commendable deathbed repentance. Most of his life Spengler took “ Kultur versus
      civilization” as his motto and glorified bloody war for its “ Faustian dynamism” and “ nordic vital sense.” He
      mocked and sapped in Germany the Christian concepts of peace and humanity. He rhapsodized over “man as a heroic
      beast of prey.” Shortly before Hitler, he gloated to thousands of impressionable readers that “ ancient Barbary
      is reawakening … a sound warlike relish of one’s own power.”4 Yet after three years of Hitler and after being outraged and nauseated by the
      bloodthirsty 1934 purge, Spengler’s doting on beasts of prey turns into stark horror.
      Now he learns to think in terms of international humanity: “for the world’s sake.” Now he appeals — rightly and
      logically — to Christianity as humanity’s best bulwark against this new barbarism.
    


    
      Analogously, Nietzsche, Langbehn, and George had also indulged in a cult of war similar to Spengler’s. Often they
      were just as fascinated as he by the atavism of what Nietzsche called “the blond beast,” the healthy predatory
      barbarian. A few years under Hitler would have been the best cure and return to sanity for all the
      nineteenth-century proto-Nazis we have been discussing, including Wagner and Jahn, just as it was for Rauschning
      and would be for nazism’s aesthete-intellectual sympathizers abroad. A proto-fascist intellectual smiles
      delightedly at beasts of prey so long as he is on the right side of the zoo’s railing. But in the end (as in the
      famous limerick about the devoured lady of Niger) the smile is on the face of the tiger.
    


    
      In January 1889 Nietzsche begged the Pope for a sort of League of Nations to save Germany from her coming
      internal barbarism and to save international civilization from Germany. Since Nietzsche signed this document “
      Nietzsche Caesar,” he was declared insane, no doubt rightly. As a result, the document was casually dismissed as
      lunatic ravings and has been ignored by historians. Yet the piquant and little-known fact is: already in that
      year he named the ingredients of his predicted future barbarism specifically as the Wagner cult
      (Nietzsche called the Meistersinger “a lance against civilization”), anti-Semitism, “ atavistic attacks”
      of racial nationalism, and Bismarckian Realpolitik.
    


    
      Again and again Nietzsche warned that “ the Germans … with their Wars of Liberation… are to blame for nationalism, this disease and madness most inimical to culture.” Today the Nazis make a
      national hero of him Rosenberg calls him one of nazism’s four intellectual grandparents, along with Wagner,
      Lagarde, Chamberlain. Goebbels became a Nietzsche-worshipper via his Jewish Professor Gundolf, and the hero of
      Goebbels’s autobiographical novel carries and quotes a copy of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra with him wherever
      he goes. Hitler has honoured the present Nietzsche shrine at Weimar with a personal pilgrimage. Some tactful
      friend should call to their attention the last letters Nietzsche ever wrote.
    


    
      In these letters Nietzsche urged Europe’s rulers to become “ good Europeans” and form “ an anti-German league to
      encircle the Reich” in order to “ abolish Wagner, Bismarck, and all anti-Semites” and all the militaristic
      Pan-German nationalists. He warned that unless this were done now, these Wagnerites, goose-stepping nationalists,
      and anti-Semites would so increase in power in Germany that, in a future romantic “revolt against reason,” they
      would become the “ destroyers of both German and European culture” by conquering their more rational neighbours.
      Are these the ravings of a madman or some of the sanest warnings ever uttered? How would Nietzsche’s contemporary
      Nazi admirers answer this question?5
    


    
      These views of Nietzsche were carried on by his admirer, the exotic poet-prophet Stefan George. When Goebbels and
      the press were hailing George as a sort of Nazi poet laureate, George expressed his horror and disgust at nazism by willing that his body under no circumstances be buried in German soil. He lies
      buried in posthumous self-exile in Switzerland.
    


    
      Like Nietzsche, the highly influential George flirted with proto-Nazi ideas. The consequences of this, as we have
      seen, were disastrous to Germany and beneficial to the Nazis. But, like Nietzsche, George adhered in the last
      analysis to his Romanized and Mediterraneanized creed. This creed of Nietzsche and George was that Germans will
      relapse into their pre-Roman barbarism unless steeped in the civilizing influences of la belle France.
      Tenderly George poeticized “ the Frank returning to the sweet land of France,” which is a “mother to the
      stranger, to the unrecognized, and to the persecuted.”6 This creed sounds poignantly pathetic in the year 1941, when all France (“mother to the
      stranger and the persecuted”!) is surrendering her free way of life and being steeped in German Kultur in turn.
      In fact, this creed sounds unintentionally ironic and almost macabre today, for the carpet-bagging descendants of
      the ancient Germanic tribe of “ the Frank” are only too eagerly “returning to the sweet land of France.”
    


    
      The western conversion of Langbehn, Nietzsche, George, Spengler, and the rest, if it is to be a really workable
      solution of the German problem, does not mean the repudiation of all Germanism. It means the union, mutually
      fruitful, of the best in Germanism and in universal Christianity, the co-operative union of the two conflicting
      souls in one breast. The key to this solution is that these tension-torn Northmen found peace and truth and
      harmony at last only when their minds wandered southward to the Mediterranean-Latin-French civilization, which
      lured and charmed them as if they were “ belated stragglers of the great migrations of
      the Germanic peoples, the Völkerwanderung” still wide-eyed with wonder at the brave new world whose
      southern sun assuaged them of their frosty northern strife.7
    


    
      Too frequent in German psychology to be mere coincidences are the examples of this “Mediterraneanizing” process
      in Langbehn, Nietzsche, Stefan George, Spengler. These four examples help justify the following generalizations
      about the very core of German thought. First consider what all four thinkers have in common. All four during part
      of their lives represented the most dangerous and brutal qualities of nazism and of aggressive egotistic
      militarism. All four had a tremendous influence in paving the way for Hitler’s triumph. The first three, at
      least, are among the very chief Nazi heroes today. The final return of all four to the fold of the west is
      carefully suppressed from the public.
    


    
      Add to this Wagner’s “ collapse before the Cross” in Parsifal. Nazis soft-pedal this phase of Wagner as
      much as they soft-pedal Nietzsche’s and Spengler’s final appeals to the Pope against German nationalism. Most of
      these men were not interested in Catholic-Protestant feuds about dogma as such. By turning to Rome, these five
      German thinkers were performing a profound symbolic act. Their act was a repetition of Charlemagne and Otto the
      Great and all the other German kings marching to Rome and becoming transformed from tribal German kings into
      universal non-national emperors of a “ Holy Roman Empire”.
    


    
      In effect, all these proto-Nazis (Langbehn, Nietzsche, George, Spengler, and even Wagner) were saying in their
      highest moment: “We are Germans, but we are Romanized Germans. We want synthesis with the west. We want to undo the battle of Teutoburg Forest, when Hermann cut half the barbaric Germanic tribes off
      from the civilizing influences of the great world-empire. We want to save Germany and Europe from the revolt of
      Kultur versus civilization, which would destroy the standards and heritages and acquired decencies of two
      thousand years. In short, we want to save Germany and Europe from all that is meant by the terrible name Hitler,
      for whom we ourselves are so much to blame.” No, they could not all have named Hitler’s name in this imaginary
      appeal; technically that would be quite unchronological. But Hitler and nazism had not a single characteristic
      which these men did not know and name — which they did not first worship and then warn against long before
      Hitler. And long before Versailles.
    


    
      That is how these men ended, and Goethe had already anticipated it all. Goethe strongly opposed the War of
      Liberation, warned Germany against German nationalism, and accepted both cultural and political synthesis with
      France. Goethe particularly warned Germany against romanticism’s revival of the Nibelungen saga as a dangerous
      symptom of atavistic return to that pre-Roman barbarism which Germans must do everything possible to restrain and
      civilize. Yet — this is the paradox of all these German leaders — Goethe, too, in his romantic and early-Faustian
      half, paved the way for many Nazi traits, such as unmoral dynamism. But Goethe’s final verdict was that a German
      is really great and really German only when he passes beyond Germanism.
    


    
      Among the greatest Germans that Goethean tradition has continued unbroken. It continues in exile in Thomas Mann
      today. He is not only Germany’s greatest living writer but also one of her most courageous and subtlest thinkers.
      Like Nietzsche, to whose inspiration Mann has attributed his best side, and like most
      great Germans, Mann at different stages expressed each of the “ two souls.” The first World War inspired Mann to
      certain defences of German militarism and to setting anti-western Kultur against civilization. He was then
      somewhat of a German nationalist; he denounced that “ civilization-intellectual” (Zivilisationsliterat)
      who can only ape the French democracy.8 But during the present war Mann is a universalist; and thereby, by being more than
      German, he is being a greater German than Hitler and perhaps even more German than Hitler. For despite Hitler,
      the one soul is as typical of the German breast as the other, and the soul which most of the greatest Germans
      ended by choosing, from Goethe through Nietzsche to Mann, is not the one Hitler claims to incarnate.
    


    
      Once north meets south and west in Europe, then at last comes the dawn of the “ good European,” who is the only
      lasting foundation for any workable League of Nations. Both sides need each other because each can contribute the
      psychological elements most lacking in the other.
    


    
      German intellect has enriched our common civilization as much as has French intellect or English or American. Now
      Germany has temporarily seceded from us. But this international western civilization (no contradiction between
      international and western) must again be common to all when all work out some synthesis in way of life between
      the rational humanism of the clear, sunny Mediterranean sky and the elemental and dynamic thunder-forces of the
      formless nordic mists. If there can be any solution to the German problem, this is it, this finding of a
      modus vivendi between both sides of the Roman limes.
    


    
      Metaphorically, every German must find his Mediterranean. This concept is most
      beautifully expressed in the following ode to the beautiful “ middle” sea:
    


    
      Of thee the Northman by his beachèd galley
      

      Dreamt… O sacred Mediterranean.
      

      Unseen he loved thee; for the heart within him
      

      Knew earth had gardens where he might be blessed,
      

      Putting away long dreams and aimless barbarous
      

      Hunger for battle.
      

      Thy langours thawed his bosom.… His racked spirit,
      

      By thy breath tempered and the light that clothes thee,
      

      Forgot the monstrous gods….9
    


    
      * * *
    


    
      1961 postcript:
    


    
      Simultaneously an anti-Nazi and an anti-democratic underminer of the Weimar Republic, Stefan George reversed
      Napoleon’s “J’aime le pouvoir comme artiste” to “J’aime l’art comme pouvoir.” “Art as power” was a lure
      particularly sinister for the neo-romantic German audiences of the 1920’s and early 1930’s, as shown when several
      such Nietzsche-and-George disciples as Ernst Bertram tried to reconcile these two prophets of the superman with
      F⃼hrer Hitler. Yet Bertram soon became disgusted with the Nazis, and one of Germany’s most active and daring
      anti-Nazi underground leaders was likewise a George disciple: Claus von Stauffenberg. He was the hero who set off
      the anti-Hitler bomb and coup of July 20, 1944; much of his stubborn nonconformity he owed to George and
      Nietzsche.10 George had orginally
      willed his literary papers to Stauffenberg. They are now guarded in Switzerland by Robert Böhringer.
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    CHAPTER IX


    Realpolitik: Fichte, Hegel, Treitschke,
    Hitler


    
      War is the prime fact of Life, is Life itself…. The beast of prey is the highest form of mobile Life….
      In the Faustian Kultur the proud blood of the beast of prey revolts against the tyranny of pure thought.
    


    
      — OSWALD SPENGLER1
    


    
      From Fichte to Hitler


      
        Almost as hard to define as “ Kultur” and “ daemonic” is Realpolitik. The word has seeped through all
        layers of the German population. In foreign-policy discussions it is a favourite equally of professors and of
        humble beer-table strategists. The word is pronounced with a long, throaty, truculent “r.” Its pronunciation in
        Realpolitik connotes “ r-r-ruthless” (r-r-r⃼cksichtslos, Hitler’s favourite adjective) and “
        r-r-realistic” (r-r-realistisch). Realpolitik tends to mean ruthless power-politics. It means the most callous pragmatism (it “works”). It means force (notably militarism and war)
        plus bluff of force as the twin principles of foreign policy. As Treitschke, the favourite nineteenth-century
        historian of the Nazis, put it, war is the supreme court of history. We, too, might cynically state the
        existence of war as an objective fact of life, a perhaps unavoidable though obviously deplorable fact. But the
        Nazis state it as a fact to exult in, sometimes even as the highest and all-absorbing national goal.
      


      
        Literally Realpolitik means “ realist politics.” It is about as realistic as smashing the
        street-corner traffic lights or substituting Stone Age clubs for due process of law. Fortunately reality is not
        at the beck and call of the self-styled realists. Hitler and Rosenberg are following an unrealistic and
        suicidal Realpolitik when they advocate that Germany rule the globe not by peaceful consent but “ by
        the victorious sword of the master race,” for as a more truly realistic Frenchman said, “ One can do everything
        with bayonets except sit on them.”
      


      
        Mein Kampf is a psean to war. It has become almost a parlour game to quote scary passages from
        Mein Kampf. The right time for such quotations would have been before the Munich Pact and the present
        war. Now they afford every journalist a facile way of being wise after the event. But now the time is too late
        for stopping Hitler with mere words, with mere polite horror at purple passages from the Nazi Bible.
      


      
        On the other hand, such quotations are always justified when they increase America’s understanding of Hitler.
        The self-analytical passages which follow best reveal his emotional attitude toward war. They show the
        influence upon his imagination of the 1813 War of Liberation. They show him as an emotionally “ unruly” youth
        who regrets being born in an age of peace and as a man who vows to do something to
        bring about that great age of bloody wars which Nietzsche (probably more ironically than seriously) preached
        all too successfully to too many Germans.
      


      
        During the years of my unruly youth … the future appeared to belong to the “ peaceful competition of nations.”
        … I looked upon this period of “ quiet and order” that awaited me as an unmerited mean trick of Fate. Even as a
        boy I was not a pacifist. Why could one not have been born a hundred years earlier? For instance, at the time
        of the Wars of Liberation!… The fight of the year 1914 was certainly not forced upon the masses, good
        God! but desired by the entire Volk itself…. To me personally those hours [1914] appeared like the
        redemption from the annoying moods of my youth. Overwhelmed by impassionate enthusiasm, I had fallen
        on my knees and thanked Heaven [for the outbreak of the World War] that it had granted me the good fortune of
        being allowed to live in these times….
      


      
        Germany will either be a world power or not at all…. A highest race as the master nation, based upon the means
        of an entire globe, will be called upon…. Only the might of a triumphant sword will in the future assign us
        territory…. One makes alliances only for fighting…. The industrious labor of the German plow needs only to be
        given land by the sword.”2
      


      
        Perhaps the most far-sighted point of Mein Kampf is that Germany should model herself on the War of
        Liberation, reacting to the defeat of 1918 as she reacted to the defeat by Napoleon in 1806. Hitler sees the
        subsequent triumph over France of 1813–15 as the result of the nationalist regeneration propagandized by such
        Volk-nationalists as Stein, the poet Arndt, Father Jahn, Fichte, and the romantics. Their role is to be imitated by the Nazis, according to Hitler, Rosenberg, and the rest. This
        plan of vengeance against France turned out in 1940 as predicted. In both 1806 and 1918 German humiliation
        released the angry energies needed for German triumph. Mein Kampf said in 1925:
      


      
        A span of time equal to that which, between 1806 and 1813, sufficed to infuse a totally collapsed Prussia with
        new Life-force and fighting determination has not only lapsed unused, but on the contrary has led to an ever
        greater debilitation of our State [due to the fact that] the leadership of our destiny has, since the end of
        the War, been in the hands of Jews.
      


      
        But let Jewry and its concomitant, democracy, be replaced by Hitler; then the miracle of the War of Liberation
        will be repeated. Here again Hitler turned out to be a prophet with honour in his own country.3
      


      
        In the pre-Hitler past, Realpolitik was perhaps equally practised (tacitly) by all nations. But with
        frank perversity and perverse frankness, nineteenth-century Germany, like the Italy of Machiavelli, went
        furthest in rationalizing this deplorable practice into a glorious ideal of theory. Fichte’s Speeches to
        the German Nation, during the War of Liberation, are the philosophic foundation of modern German
        Realpolitik. He preached a double moral standard: what is wicked for the individual to do becomes holy
        if done by the state. Unlike the individual, the state should use for victory, if needed, all possible frauds,
        violations of law, and violent crimes. The collective Volk-ego should be bound by no external laws or limits.
      


      
        The historical background for Fichte’s Speeches explains why so extreme a Realpolitik caught
        the German imagination at that particular time. This historical context was the
        coming War of Liberation against Napoleon. So great were the hates of German romantics for what they called the
        French tyranny, and so great seemed the odds against its overthrow, that even the most bloody and scoundrellike
        means seemed justified.
      


      
        The historical situation led the romantics to the extremest statements of the Germanic racial myth that had yet
        appeared. German nationalism and Francophobia were widespread only among the middle class, to which most
        romantics belonged, and even there only among a noisy minority. Both the aristocrats and the peasant masses
        were apathetic to the crusade Jahn and Fichte preached. The German masses realized they were in many ways
        better off under Napoleon’s semi-liberal Jacobin rule than under their German feudal masters. Therefore the
        romantic-school publicists of the War of Liberation turned to a tactic which Hitler has directly borrowed from
        them. They preached nordic self-worship and race hatred of everything French in order to stir to white heat the
        apathetic public feeling against Napoleon. Moreover, unlike modem propagandists of the Goebbels school, the
        romantics sincerely believed the Germanic myth they preached.
      


      
        Often their race hate included not only France but also the German Jews. That fact, too, appears less
        mysterious when viewed not in vacuo but in its historical context. Napoleon, as son of the French Revolution,
        made a point of freeing German Jews for the first time from their mediaeval ghetto restrictions. Consequently
        many Jews were more loyal to Napoleon than to their native Germany and have made poor nationalists ever since.
        From those days on, following the tradition of Fichte and Jahn, German psychology closely links racial myth and
        Realpolitik, the former justifying the use of the latter.
      


      
        Fichte in his Speeches says: “Between states, there is neither law nor
        right save the law of the strongest”; Germany, living more metaphysically than all other races, is “ the Volk,
        metaphysically destined, which has the moral right to fulfil its destiny by every means of cunning and
        force.” Starting the myth of racial purity, Fichte calls the Germans the most unmixed of all peoples and the
        closest to the mystic powers of nature. Their unique purity and their romantic idealism make the Germans not
        merely “a Volk”but“ the Volk.”
      


      
        This superiority justifies “ the Volk” in seizing whatever Lebensraum it needs and expelling
        or enslaving other Volk. In doing this, Germans must not be deterred by legality or by their own written
        promises, for the Volk is above all such scraps of paper and above such sentimental rubbish as
        international morality. The Volk must impose a German peace on Europe. This peace must be based not on
        treaties and written pledges but on brute force alone, a self-justified force.
      


      
        These axioms of Fichte’s Realpolitik were developed into a philosophic glorification of war by his
        fellow-romanticist Hegel. Thence they were carried even further by Treitschke and Houston Chamberlain and all
        the other philosophers and historians who form the long but unbroken chain linking Fichte’s nineteenth-century
        theories with Hitler’s twentieth-century practice.4
      


      
        Ludendorff, the greatest German general of the first World War, took up these theories of the German romantic
        school and carried them furthest of all. He founded a new Wotan religion exalting “total war” as the highest
        German mission, with which all civilian life must be co-ordinated. Ludendorff not
        only practised these theories in 1917 but preached them personally in Munich to his young disciples, Hitler and
        Alfred Rosenberg.
      


      
        Like most major German thinkers, Fichte, Hegel, Treitschke, Chamberlain, and the rest suffered from the “ two
        souls in one breast.” This book deals chiefly with their anti-western soul for the simple reason that this is a
        book on the roots of nazism. Keeping this restriction in mind, the reader must guard against underestimating
        the importance of the other soul. It would be anti-German in the most unjustified and unchivalrous sense of the
        word to conclude from the evidence of this book that German thought has been one-sidedly anti-western and
        proto-Nazi. Both souls are of almost equal importance in Germany in the long run, and so far nazism has
        triumphed only in the short run.
      


      
        Fichte is the first influential German who consciously and systematically combined nationalism with socialism
        and with a totalitarian system of education. That makes him a special Nazi hero today. But both Fichte and
        Hegel, like almost all the romantic school, originally started as Jacobin internationalists eager to exchange
        German for French citizenship. In fact, after the hurly-burly of the War of Liberation was done, Fichte
        returned in part from his fanatic national-socialist totalitarianism to cosmopolitan liberalism.5 But this liberal soul of the greatest Germans
        is no more noticed by modern Nazi Germans than is Langbehn’s conversion to Catholicism and to the
        Mediterranean.
      


      
        In practice Realpolitik by its very brutality and clearcutness seems a pretty simple matter. Actually
        few psychological motives of states and statesmen are more complex.
        Realpolitik is often and superficially explained as the “ self-interest” of the state. But how
        meaningless! Exactly whose self-interest is meant, and exactly what or who is the “ state”?
      


      
        When Hitler sacrifices the lives and liberties of German individuals to his lawless power-politics, such
        Realpolitik is explained even by many of his foreign enemies as the “ ruthless self-interest” of the “
        German Volk.” That means the self-interest of a collective organic mystical entity which is greater than the
        sum of its individuals. Not only can we doubt the objective existence of such an entity, but in so far as it
        does exist (and doubtless it exists subjectively and psychologically) we should challenge as monstrous the
        notion that Hitler is acting in its interest.
      


      
        So let us make much but not too much of Realpolitik’s glib and apparently “obvious”
        explanation: self-interest. In addition, modern Realpolitik springs from the welding of the two chief
        anti-Christian heresies of the nineteenth century. These two are the “social Darwinism” (“dog eat dog,” in
        plain English) of the west-European materialists, and the “ subjective idealism” (egoism, in plain English) of
        the German romantic philosophers. Both these attitudes led Germany, and not only Germany, to a relativist view
        of ethical restraints. Both destroy the traditional Christian view, which treats morality not as relative and
        national but as absolute and universal.
      


      
        A favourite attitude of romantic literature is to feel oneself so exalted that one acts on a plane “ beyond
        good and evil.” This notion is basic to Realpolitik. What sea-change did this romantic notion suffer
        during its evolution from Nietzsche and Stefan George to Hitler and Goebbels respectively?
      


      
        Like Nietzsche’s word “ superman,” his famous phrase “beyond good and evil” was
        distorted into a favourite catchword of Nazi intellectuals. They forget he qualified that phrase by
        distinguishing “bad” from “evil” and by warning that he never meant “beyond good and bad.” Like every civilized
        person, he believed in restricting national and personal conduct by standards of “good and bad.” Repeatedly he
        called “nationalism the neurosis from which Europe suffers [by which] the Germans, with their Wars of
        Independence [1806–15] robbed Europe itself of its meaning and intelligence; they have led it into a blind
        alley.”6
      


      
        Nazism converts the twin Nietzschean concepts of superman and “beyond good and evil”into what Nietzsche most
        loathed: German nationalism. Hitler does this rather neatly in one of the most revealing passages of Mein
        Kampf.7 Nietzsche’s superman
        was an individual. Hitler collectivizes the superman into a whole organic “master nation”(Germany) and the
        ordinary man into the “slave nation.” Hitler’s justification for this “inequality of races” is “the innermost
        will of nature.” For such German romantics, mother nature, in contrast with the ethics which man forces upon
        nature, is “justification”for almost every aggressive animal impulse.
      


      
        Hitler demands, in so many words, that his superman “master nation”rule the “entire globe.” For it is the
        sacred will of mother nature “to promote the victory of the better and stronger and the submission of the worse
        and weaker.” Note his linking of “better” with “stronger” and of “worse”with “weaker.” This linking not merely
        assumes that might is right but assumes it with that unquestioning matter-of-courseness which typifies and
        explains the brutality innate in all fascist thought and action.
      


      
        Again typically, Hitler concludes this passage by rightly insisting that his
        national religion of Volk “cannot grant the right of existence to an ethical idea if this idea represents
        danger for the racial life of the bearers of higher ethics [the Germanic race].” This is a direct
        collectivizing of Nietzsche’s “beyond good and evil.” Thereby Germany’s posthumous nationalizing of Nietzsche
        and Stefan George is complete. In fact, an editorial footnote to this entire passage of Hitler’s calls it
        “probably an allusion to Nietzsche”and links it with the misunderstood influence of Nietzsche and George.
      


      
        Nietzsche described his superman as, above all, a “good European.” The latest Nazi editions of their hero
        Nietzsche simply cut out the great part of his anti-nationalist passages. Especially they cut out his famous
        passages praising the Jews. He praised them as chief spreaders of rationalism in Germany. No slight problem for
        the Nazi censors are his warnings to Germans that Wagnerian anti-Semites would be the ruin of Germany and
        Europe.
      


      
        Most German preachers of aggressive Realpolitik honestly deem it justified. Many sincerely consider it
        not a necessary evil but a necessary good, justified by Darwinian survival of the fittest. Many others justify
        it not merely pragmatically but in a mystical, metapolitical sense. This justification often arises from the
        German romantic concept of the daemonic, which passes into the demonic as readily as Lucifer passed from
        archangel of light into prince of darkness. Just as the daemonic individual can and should break all laws, so
        can and should a dæmonic German nation as a whole. That justifies its boundless ambition, which Hitler and
        Rosenberg jointly summed up as “Germany mistress of the globe by the victorious sword that takes over the world
        in the service of a higher Kultur.”
      


      
        The romantic view of the daemonic is that the genius and superman and F⃼hrer,
        whether individual or nation, whether in art or foreign polities, are justified in breaking all law — artistic,
        moral, political, or international. Goethe is claimed as the fountainhead of this view, with some justification
        in the case of the early Faust. But such elements were mostly repudiated in Part Two of Goethe’s
        Faust. The wiser, more classical Goethe repudiated the irresponsible romanticism of his “Storm and
        Stress” period.
      


      
        Goethe, defining the relation of genius to law, wrote: “Genius above all is willing to obey the law,
        for genius knows that art is not nature.” This is the direct opposite of the daemonic justification for
        Realpolitik and of the closely related romantic cult of nature and instinct. To romantic metapolitics,
        a nation practising the most ruthless and bloody Realpolitik could be justified as expressing the
        natural goodness of the collective Volk-instinct. But Goethe ended one of his greatest sonnets:
      


      
        Whoever wants greatness must confine himself.
      


      
        The master is revealed only by [ability to work within] limitation,
      


      
        And only law can give us freedom.8
      

    


    
      Hegel and Destiny


      
        War and unidealistic selfishness have always existed in all countries. How do the Nazi and fascist excuses for
        war differ from those of the past? The wars of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, of the Hapsburgs and
        of Louis XIV, had a dynastic motive. The nineteenth-century wars of capitalist imperialism had an economic
        motive. But these examples of aggression and their apologists had little inkling of that fantastic philosophy
        by which it is the idealistic duty, the categorical imperative, of the national
        organism never to cease “becoming”— regardless of rational gain.
      


      
        Today’s romanticism applies the false contrast of becoming versus being to collective politics, instead of to
        æsthetic individuals like Faust. Becoming means ever growing and ever bursting all external disciplines and
        boundaries. The sole alternative, by this political philosophy, is the death resulting from the non-striving
        contentment of Faust’s “tarry, you are so fair!”
      


      
        Other states, such as the United States, England, and France, are not without fancy philosophic excuses for
        their less recent aggressions. America’s version was Manifest Destiny. A fashionable British lecturer will
        describe India and the Crown Colonies, for certain audiences, in terms of the White Man’s Burden and of that
        far-off, divine event of Dominion Status to which the whole creation moves. In contrast, his mind will rarely
        turn to reasons like sacro egoismo and the “need to expand or explode.” Yet these are two reasons
        Mussolini gave for his economically unprofitable conquest of Ethiopia.
      


      
        In other words, we are confronted by two almost opposite brands of culture and national psychology. There is
        nothing either mystic or indecent about an overcrowded nation’s need to expand, even at the price of war. What
        drives the American and English sense of logic to desperation is that Hitler and Mussolini always couple, as a
        matter of course, the demand for expansion from overpopulated quarters with the demand for even more children.
        The inconsistency strikes Americans and Englishmen as either imbecilic or subtly sinister. Yet romantic
        nationalists feel sincerely and almost instinctively that a national “organism” is doomed whose growth, both in
        population and in area, is static — not even declining, but merely static.
      


      
        The “deepest” theologian of romantic Realpolitik is Hegel (1770–1831). His
        philosophy is a subtle, incomprehensibly subtle, refinement of the three romantic assumptions. His is a
        iniverse of pantheistic state-organisms, forever at glorious and bloody war with each other. Each, in turn,
        incarnates what Hegel calls an “Idea of God.” Each, in turn, evolves ceaselessly through thesis and antithesis
        to ever grander organic syntheses.
      


      
        Hegel tries to show that once Jews, then Hellenes, and now Germans have, in turn, ousted one another as the
        Weltgeist. This Weltgeist is the pantheistic Spirit of History. “The German Spirit is the
        Spirit of the new world” because it most follows what Hegel calls “Heart,” has most avoided the corrupting
        “fusion of Roman and German blood,” and has a unique feeling for organic “national totality.”9
      


      
        A dangerous expression of the romantic “repetition”is Hegel’s identification of the good with the successful
        (what he calls “the Rational” with “the Real”). The state serving the Weltgeist is good no matter what
        it does and is. Why? Because it does and is (repetition). Or, more accurately, because it becomes.
      


      
        Hegel is still very much alive today, among millions of men who never heard of him, in his two rival groups of
        disciples of Marxists and Nazis. Marx, through Feuerbach, turned Hegel’s dialectic idealism into dialectic
        materialism. Applied to national lines, nazism and fascism substitute the German or Italian nation for Hegel’s
        ideal of the Prussian state. Marxism substitutes the proletariat for it and transfers bodily to class lines the
        doctrine of ever changing thesis-antithesis. But, of course, with Marxism we are
        ever so much more “modern” and self-consciously hard-headed. We substitute a “common sense” economic
        interpretation of history for Hegel’s mystic one and for Christianity’s moral one. That proves we have grown
        too clever to be gulled by “superstitions.” How “boldly “we emancipated ones thereby strike a “deathblow” at
        the “opiate of the people”!
      


      
        Both nazism and Marxism justify the most immoral war and Realpolitik on national and class lines
        respectively. Their justification is their evolutionary relativism and Hegel’s identification of Real with
        Rational. Having no external moral absolutes, such as the Christian and Jewish religions provide, both nazism
        and Marxism call a development good if it seems historically “inevitable,” “destined,” “determined”— “the Wave
        of the Future.” Unfortunately for the rest of us, they won’t sit back to let their so-called inevitable Destiny
        take care of itself.
      


      
        The Realpolitiker defines Destiny and the “best”Kultur as military superiority. Such a definition is
        not merely mistaken but contemptibly, unforgivably, bestially mistaken. The climax of such Hegelian
        success-worship — from books into bullets — is Hitler’s well-known motto that “the sole earthly criterion of
        whether an enterprise is right or wrong is its success.”10
      


      
        Old-fashioned socialists saw only two kinds of economics: production for profit (capitalism) and production for
        use (socialism). The need for subordinating economics to a foreign policy of expansive Realpolitik has
        caused a new kind of socialism. This new kind, Hitler’s kind, nationalizes control of industry almost as much
        as would Marxist socialism, but for the purpose of war rather than of prosperity.
        The best economic label we can coin for this is production for abuse.
      


      
        Most Marxists deem the state completely determined by economics. Most Nazi romantics deem economics completely
        determined by the state. In both cases, what confronts us is a theory, not a condition.
      

    


    
      Treitschke, Nietzsche, and
      Bismarck


      
        During the 1914 World War, Prussianism was accused of the same Realpolitik and “might makes right” as
        nazism today. Such premature crying of “Wolf, wolf!” leaves us few new epithets strong enough for the Nazis. As
        the contrast with Hitler shows, the alleged “might makes right” of Bismarckian and Hohenzollern Germany and of
        Prussian militarism was self-limited by a stern Protestant sense of duty and by that genuine noblesse
        oblige which so often atones for snobbery.
      


      
        In 1914 many of our leading journalists and professors tried to prove Treitschke and Nietzsche the godfathers
        of the World War and the chief founders of German Realpolitik. Their names, frequently linked as
        twins, appeared throughout the pro-British propaganda of that day. The name Wagner almost never appeared.
      


      
        How justified was the naming of Treitschke and Nietzsche — and how justified was their linkage? Over the naming
        of Treitschke, we cannot quarrel with the British publicists of yesteryear. Treitschke’s influence on German
        mentality, especially through the German educational system, was enormous and baneful. A Saxon with Czech
        ancestors, he made desperate efforts to become more Prussian than the Prussians. He did indeed become the most
        eloquent historian of Prussia’s rise. From Bismarckian statism he soon evolved to
        racist nationalism, preaching it with the fanaticism typical of Germans with Slavic surnames. He tried to make
        aggressive war a popular national German cult.
      


      
        Treitschke and the Wagnerian Houston Chamberlain were among the historians most enthusiastically discussed by
        German college youth before June 1914. Their cult of racism and war was increasing steadily even before the
        World War. Therefore the Treaty of Versailles cannot be blamed for their cult; it would probably have continued
        to increase in any case.
      


      
        To re-read Treitschke in 1940 is even more fruitful than in 1914. The program for German foreign policy which
        he preached in the nineteenth century is the program Hitler is practising today. Treitschke preached and
        predicted the replacement of the British Empire by a German Empire, and, as means to this end, a coalition of
        “have-nots” by which Spain would take Gibraltar, Italy Malta, and so on for the British Empire’s other key
        posts. Like the Englishman Houston Chamberlain and the Frenchman Gobineau, the Slavic-named Treitschke preached
        and predicted the enslavement of the Slavs in the Balkans and in Mitteleuropa by a Germanic
        super-race. Professor Treitschke’s advantage over the hundreds of more pedantic nationalist professors was his
        flair for quotable slogans. Such pithy gems of his as: “The Teuton, a born conqueror, takes his property where
        he finds it,” circulated too freely among Teutons and not freely enough among non-Teutons.11
      


      
        As usual, Treitschke’s pre-Nazi attacks on ideals of peace and democracy were accompanied by pre-Nazi
        anti-Semitism. In the 1880’s he preached to Germans the “primeval contrast between Aryan and Semitic
        sensibilities.” Like Wagner, he accused Jews of importing into German the “French
        ideas”of rationalism, legalism, and democracy. By such ideas the Jews were “undermining the foundations of
        state, church, and society.” Like Hitler, Treitschke accused the Jews of importing such horrid concepts as
        emancipation of women and a free press. Freedom of the press he denounced alternately as a mask of Jewish
        radicals and of Jewish capitalists. Like Wagner’s earlier Bayreuth manifestoes, Treitschke made Judaism
        synonymous with the sordid, materialistic symbol of “gold” in the minds of millions of Germans. In addition,
        “the Jews have in common with the French the gracefulness of vice,” a dangerously “alluring”grace which is
        “utterly un-German.”12
      


      
        What of the linkage in America and England of Nietzsche with Treitschke and with Prussian militarism? Here is
        an example of the hysteria produced by this linkage in the America of 1917. Agents of the Department of Justice
        drew up an official procès-verbal to hunt down agents of “the German monster, Nietzsky,” although this monster
        was both dead and mis-spelled as well as being the most anti-German of all philosophers.13
      


      
        Actually Nietzsche gave us a brilliant accusation against Treitschke and against the whole school of historians
        who falsify history in order to indoctrinate nationalism. Labelling himself the “despiser of Germans par
        excellence,” Nietzsche complained: “At the Prussian court I fear Herr von Treitschke is regarded as deep.”
        Nietzsche warned against the popularity of “anti-Semitic history”and Prussian “court history, for which
        Treitschke is not ashamed of himself.” Nietzsche rightly explained the triumph of the Treitschke school of history by the fact that “German historians” have “banned… that
        broad view of cultural values”and replaced it by the narrow view that “first and foremost a man must
        be ‘German,’ he must belong to ‘ the race’; only then can he decide upon all historical values….‘I am
        a German,’ constitutes an argument, ‘Deutschland ⃼ber Alles’ a principle.”14
      


      
        The hero of Treitschke’s writings and lectures, the incarnation of his ideals of Realpolitik and
        Teutonic aggressiveness, was Bismarck. Today German unity seems a matter of course. But it seemed a miracle
        when, after centuries of disunity, Bismarck’s genius plus the Prussian army united the Germanys in 1871.
        Naturally enough, Germans reasoned that whatever means were used to achieve such a superb miracle must be
        superb means indeed and must be a model for future foreign policy. What were these interesting means? Blood and
        iron! With results that speak for themselves, every German schoolboy was taught Bismarck’s most parroted
        sentence: “Not by speeches and majority votes are the great questions of the day decided … but by blood and
        iron.”15
      


      
        Actually Bismarck’s greatness as a European, as well as a German, lies not in his aggressive war policy of
        1862–71 but in his self-restrained peace policy of 1871–90. The immorality of his Realpolitik was
        absurdly exaggerated by his bloodthirsty worshipper Treitschke — and by Bismarck himself in the malicious
        memoirs of his embittered old age. Bismarck’s memoirs boast — incorrectly, as it happens — of deliberately
        causing the bloody Franco-Prussian War of 1870 by falsifying an official telegram to his King, the famous “Ems
        telegram.” Consider the effect on a whole generation of German schoolboys of reading
        such boasts in their hero’s memoirs. Such traditions, in themselves trifling, helped make modem Germans
        psychologically submissive to the political immoralities of the Nazis, against which Goethe’s Germany would
        have instantly revolted. Not Bismarck but the Bismarck legend is Germany’s curse today.
      


      
        The revolutionary National Assembly of 1848 tried to unify Germany by relatively more peaceful and ideal means.
        It failed. In contrast, Bismarck did achieve German unity — by Realpolitik, by fraud and brutality and
        war. 1870 versus 1848: this inaccurate and oversimplified contrast became an object-lesson for the German
        people. A conclusive military defeat of Germany would have the wholesome psychological effect of reversing her
        object-lesson. Under Hitler such a defeat could not again be explained away as a 1918 “stab in the back”by a
        “Jewishdemocratic” Reichstag! Such a defeat would discredit Realpolitik with Germans in the same way
        that Bismarck’s Realpolitik discredited the alleged 1848 idealism.
      


      
        But such a reversed object-lesson can only work on Germany if, not as in the first World War, her enemies
        themselves live up to the high international standards they preach. England’s aggressive Boer War, with its
        bloody pre-Nazi concentration camps, remains a far from remote memory in many German minds. So does England’s
        post-armistice blockade of 1918–19, which starved so many German children to death. Today England appeals
        rightly to the German people for a revolution against Hitler’s inhumanity. Why do even anti-Nazi Germans tend
        to dismiss such appeals as hypocritical? It is important for us to realize that the German people are honestly
        convinced, partly correctly and partly by propangandist exaggerations, that British imperialism has long
        practised the same inhumanity as Hitler’s against the people of Eire, India, Africa,
        China, and her own English slums.
      


      
        To bring practical and lasting results, the united defence of the democracies against militaristic
        Realpolitik, and against nazism in general, must be always on two fronts: abroad, against the present
        German practitioners; at home, against any native brand of the same thing, no matter how bushy its democratic
        false whiskers, no matter how many American flags it waves, no matter how sincerely the domestic brand happens
        to conflict with German and foreign brands.
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    CHAPTER X


    A Different View of the German
    Republic


    
      Between the old romanticism we have been considering and its twentieth-century triumph in Hitler came a brief
      fifteen-year intermezzo, the Weimar Republic.
    


    
      Both nazism and the Weimar Republic are fruits of the fertile German nineteenth century: nazism, from the Jahn
      and Wagner undercurrent of the War of Liberation and 1848; the Weimar Republic, from the liberal top-current of
      these same two revolutions. Just as westerners exaggerated the liberalism of 1813 and 1848, so they exaggerated
      the republicanism of the Weimar Republic, which never contained so many republicans as we then thought. The
      permanent bureaucracy and the courts and the army were never widely nor deeply republicanized.
    


    
      The Republic’s two Presidents, Ebert and Hindenburg, were both monarchists who in 1918 had not wanted the
      Republic. Ebert represented the moderate Left, the Social Democrats; Hindenburg represented the moderate Right,
      the Nationalist party and the Junkers. The extremists of Left and Right, the Communists and Nazis, were even less
      republican, wanting dictatorship instead of monarchy.
    


    
      For twenty years, by unstable coalitions of minorities and by American financial
      loans, this quasi-Republic managed to persist. But let us remember its origin before fondly hoping that Germany
      could, with the fall of Hitler, become a democracy easily. It was decreed from above by a temporary and
      incompatible coalition of Social Democrats and the army. With what motives? According to Chancellor Scheidemann’s
      frank confession, he proclaimed the Republic for the Social Democrats (against Ebert’s wishes) merely as a means
      of sidetracking German workers from following Russia into communism. The motive of the generals was much
      cleverer. They could easily have crushed the tiny uprising against the Kaiser; that is now certain. They
      preferred to stand by passively or even, like Hindenburg, to advise the Kaiser’s flight. Why?
    


    
      The cleverer ones among them had a twofold motive. First, German democracy was partly a ruse to win from Wilson a
      peace with more lenient military clauses than would be granted to the Kaiser, that well-meaning and war-guiltless
      scapegoat of the war. When the devil is sick, the devil a monk would be. When the Brest-Litovsk and Pan-German
      annexationists were sick, Wilsonians they would be. In another generation Germany would again be strong enough
      for them to throw off their republican mask. Then they would continue the unfinished World War of 1918.
    


    
      This ruse succeeded only partly. The ruse failed to gain Wilson’s Fourteen Points as hoped. Had it done so, the
      decent peace-loving core of Germany might have returned to the fold of the west and booted out the war-makers.
      But the ruse did prevent the French from actually annexing the Rhineland, and later it hastened their evacuation
      of it. Had Germany not staged or, rather, stage-managed a democratic “revolution,” Wilson could never have
      prevented the French from separating the Rhineland. And without a remilitarized German
      Rhineland, Hitler could not have resumed the World War.
    


    
      Secondly, when the republican mask was no longer needed, the annexationists could get rid of it by accusing the
      Republic (which they had helped establish!) of treason and the stab in the back. The Social Democrats and
      Centrists signed the Treaty of Versailles unwillingly and on army advice, solely because the generals
      informed them that resistance was impossible.1 Yet the same militarists could later get rid of the Social Democrats by blaming them for
      signing the treaty.
    


    
      An aggressive, expansionist motive was behind many of the pious pleas for relaxing the Versailles Treaty as well
      as behind much of the sudden professed republicanism of 1919. These facts should have been shouted from the
      housetops in Germany, England, and France in 1933. Today they are merely historical curiosities. They illustrate
      the strategic superiority of the totalitarian mind over the futilitarian mind of the pre-1940 French and British
      governments. The latter is symbolized by Neville Chamberlain’s gullible faith in the possibility of peace and
      compromise with the Pan-German-Brest-Litovsk-Ludendorff-Hitler tradition.
    


    
      I am not insinuating that the aggressive motive behind the Weimar Republic and behind the anti-Versailles
      agitation was the motive of Germany as a whole. That would be a slander against the Germans. The largest party,
      the Social Democrats, genuinely wanted peace, and so did most Germans. But the Social Democrats were the dupes in
      their 1918 alliance with the army to set up the Republic. It would also be a slander to insinuate that the
      majority of army leaders were consciously using the Republic and its pious Wilsonian
      phrases merely as a breathing-spell for plotting new war. Yet that is all the Republic finally turned out to be;
      the plot did exist consciously in such generals as Ludendorff, and — the plot worked.
    


    
      The war-wishing minority of bureaucratic and military officials held many key posts throughout the Republic. They
      helped push Hitler into power. When General Ludendorff in 1918 deemed defeat certain, and not till then, he
      suddenly urged the parliamentary responsibility which he had always opposed. The parliament, whose largest party
      was the Social Democrats, should now rule — and in consequence sign the peace treaty. Ludendorff’s motive was
      certainly not love of democracy and of parliamentary rule. His was the dual motive: to get an easier peace and
      then to shift from himself to the “democratic backstabbers” the blame for losing the war in the first place. Thus
      considered, there is no inconsistency behind Ludendorff’s privately urging Ebert into power with high praise and
      then publicly heading Hitler’s 1923 putsch against the Ebert Republic.
    


    
      None of these facts are cited to justify the dishonourable betrayal of the promised Fourteen Points at Versailles
      and the sadistic economic flagellation of Germany that followed. On the contrary, that was the surest way to
      drive the German people into the camp of the war-planning Ludendorff-Hitler minority. Our job then was, and will
      be after any future victory, to reconcile and synthesize the Germans with the west, to which they half belong.
      Whether the west treats them justly or unjustly has often determined which of their “two souls in one breast”
      they follow.
    


    
      The Munich Pact principle was not in itself bad. What was scandalously bad was that the British and French
      governments applied it to Hitler, with whom peace was pragmatically improbable,
      instead of to the earlier Social Democrat and Centrist regime. Often the Social Democrats and Centrists were not
      sincerely democratic nor anti-monarchic, but they at least did sincerely represent Germany’s western soul. With
      them peace was both pragmatically possible and morally desirable. According to Centrist Chancelor Br⃼ning,2 he and the murdered General v.
      Schleicher in 1932 hoped to lead Germany into a liberal-conservative monarchy. With this the more right-wing
      Social Democrats and liberals, the more left-wing conservatives and nationalists, and the Centrists would in the
      1930’s have replaced the insufficiently anchored Republic, which in part they had played at only to please
      Wilson.
    


    
      Both they and Hitler sought to solve the manifest political and economic untenability of the Versailles
      republican set-up. Their liberal western solution for revising the Versailles Republic was racing neck and neck
      with Hitler’s dictatorial anti-western solution. In 1933, by only a slim margin and perhaps not inevitably,
      Hitler won the race.
    

    


    
      1.   Hitler: Mein Kampf (Reynal & Hitchcock
      ed.), pp. 269–76, 972, footnotes.
    


    
      2.   Source: private Harvard conversations; also two
      1938 letters, available in my files, from Dr. Br⃼ning about his 1932 talks with Schleicher, Hindenburg, and the
      Crown Prince on stopping Hitler with monarchy. But what was really needed to crush the Nazi criminals was not
      such a subtle intrigue in high places but broad-based anti-totalitarian solidarity, and this was sabotaged by
      Moscow in practical politics and by Germany’s own romantic heritage in metapolitics.
    

  


  
    CHAPTER XI


    





Prophet Laureate of Metapolitics: Part
    I


    
      A new peace shall make Germany mistress of the globe, a peace not hanging on the palm fronds of pacifist
      womenfolk but established by the victorious sword of a master race that takes over the world in the service of a
      higher Kultur.
    


    
      — Joint prediction in the 1920’s by ALFRED ROSENBERG and by
      HITLER’S Mein Kampf
    


    
      The war which began before all the world on May 10, 1940 [the date of Germany’s invasion of Holland and
      Belgium] is the greatest of revolutionary wars. An outworn era is crumbling to dust beneath the marching feet of
      the German army.
    


    
      — Prediction by ROSENBERG in 1940
    


    
      Who is Rosenberg?


      
        Alfred Rosenberg is Hitler’s official highbrow, the prophet laureate of metapolitics.
      


      
        Most Americans follow Rauschning’s Revolution of Nihilism in
        underestimating Rosenberg’s influence and in exaggerating both Nazi nihilism and Nazi cynicism about ideology.
        Nature abhors a vacuum even in ideology. No vacuum could give the daring Volk-armies now overrunning Europe
        their energetic will to power. The Nazis are nihilistic toward western and Christian civilization. But they are
        replacing with new values of their own this vacuum which their nihilist phase creates. Too narrow to see or to
        want to see these new and alien values is the doctrinaire type of anti-Nazi.
      


      
        Today German youth is still being educated most uncynically and unnihilistically in that metapolitics of which
        Rosenberg is the most articulate example. He is editor in chief of the official Nazi newspaper, Der
        Völkische Beobachter (The Folkic Observer), and the official Nazi magazine,
        Nationalsozialistische Monathefte (National Socialist Monthly). I shall treat him less as a person
        than as the ablest and most revealing symbol of German metapolitics. Even if his person is ever liquidated in a
        new purge, thousands of younger Germans will still perpetuate the symbol. Using him as the most convenient
        jumping-off point, this chapter is actually a survey of current Nazi credos in general.
      


      
        Many of Rosenberg’s basic assumptions are sincere and brilliant nonsense. That is no reason for America to
        continue ignoring them. They are tremendously important because they are nonsense: nonsense plus mass
        will-power is the very stuff of which history is often made. The time has come for serious analysis of this man
        and his works.
      


      
        From 1919 on, Rosenberg has been Germany’s most ardent and consistent prophet of a “crusade” against Soviet
        Russia. In the 1920’s he and his friends Hess and Professor Haushofer were responsible for Hitler’s well-known
        Mein Kampf passages on the joys of annexing the Ukrainian wheatfields.
      


      
        Rosenberg represents the moderate wing of nazism, while his enemy Goebbels represents the so-called “national
        bolshevist” wing. Both are anti-bourgeois, considering the bourgeois Weltanschauung synonymous with the
        liberalism they detest. Being literally national socialist, both have always violently opposed the so-called
        capitalist system of economics, which they deem synonymous with democracy (“ plutodemocracy”). But Rosenberg’s
        opposition tries hard to be in the lordly old Teutonic Knight tradition, with an agricultural viewpoint, while
        Goebbels’s opposition tries to act more proletarian, with a big-city viewpoint.
      


      
        The German Who’s Who describes Alfred Rosenberg as follows: Born in 1893 in Reval. Of Protestant
        family. “Ancestors: Baltic merchants and manual labourers.” Since 1921, chief editor of the official Nazi
        paper, Der Völkische Beobachter. “Commissioned by the F⃼hrer for the entire philosophic
        (Weltanschaulich) education of the movement.” His chief youthful training: to be an engineer.1
      


      
        Rosenberg was brought up in Reval (Tallinn), the capital of the small Baltic state of Estonia. While he lived
        there, Estonia was part of the Czarist Russian Empire. He walked among the Esths (members of the “Baltic race”)
        with mingled rage and fear. A slave race he deemed them, who should some day be put in their place again by the
        German minority which had ruled them in the ancient days of the Teutonic Knights. The World War gave Estonia
        for the first time in history national independence from both its Russian governors and its German agricultural
        landlords. For twenty years the Esths could taste some democratic liberties for the
        first time in all their tragic history. Then Stalin reconquered Estonia in 1940, and Hitler made it a
        battlefield in 1941.
      


      
        Rosenberg’s family was a pretty even mixture of proletarian and petty-bourgeois origins, never rich, never
        connected with the aristocratic German “Baltic barons” whom he so admired and who alone can claim descent from
        the Teutonic Knights. Unlike his rival Goebbels, Rosenberg is without scholarly training or Ph.D. Despite that,
        or because of it, he is the leading Nazi interpreter of German history.
      


      
        A racial mixture of Bait and German, born and educated in Estonia and then spending the World War in Russia,
        Rosenberg is naturally a two-hundred-per-cent German patriot. The most fanatic German nationalists are
        generally produced outside Germany in some land where Germanism is not a matter of course, but something
        constantly threatened with submergence in alien culture. Too frequent to be coincidences are the following
        outstanding examples:
      


      
        Wagner’s German nationalism was created by his lonely years in Paris. Hitler in some ways is a typical Sudeten
        German, surrounded by Slavs in the Hapsburg Empire. Göring, though born in Germany, was brought up in the
        Hapsburg province of Styria. Until the mysterious airplane flight to Scotland in May 1941, the F⃼hrer’s dearest
        friend and the next in succession after Göring was Rudolf Hess, whose youth was spent in Egypt. Hitler’s
        Minister of Agriculture and chief proclaimer of “blood and soil” (Blut und Boden) is Darré, whose
        youth was spent in Argentina. Goebbels’s nationalism reached its fever pitch under the Belgian and French
        armies of occupation in the Rhineland. The fanatically nationalist Ernst Bohle, director of all propaganda
        among Germans abroad, was born in England and spent his first sixteen years in South
        Africa.2 Napoleon spoke French
        with an Italian accent. Stalin speaks Russian with a Georgian accent. Hitler speaks German with an Austrian
        accent. Rosenberg speaks German with a Baltic accent. He even reprinted, in a book of his speeches, an
        interview stressing his Baltic accent.3
      


      
        Only the aristocratic Baltic barons could remain purely German in stock. The classes from which Rosenberg
        sprang, the proletarian and lower middle classes, were inextricably interbred with their Baltic neighbours.
        That is indisputable. German racists herd the Baits with the Slavs and Jews as the destined slaves of the
        nordic super-race.
      


      
        Of all Nazi leaders, Rosenberg and Goebbels are the two to whom Jewish ancestry is most frequently attributed
        by popular German gossip. Lacking proof, such frequent gossip about them and about Hitler should be rejected as
        false. It is too smartly paradoxical, too obvious and cheap an anti-Nazi weapon to be trustworthy. It descends
        to the Nazi level of taking “race” and the Aryan nonsense seriously. But false or true, the mere existence of
        such gossip encourages Rosenberg and Goebbels in being Germany’s two-hundred-per-cent anti-Semites, just as
        such gossip encouraged the too much protesting behind Wagner’s anti-Semitism. Rosenberg’s facial and physical
        features are not typically German (nor Jewish) but typically those found among Baits.
      


      
        Rosenberg fled to Munich from Russia’s Red revolution. In Munich, with Eckart, Röhm, Hess, and Hitler, he built
        the original nucleus of Hitler’s present Nazi party. In Bayreuth he was a welcome guest at the house of
        Wagner’s widow and children and son-in-law Chamberlain. Rosenberg impressed Munich’s
        bohemians, especially Hitler and Eckart, as a profound thinker because of the vagueness, obscurity, and
        pretentiousness of his speech.
      


      
        Rosenberg is a thoroughly German thinker (with important exceptions which will be treated in the section on
        “Russian Influences”). He should not, except technically, be called a White Russian; and merely physically, not
        culturally, is he a Balt. His foreign environment only fanned the flames of his cultural Germanism. He
        incarnates the typical traits of German romanticism. That is why Hitler in 1934 created for Rosenberg the
        special office of “Director of Party Education in Weltanschauung.”
      


      
        In 1936 I watched Rosenberg and Goebbels speak at the N⃼rnberg party rally. Whereas the brief tirade by
        Goebbels lashed the listeners into frenzy, Rosenberg’s endless schoolma’amish lecture made them fall asleep.
        The prophet laureate’s personality has the pedantry of a scholar without the scholar’s soundness and objective
        truth-seeking. An ineffectual speaker he certainly is. But as a journalist and pamphleteer he has spread nazism
        effectively to millions.
      


      
        Goebbels wins over the proletariat by his demagogics, and many of the educated by his superior brains.
        Rosenberg bores both the uneducated and the well educated, but is the god of the semi-educated, whom earnest
        dullness and obscure grandiloquence impress as scholarly and authoritative.
      

    


    
      Foreign Policy4


      
        Unlike Ribbentrop and Goebbels, the Rosenberg group refused to work with Communists internally and preferred
        an English to a Russian alliance externally. Stalin should have taken warning from
        the ominous fact that even during the Hitler-Stalin alliance Hitler retained Rosenberg as his chief philosopher
        and as editor of the chief Nazi daily. Hitler’s invasion of the Soviet in June of 1941 is Rosenberg’s hour of
        triumph.
      


      
        All too sincerely Rosenberg pictures a “Jew-ruled Russia” plotting Marxist world-revolution as “mask “for
        “Jewish international bankers.” He is convinced that the Red revolution was secretly financed by Wall Street,
        by firms like Kuhn Loeb, an “alien” German myth frequently repeated by that two-hundred-per-cent American,
        Father Coughlin. This slander is, of course, preposterous — but no more so than the counter-slander of American
        Marxists that Hitler is just a tool of the capitalists. A national socialist, Rosenberg has won
        millions of Germans to his “mask” theory of international (Jewish) socialism by his cheaply priced pamphlets.
        These bear such titles as International High Finance; Plague in Russia: Bolshevism; The Mark of the
        Jew.5
      


      
        Rosenberg’s and Hitler’s passionate hate of Soviet Russia is mainly anti-Semitic and anti-Comintern rather than
        anti-Russian. During Stalin’s purges in the 1930’s the Nazi press stressed that most of those “liquidated”were
        Jews and Comintern internationalists and hinted — already then — that perhaps Stalin or some other
        national Communist would be good for a little pact. Long before the brief Russian pact of 1939,
        Rosenberg envisaged “friendship” with a “nationalist Russia” at the expense of Poland. Poland, “incapable”of
        maintaining a state of its own, “should bear the chief burden of German
        expansion.”6
      


      
        More basic than Rosenberg’s Russophobia was his dream of “Germany mistress of the globe… by the victorious
        sword of a master race.”7 “The
        globe” includes South America according to all existing planetary maps, but doubtless to point this out to
        Americans is just English-Jewish-capitalist propaganda by “hysterical war-mongers.”
      


      
        Rosenberg’s consistent foreign policy was prophetically summed up in 1938 as “a sweeping extermination of
        honourless democracy… the spiritual undoing and historically overdue decomposition of the west, linked to an
        organic penetration and rearrangement of the east.” Nor was Rosenberg such a bad prophet when he wrote, prior
        to Hitler’s chancellorship, that “no considerations can be taken for Poles, Czechs, etc, who are as impotent as
        they are valueless and overbearing. They must be driven back to the east, so that the soil may become free to
        be tilled by the horny hands of Teutonic peasants.”8
      


      
        Himself a product of Germany’s Drang nach Osten, Rosenberg voices the eternal mission of the mediæval
        Teutonic Knights: to conquer and colonize the Slavic east. Today Hitler is converting into appalling reality
        the Rosenberg theory about what to do with Slavs. Hitler has appointed Arthur Greiser to rule an important
        sector of conquered Poland. On August 26,1940 Greiser gave a nationwide broadcast to all members of the Nazi
        youth movement. He called Slavic soil the “land of our destiny.” To the whole new generation of German youth he
        cried:
      


      
        “ The Pole is the servant of the German and will remain it forever.”9
      


      
        The famous passages on eastern expansion in Hitler’s Mein Kampf were directly inspired by Rosenberg
        and Professor Haushof er. Both have been close collaborators since the party’s early Munich days. One is a
        metapolitician, the other a geopolitician! Haushofer coined the interesting word “geopolitics”to describe
        national policies based on the geographical need for Lebensraum and to justify imperialism’s age-old
        penchant for aggressive territorial expansion. Rosenberg provided the philosophic props for the pages in
        Mein Kampf on eastward expansion, while Haushofer “supplied the scientific basis for this foreign
        policy.”10 As a young student
        in Munich, Hess was Haushofer’s favourite pupil.
      


      
        At first Hitler founded two rival Foreign Offices side by side: the “Ribbentrop Bureau”and Rosenberg’s “Foreign
        Politics Office.” But the former soon triumphed completely in the 1930’s, owing to Ribbentrop’s greater
        diplomatic successes. Thereafter, Rosenberg has remained extremely important as Germany’s philosopher and
        educator but is of no importance nor power as a diplomat.
      


      
        Rosenberg believes in eventually setting up “world peace.” What kind of world peace? “A ‘world peace’ is to be
        installed not by disarmament of armies and fleets”— that would be too mild!— “but by the sweeping
        extermination of honourless democracy.” Such sentences should be headlined in any nations fighting Germany
        who are in danger of losing their fighting morale.11
      


      
        Watching Rosenberg and Goebbels argue foreign policy in a public Nuremberg* rally in 1936, the author found Goebbels
        intelligent and lowbrow, a showman and demagogue of great genius, and found Rosenberg stupid and highbrow, a
        doctrinaire and idéologue of great Germanness. Their rivalry was a case of the quick brown
        fox jumping over the not lazy but theorizing dog. In person — fanatic about abstractions, didactic about
        systems, and far less corrupt financially than the gangsters around him — Rosenberg is the German Revolution’s
        nearest equivalent of Robespierre. Except that Rosenberg spoils his stance of austerity by stinking daintily of
        perfume and wearing dirty expensive white gloves.
      


      
        Superseded by the more activist, less theoretical careerists like Goebbels and Ribbentrop in propaganda policy
        and foreign policy respectively, Rosenberg’s long-run strength lies in his practical weakness: in his being the
        turgid pseudo-philosopher most expressive of the turgid Nazi mind. Hitler recognized this when, during his
        imprisonment, he made Rosenberg his substitute head of the Party. Rosenberg best ideologizes the German “need”
        to invade Russia. Therefore, bringing invaded Russia his blueprinted “sweeping extermination” in 1941 would
        inevitably bring the superseded Rosenberg back into administrative prominence, would indeed climax his hitherto
        non-activist career by letting him talk himself not merely into best-selling books with uncut pages but into a
        noose.
      


      
        Rosenberg has a charming plan for America to cede its Far Eastern possessions to Japan. His geopolitical
        colleague Haushofer, in a book reprinted by the Nazis in 1938, has published plans
        for German dominance in part of South America: “Important sections of Latin America are significant for our
        future because of the sparse population of their vast expanses.” It is a duty to call such unrepudiated
        writings by high Nazi officials to the attention of the American people, who will soon be hearing the usual
        Nazi nonaggression pledges.12
      

    


    
      Influence of Wagner,
      Chamberlain, Lagarde, Jahn


      
        Whence Rosenberg’s ideas? His most important source is Houston Stewart Chamberlain. This becomes indisputably
        apparent from reading Rosenberg’s Myth side by side with Chamberlain’s Foundations. Rosenberg
        is honest about this. He makes no attempt to conceal what he calls his “grateful homage” to Chamberlain, and
        the official Catholic refutation of both men calls Chamberlain “Rosenberg’s direct teacher.”13
      


      
        Rosenberg’s theories are drawn from Chamberlain’s hard work in historical research. But Wagner is the ideal of
        “creative Aryanism” who inspires Rosenberg’s emotional ecstasies about the German mission. That is why
        Rosenberg cites Wagner more frequently than any other to symbolize Aryan ideals.
      


      
        For example, Rosenberg cites Wagner’s Tristan to symbolize the nordic’s sense of honour. He quotes
        Die Meistersinger and Tristan to symbolize the nordic’s Faustian striving for the infinite and the nordie’s loneliness. He cites a Wagner letter to symbolize
        the self-justified selfish Life-force of the dæmonic nordic. Many more examples abound.14
      


      
        To get a statistical idea of the influences behind Rosenberg, I have counted the number of references in the
        text of Myth, many of which are not contained in its index. Among political theorists, Wagner received
        the largest number of favourable references, Chamberlain the second largest, Lagarde the third. The book was
        begun before Hitler was famous, and he is referred to only about three times. In contrast, among unfavourable
        references, Judaism got the largest number, too overwhelming to count, more than the sum of all four above
        favourable references. The ancient Etruscans got the second largest number of unfavourable references (for
        reasons to be treated later). Not only are unfavourable references to these two vastly more frequent than the
        favourable references to Wagner, Chamberlain, and Lagarde, but the former are denounced vastly more
        passionately than the latter are praised. Hate prevails over love, war over peace, as Nazi motives.15
      


      
        Romanticism and Nietzsche also receive favourable references — about as many as Lagarde. The result of counting
        the number of references is no coincidence, but is confirmed by an article Rosenberg wrote for his newspaper in
        1933. There he named what he deems the four chief fountainheads of nazism, none other than “the apparent
        opponents Nietzsche and Wagner, the great seer Paul de Lagarde and as a prophet Houston Stewart Chamberlain.”
        Despite popular American fallacies, Nietzsche has by far the least connection with
        nazism of all these fountainheads, and Wagner by far the most.16
      


      
        The same newspaper article by Rosenberg attacked the “reactionaries”and “aristocratic clubs” who would make
        Moeller van den Bruck the fountainhead of nazism. Bruck is the writer who did most to popularize the phrase
        “the Third Reich.” But where nazism is a mass movement breaking class distinctions, Bruck corresponds
        more to the popular American fallacy of seeing nazism as a new Prussianism, as a restoration of Junker
        aristocracy and exclusion of the proletariat. That is why American writers have often — and wrongly — made
        Bruck a chief Nazi source. Though Bruck tried as hard as the Nazis to synthesize much socialism with his
        nationalism, he remained incurably an aristocratic gentleman of Prussian tradition, whereas the Nazis’ very
        essence is that they are neither aristocrats nor gentlemen, and few of them Prussians.17
      


      
        Rosenberg’s additional reason for denying nazism to Bruck was that Bruck, like so many Prussian Reichswehr
        conservatives, was realistic enough to advocate military alliance with unconservative Russia. But the more
        basic reason for repudiating Bruck was his Prussian and aristocratic lack of organic folkdom. In 1939 a younger
        Nazi published a book correctly attacking Bruck as “un-Nazi” for three reasons: he was no racial determinist
        (too mild an anti-Semite); he lacked folkdom; his Protestant Christianity was too deep to make him a complete
        totalitarian.18
      


      
        To call Lagarde a proto-Nazi is more easily justified. He had already called the Kaiser’s Germany of 1870 a
        “Jewish-German Reich.” Lagarde is a major precursor of nazism’e new anti-Christian
        theology. That is why Rosenberg calls him the “great German dreamer… who spoke out the eternal German dream.”
        His long-forgotten writings were reprinted by the Nazis under the new title of Writings for
        Germans.19 But the influence
        of Lagarde and the rest on Hitler and his party is completely outshone by Richard Wagner.
      


      
        Wagner’s vast influence Rosenberg explains by the fact that “Wagner, beside Lagarde, fought alone against the
        whole bourgeois-capitalist world of the Alberichs.” Alberich is the dwarf in Wagner’s Ring des
        Nibelungen who symbolizes the lust for “gold”and the unheroic bourgeois pettiness of capitalists and Jews.
        Wagner’s lone-wolf stand against these Alberichs made “Bayreuth the true foundation of Life amid a bestial
        age.” Wagner’s “mission” was to “serve his Volk”by “foreseeing the dawn” of nazism. Writing prior to Hitler’s
        seizure of power in Germany, Rosenberg predicts: “The inner worth of Bayreuth towers, ever Life-giving, out
        into the coming German Reich.”20
      


      
        Rosenberg’s Myth consists of three parts. Each part is based on a typical quotation from a great
        German leader. What three characters does Rosenberg choose? For Book One he chooses Frederick the Great. Nazis
        make this most tolerant, artistic, and cosmopolitan of German kings, who was plus français que les
        français, whose wars were no more nor less aggressive than his neighbours’, into a symbol of Prussian
        militarism. With Frederick as with that other Francophile German, Nietzsche, the Nazis twist the Athenian into a Spartan despite himself. The Nazis invade and loot the remote past as well as
        the present. They enslave the dead as well as the living and usurp ideas as well as territories.
      


      
        More appropriate are Rosenberg’s choices for the other two parts: Wagner for the second: symbolically nazism
        thereby imposes on eighteenth-century Prussian militarism the new force of romanticism; Father Jahn for Book
        Three, the all-important book on current events. Rosenberg chooses a long Jahn quotation on how the “holiest
        moment” in history is when the masses “awaken” into awareness of “the eternity of their own Volkhood.”21
      

    


    
      Rosenberg’s basic lingo and
      basic assumptions22


      
        The Old Testament of the Nazi religion is Mein Kampf. Though far less directly influential, the New
        Testament is The Myth of the Twentieth Century by Hitler’s Saint Paul and prophet laureate. Outlined
        in 1917, it was finished in 1925 and first published in 1930. By 1938 Myth had run into 142 editions
        and had sold 713,000 copies. Since Hitler calls it today’s greatest philosophical book, it merits our detailed
        scrutiny as a key to the Nazi mind.
      


      
        Rosenberg conceived and outlined the basic ideas of Myth prior to Versailles. As a result, his book
        and philosophy would have been essentially what they are now (except for a certain emotional bitterness) if
        Germany had won the World War. As expressed by Rosenberg, the Nazi credo is not a hypocritical
        propaganda-device improvised by demagogues for the sake of grabbing power. Nor is the credo an emotional reaction to the injustices of Versailles. It is a logical product,
        deliberate and consistent, of Germany’s nineteenth-century political romantics. Throughout our scrutiny of
        Myth, this nineteenth-century background should be kept steadily in mind.
      


      
        Precisely what myth does Rosenberg mean by his title? The best response to this frequent query is the blurb on
        the book’s cover:
      


      
        “The myth of the twentieth century” is the myth of blood, which under the sign of the swastika unchains the
        racial world-revolution. It is the awakening of the race soul, which after long sleep victoriously ends the
        race chaos.
      


      
        To understand these slogans we must contrast them with what they replace. “The racial world-revolution”: in
        contrast with the French and Russian world-revolutions, in contrast with the liberalism of the former and the
        Marxism of the latter, in contrast with the capitalism of the former and the proletarianism of the latter. In
        contrast with their economic interpretations of history and in contrast with the church’s Christian
        interpretation of history, the Myth is a racial interpretation of history. “History no longer means
        war of class against class nor of church dogma and dogma, but blood and blood, race and race.”23
      


      
        “Myth”! What a significant word! Rosenberg is a romantic writing in German; he is not an eighteenth-century
        rationalist writing in French. Therefore he uses “myth” not sarcastically but piously, not with curled lip but
        wide-eyed with wonder. His use of “myth” covers far more than a literal English translation could convey. His
        special use of the word covers something like this: necessary faith, or inspiration, or unifying mass yearning,
        or folktale truer than truth.
      


      
        Rosenberg’s philosophy stands or falls on this basic assumption: God created man not
        as an individual nor mankind as a whole, but individual races of men. These are the building blocks of history,
        the only lasting units. The individual man has no soul, nor has humanity. Only a race has soul. The whole of a
        race is infinitely larger than the sum of all its parts — larger by a soul, an invisible soul that is more real
        than reality. When Rosenberg writes: “The Volk is more than the total of its members,” he uses the very words
        of Novalis and Adam M⃼ller of the 1800 romantic school.24
      


      
        A nation is the political expression of the race. Here Rosenberg repeats the Wagnerian contrast of an organic
        society versus an atomistic society. The chief morality and justification of an organic (living) group body is
        its being organic (living). Life for Life’s sake: salvation through subjective egoism instead of through
        obedience to objective universal standards. God is reached not by building on the rock of the Christian church
        but by each race lifting itself by its own boot-straps. In such metaphysics the individual can exist only for
        the nation instead of the nation for the individual.
      


      
        Volk nationalism is sharply distinguished from Prussian statism. The mere state, for Hitler, Wagner, and
        Rosenberg, is soulless if inorganic (unfolkic). An unfolkic state deserves no loyalty, no “Prussian duty.” When
        one nation conquers other nations, it must not interbreed with them into one common international state, but
        must erect a state in which the higher and purer race rules the lower. Hence the Nazi enslavement of Poles,
        Czechs, and Jews.
      


      
        Rosenberg’s second basic assumption is that no two races have the same soul. Therefore no two races can
        understand each other; no two speak the same moral, æsthetic, or intellectual
        language. Like an iceberg, the race soul is mostly submerged. But it has two visible projections. The first is
        the physical differences between ethnic groups; let us admit that these are scientifically proved. The second
        is spiritual differences; this assumption, essential to all Nazi Weltanschauung, is scientifically unprovable.
      


      
        Nazism is the revolt against conditioning by environment. Rosenberg denies that environment can give German
        morals or culture to, say, a Jew or a Slav. Such qualities are determined unalterably before birth. Partly they
        are determined by physical heredity and partly by metaphysical race soul. Nazi scientists prefer the former
        determinant for the sake of practical eugenics. But Nazi philosophers, like Rosenberg, prefer the latter
        determinant as less materialistic. Rosenberg defines “personality”as the combination, in ever varying
        proportions, of these two determinants: physical heredity and mystic non-physical race soul. Cross-breeding
        breaks up this divine — literally divine — combination of body and spirit. Both become a lifeless hulk, no
        longer being animated by race soul, and “personality” is annihilated.
      


      
        Hegel’s “state” embodied collectively and pantheistically an ever evolving, ever fluid “Idea of God.” Rosenberg
        keeps this Hegelian framework, substituting nation for state, race soul for Idea. Marx, too, kept the Hegelian
        evolutionary dialectic, substituting not nation but class for state. Beyond external or universal laws of good
        and evil, the nation (or class) obeys only its sacred inner dynamics, ever expanding against its antithesis,
        ever becoming and never being — this all sounds Faustian and very Hegelian and equally Wagnerian, and very,
        very German.
      


      
        This, then, is the lingo. How does Rosenberg’s Bible apply it to history? As Frick, Nazi Minister of the
        Interior, pithily decreed: “Race determines thought.”25 No “personality,” as defined above, obeys the same
        laws or has the same historical value as any other personality. All great achievements of history, specifically
        Hellenic, Roman, and European culture, are accompanied by the Germanic personality. Conversely, all periods of
        degeneration spring from its contamination by an alien personality, a mixture of alien soul and alien blood.
      


      
        The last of these degenerate interludes, crows Rosenberg, ended in 1933. The job of nazism is to build a golden
        age by repurifying the race soul. Alien elements must be cut out as ruthlessly as a doctor cuts cancer. Should
        a sick body democratically tolerate its disease germs? Then why, argues Rosenberg’s false analogy, should the
        German collective body tolerate democratically its non-Aryan germs?
      

    


    
      Racial Interpretation of
      History


      
        The first book of Myth is entitled “The Conflict of Values.” It contains Rosenberg’s famous racial
        interpretation of history. “Conflict of Values” refers to Aryan versus non-Aryan. “Aryan” is a more inclusive
        term than “Germanic,” and “non-Aryan”is broader than “Jewish.” But like Wagner’s essay on race of 1881 and like
        Chamberlain, Rosenberg usually treats the Germanic race and the Jews as the only Aryans and non-Aryans worth
        bothering about in modern times.
      


      
        Explaining all history’s boons and banes as good and bad race respectively, Rosenberg gives us a brand-new
        history of the whole world. Certainly an unconventional history, based on the infallible intuitions of
        Rosenberg’s somewhat nordic blood instead of on mere facts and footnotes. The pages
        on the origins of man are the most interesting because there Rosenberg’s imagination can soar most freely, in
        regions so remote that no known facts exist to clip its bold wings. Bold certainly is Rosenberg’s explanation
        that the ancient lost continent of Atlantis was the origin of all good things.
      


      
        To do Rosenberg justice, we must note that at one time he refers to Atlantis as an excellent “hypothesis”— oh,
        admirable self-restraint! — instead of as an entirely proved fact. A hundred per cent certain is merely that
        all good things derive from some single “nordic prehistoric Kulturcentre.” Though such painful caution soon
        vanishes as the pages advance, Rosenberg does attain superhuman self-control when he describes the following
        vision as “not quite untenable”!
      


      
        Where today the waves of the Atlantic roar and giant icebergs roam, a flourishing continent once towered, where
        a creative race reared a great Kultur and sent its children as sea-rovers and warriors into the world… streams
        of Atlanteans on their swan-boats and dragon-boats.26
      


      
        This vision is sheer poetry, possibly good poetry. The swan boats à la Wagner’s Lohengrin,
        the roaming icebergs, the blond godlike children à la Siegfried conquering the globe on their
        dragon-boats — all this so intoxicates Rosenberg’s imagination that he throws to the winds his lapse into
        bourgeois caution, which led him to refer timidly to these glories as perhaps a “hypothesis.” Now he assumes
        the hypothesis is proved and derives from it the rest of his book.
      


      
        The book traces how migrating Atlanteans gave the whole non-Aryan globe its Aryan ruling castes, spreading
        everywhere their noble blessings — such as war. The book traces the process with the
        pictorial detail of an eyewitness. The details strangely resemble the stage-settings of Wagners operas. To
        prove that these hypothetical inhabitants of a lost continent had blue eyes, blond hair, and godlike physiques
        is child’s play for a Director of Weltanschauung. He “proves”it — being an archæological as well as
        philosophical genius — by discovering “pure nordic types” on ancient Egyptian, Libyan, and Indian relics.27
      


      
        From Atlantis the blond master-race streamed in four great migrations: first, over North Africa; second, the
        Indo-Aryan wave over Persia and India, followed by the Doric Greeks and the Latins, who created the Hellenic
        and Roman civilizations; third, the Teutonic wave over Europe, after the Roman Empire decayed from mixing its
        blood; fourth and most recent, the colonizing of the whole globe by the roving Germanic element of western
        Europe. Great Britain led the fourth wave because Germany proper was not yet unified. In so far as the British
        Empire makes the coloured races subservient and pleases Rosenberg, it is Germanic. In so far as it displeases
        Rosenberg by rivalling Germany, it is the globe’s capitalist exploiter, hence Jewish.28
      


      
        All four migratory waves he calls “nordic,” a broad, vague term. As earth’s “ master race”— Rosenberg’s
        favourite term for flattering his audience — they enslaved the dark-haired inhabitants of the non-Atlantean
        continents. From this original racial enslavement came Hindu caste divisions, Rosenberg’s favourite social
        institution. No democratic nonsense about equality! Unfortunately the rulers eventually interbred with their
        slaves. That caused the downfall of all history’s empires, as Rosenberg at great
        length tries to prove. The Teuton wave has kept its purity best of the four, so that it has the best chance of
        building, by ruthless war, the world empire of the future.29
      


      
        For propaganda purposes, the name of Jesus is too good to attack. The dilemma of all anti-Semites is how to
        provide Jesus with a family tree compatible with the Nazi N⃼rnberg laws. Already Houston Chamberlain, Eckart,
        and Hitler guessed and hoped that possibly Galileans were not Jews. No sooner said than proved. In Nazi
        thought, hypothesis and hope are synonymous with fact, and Nazi theology has made Christ’s Galilean ancestry
        Aryan by decree. To bolster this up in the grand manner was Rosenberg’s job: in addition to the four main
        migrations from lost Atlantis, stray little islands of blonds settled amid the non-Aryan world, and Galilee was
        such a “nordic stratum,” untainted in the very core of Jewry.30
      


      
        The book roams through all the history of all countries. Everything is dogmatically “explained”and every past
        historical mystery solved. Thereby the book becomes an unconscious parody of Spengler’s work, which was equally
        ambitious and all-embracing but immensely wiser. Rosenberg chides Spengler for his environmental instead of
        “racial-organic” explanation of cultures.31 But there is no need to go on summarizing Rosenberg’s hundreds of pages of racial
        interpretation of history.
      

    


    
      Art


      
        The second book of Mythus does for art what the first does for history and politics: it is a racial
        interpretation of art. Duly catalogued are the colour of the hair of all famous
        artists through the ages; and so the problem of art, too, is solved forever. Art is a Good Thing, we are told,
        and nazism intends to “spread” art right and left among those exquisite connoisseurs, “the masses.” True art
        and true religion must spring not from the atomistic individual but collectively from the organic Volk. This
        romantic notion Rosenberg derived from Wagner’s famous essay The Art of the Future. From Wagner’s
        essay Rosenberg chose a quotation about Volk art as basis for the whole second book.
      


      
        Nordic art is not form-bound, contemplative, classical, but striving and dynamic like Faust. Wagner is the
        greatest of artists because his art incarnates the “collective art-life” of the “nordic soul.” This art-life is
        defined as the “nordic beauty-ideal”plus love of “nature”plus “hero-honour” plus “heroic will-power.” The
        reader is thereupon overwhelmed with examples of these categories from Wagners operas Tristan and Isolde,
        Lohengrin, Die Meistersinger, and Siegfried. Throughout the book, Wagner exemplifies the racial
        earmarks of nordic art.32
      


      
        The world’s great art may seem separate achievements. Actually all are organically one. “A nordic hero-saga, a
        Prussian march, a Bach composition, an Eckehart sermon, a Faust monologue, are only diverse utterances of one
        and the same soul,” the collective race soul of the blond godlike children of Atlantis. This “eternal force”was
        “first united under the name Wotan”and later “incarnated in Frederick the Great and Bismarck.” But “nordic
        blood”will continue thus to “work and weave with nordic soul in mystic union “only so long as “men are ready to
        die”for belief in“ the Myth.”33
      


      
        Proud of his ability to see both sides of a debate, Rosenberg concedes that the
        unpatriotic might cite ancient Greece and the Italian Renaissance as examples of un-nordic greatness in art. A
        great part of the book refutes this heresy by showing how every great Italian was really a blond nordic who
        strayed south by accident. Rosenberg does this by punning: he shows how each great name resembles some Germanic
        name, from which it is derived possibly, ergo hypothetically, ergo indubitably. For example, “it is today
        certain that Dante was of Germanic ancestry,” because the name of Italy’s greatest poet, Dante Alighieri, came
        from “Durante Aldiger, a pure Germanic name.”34 This was written before the Rome-Berlin axis.
      


      
        Rosenberg attaches great importance to quotations from such apparent non-nordics as Euripides, Aristophanes,
        Dante, and others, showing that they were gentlemen who preferred blondes. Yet colour of hair not only has no
        connection with thought and morals but is not even a race characteristic. Statistically, a majority of Germans
        and even of the “purer nordic”Scandinavians are dark-haired, a minority blond. Not a small but an overwhelming
        majority of Nazi leaders are brunets. Blondness is a physical gene appearing according to the three-to-one
        ratio of the Mendelian law of heredity and not linked with mental qualities. Yet Rosenberg spends pages of
        probably “sound” scholarly research unearthing ancient poems whose heroines and heroes had blond hair.35 With similar laboriousness, one
        could list many poems with brunet heroes and brunette heroines.
      

    


    
      Rosenberg’s lasting influences


      
        Rosenberg unveils the secret of history in a single sentence: “Naught can change the one fact that the
        &#z2018;meaning of world-history,’ shining out from the north, has passed over the whole earth, borne by a
        blue-eyed blond race.”36
      


      
        The racial quackery of nazism in general and Rosenberg in particular is not being unfairly oversimplified by
        me, but is as crude as here demonstrated. Yet Myth is taken seriously both by Nazis who swear by it
        and by anti-Nazis who swear at it. Myth has received many serious, long, and detailed refutations.
        Separate books of refutation are now at hand from Catholic, Lutheran, Anglican, scientific, democratic,
        militarist, and French viewpoints.37 The justified motive for this is the book’s great influence on German schooling and
        the need to combat that influence.
      


      
        However, Nazis will inevitably expand beyond much of Rosenberg’s rigid dogma in their new phase of becoming the
        globe’s proconsuls. Meanwhile western scholars, embarrassed at seeming aloof and wanting to do their bit to
        “fight the Nazi Antichrist,” will go right on refuting Rosenberg’s inaccurate
        historical footnotes long after the Nazis have forgotten them.
      


      
        When I say Germany’s proconsul era outgrows the rigid dogma of Myth, I mean mainly the doctrinaire
        interpretations of history and race. These are what American and British scholars most associate with
        Rosenberg’s name, but they are not his most important influences. For example, non-Germans know Rosenberg the
        influential philosopher but not Rosenberg the influential editor. Untranslated are his widely circulated
        pamphlets. All together he has had a fourfold permanent influence on history:
      


      
        	
          
            As prophet in drawing the main outlines of the F⃼hrer-state in the last book of Myth. They will
            last as long as Nazi Germany.
          

        


        	
          
            As journalist and pamphleteer.
          

        


        	
          
            As Nazi educator.
          

        


        	
          
            As the leading foe of the Christian churches.
          

        

      


      
        These four influences will now be taken up. The fourth will be included in the separate chapter on “Nazi
        Religion versus Christian Religion.”
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    CHAPTER XII


    





Prophet Laureate of Metapolitics: Part
    II


    
      It takes more than machines of terror to make a Nazi Blitzkrieg. It takes soldiers with minds schooled to
      withstand the shock of their own frightfulness. That is where Rosenberg comes into the picture. In molding
      Germany’s “psychology of frightfulness,” Rosenberg wields an influence as powerful as that of the much-publicized
      Goebbels and the much-feared Himmler and his secret police. Rosenberg has directed Germany’s psychological
      rearmament.
    


    
      — H. C. WOLFE and H. HAUSER1
    


    
      The Coming Reich


      
        The last book of Myth is entitled “The Coming Reich.” By the Jahn quotation under its title, it
        proclaims its intention to carry on the lines laid down in Jahn’s Folkdom. Rosenberg repeats
        spontaneously most of the points we examined in Jahn totalitarian Volk state. These will not be repeated here. Instead let us consider where Rosenberg advances far beyond Jahn.
      


      
        Rosenberg begins by announcing that the bourgeoisie is decadent and doomed, both economically and
        psychologically, both as ruling caste and as “liberal” way of life. This death announcement certainly proved
        true for Germany. Rosenberg would replace the bourgeois by a new Teutonic Order like that of the Middle Ages.
        This time it must not spring from any privileged class, he insists, but from the mass of the German Volk. To
        achieve its great missions and to wage war effectively, the new Teutonic Order must rule dictatorially and
        abolish such nonsense as political parties and free elections. Its sense of responsibility, the sense of honour
        inherent in its nordic blood, will be sufficient restraint. It needs no irresponsible parliament and free press
        to restrain its will-power. By implication this new Order will be the Nazi party.2
      


      
        The new Order must be built on the right spirit. Rosenberg cites 1813 as the best example of the right spirit:
        the spirit of the War of Liberation, the days of Jahn and Fichte and Arndt. Those days and that spirit are the
        chief historical inspiration of those Nazis who know history, especially Hitler. Why? For two reasons. Then
        romantic nationalism first passed from books into bullets. And then, as after Versailles, war seemed the only
        realistic reply to a harsh and humiliating French peace.3
      


      
        To awaken the new Order from the dozing German Volk, Rosenberg calls for “sermons which hypnotize and writers
        who knowingly inspire hearts.”4
        “Knowingly” is the key-word here; it implies the whole Nazi propaganda technique. Note the juxtaposition of
        “knowingly,” with its intellectual connotations, and “inspire hearts,” with its
        daemonic and emotional connotations. Typically German is the “knowingly”intellectual brand of
        anti-intellectualism, the very brainy worship of the “heart,” the thorough and bureaucratic
        organization of “spontaneous inspiration.” Only the Germans can triumphantly combine supreme hysteria
        with supreme efficiency.
      


      
        Rosenberg reserves much of his most ferocious hate for the Jesuits and the Catholic hierarchy. Therefore his
        outline for the new Order consciously imitates Jesuit techniques and the Roman hierarchy. Through a succession
        of secular priests, bishops, and archbishops, the new Teutonic Order must rise like a pyramid from the German
        Volk, getting ever narrower, with the F⃼hrer at the pinnacle.5
      


      
        Rosenberg should not be accused of wanting dictatorship as a principle. He minces no words against oppressive
        dictatorships like that of Soviet Russia and “stock-market Jews.” His will be a good dictatorship, a
        Volk dictatorship. He follows the spirit of Wagner’s complicated distinction between king and monarch.
        Rejecting alike government by parliament or by kaiser (monarch), Rosenberg demands the Volk-king, the
        hero-dictator risen from the ranks, whom Jahn and Wagner prophesied.
      


      
        The qualities and justification of the Volk-king are outlined in the F⃼hrer section of the chapter on Wagner’s
        metapolitics. This Wagnerian concept is basic to nazism. Rosenberg says: “We want to see in a German king a
        person like ourselves” (that is, not what Wagner called a “monarch,” not an aristocratic kaiser, no class
        distinctions), “but yet the incarnation of a hero myth”(that is, not a prosaic democrat, but Wagner’s mythical
        reborn Siegfried-Barbarossa). “The future will find the form of a German
        national-socialist Volk-F⃼hrerdom.” This will “incarnate the yearning of the race of today for the coming
        Reich.”6
      


      
        The gist of the F⃼hrer myth is that the F⃼hrer is (incarnates) the Volk, instead of ruling it
        detachedly like monarch or economic class or representing it like a democrat. The F⃼hrer is an organic part of
        the Volk instead of a detached atom. This myth is absolutely basic to Hitler’s rule today. Of course, it is
        only a myth: after all, Hitler’s rule is also maintained by army, concentration camps, and mendacious
        propaganda and not simply by incarnating the romantic chimera of a subconscious Volk-will. But so deeply has
        political romanticism steeped the German masses in this myth that without it even army, concentration camps,
        and the lying press could not keep Hitler in power. Hitler’s rule rests on a combination of terror and
        enthusiastic popular consent, of which neither by itself would maintain him.
      


      
        The new Nazi religion is for once right when it reacts against the self-destructive economic materialism of our
        democracy. The anti-economic reaction is typical of German thought in general rather than to the credit of the
        Nazis. But as usual Germans react too far. Like most romantics, Rosenberg can spare few pages for anything so
        uninspired as economics.
      


      
        Even when at last he seems to tackle economics, he begins to “soar” the minute we turn our head, and we end up
        in the clouds again, feeling more “noble”than ever. In metapolitics even the price of potatoes must be heroic.
        Grosshungern is a favourite German word, meaning to starve oneself into greatness. For western
        democracies to laugh at this sort of thing, as they have in the last decade, is suicidal, for Germans have so
        often won their wars by greater willingness for mass sacrifice than their foes.
        Realization of these facts of sacrifice sets a clear task for the peoples still retaining a free way of life, a
        task that is being realized only slowly by America’s wrangling economic pressure-groups.
      


      
        Already in the 1840’s Wagner had established “gold” in German minds as the symbol of Frenchmen, capitalists,
        Jews. Consider the motif of sinister gold in his Nibelungen Ring. The Nazi poet Bangert wrote a book
        called Gold or Blood. Rosenberg uses that slogan as follows:
      


      
        Blood is true socialism, based on a “racially-organically welded society.” Gold is false socialism, Judaism,
        Marxism, democracy, “economic exploitation by finance,” Freemasonry. “The great mission of the new German
        worker movement is to uproot from German life as an alien Syrian-Judaic plant the Marxist materialism
        and the financecapitalist rear gard.” Typically Nazi, Rosenberg judges an idea by its racial origins rather
        than by its objective merits or demerits. In other words, if Marxists and capitalists don’t like Germany, they
        should go back to Syria, where they came from.7
      


      
        Rosenberg would like America to join Germany in socialism of blood by revolting against Syrian-Judaic Wall
        Street. The United States is “the glorious land of the future”provided we breed a stock “consciously
        north-European, purged of blacks and yellows and Jews… that is to say, the destruction of the concept New
        York.” Without being particularly enamoured of “the concept New York,” we must yet suspect all such
        “white-Protestant-American” appeals. Such appeals will be the basis of a national American fascism, disguised
        behind “anti-fascist” (really anti-alien) slogans. Already it has been remarked that
        Rosenberg’s phrases about America would elect him straightway Imperial Wizard of the KuKlux Klan — were it not
        for his Jewish-sounding name. Though wanting us “purged of yellows,” Rosenberg urges us for our own good to
        hand our “Far East possessions to Japan.” So already before Hitler’s rise to power, the Japanese, because of
        their militarism and their Faustian striving, were unofficial Aryans.8
      

    


    
      Rosenberg as Journalist


      
        Nazism’s two most influential men of action were Göring and the purged Captain Röhm. But they were never
        influential as men of ideas; hence they are outside this book’s scope. Since the 1920’s Goebbels and Rosenberg
        have ranked as the two leading Nazi journalists and the two leading men of ideas. Hitler’s mass appeal is
        unthinkable without their propaganda. Rosenberg the journalist has converted to nazism and war-fervour many a
        humble home that never heard of Rosenberg the philosopher.
      


      
        His flood of anti-Semitic, anti-bolshevik, and anti-church pamphlets has already been mentioned. So has his
        role as editor of the official daily newspaper and of the official magazine for the party élite. His flood of
        effective articles and ineffective orations is reprinted at intervals in books with such titles as Blood
        and Honour.9
      


      
        These reprinted books cover his activity from 1919 till the present. They will afford the historian an
        indispensable record of Nazi ideology from day to day. Their demands, prophecies, and programs have been pretty
        consistently carried out since then by Hitler — including the crusade into the
        Russian Ukraine. From 1919 on, the leitmotiv of Rosenberg’s articles and speeches is the mission to crush
        democracy both in and outside Germany and to dominate the world by force.
      


      
        In his popular articles Rosenberg’s racism is far cruder than in Myth. He does not give his simple
        hearers headaches with too much scholarly research into Atlantean swan-boats and Etruscan pottery. But all have
        heard of Shakespeare and are proud of it, and so Rosenberg proclaims in his newspaper Der Völkische
        Beobachter: “We regard Shakespeare, with his nordic delineation of the world, as a German
        classic.”10 In such
        popularized racism, Rosenberg has a knack of stating what everyone likes to hear — that is, what flatters most
        a nation with a (quite unjustified) cultural inferiority complex.
      


      
        His most influential pamphlet by far is called Nature, Fundamentals, and Goals of the National Socialist
        German Worker Party: the Program of the Movement. It is all-important as the party’s first official
        booklet. The first edition of 1922 was read and officially approved by Hitler. From then till now, despite all
        changes of policies, it has been disseminated by the party press — 150,000 copies by 1930,350,000 copies by
        1938. Following are familiar ideas which this pamphlet successfully put across.11
      


      
        It begins in the Wagnerian tradition of contrasting German idealism with Jewish materialism. Nazi “idealism”
        declares war on “all materialistic, mammonistic thoughts.”12 Rosenberg’s ceaseless attempt to saddle materialism on democracy must be
        emphatically repudiated. In so far as the democracies are indeed only “materialistic, mammonistic,” they will be conquered by fascism — for lack of self-sacrifice and hard work.
        But democracy consists of more than the Bank of France! The hard-working, independent-thinking citizenry who
        built the free countries of the west, and who in England and elsewhere die for freedom today, have more
        reservoirs of courage, sacrifice, and sense of duty than all the vaunted Nazi idealism.
      


      
        In the days of the German Republic, Marxism was not yet so discredited as today. Its demoralizing materialist
        doctrines, though not really practised by the Republic, were so widely preached that Rosenberg’s oversimple
        formula of Nazi idealism versus democratic materialism came as a welcome change to millions. His formula
        especially caught the fiery imagination of the youth movements. The way for the west to fight the formula’s
        appeal is not to justify it by clamouring for ever higher business profits and by striking for ever lower hours
        in indispensable airplane factories (as during the regime of the French Popular Front). The way to fight it and
        win the imagination of the new generation is to show that the free peoples in their greatest crisis can be even
        more productive, unselfish, and co-operative than the most efficient slaves.
      


      
        The correct beginning for every Nazi pamphlet is to list all it damns, always a list huger in space and fervour
        than that of what is praised. Not only is Rosenberg’s pamphlet “against”democrats, Freemasons, and sin, but
        sweepingly “against all parties whether of Right or Left”(italics his) as “equally guilty of the
        German Volk’s woe.” Sensitive about belonging to nazism’s less radical wing, Rosenberg leans backwards to
        declare himself especially “against” all who “look down on the Volk-comrade in working clothes as on a
        second-rank citizen.” Rosenberg not merely piously deplores this snobbish attitude but cleverly observes that
        it “puts welcome weapons for agitation in the hands of alien-folkic Volk-seducers.”
        To translate these compound nouns and adjectives of Rosenberg’s into roundabout English phrases, instead of
        literally, might make smoother reading but would miss the inimitable hippopotamoid grace of the original.
      


      
        The pamphlet sets romanticism’s usual false issue of red-blooded vitalism versus abstract intellect. “Interest
        in abstract, bloodless axioms sharpened the gap between mental labourer and manual labourer.” One of nazism’s
        most popular propaganda appeals, as found in Wagner, Eckart, Rosenberg, Hitler, Goebbels, is the Sherlock
        Holmes exposé of secret sinister masks. The pamphlet asserts, and millions of Germans believe that “Marxism
        pretends to fight the exploiting world-capitalism, but has worked ever since its origins hand in hand with
        international banks and stock markets.” Like the Bolsheviks and like Goebbels, Rosenberg finds the 1918 German
        Revolution a “betrayal”in which the “anti-capitalist, plundered workers”were tricked into a “stock-market
        revolution” with the masked “purpose”of delivering “Germany’s national industry and agriculture into the hands
        of the superstate of finance-capital.”
      


      
        Here in Rosenberg, approved by Hitler already in 1922, occurs that sarcastic phrase: “plutocratic democracies,”
        which Hitler was to use with such effect for home consumption during the war of 1940. The most dramatic
        statement of the pamphlet is this: “That was the greatest fraud of the nineteenth century, as it finally
        triumphed in Moscow in November 1917 and in Berlin in November 1918: the anti-capitalist world-revolution led
        by the lackeys of world-capitalism.” Here we hit upon the modern world’s basic issue of social philosophy, as
        Rosenberg sees it: the “fraud of the nineteenth century” (the “stock-market revolution”) versus “the Myth of
        the twentieth century”(the revolution of German folkdom). The contrast must be kept
        in mind throughout.
      


      
        What made possible “this monstrous world-fraud”by which “the lackeys of capitalism”sneak into leadership of
        anti-capitalist revolutions? Rosenberg’s pamphlet explains this neat stunt by alleging that “in the nineteenth
        century the leadership of the Volk-exploiting capitalism as well as of Marxism came into the hands of one and
        the same Volk: the Jews. Hence Marxism was and is basically a race war”(italics his).
      


      
        What enabled the Jews to acquire this “leadership”in the first place? The pamphlet blames the French
        Revolution, which Rosenberg urges Germany to reverse. The blunder of the French Revolution, he charges, was
        this: it was the first major movement to let the Jews out of the mediæval ghettoes. Emancipation and legal
        equality of oppressed races resulted from its “decadent” ideas of liberté, égalité, fraternité, from
        which Hitler and Laval would purge France in 1940.
      


      
        What enables the Jews to retain their “stock-market dictatorship”of the globe when they are so outnumbered by
        their Aryan slaves? The secret Jewish world-masters achieve this, screeches the pamphlet, by their technique of
        “through division to rule.” They it is who have set Protestant against Catholic. They it is who have set German
        capitalist against German worker.
      


      
        This allegation borders on persecution complex. Rosenberg’s pamphlet borrows this allegation from his friend
        Eckart’s pamphlet of 1919, Bolshevism from Moses to Lenin. Eckart’s pamphlet, which consists of
        educational dialogues between him and his pupil Hitler, traces every division and disaster of history to
        Jewry’s “divide and rule.” Eckart and Rosenberg and their pupil Hitler derived this hysterical idée
        fixe from the forged Protocols of the Elders of Zion and, in
        less extreme form, from Wagner.13
      


      
        Rosenberg insists the party system must be swept away because “the parties were no longer a helpful organ in
        the Volk organism…. National Socialism admits openly that it is a battle-party which may perhaps never compose
        a numerical majority, but it does so in the firm faith that it incarnates a Volk movement which will decide
        Germany’s destiny….”14
      


      
        This is shrewd propaganda to justify the tyranny of a Nazi minority over Germany, but it is far more than that.
        It sincerely expresses Germany’s widespread political romanticism.
      


      
        The only unit valued is the group organism; separate parties must go. The Nazis, though a mathematical
        minority, “incarnate”the whole Volk in Wagnerian fashion. Rosenberg unwittingly illustrates the influence of
        Rousseau, godfather of German romanticism. Rousseau preached that a minority might express the people’s
        “general will” (the organic will, in romantic-Wagnerian terminology) more than some majority of individual
        interests, which merely expresses the “will of all”(the sum of atomistic wills, in romantic-Wagnerian
        terminology).
      


      
        On economics Rosenberg’s pamphlet has the same program as his friend Eckart and his foe Goebbels. “A German
        government will first of all advance to the state ownership of the stock markets and banks.” It is typical of
        Nazi propaganda that after every such statement expressing the partly sane sentiments of Marxist socialism, an
        insane conclusion of anti-Semitism is immediately drawn. The purpose of this is subtly to ease the German
        masses from their peaceful trade-union socialism into insane anti-Semitism, thence
        into aggressive nationalism, thence into war. That is why Rosenberg follows his relatively sane demand for
        nationalizing banks with this flow of rhetoric:
      


      
        “All the ‘reparation-questions’ would at one blow become immaterial if every Volk would jail its bankers, its
        parasitic usurious stock-market Jews, and use for the good of the nation the cash they swindled from every
        Volk.”15
      


      
        Also typical of fascist propaganda are the glowing promises of freedom and prosperity which the common people
        can achieve if only they’ll take “direct action”to exterminate parliamentary government. Rosenberg says: “All
        parliaments depend on high finance, which enslaves the peoples…. The parliamentary representatives represent
        not the interests of the Volk but the interests of those economic spheres which paid for their
        elections.”16 Partly
        justified, and only partly, this most basic of all slanders against parliamentary democracy was first
        popularized by Karl Marx. Then in Wagner and Lagarde and Chamberlain this slander evolved into anti-Semitism
        and anti-Marxism, a posthumous irony for Marx.
      


      
        The pamphlet elaborates Rosenberg’s drastic views on foreign policy, already familiar, and sheds the familiar
        tears over unjust Versailles. The rest of the pages give the masses detailed explanation of Hitler’s original
        Twenty-five-Point program, already summarized in the chapter on “Hitler and Wagner.” Rosenberg subjects each of
        the Twenty-five Points to his metapolitical higher criticism and proves they will give everything to everybody.
      


      
        Do any Germans fear the dictatorial means of the only party which can bring “freedom and bread”? More in sorrow
        than in anger Rosenberg raises his brows at such a fear and lulls it back to sleep
        by this solemn promise: the Nazi dictatorship is but a needed interlude in the Volk’s march to greater freedom
        and will wither away when no longer needed. As soon as the folkic Weltanschauung triumphs, “then the National
        Socialist Labour Party has fulfilled its mission and can leave the scene.” With admirable self-denial, National
        Socialism “scorns to establish itself immortally as a political party.”17 Instead, it will merely last — so Hitler
        informed Germany in a speech after getting the dictatorship — “for the next two thousand years.”
      

    


    
      Rosenberg as Educator


      
        “Hitler’s teacher was Alfred Rosenberg, the young Russo-German who joined Hitler in 1920 and is to this day the
        officially appointed trustee of National Socialist ideology.”18 Little time need be spent on Hitler’s repetition
        of Rosenberg’s ideas because that is too obvious to anyone who has glanced at Mein Kampf. We should
        have to reproduce almost every other page of Mein Kampf because almost every view I have quoted from
        Rosenberg is repeated there, often in exactly the same phrases and almost the same sentences.
      


      
        Never having finished high school, the F⃼hrer received from Rosenberg his higher education, especially in
        history and racism and his view of non-German lands. Rosenberg in turn is echoing earlier romantics. It was he
        and Eckart who in 1923 introduced Hitler to Frau Wagner and Chamberlain at Bayreuth. All three men combined to
        steep the F⃼hrer in Wagnerian metapolitics, which is his inspiration during today’s war.
      


      
        Rosenberg is the educator not only of Hitler; he has been labelled “the educational
        dictator of German youth.”19
        His aim is to prepare youth psychologically for the mercilessness needed in order efficiently to bomb civilians
        and build empires. Whether for future class war or present national war, Nazi education moulds the mind and
        body for merciless war. That makes Rosenberg and Goebbels as important as the military leaders in preparing and
        winning Hitler’s war:
      


      
        In his talks with Hitler, Rosenberg advocated psychological re-armament for Germany, a complete regimentation
        of thought. Hitler was fascinated…. Once the Nazis came to power, the entire resources of the new
        state were thrown behind Rosenberg’s philosophy. The press and the schools hammered home his views… of the
        “master race.” What the Nazis are doing in the conquered Czech and Polish lands is a practical application of
        Rosenberg’s philosophy.20
      


      
        Rosenberg says in his 1930 preface to Myth: “This is the mission of our century: out of a new
        Life-myth to create a new human type.”21 That best sums up the aim and successful achievement of Nazi education: a new human
        type. “Education”is here used in the broad sense to include all didactic diffusion of ideas. Most of the
        earlier sections on Rosenberg’s ideas should be classified under education, for most of these ideas are being
        taught to young Germans. But in addition some interesting concrete examples must be cited of Rosenberg’s
        influence; also of Nazi methods in general.
      


      
        His racism influences the country on the two quite different levels of highbrow and lowbrow. The latter
        over-shoots shoots his own intentions and is futilely deplored by him as an absurd
        vulgarization of his truths. For example, the First Vice-Mayor of Königsdorf officially decreed that, in order
        to further race purity, “cows and cattle which were bought from Jews, directly or indirectly, may not be bred
        with the community bull.”22
        Rosenberg deserves full credit for abhorring Hitler’s old friend Julius Streicher and his Stürmer. The
        Stürmer has the distinction of being the vulgarest sheet on the face of the globe. It is dedicated to
        slanderous sex scandals about Jews and the Christian clergy.
      


      
        Rosenberg’s more highbrow racism is presented to university students as a logical “science”by Professor Hans
        Günther. Günther is also an editor of Race, a Monthly for the Nordic Idea, published in Berlin,
        Bremen, and Leipzig. It makes racism respectable among the educated classes by having a dazzling array of Herr
        Doktors and professors among its editors and contributors. It is the organ of Rosenberg’s Nordic Society,
        outgrowth of the interesting Thule Society.
      


      
        Thule is the legendary nordic island of the sagas. The members of the Thule Society narrowly escaped execution
        by the Munich Soviet dictatorship of 1919 when they distributed anti-Semitic pamphlets urging revolt. The
        members included the three most important early founders of the Nazi party, who met each other in the Thule
        Society before they made the acquaintance of a young Austrian immigrant named Hitler. The three men were Rudolf
        Hess, Eckart, Rosenberg.
      


      
        To spread Kultur, Hitler in 1935 awarded prizes to his choices as the leading German literary figure and the
        leading German scientist. Rosenberg had the honour of awarding the two prizes personally at the Party Congress.
        The two choices are naturally highly significant of the Reich’s future Kultur. The
        winners were Hanns Johst and G⃼nther. G⃼nther has already been cited for his heroic efforts to make the
        Rosenbergian race-religion scientifically respectable. The poet Johst is best known to Americans for his often
        misquoted line: “When I hear the word ‘culture,’ I slip back the safety-catch of my revolver.”23
      


      
        This isolated line does him injustice because he is more the starry-eyed than the mad-dog brand of Nazi. In
        1927 he wrote a play glorifying Tom Paine as the propagandist of the American Revolution. Johst’s later plays,
        folkic, dashingly daemonic, metapolitical, exalt a politics based on romanticism’s organic and dynamic
        assumptions.
      


      
        Johst, Rosenberg, and Goebbels unite to preach and practise that militarized up-to-date romanticism which they
        call “steel romanticism.” That phrase is more significant than appears at first glance, for it sums up the
        synthesis of the two antitheses of tough Prussianism and dreamy Wagnerian romanticism. Johst, Rosenberg, and
        Goebbels reveal a really intelligent self-insight in summing themselves up with such brilliant aptness. This
        “steel romanticism”they constantly urge upon budding young authors as the Third Reich’s official literary
        school.
      


      
        Since great talent continues to be born under any regime, this generously subsidized literary school may
        produce, in a bad cause, some very good writers. The greatest modern German writer, Thomas Mann, courageously
        chose exile. But such distinctly major figures as Gerhart Hauptmann, Hans Fallada, Hermann Stehr, Hans Grimm,
        Rudolf Binding, Hans Carossa, Gottfried Benn, Ludwig Klages, and Erwin Guido Kolbenheyer chose to remain in
        Nazi Germany, where they are widely read today. Hitler’s most distinguished
        Norwegian admirer is the great novelist and Nobel Prize winner Knut Hamsun, who has urged his countrymen to
        fight democracy and to support none other than Alfred Rosenberg’s personal friend and disciple, the Norwegian
        traitor Quisling. With his earthy, folkic peasants, Hamsun is in many ways a willing Nazi model for the
        roots-in-the-soil phase of steel romanticism.
      


      
        Today in Germany the great Rilke is posthumously the favourite poet and, along with Stefan George, the most
        imitated. Being harmlessly unpolitical, Rilke is tolerated as the subject of some particularly intelligent
        writing inside Germany today. Such love of art for art’s sake survives to a surprising extent the Nazi
        preaching of art for the Volk’s sake. Germany today is far from the literary or cultural desert which American
        intellectuals think it to be or would like it to be.
      


      
        But the future? Too often the hand made to pluck the violin or shape the clay is trained only to pull the
        machine-gun trigger. The art of creating is canalized into the artisanship of killing. The traditional German
        fervour and technical virtuosity are retained all too invincibly in these less æsthetic applications.
      


      
        Rauschning points out that more sophisticated Nazis mock Rosenberg’s glorification of the nordic. Yet this
        glorification is systematically disseminated among children in schools and among adults in his network of
        Nordic Societies. This network reaches many for whom Myth is too deep. Rosenberg and hundreds of
        fellow nordic enthusiasts tour the country addressing the Nordic Societies. These earnest and humourless
        societies meet regularly at L⃼beck to hear a speech from their prophet Rosenberg or to get a telegram from Sven
        Hedin pledging nordic solidarity. Rosenberg also reaches the public with free anti-Semitic exhibitions. In
        Frankfort am Main, he founded an “Institute for Exploring the Jewish Question”and
        allows the public no lull in anti-Semitic agitation.24
      


      
        Rosenberg’s nordic philosophy is propagated by the state not out of love for philosophy for its own sake but
        for its practical effect in encouraging aggressive militarism. Hitler could drag Germany into war partly
        because millions of Germans have been steeped in Rosenberg’s religion of nordic superiority, the supreme nordic
        virtue of bloody war, and the nordic mission to conquer the world. The official Nazi Primer for
        schoolchildren is filled with the Rosenberg and G⃼nther teachings of race superiority: the nordics “are
        predisposed to leadership by nature, which distinguishes the nordic race from all others.”25
      


      
        The Hitler Youth movement, through which almost all young Germans must pass, is steeped in Rosenberg by his
        disciple Schirach. With what results? Typical is this verbatim dialogue in a German youth hostel. A young
        member of the Hitler Youth is explaining the gist of his history lessons to an American student:
      


      
        “We learn about the superiority of the Indo-Germanic races, the blond, the blue-eyed peoples, in all branches
        of human activity. There was never a great general, statesman, or philosopher who was not Indo-Germanic.”
      


      
        “How about Hannibal and the Phoenicians who kept the Indo-Germanic Romans at bay for so long?”
      


      
        “I am not quite sure about Hannibal, but if he was great, he was Indo-Germanic.”
      


      
        “How can you prove it? How does one know what was Indo-Germanic and what was not?”
      


      
        “One looks in old church books.”
      


      
        “And before there were churches?”
      


      
        “One looks at the ancestor pass (Ahnenpass).”
      


      
        “But there were no ancestor passes before 1933.”
      


      
        “But Hannibal was Indo-Germanic. He was a great general, so he must have been.”26
      


      
        Nordic superiority was only the positive side of Rosenberg’s job of “psychological re-armament” for Hitler’s
        long-planned war. The negative side was to detach youth from Christian influences. Christianity’s crime is that
        it teaches peace and love instead of war and hate. Ley tries to detach the labouring classes from Christianity,
        and Schirach the youth. The courageous Protestant manifesto of August 1936 protested: “In the training camps
        the conception of the world contained in the Rosenberg Mythus frequently is taught…. The Christian
        population of Germany notes with great perturbation that it is being ridiculed and scorned in every way in the
        press, theatres, lectures, and mass meetings for its faith in the will of Jesus Christ.” Schirach
        boasts: “Rosenberg’s way is also the way of the German youth.”27
      


      
        Before 1933 the universities and churches took pleasure in refuting Rosenberg and laughing him down. Since 1933
        he has taken pleasure in forcing his teachings on them. Their catalogues suddenly sprout forth courses with
        such titles as “Aryan Weltanschauung.” Professor Bergmann, author of the pagan “Twenty-five Theses,” teaches
        his pupils the Chamberlain-Rosenberg version of history: “That the human race is still alive in spite of having
        been Christianized, it owes only to the entry of the healthy German peoples into history.”28
      


      
        At the University of Munich, against the will of both professors and students, young
        Nazi officials, anti-church disciples of Rosenberg, gave “compulsory lectures” at which students were
        forced “neatly to write down”and learn the following “fighting song”:
      


      
        The old Jewish shame is at last swept away;
        

        The black band of rascals [Catholic priests] rages on.
        

        German men, German women, beat the black band to a jelly.
        

        Hang them on the gallows…. Ravens have been waiting.
        

        Plunge the knives into the parson’s body.
        

        We’ll be ready for any massacre.
        

        Hoist the Hohenzollerns high on the lamp-post!
        

        Hurl the hand-grenades into the churches!29
      


      
        In 1938 a young Nazi broke into a church at Neuhausen and smashed the baptismal font and the altar crucifix.
        The church demanded punishment. The trial was held before a Nazi court. His defense was that he intended to
        make a habit of smashing baptismal fonts at every chance. Verdict: not guilty. Such is the fruit of a
        Rosenbergian education.30
      


      
        The anti-Christian propaganda and the general inflammatory agitation of the Nazis, as well as the example set
        by government-sponsored burning and looting of Jewish shops, can have only one culmination. That is the bloody
        “second revolution” for which the party’s younger, national-bolshevist wing yearns. Compared with the models of
        the French and Russian revolutions, nazism’s first revolution seems too bloodless for its ardent supporters,
        despite all the “heads rolling in sand”and the “night of the long knives,”Hitler
        promised: “There will be no peace in the land until a body is hanging from every lamp-post!”31 Can he restrain his mobs from executing
        that promise?
      


      
        The second revolution will apply to all German capitalists the bloody violence and the state confiscation which
        the first revolution applied to Jewish capitalists. Perhaps the accumulated anti-church incitement will at last
        bear its logical fruit in mobs literally “hurling the hand-grenades into the churches.” There may be church
        burnings. Though Rosenberg would deplore them, he more than any other man would be to blame for them. Since he
        leads an anti-national-bolshevist wing of the party, younger Nazis may liquidate him in the very same purge as
        his hated Christian and Jewish foes.
      


      
        All able-bodied Germans must serve six months in the labour camps. These were taken over from the Weimar
        Republic, but vastly expanded. The labour camps have become Nazi Germany’s most admirable institution because
        of their spirit of genuine friendly co-operation between all social classes and regional groups. Hitler
        announced their purpose to be the overcoming of class distinctions in common constructive tasks such as
        planting new trees and helping out overworked farmers. Here is an aspect of Nazi life for which I, witnessing
        it in 1937, felt tremendous respect. K. Hierl, the head of the Labour Service, says sincerely and wisely: “The
        universal duty of equal labour service raises the category ‘worker’to a patent of nobility for every
        German.”32
      


      
        Unfortunately Hierl also says all too truly: “Above all, the Labour Service must be a vast school for educating
        the Volk.”33 And German education no longer means teaching the mind to reason, but stultifying the
        reasoning power with one-sided official propaganda. This aspect naturally wrecked my enthusiasm for the labour
        camps. Thereby nazism tacitly rewrites the classical formula to mens insana in sano corpore.
      


      
        The Nazi indoctrination is based on “the handbook of German youth in Reich labour service.”34 Since millions are taught from this book,
        it is of interest and importance to us. It reviews German history and German thought in simple terms
        comprehensible to all classes. The names it cites can be safely taken as the official brain-heroes of popular
        Nazi thought. They include all the chief names we have been treating, Rosenberg, Houston Chamberlain, Father
        Jahn, Fichte, Herder, Arndt, Stein and the other heroes of the War of Liberation, and some of the romantic
        school.
      


      
        The book instils the concepts of society which Hitler learned from Wagner’s metapolitics and from Rosenberg.
        Liberalism is branded as incurably capitalistic, democracy as being not freedom but “the dictatorship of
        Judaism.” Marxism, capitalism, liberalism, democracy, and conservatism are all branded as atomistic in contrast
        with that welded organic whole, that subconscious general will, which alone frees the Volk by incarnating it in
        a F⃼hrer. Rosenberg’s magazine, the Twenty-five Points, and Mein Kampf are officially urged upon all
        the camp workers for a simple understanding and “spiritual deepening”of the “new Weltanschauung.”
      


      
        The handbook accuses the Weimar Republic of driving the proletariat from nationalism to Marxism. It is very
        important that the book does not even partly blame the proletariat for this but
        blames the bourgeoisie. The bourgeois tried to “monopolize nationalism”and make it upper-class instead of
        socialist, thereby driving the proletariat into the hands of the “fake”Jewish socialism of Marxism. But today
        the “real” Aryan socialism wins back the proletariat to nationalism. That this chain of thought is being
        instilled into all the next generation will have tremendous consequences.
      


      
        This chain of thought is the one point where the book goes beyond the more moderate social teachings of
        Rosenberg and Hitler. The labour-service leaders belong at least partly to the national-bolshevist wing of
        Goebbels and Ley. Rosenberg and Hitler would have blamed the middle class and the proletariat equally instead
        of solely the former in Goebbels’s fashion. American leftists tend to dismiss violent Nazi anti-capitalism as
        merely a lot of hypocritical phrases to fool the workers. This accusation is partly true, but misses the main
        point.
      


      
        The main point is the future. You can’t year after year violently agitate the masses with radically
        anti-capitalist phrases, no matter how little really intended, without having to obey the clamorous mass
        demands thus created. Mob energy will do wonders for its exploiters. Before tapping it, they pep it up with
        ever more radical promises and toss it ever more innocent victims, such as the Jews. But it is easier to start
        an avalanche than to stop it when you no longer need it or can no longer satisfy it. The stubborn genie of the
        Arabian Nights simply would not return into the bottle, and the Nazis won’t escape the law that all
        revolutions devour their own demagogues. Ever faster progression toward national bolshevism can be clearly
        predicted and will continue quite apart from whether Germany is an ally or a foe of Soviet Russia.
      


      
        Liberal socialists and even Marxists would be superficial to rejoice in this German
        development. Its inevitable economic bolshevism will be the opposite of the socialist Utopia they picture. It
        will very likely be restricted jealously, at least for a long time, to Rosenberg’s “Germanic master nation,”It
        will grind down its millions of non-German slaves, as Mein Kampf and Myth confidently
        predict. It will make possible ever more efficient military aggression, from which no continent will
        necessarily be safe and “isolated.” Led by the inhumanly ruthless young F⃼hrers produced by Nazi schooling, the
        Nazi tyranny will trample down all sparks of individuality and all those democratic liberties which Marx
        assumed were inherent in socialist economics.
      


      
        On an analogy with the French Revolution, a post-Hitler world — in non-racist hands — may emerge economically
        happier owing to Hitler, thanks to his economic unification of Europe and his removal of stifling local
        tariffsystems and talent-wasting class lines. National bolshevism, whether the Hitlerite or Stalinist version,
        does emancipate the ordinary citizen from the economic insecurity of depending on the laissez-faire
        fluctuations of unemployment, stock markets, and “capitalist” wage-slavery. But… what price economic bliss in
        terms of moral degradation?
      

    


    
      Male-Leagues in Germany


      
        Many modern nationalists, including Rosenberg, make much of the term “male-league” (Männerbund). It
        refers to warriors linked unto death by loyalties supposedly “nobler” than the emotions men feel for women. Up
        through the hierarchy, each follower must love his respective F⃼hrer not as one loves a woman but as one loves
        a god. These emotional loyalties form Germany’s cult of the divine F⃼hrer. Schirach
        instils them into the youth movement.
      


      
        Sometimes frankly unsublimated and physical, these emotions are more often claimed to be strictly religious
        rather than sexual. Just as politics becomes metapolitics across the Rhine, so we might say that sex in the
        F⃼hrer-cult becomes a sort of meta-sex, shrouded in mists of vague idealism. Too rhetorical to deserve the name
        “religion,” religiosity is a better word. Male-league religiosity makes everybody feel very noble and soar at
        least verbally beyond the base physical.
      


      
        Rosenberg insists that his Teutonic Order to save Germany must be a male-league. Participation of women would
        cause decadence. A state is founded, he argues, not on family but on male-league. All history’s creative groups
        were male-leagues, welded inseparably by honour, battle, and comradeship. To prove this, he cites the ancient
        Greeks, the Teutonic Knights, the Prussian Officer Corps, the Nazi party. Like many Nazi writers he is more
        enthusiastic about male comradeship than about love of females.35
      


      
        Rosenberg carefully avoids the word “homosexual,” nor have we any right to assume he implies it. It is
        surprising to American readers how many German nationalist writers of the 1920’s were not afraid of the word.
        Their inspiration was the male-league and F⃼hrer-cult, often frankly homosexual, that gathered round the great
        poet Stefan George. Despite his own aristocratic contempt for the Nazis, many of his followers had great
        influence in converting German youth to Nazism. A Nazi “youth leader” (jugendf⃼hrer) has published
        Stefan George and the Youth, showing this metapolitical poet’s vast influence on German youth.
        George’s former follower, the well-known nationalist Hans Bl⃼her, wrote books lyrically urging more homo-eroticism in the proto-Nazi youth movements. Hans Blunck, the Nazi “F⃼hrer of
        Literature,” boasts: “The state of today has grown out of the youth movement and the exquisite virile cohesion
        of the male-leagues (Bunds).”36
      


      
        (The republican youth movements and labour camps were an entirely different matter. Let no one disparage them.
        Under leaders like Eugen Rosenstock-H⃼ssy they made their section of German youth a free bulwark against the
        Nazi youth movements.)
      


      
        The hardboiled desperado Röhm, founder and chief of the Storm Troopers, gathered round him a loyal homosexual
        male-league. The most powerful Nazi after Hitler, Röhm had Germany’s youth entrusted to his tender mercies.
        Politically his group was more revolutionary-socialist than Hitler or Rosenberg. Röhm’s alleged plan was to
        seize supreme power by replacing the small aristocratic army of the Reichswehr with a Volk-army of Storm
        Troops. This was somewhat akin to the old dream of Jahn and Wagner in days of the Free Corps of the War of
        Liberation and of the Revolution of 1848. Röhm and his male-league were sent before firing squads by Hitler,
        Göring, and the Reichswehr in the 1934 purge.37
      


      
        Rosenberg bitterly attacks the undue influence of women today. He wants them to be state-subsidized
        breeding-machines. Raising the German birth-rate is so all-important to him that it
        might justify polygamous breeding. The Nazi government today encourages its soldiers to beget as many
        legitimate or illegitimate children as possible while home on leave. Jahn had long ago urged subsidized
        breeding. Love becomes just another munitions factory, to produce cannon fodder. Rosenberg cites America as a
        horrible object-lesson of feminism. As comic relief, he makes some really quite clever remarks on bullied
        American husbands and their social-climber wives. Worthy of a New Yorker cartoon is Rosenberg’s
        description of the American husband fleeing to his club to play golf when his wife fills the home with Women’s
        Book Club meetings.38
      

    


    
      Russian and Eastern Influences
      on Germany


      
        The anti-Semitic tradition of German romantics was a matter of cultural battles, not of criminal physical
        violence. Rosenberg, intellectually dominating Hitler in the early 1920’s, brought Russia’s pogrom tradition of
        physical violence to Germany. No German romantic, not even Wagner and Chamberlain, produced such crude and
        barbarous anti-Semitic slanders as the Russian forgeries called The Protocols of the Learned Elders of
        Zion. These Rosenberg spread throughout Germany, though even Goebbels has admitted they might be
        forgeries. Hitler in Mein Kampf defends them, whether true or not, as pragmatically indispensable
        because “once this book has become the common property of a people, the Jewish danger is broken.”39
      


      
        The Protocols claim to be first-hand documents of a Jewish plot to enslave the
        globe. The plot consists of the twin “Jewish”systems of international socialism and usurious
        finance-capitalism, respectively causing the twin evils of Red dictatorship and bourgeois democracy. Widely
        circulated in the Germany of the 1920’s, Rosenberg’s pamphlets spreading this brand of anti-Semitism include
        The Congress of World Conspirators at Basel, Immorality in the Talmud, The State-Hostile Zionism,
        International High Finance. Also influential was his translation of the nineteenth-century French
        anti-Semite Gougenot des Mousseaux.40
      


      
        In 1905 Sergius Nilus, a Russian mystic, first published the Protocols. Very likely he is also their forger,
        deriving them in part from a nineteenth-century pamphlet against Napoleon III. But Nilus may have been secretly
        given them by the Grand Duchess Elizabeth.
      


      
        Nilus claimed to trace his exposé back two thousand years, the greatest historical discovery of all times! His
        discovery was more hysterical than historical: “According to the records of secret Jewish Zionism, Solomon and
        other Jewish learned men already in 929 B.C. thought out a scheme in theory for a
        peaceful conquest of the whole universe by Zion.” Nilus’s job was to supply scholarly justification for the
        pogrom policy of the pro-Czarist, anti-democratic vigilantes known as the Black Hundreds. The Protocols were
        circulated among the Russian peasants by the Czarist police in order to canalize the “dangerous”anti-Czarism of
        the 1905 famine days into “safe” anti-Semitism.
      


      
        Gruesome days of bloodshed followed. Throughout Russia great multitudes of peasants
        talked incessantly of the machinations of the Jews and demanded vengeance for their wrongs. They took up axes
        and guns to purge the cities of the “alien Jews”who were seeking world domination. There were six hundred and
        ninety such massacres simultaneously planned and executed immediately following the distribution of
        Nilus’Protocols.41
      


      
        The book’s subsequent editions of 1913 and early 1917 were signals for similar pogroms. The book included a
        forged document wherein the secret leaders of Jewry boastfully predict: “When the time is ripe, the Jews with
        their monopoly of gold will stage a vast economic crisis and throw the workers out of jobs. The latter will
        then resort to violence as in the French Revolution, which was the work of our hands.” This curious prediction
        seemed justified to millions of Russians and Germans by the Red revolutions of 1917–20 and by the world-wide
        economic depression. The Protocols were distributed among the White armies, inciting them to slaughter 120,000
        Jews during 1918–21. White Russian refugees — above all, Rosenberg — brought the Protocols and the pogrom
        spirit into Germany and into the Nazi party.
      


      
        Successful in winning the German masses from the Marxist parties was the Hitler technique of lumping together
        as Jewish the two most hated isms in Germany, finance capitalism and bolshevism. Since the Nazis learned this
        technique chiefly from the Protocols, the latter is one of the most important books of our age, a forgery which
        cannot be refuted too often. Father Coughlin serialized the Protocols in his Social Justice,
        popularizing in the New World melting-pot that blood-soaked field-manual of Old World pogroms. “Noteworthy is the fact that Hitler’s justification of the Protocols [as
        quoted from Hitler above] almost parallels the explanation given by the Reverend Charles Coughlin at the time
        they were reprinted in his periodical.”42
      


      
        Without the slightest question, anti-Semitic Germans of the romanticist tradition, Jahn, Treitschke, Lagarde,
        and Wagner, would have been horrified and nauseated by the physical violence of Black Hundreds and Nazis. This
        pogrom tradition and the Protocols are but an example of the general Russianizing of the German masses after
        the World War. This Russianizing derived equally in Germany from Comintern Communists and White Guard fascists.
        The psychological polarity of Germans was no longer with the west but with the east.
      


      
        Books and crowd attitudes of the 1920’s show Germans more and more turning against western civilization.
        Unfortunately they turned as much against its immortal qualities of rationalism, legalism, and individual
        freedom as against its all too mortal qualities of muddling smug capitalist democracy and sordid overemphasis
        of economics. More and more, Germans turned toward the cryptic east: toward its traditions of mass despotism
        and mass frenzy; of tribal indifference to staggering losses of individual lives; of Attila and Mahomet and
        Genghis Khan; of hungry hordes on the march.
      


      
        Few of us then noticed the ancient and sinister undercurrents in German life. Few of us envisaged the logical
        consequence of nineteenth-century romanticism and Wagner: revolt against the west. Germany seemed so
        inseparable from western civilization, to which her great thinkers contributed perhaps more than any others.
        But Germans felt betrayed by their past faith in the western way of life when the
        west betrayed Germany: when the Wilsonian promises of a free, co-operative Europe were broken at Versailles,
        when the French brutally invaded the disarmed Ruhr in 1923, when the consequent currency-inflation wiped out
        the German middle class and all its comfortable peace-and-production aims of western capitalism.
      


      
        This change in Germany was observed at work in the following little-known letter by the wise and foolish poet
        D. H. Lawrence. Naturally we reject his implication of mystic racism in his use of “the Germanic spirit.” Yet
        the awakening national culture which Lawrence observed in the 1920’s was really there. It was unnoticed by most
        of us, however, above all by German democracy’s own leaders. The convulsive change through which Germany was
        passing is caught prophetically in his queer, overwritten letter. Note well how far back was the date of his
        letter: 1924.
      


      
        Immediately you are over the Rhine, the spirit of the place has changed. There is no more attempt at the bluff
        of geniality. It is as if all the life had retreated eastwards. As if the Germanic life were slowly ebbing away
        from contact with western Europe. Germany feels empty and somehow menacing. So must the Roman soldiers have
        watched the black massive hills: with a certain fear and with the knowledge that they were at their own limits.
        So it is with the French: this almost mystic fear…. Germany is very different from what it was two-and-a-half
        years ago, when I was here. Then it was still open to Europe. Then it still looked to western Europe
        for a reunion, for a sort of reconciliation. Now that is over. The barrier has fallen.
      


      
        The great leaning of the Germanic spirit is once more eastwards, towards Russia, towards Tartary. The strange
        vortex of Tartary has become the positive centre again, the positivity of western Europe is broken. So that all
        Germany reads “Beasts, Men and Gods” with a kind of fascination. Returning
        again to the fascination of the destructive east that produced Attila.
      


      
        These queer gangs of Young Socialists [embryonic national socialists], youths and girls, with their
        non-material professions, their half-mystic assertions, they strike one as strange. Something primitive, like
        loose roving gangs of broken, scattered tribes…. As if everything and everybody recoiled from the old unison
        [with the west], as barbarians lurking in a wood recoil out of sight…. The ancient spirit of pre-historic
        Germany coming back at the end of history … whirling to the Roman days, then to the days of the silent forest
        and the dangerous lurking barbarians.
      


      
        Something has happened which has not yet eventuated. The old spell of the world has broken, and the old,
        bristling, savage spirit has set in. The war did not break the old peace-and-production hope of the world,
        though it gave it a severe wrench. The old peace-and-production hope still governs at least the consciousness.
        But it feels as if, virtually, it were gone. The last two years have done it. There is no work — consequently
        no money. The shopkeepers are in despair…. We have brought it about ourselves — by a Ruhr occupation, by an
        English nullity, and by a German false will…. The hope in peace-and-production is broken. The old
        flow, the old adherence is ruptured. And a still older flow has set in. Back, back to the savage polarity of
        Tartary, and away from the polarity of civilized Christian Europe. This, it seems to me, has already
        happened. And it is a happening of far more profound import than any actual event. It is the father of the
        next phase of events.43
      


      
        Not even a Director of Weltanschauung, not even a nordic racial determinist, can escape entirely from the
        influence of environment. Not till 1919, when he was twenty-six, did Rosenberg leave
        the sinking ship of the Russian Empire for Germany. For seven hundred years the German branch of his ancestry
        had lived as a small island among Baits and Slavs and fought to save from assimilation its German ways. Saving
        kopeks and stealing time from his jobs to steep himself in the books of German literature and philosophy,
        Rosenberg became more romantic than native German romantics and more Wagnerian than Bayreuth Wagnerians. Most
        fanatic of German nationalists, number-one despiser of Russia and eastern influences, Rosenberg — introducer of
        The Protocols of Zion — was the leading influence in the early Nazi party of the Russianizing of
        Germany. This is the quite unconscious irony behind his role in German history.
      

    


    
      Metapolitics Versus its
      Intellectual Critics


      
        How a new national mentality works is illustrated by how it answers its critics. Two kinds of answers are
        possible: suppression and persuasion. Persuasion and appeals to objective reason are not nazism’s forte. Said
        the then Nazistyle poet F. J⃼nger (later a brave anti-Nazi): “Why do we need four walls? One wall is
        enough!”44 To stand a critic
        against a wall as a “traitor” may not be a very subtle way of “refuting” him but has a certain pragmatic charm
        for the Nazis: it “works.” But it works only against the weak. Against such strong organizations as the church,
        even the Nazis must occasionally stoop to scholarly persuasion. Let us see how.
      


      
        Two great groups in the Third Reich are openly critical: the universities, out of hate of intellectual fraud,
        and the churches, out of hate of paganism. The party’s rough men of action delegate
        to the fine, un-Italian hand of Rosenberg the job of refuting both groups. From both groups emanate scholarly
        criticisms against educating German youth in the Chamberlain-Rosenberg distortions of history. I shall briefly
        summarize Rosenberg’s most typical refutations of his church and campus critics.
      


      
        The official Catholic refutation of Myth and of Houston Chamberlain is the most thorough and scholarly
        of all. Since Goebbels delayed censoring it, Rosenberg turned to persuasion as second best and published To
        the Obscurants of Our Age. Published in 1935, this government-encouraged pamphlet ran through thirty-three
        editions by 1938 and had a circulation of 660,000. Its arguments best reveal the level of intellectual honesty
        of the official thinker of what was once the “land of thinkers.” Rosenberg defends himself against the charge
        that he gives few sources to substantiate his Myth. Defence is certainly called for; we should be
        fascinated to learn the sources for some of his astounding discoveries. His defence is twofold.
      


      
        First, he omits sources not because he lacks them but because he is so extraordinarily learned that if he cited
        his sources for every statement, his book would consist “one third of footnotes!”[exclamation-mark his]. “One
        third” would equal all of 235 additional pages, a truly formidable threat.
      


      
        Second, for readers not scared off by the first defence, Rosenberg draws up his heaviest artillery: the
        romantic argument of inspiration. Let dry Doctors of Philosophy putter around with such lifeless things as
        footnotes and objective evidence; genius soars above all that. “For the same reason, H. S. Chamberlain is also
        abused, to whom I pay grateful homage. He, too, is called ‘dilettante’; he is ‘unscientific.’” Rosenberg
        correctly recognizes that he and Chamberlain stand or fall together. Their
        scientific critics Rosenberg refutes by calling them “mental dwarfs.” To sum up his twofold defence: first, he
        has the evidence but omits it for the humanitarian reason of keeping down the book’s length; second — well,
        maybe he hasn’t the evidence, but romantic geniuses can get along without such results of uninspired
        drudgery.45
      


      
        The most stressed issue between the Catholic critics and Rosenberg’s reply is over Christianity. The only
        novelty here is the great stress both sides put on Rosenberg’s Etruscan theory. The theory is important because
        he justifies his anti-Catholic crusade by calling the papacy the non-Aryan, Etruscan half of Rome. Here at last
        he cited his sources in Myth: not only his imagination, but also a book by Albert Gr⃼nwedel.46 Once a fine intellect, Gr⃼nwedel
        became somewhat of a raving lunatic, whose divine mission was to unmask the extinct Etruscans as almost Satans
        incarnate in their amours of some twenty-five hundred years ago. Gr⃼nwedel and Rosenberg foist on them every
        unprintable vice that a lonely bachelor’s ingenuity can conceive. But however “lax”the extinct sex life of the
        Etruscans, historians know almost nothing of them, as Rosenberg’s refuters convincingly point out.
      


      
        In reply, Rosenberg does not deny Grünwedel’s lunacy, but hits upon the charming euphemism that the poor
        fellow’s “nerves were overstrained”by his “gigantic labours.” If no one else values those gigantic labours,
        that is due to Catholic suppression of the evidence, and to the fact that these Catholic persecutors are “the
        Etruscans of our age.” They plotted to have Gr⃼nwedel declared insane because he was
        about to expose their real identity as secret Etruscans.47
      


      
        Rosenberg’s conclusion is that the secret aim of the Catholic book against him is to suppress his truths by the
        same tactics they used against martyred Gr⃼nwedel: namely, to coop up the great Director of Weltanschauung in a
        padded cell. Rosenberg says that the “Etruscans of our age”are plotting to enable “the whole hostile press to
        represent me as a maniac, a broken-down psychopath.”48 If all these citations from Rosenberg strike the
        reader merely as comic relief, then this chapter has completely failed in its purpose. They would be comic if
        Rosenberg were a nobody, a harmless crackpot expounding them to gaping loafers. But the comic becomes tragic in
        view of Rosenberg’s official position and of Germany’s great intellectual past.
      


      
        It is tragic that Rosenberg happens to be not the worst but the best philosopher that Nazi metapolitics can
        produce. Hitler was not intentionally ironic when he gave this man the title “Director of Weltanschauung” for
        the entire country. The world republic of letters is incalculably indebted to German scholarship and
        philosophy. Gratitude to Germany for this imposes, on intellectuals in particular, an urgent duty. The duty is
        to act, to act unitedly, on every spot of ground throughout the globe where the indivisible republic of
        intellect can still flourish, to act against a regime which turns the traditional German search for truth into
        an opéra bouffe, which sells the German soul for a mess of conquered territorial pottage.
      


      
        By such a gesture of the intellectuals, the word “intellectual,” so long a term of half-justified abuse,
        becomes a badge of honour. For this is the great issue of our age, not so much the
        battle of guns as the battle of ideas, a battle which, by the very universality of ideas, allows no neutrals,
        no spectators, no civilians. Like the inescapable voice of conscience, the din of this battle reverberates in
        even the most aloof ivory tower. From a million throats in a hundred different languages swells the conviction
        that this regime, no matter how omnipotent its material weapons, will be exterminated because such is the
        marvellous construction of the human mind that the idea of freedom cannot be exterminated.
      


      
        If the church opposition to nazism demands freedom of Christian conscience, the university opposition demands
        academic freedom, the freedom of objective research for truth. How does Rosenberg defend nazism from the second
        of these two great sources of intellectual criticism? In 1934 Rosenberg delivered an important speech before
        the assembled professors and students of the University of Munich. The speech was called “Academic
        Liberty.”49 Its tone was
        purringly conciliatory because then the dictatorship felt not yet strong enough for its present gruff tone
        toward the universities. So Rosenberg magnanimously held out his arms to sceptics in his audience to persuade
        them that nazism stands for academic freedom.
      


      
        To this glorious academic freedom, he adds only one slight qualification, a little gem of slippery Nazi
        wording: “the freedom of a truly Germanic, folkic knowledge and not of a liberal, irresponsible research.” The
        word “truly”is particularly slippery. No well-propagandized despotism is ever “against”knowledge, freedom,
        justice, or Christianity; it is merely for “true” knowledge, “true” freedom, “true” justice,
        “true”Christianity.
      


      
        Rosenberg and Hitler constantly justify political tyranny by accusing democracy of
        also being tyrannical. Analogously Rosenberg goes on to say that even if nazism does curtail the universities,
        they were never really free. This is the same sort of twofold argument by which he defended his lack of
        historical evidence. This time he is saying: first, we let you continue your glorious academic freedom; second
        — well, maybe we don’t really, but you never had it before either.
      


      
        So we are not surprised at his claim that the universities were never free in the Republic. What does surprise
        us is the specific reason he gives why they were not free. We expect his usual sort of reasoning: that they
        were enslaved by the plutocratic-Marxist Jews and Freemasons. But no, Rosenberg’s reason for their former lack
        of freedom is that “hardly a university deemed it necessary to give an honorary Ph.D. degree”to those great
        thinkers who preached Nazi ideas before 1933. At last he has given himself away! He adds that these geniuses,
        panting vainly for the withheld “honorary Ph.D.,” must therefore “die lonely.”
      


      
        To be sure, it is Houston Chamberlain and not himself whom Rosenberg cites as having “died lonely”without a
        Ph.D. But psychologically Rosenberg identifies himself completely with Chamberlain as a fellow victim of the
        persecuting “low dwarfs.” The low dwarfs, as we saw earlier, are those utterly abandoned creatures who insist
        on proof and footnotes for any startling new rewriting of history.
      


      
        How much better we understand the complex psychology of the leading Nazi thinker after he let this little
        outburst slip past his Freudian censor-mechanism! Behind all his loud heroic bluster against things bourgeois,
        whimpers a secret craving for that petty badge of respectability, the “honorary”Ph.D.
      


      
        Prevalent in the late 1920’s was the delusion that the Nazi demagogues were doomed
        because intellectually refuted. Their critics succeeded brilliantly in refuting them. Rosenberg’s German
        critics generally won and made his intellectual arguments look ridiculous. But history makes these critics and
        intellectuals look ridiculous, far more so than the refuted Nazis. The ancient Greek historian Thucydides
        observed that in all revolutions “the blunter wits were the most successful. Apprehensive of the cleverness of
        their opponent, they feared to be worsted in debate and so at once had recourse to action.”50
      


      
        The intellectuals disproved the ideas of Wagner, Chamberlain, Rosenberg, Hitler; but meanwhile these ideas were
        building a new Germany and are now starting a new world war.
      


      
        What nazism’s critics and democratic opponents lacked, in and outside Germany, was its will-power, that power
        which turns words into deeds and which conquers unconquerable obstacles. The critics might refute nazism ever
        so brilliantly and argue ever so persuasively for freedom and justice. But these were no more than words unless
        willed into practice.
      


      
        Too many American labour leaders, imitating the French Popular Front, would rather strike for shorter hours in
        defence industries than work to the limit in order to produce the maximum defence against military aggression.
        Too many capitalists, imitating the French “two hundred families,” would rather make profits than increase
        their defence service to the limit, at a loss if necessary. They would rather avoid taxes than contribute the
        utmost to resist the Hitler menace and to end slums and soil erosion and share-cropping and all the other breeders of nazism and communism.
      


      
        For ten years everyone has been talking about unemployment and analysing it brilliantly. But the unselfish
        will-power and united energy to solve it are still lacking in America. Few material problems can resist man’s
        imagination and intellect, provided these are backed by courageous, unswerving volition. Hitler’s triumph is in
        part the triumph of human volition over matter, of national political motive over economic motive, of faith
        over what logic called overwhelming odds. Consider Germany’s material handicaps: in 1933 a country economically
        and psychologically in direst depression, dismembered by Versailles, with many unemployed, still crushed by the
        inflation and Reparations of the 1920’s. Seven years later Hitler marches victoriously into Paris as head of an
        enormous central Europe of efficient economic planning, where unemployment is impossible and is replaced by
        labour shortage!
      


      
        In 1924 Hitler and Rosenberg had been overwhelmingly refuted and laughed down by their intellectual critics and
        were consequently no longer deemed a menace. Hitler was preaching rearmament and victorious wars of conquest.
        His critics “brilliantly”refuted him by pointing out, quite correctly, that Germany was helpless, completely
        deprived by treaty of bombing planes, submarines, navy, heavy guns, and tanks, and with only a tiny army and a
        demilitarized Rhine frontier. They pointed out, quite correctly, that this helpless Germany was surrounded by
        rich, victorious neighbours, armed to the teeth, who had both the interest and power to keep Germany disarmed.
        In 1924, surrounded by scoffers, the brilliantly refuted Hitler replied:
      


      
        To recover Germany’s power you must not ask “How are we to make armaments?”but “How
        are we to breed the spirit that makes a people capable of bearing arms?” If that spirit rules a
        people, their will finds a thousand ways, any one of them leading to armament! Give a coward ten
        pistols, and when attacked he will fail to fire a single shot. He can do less with them than a man of
        spirit with a mere blackthorn.
      


      
        On these words a wise English anti-Nazi comments:
      


      
        This was not rodomontade, it was truth; as events showed when the time came. On Herr Hitler’s accession to
        power in 1933, he at once began arming with feverish energy in flat defiance of the other Powers. Round him
        they lay, each with their ten pistols — that is, with armaments that could have stopped his action by the
        motion of a finger while he was still powerless to resist. And not one of them had the nerve to act. The man of
        spirit with a mere blackthorn has re-armed Germany…. Rarely has a man prevailed more conspicuously by his
        belief that spirit dominates matter, that where there is a will there is a way.51
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    CHAPTER XIII


    Nazi Religion Versus Christian
    Religion


    
      Should the subduing talisman, the Cross, break, then … the old stone gods will rise from the long-forgotten
      ruin and rub the dust of a thousand years from their eyes; and Thor, leaping to life with his giant hammer, will
      crush the Gothic cathedrals!
    


    
      — HEINBICH HEINE, 18341
    


    
      The subject of this chapter is urgently pertinent in a day when anti-Christian forces are increasing steadily all
      over the world. Is Christianity doomed, like so many religions before it, to be replaced by some more modern or
      adaptable creed? The Nazis and communists believe so, and so do even many democrats. Let us survey contemporary
      Germany as the perfect object-lesson of this process whereby a fanatic new religion seeks to replace the west’s
      traditional faith.
    


    
      In addition to his pupil Hitler, Alfred Rosenberg is cited frequently because in words and deeds he is the
      frankest, most consistent, and most important of the new religion’s theologians. Now
      that Stalin has purged the old-Bolshevik intellectuals and Soviet Russia has stopped philosophizing, Rosenberg
      remains the leading anti-Christian philosopher in the world today.
    


    
      Much evidence suggests that the new religion has been lastingly established among German youth by means of an
      exclusively Nazi education. On the other hand, much evidence suggests that this new paganism, by scorning the
      Christian “other cheek” tactics, by its very persecution, has made Christ’s modem martyrs a stronger popular
      force in Germany than ever before. We urgently need to examine the collision between the new streamlined tidings
      and the ancient “good tidings” of Easter mom.
    


    
      Christ Aryanized


      
        To do the Nazis justice, let us not ignore that they generally sincerely admire — or profess to admire — Christ
        Himself. But for what reasons! For example, Rosenberg — and here even Goebbels agrees with him — regards Christ
        as one of a long line of Aryan heroes, ranging from Wotan and Siegfried to Wagner and Hitler. Rosenberg
        “proves”Christ an anti-Semitic descendant of Atlantis.
      


      
        The Rosenberg-Goebbels-Hitler distinction between nordic Christ and nasty Christianity leads us back, as usual,
        to nineteenth-century romanticism. Rosenberg’s endless reams of meta-theology about this distinction are but a
        franker and more radical restatement of Lagarde and Houston Chamberlain. Lagarde, Chamberlain, and Rosenberg
        are all anti-Old-Testament and anti-church and dub Saint Paul the villain of the drama.
      


      
        Saint Paul, according to these three writers, betrayed Jesus by founding His church on that obnoxious Judaism
        which He died to destroy. Thereby the Christian churches became just one more mask
        of the Jews, allied with Freemasons, Marxists, Tibetan lamas, and international bankers. The most villainous
        church of all is the Catholic because it is the most international.
      


      
        All three writers worship Martin Luther — not Luther the great Christian, but Luther the German nationalist
        rebelling against the Mediterranean world and against Renaissance humanism. That is why Hitler links Luther
        with Wagner and Frederick the Great as his three chief heroes — the Luther who in 1542 wrote The Jews and
        Their Lies. Chamberlain says: “Luther is above all a political hero” rather than a religious
        hero; he founded “the future of German nationalism” by “emancipating” the nordic from international Rome.
        Rosenberg: “Luther shattered the alien crust over our life.” Luther is sharply distinguished from the Lutheran
        church; the latter must be exterminated in so far as it uses “the Jewish Bible” (the Old Testament) and rejects
        racism.2
      


      
        In 1937 Germany’s Protestant leaders wished to attend the international Christian conference at Oxford,
        expressing the indivisibility of world Christianity. The German government forbade its Protestant pastors to
        attend. It fiercely attacked them in The Black Corps, official magazine of Hitler’s S. S. bodyguards
        and tolerant to the pre-Christian pagan cults. Rosenberg rushed into print again with a pamphlet announcing
        that Luther would be a Nazi today and attacking the Lutheran churches as racial traitors. This pamphlet,
        Protestant Pilgrims to Rome, had a circulation of 620,000.3
      


      
        The clergyman Künneth had written Reply to the Myth, the Protestant
        refutation of Rosenberg’s book. Künneth now again penned a vigorous defence of Protestant Christianity against
        Rosenberg’s pamphlet. This time Künneth’s rebuttal was suppressed by the German government, which thus
        officially backed Rosenberg’s stand. But earlier, in 1934–5, the rebuttals of Rosenberg’s Myth by
        K–nneth and by the Catholic church had been openly distributed in Germany — while the Goebbels censorship
        bureau, by an “oversight,” looked the other way. This burst of Nazi tolerance mystified many. It is explainable
        by Dr. Goebbels’s love of democratic free speech — about Rosenberg. The impish little doctor welcomes every
        chance to embarrass the prophet laureate of metapolitics.4
      


      
        Why are the Nazis so afraid of Christ’s doctrines that they must either distort or persecute them? Nazis
        believe that His doctrine of brotherhood would cause the fall of any strong military state and did cause the
        fall of the Roman Empire, as Nietzsche argued so dazzlingly in his influential Antichrist. But
        Nietzsche rejected any racist explanation of history and abhorred the barbaric Teuton tribes who overran Rome.
        So Rosenberg’s Nazis teach an explanation more suitable than Nietzsche’s for educating Nazi youth, though
        equally anti-Christian. Except about the Etruscans, Rosenberg’s explanation is largely based on Houston
        Chamberlain’s Foundations of the Nineteenth Century. The following is a very brief summary of how
        Rosenberg explains why Rome fell and why the civilization-destroying invasions by the Teutons in bearskins were
        a blessing.
      


      
        Christianity’s crime is to spread the belief in salvation of the individual soul instead of the collective
        race-soul. This belief killed the Roman Empire by leading to internationalism and
        race mixture. Non-Aryan stocks can never rule the world long, only disintegrate it. Rome was doomed, justly
        doomed, because its original Aryan rulers were too tolerant toward Etruscan and Semitic strains. Suddenly in
        the nick of time, like Hitler in 1933, came the Teuton invaders. They rescued from chaos what few Roman values
        the Etruscans and Semites had left.5
      


      
        Just who the Etruscans were and what their heritage, no historian knows except the omniscient Rosenberg.
        Nothing bad in Germany can be conceded to be German. Whatever poisons among the Teutons can’t be traced to Jews
        are traced to those extinct Etruscan neighbours of Rome.
      


      
        The Etruscan heritage is blamed for all things diabolical, from unprintable refinements of sexual perversion to
        papacy and black magic. Rosenberg’s lack of proof for these accusations is pointed out in the scholarly
        Catholic refutation. Rosenberg makes a long list of the most monstrous, incredible, and bloodthirsty sexual
        aberrations. First he describes these for five pages, hardly concealing how they fascinate him. Then he
        denounces the unknown Etruscans for them with a hysterical fury hard to motivate against a race extinct for two
        thousand years.6
      


      
        Rosenberg’s religious views stem directly from the following aphorisms by his “great German dreamer,” Lagarde:
        “For every nation, a national religion is necessary.” “Paul brought the Old Testament into the church. By its
        influence the Gospel was as far as possible destroyed.” “World religion in the singular and national religions
        in the plural are the platforms of the two opponents.” “Nations are thoughts of God.” The last aphorism
        transfers to the nation Hegel’s concept of states as incarnate Ideas of God.7
      


      
        A book by Friedrich Delitzsch in 1920 also influenced Rosenberg against Paul and the Old Testament. The famous
        Catholic refutation of Rosenberg proves convincingly that Christianity is inseparable from the Old Testament,
        that the connection is umbilical and introduced not merely by Paul but by Jesus Himself. Hitler has called the
        Old Testament “the Bible of Satan”! Rosenberg calls it “tales of pimps”! He blames it in part for today’s
        “frightful Jewish overlordship”in Germany. All this horrifies both Protestants and Catholics of Germany,
        especially his demand that “the so-called Old Testament must be abolished” officially. Ever more Nazi
        educators of the young follow his advice to replace instruction in the Old Testament by “nordic sagas from
        Wotan on.”8
      


      
        Mein Kampf and the Twenty-five Points of the official party platform demand “positive Christianity.”
        Rosenberg defines positive Christianity as Germanic, negative Christianity as Etruscan-Syrian-Jewish-African.
        The latter is non-Aryan, the former carries on the spirit of nordic paganism. Rosenberg accuses the established
        churches, Protestant and Catholic, of always selling out Germany to the negative heritage, because of Paul’s
        linking Christianity to Rome. Established Christianity was permanently corrupted by Rome’s
        Etruscan-Syrian-Jewish-African elements.9
      


      
        How much Christianity remains in Rosenberg, the “true Christian,” after he throws out its love, its
        universalism, the whole Old Testament, and all of the New Testament connected with
        Paul, and links Jesus with Wotan as just one more example of nordic blood? Rosenberg says: “ the greatest
        missions of our century is to give the yearning of the nordic race-soul its form as a German church under the
        sign of the Volk-myth.”10 Our
        conclusion is that Hitler’s and Rosenberg’s positive Christianity means nordic paganism plus lip-service to a
        falsified Jesus.
      

    


    
      Messiah Hitler and the New
      “Chosen People”


      
        Even lip-service to Jesus is scorned by those Nazis who worship the pre-Christian gods like Wotan, popularized
        by Wagner’s Siegfried dramas. Nazi bookshops often teem with heathen books and newspapers. Christian Easter
        coincides with an old heathen spring festival, and Nazi heathen have been granted facilities for public Easter
        celebrations of their own. These celebrations have substituted for Christian songs the Song of the
        Goths: “Up the Viking banner, up the blue sun-flag!”
      


      
        A leading Nazi heathen is none other than the supreme Reich Youth Leader, Baldur von Schirach. His irreverence
        for Christianity can go even further than Rosenberg’s. None the less, he is Rosenberg’s disciple, proclaiming
        in 1935: “Rosenberg’s way is also the way of German youth.”11 Schirach appropriated his first name, Baldur, from the heathen god of love. His
        beloved German youth he indoctrinates with Rosenberg, with worship of the old heathen warriors, and with
        religious faith in Hitler as the New Messiah.
      


      
        Hegel had three concepts that in oversimplified fashion have captured the Nazi
        imagination: the embodiment of God’s Idea in a specific state, exalting it above all ordinary states; the
        possibility of a new Chosen People to replace the Jews, whose mission is passé; the prediction that
        the Germanic peoples would now be the teleological agents of the God of History (Weltgeist). Against
        Jewish thesis, Germanic antithesis could be neatly set.
      


      
        Two examples will suffice to show how the three Hegelian concepts are translated into Nazi paganism. A founder
        of the “German Christian Church” told a Berlin mass meeting that “the Nazi state”supersedes the churches
        because it “embodies the totality of God.” And Pastor Leffer’s book, Christ in the Third
        Reich, asks the world to “choose between Israel and Germany”as to which is the “chosen people”to embody
        the “God of History.” Hitler is the new “Saviour whom God sent.” Unlike Christ, this new Saviour is not sent to
        humanity as a whole but — an important Nazi distinction! — to Germany alone. “This is our faith: after two
        thousand years the Eternal has summoned the Germans to fulfil the mission that He laid in the cradle of the
        race.”12
      


      
        Once German universities were world-famous for their spirit of scientific inquiry. Today a tablet in Munich
        University quotes the creed of Ley, the Labour-Front F⃼hrer. Ley’s creed: Hitler is his religion and nazism his
        faith; students should not seek to understand Hitler with their mere intellects but “with their hearts,” in
        religious faith. In speeches to his labour unions Ley even more frankly makes Hitler god. Ley has learned from
        delightful experience that such flattery seldom goes unrewarded from above by this particular god!
      


      
        Ley’s Labour Front is the world’s largest labour union, inasmuch as every single
        German worker is forced to join. And all are required to listen to him. Ley has taken part in heathen
        nature-rites and made public speeches against the Gospels to the “proletariat.” Ley said to fifteen thousand
        Hitler-Youths in 1937: “We believe on this earth solely in Adolf Hitler. We believe that National
        Socialism is the sole faith and salvation of our people. We believe that God has sent us Adolf
        Hitler.”13
      


      
        Dr. Engelke, a “German Christian,” has said: “God has manifested himself not in Jesus Christ but in Adolf
        Hitler.” An important pagan magazine, Der Brunnen: “ How high Horst Wessel [the Nazi martyr] towers
        over that Jesus of Nazareth!”Hanns Kerrl is Minister for Church Affairs. In 1935 Hitler gave him dictatorial
        powers and the right to issue binding church edicts, including the power to dismiss or arrest clergymen at
        will. Kerrl in 1937: ‘A new authority has arisen as to what Christ and Christianity really are — Adolf
        Hitler.”14 That is still a
        relatively modest claim, but Kerrl had proceeded to actual deification: “As Christ in his twelve disciples
        raised a stock fortified unto martyrdom, so in Germany today we are experiencing the same thing … Adolf Hitler
        is the true Holy Ghost!”15
      


      
        The totalitarian state, whether Soviet or Nazi version, ceases to be total if it allows room for independent
        Christianity. As labour-Leader Ley puts it, “The party claims the totality of the soul of the German
        people.” This totalitarian attitude was best summed up in Baldur von Schirach’s boast to his German youth
        movement: “I am neither a Catholic nor a Protestant: I am a National Socialist.” Hider himself said: “We wish
        for no other God than Germany.”16 An old-fashioned German death-notice reads: “died in belief in God.” Today
        newspapers sometimes carry as death-notice: “died in belief in Adolf Hitler.”
      


      
        The warrior heaven of pre-Christian Teutons was Valhalla. The climax of Hitler’s funeral oration over President
        Hindenburg was: “Departed General, enter now into Valhalla!”Against pious Hindenburg’s express will, Hitler had
        him buried amid heathen torches. Heathen fire-worship is gaining in Germany. Yet “the attraction of an old
        cross erected by sincere piety in the Black Forest will no doubt survive the fascination of the nightly dances
        around the sacred fire, staged on those same hills by neopagan youths in bathing suits.”17 We must guard against overestimating the
        importance of such pagan rites. Sometimes hysterically serious, generally they are mere boyish pranks.
      


      
        In Hitler’s concentration camps languish not only liberals and Jews but non-political and “Aryan”Catholic and
        Protestant ministers, “The arrest of the courageous pastor Niemöller is to be traced directly back to the
        tendencies unleashed by Rosenberg’s book.” Niemöller is the most famous victim but only one of many thousands
        martyred for the crime of being sincere Christians. For example, seven hundred pastors were arrested in Prussia
        at one fell swoop in 1935 for denouncing modern paganism from the pulpit. Open paganism, such as Wotan-worship,
        has very little mass influence; such revivals are too artificial. More dangerous and very successful is the
        HitlerRosenberg-Goebbels ruse of disguising nordic paganism for the time being as
        positive Christianity. “Thus it was said in a students’training camp: When the party program mentions ‘positive
        Christianity,’ it really does not mean Christianity, but just a positive religious feeling in general. It was
        not wished to say this openly right at once.”18
      


      
        In 1936 the Evangelical Church Council, including Niemöller, sent directly to Hitler one of the most daring
        protests ever issued inside Germany. It stresses Rosenberg’s vast influence, naming him more often than any
        other anti-Christian propagandist. It quotes his demand that “the general ideas of the Roman and Protestant
        churches” must be trampled down as “negative Christianity” by “the nations following nordic-racial principles.”
        It expresses directly “to the F⃼hrer our uneasiness that he is often revered in a form that is due to God
        alone.” It proclaims “strenuous resistance”as a Christian duty against the “active”Nazi war on church
        membership. The manifesto ends by posing “the clear question to the F⃼hrer whether the attempt to
        de-Christianize the German people is to become the official government policy.”19
      


      
        All the world is still asking that “clear question”today. Hitler’s reply to this protest was — still more
        persecution.
      


      
        Hitler’s Reich-Bishop M⃼ller has rewritten the Sermon on the Mount, substituting the military virtues for those
        of love, and German patriotism for humanity. The Psalms were similarly rewritten, substituting Germans for Jews
        as Chosen People. Hitler himself has always refused to take part in Wotan-worship, though tolerating it.
        Discarding both Wotan and Christ, some more sophisticated Nazis have invented a brand-new religion, the “German
        Faith Movement.” Most influential of these are Professors Hauer and Bergmann and
        Count Reventlow.20
      


      
        Hauer had once been an able Protestant pastor and theologian. He based his new religion of the “race spirit”on
        the romantic and Hegelian concept of becoming as opposed to being. “National history is a becoming; it is the
        Spirit of the Race always in suspense, always in movement.” Hauer’s slogan: “Our Holy Land is Germany!” Only
        fifty-three thousand members registered officially in his German Faith Movement. He lost control of it owing to
        the jealousy of Rosenberg, whose thunder was being stolen.21
      


      
        Even more than Hegel, Goethe’s Faust led German writers to turn ceaseless lawless becoming into a
        religion of salvation. Rosenberg calls the god Wotan “eternally dissatisfied, the symbol of the nordic soul,
        eternally striving and becoming.” Can Christianity ever kill the spirit of Wotan in Germany? Rosenberg says:
        “Wotan, as the eternal mirror of the primeval soul-forces of the nordic man, is living today as five thousand
        years ago.”22
      


      
        In his famous Twenty-five Theses, Professor Bergmann tried — vainly — to set up a new Nazi religion for German
        schools. It was based on pantheism, subjectivity, nature-worship, and Volk instincts, all via the romantic
        school and Rousseau. He called his theses “a catechism of the German religion.” Religion must be mystic and
        Germans the most mystic of races; so the learned professor determined to out-mystic all other mystics with such
        theses as his 13th:
      


      
        The living world is the womb-mother of the high human mind. Knowing, Being, and Mind are a birth of the
      


      
        All-Mother. The mother-child thought is hence the right indication of the God-world
        secret. We speak in a modern nature religion of the Mind-child God, who rests in the womb of the All-Mother.
      


      
        More comprehensible and far more typical of Nazi thought today are Bergmann’s other theses. They are contrasts
        between the Germanic and Christian-Semitic religious instincts. The Germanic craves a pantheistic God
        identified with romantic “force of nature”; the Semitic and Christian craves the “other-worldly God.” The
        Germanic craves the salvation of the Volk as an organic whole; the Semitic and Christian craves “salvation of
        the individual.” The Germanic craves a hair-on-the-chest “heroic ethics”; the Semitic and Christian
        craves an ethics of peace. Therefore “we of the German religion demand” that this new religion be taught in the
        schools instead of “Christian instruction,” which should be regarded as “no longer a religion.”23
      


      
        Racism is itself less a science or philosophy than a religion, an anti-Christian brand of mysticism. It
        worships blood as sacred, but only the blood of its own tribe, making it a narcissistic self-worship. Hauer ’s
        mystic new religion is in the last analysis racism. And Professor Hans G⃼nther’s scientific racism is in the
        last analysis a religion, although he is the official Nazi “scientific”authority on race. Rosenberg frankly
        calls faith in race “mystic”in the religious sense of the word.
      


      
        Like everything Nazi, the race-religion antedates Versailles, deriving its scientific pretensions to a great
        extent from Otto Hauser (not to be confused with Hauer). No compromiser, Hauser warns nordics to avoid mating
        not only with Jews but with fellow Germans of the short, round-headed, Alpine stock,
        to which Hitler belongs. Here is a perfect metapolitical gem from Hauser’s race-religion of 1915:
      


      
        The Alpine is pre-eminently a man of business… diligent but unfair… no interest in anything save himself and
        his money…. He will marry for money instead of for inclination and will seek in the brothel the sexual
        excitement he cannot find at home. Not until he has predominant admixture of nordic blood does he get the
        better of his inward baseness; not until his skin has the rosy pallor of the nordic.24
      


      
        Already Fichte, more than a century ago, combined “true” Christianity with a religion of the German Volk’s
        divinity: “The German nature, being deep, has instinctively seized upon the true essence of
        Christianity and discarded with abhorrence the corruption that obscured it. The spirit of the German
        is the living source of all the suns and rushes to create new things forever. The German mind is the
        selfconsciousness of God.”25
      

    


    
      War is Heaven!


      
        American schoolboys learn General Sherman’s famous phrase: “War is hell!” German schoolboys today learn that
        the heaven of nordic religion is Valhalla, a warrior paradise of bloody war daily, where even the beautiful
        ladies — the Valkyrie of Wagner’s operas — swing no mean battleaxe. If racism
        reaches the state of frenzy where it becomes literally a religion for many Nazis, so does war — or, more
        broadly, so do the military and heroic virtues.
      


      
        Rosenberg sums up the perennial German religious conflict as “honour”versus “love.” Honour he uses in a
        distortedly militaristic sense of the word. He damns “international Christianity”as based on the “enfeebling
        idea of love and humanity” and as open to all. Instead he demands a “German Volk-Church” based on “national
        honour” and open only to “nordics.” He traces through history how Christian doctrines insidiously filled Teuton
        warriors with love, peace, turning the other cheek, universal instead of tribal standards, and good will to all
        men, even to non-Germans.26
      


      
        These doctrines Rosenberg derived from three great Germans: Wagner (before his pious Parsifal days),
        The Antichrist of Nietzsche’s last mad days, and Spengler. This prostration of the tame Herr Professor
        before the wild virile beast of prey is but a form of the romantic school’s “corybantic prostration before
        Life” (dynamism). Wagner wrote: “Our clergy-ridden civilization reduced the health-exuding warriors of the
        north into weak-nerved cripples.” Nietzsche: “Christianity aims at mastering beasts of prey; its modus
        operandi is to make them ill — to make feeble is the Christian recipe for taming, for ‘civilizing.’”27
      


      
        Spengler is the perfect example of how the unmoral romantic worship of life for Life’s sake evolves naturally,
        under the pressure of German military needs, into worship of war and hatred of the Christian virtues. Spengler
        starts harmlessly enough with the old romantic postulate that “Life exists simply for its own sake”and that the
        “irrational blood “and not “reason” is what “controls Life.” These cloudy banalities
        of “German idealism” reveal their sinister potentialities when Spengler goes on to assume that “war is the
        prime fact of Life, is Life itself “If war and Life are synonymous, then does not war, too, “exist simply for
        its own sake”?
      


      
        No wonder Spengler’s logical next assumption is that “man is a beast of prey” and that “believers in social
        ethics are only beasts of prey whose teeth have been pulled out.” Contrasting Kultur with civilization, he
        defines his “Faustian Kultur”as the heroic revolt against reason by the “proud blood of the beast of prey.”
        Spengler’s final conclusion is that “The great beasts of prey are noble creatures of the most perfect type and
        without the lies of human morality due to weakness.” This sentiment is the perfect primer for rearing young
        Nazis, even though Spengler and the Nazis clashed violently over other important issues.28
      


      
        It is over-obvious to stress merely that such sentiments in pre-Hitler Germany paved Hitler’s way. To
        understand nazism we must go even further back. We must stress again the books-into-bullets process by which
        the assumptions of the innocent ivory-tower romantic school of 1800 evolved into Nazi Kultur ’s bloody military
        crusade against civilization today. War, which “is Life itself,” is worshipped as a religious ritual in the
        same sense in which romantics worshipped “Life.”
      


      
        After the World War, General Ludendorff formed a nordic group to combat everything Christian. His motto: “War
        is the highest expression of the racial life.” Ludendorff recognized that a religion of war was more likely to
        win the new “total war” for which he prayed than a religion of love. He was
        converted by his bluestocking wife Mathilde, who wrote Redemption from Jesus Christ Most Nazis
        consider themselves sufficiently subtle when they “discover” that all foes are tools of Judaism. Mathilde goes
        them one better in subtlety: even the Jews are tools! At a Nazi party congress she unmasked the subtlest plot
        in history, shrieking that Jews, capitalists, Reds, democrats, and Freemasons were all puppets of the insidious
        Dalai Lama, who pulled their strings from his fiendish laboratory in Tibet, where he plotted to persecute
        Germany.29
      


      
        On Rosenberg and Hitler, Ludendorff’s personal influence was enormous. He had barely missed achieving his dream
        of Pan-German world-conquest, and now they felt they must carry on the old man’s torch. When Ludendorff threw
        in his lot with them in 1923, he was performing a symbolic, almost ritualistic act: he was providing the
        historical continuity between Germany’s first World War and that second war which Hitler planned with conscious
        and consistent monomania from November 1918 on.
      


      
        Ludendorff was the World War’s greatest military genius. In 1918 his nerves cracked and he began writing crank
        pamphlets with such titles as Annihilation of Freemasonry by Unmasking Its Secrets.30 Yet he still had enough prophetic power to
        pick Hitler and marched at his side in the 1923 beer-hall putsch. At that time, with historic prescience,
        Germany’s hero-dictator of 1917, the 1917 preacher of annexing the Ukraine, told the courtroom he “loved Hitler
        like a son.” In 1941 the son fulfils the father, and again the grey-coated Reichswehr is on the march.
      


      
        Hitler broke with Ludendorff for losing pious Bavarian votes with such public
        proclamations as “Your most important duty is to protect your children from Christian influences. They have
        destroyed our people, and only priests and Jews have profited thereby.”Ludendorff angrily called Hitler’s party
        “entirely Judaized”!31
        Hitler, the shrewder politician, always paid lip-service in public to “positive Christianity.” But privately
        he, too, shared Ludendorff’s anti-Christian ideas and “discerned, in the form which Rosenberg gave them, the
        philosophic foundation of the National Socialist movement.” That is why Hitler “gave Rosenberg a free hand in
        connection with his anti-Christian propaganda and placed the party apparatus at his disposal for this
        purpose.”32
      

    


    
      Two Current Events


      
        A reliable foreign correspondent vouches for two thought-provoking events of the 1940 war-front. Both show how
        deep-rooted in German youth this racist and F⃼hrer religion has already become. Both events are the concrete
        fruit of the teaching of Rosenberg, Schirach, Ley, and the rest. A wounded German prisoner in France
        desperately needed a blood transfusion. But when approached by the doctor and blood donor, the prisoner
        insisted: “I will not have my German blood polluted with French blood! I would much rather die.” So the French
        racial inferiors could only shrug their un-nordic shoulders with very Gallic shrugs and — soon after — bury the
        prisoner, a martyr to the new religion of racism.
      


      
        The second event: One of those very young German aviators was shot down in France and dying. A priest crept
        to him under a bombardment to offer the last Christian comforts. The dying boy
        replied: “The F⃼hrer is my faith. I don’t want anything from your church. But if you want to be good to me, get
        my Führer’s picture out of my breast pocket.” The priest got it. The boy kissed the picture, with the usual
        beatific expression attributed to Christian saints and martyrs, and murmured: “My F⃼hrer, I am happy to die for
        you.”33
      

    


    
      The Dark Gods Awaken


      
        Through romantic incantation and mass ecstasy Nazi religion would reawaken the elemental powers of
        precivilization days. Awake again after centuries are the days and powers of totem and tabu, as expressed in
        tribal cult, blood cult, and war cult. The purpose of these primitive powers, according to the metapolitical
        mystique, is to launch and win a bloody war of Kultur against civilization. This barbaric war-cult was
        dismissed by unimaginative English “appeasers” as harmless childish rhetoric. Yet under Rosenberg and Goebbels
        it was fanatically indoctrinated into the youth from the day the Nazis took power.
      


      
        For example, already in 1933, when peace and rationalism still seemed attainable goals to the west, the
        following from a Nazi oration was delivered in Munich. Like much of the better poetry of German romanticism,
        such speeches are fascinating in their pathology, and genuinely impressive and awe-inspiring in their frank
        revolt against two thousand years of civilization. With the heroic insanity of such an oration of 1933, seven
        years of training in fanatic Nazi paganism set out to smash those two thousand years
        of Christian and western striving for a creed of peace and reason:
      


      
        Here we will not speak the warm words of peace, the words Home and Fatherland. Our words are spoken in the face
        of the awful summons of war. Youths, young hands are raised in an oath before this monument which is erected to
        the sublimity of bloodshed — and Michael is the Angel of Death — and you are swearing that your lives belong to
        the Reich and your blood to the F⃼hrer.34
      


      
        What Hitler deems the “new “religious force of nazism is the oldest of all forces. It is not so much
        anti-Christian as pre-Christian, as old as Cain, as old as the terrible starkness of nature before Christianity
        came to tame and restrain nature. In the year 1940 this new — this old — force seems to triumph militarily and
        psychologically over the Christian civilization of the west. So appalling a triumph makes us almost
        superstitious ourselves, almost feel like saying: the sorcerous ritual of metapolitical witch-doctors has
        conjured up the old tribal thunder-gods to aid their non-non-Aryan “Chosen People,” has conjured up from the
        German subconscious the most terrible and elemental of pre-Christian atavisms.
      


      
        The discussion of this new-old Nazi religion is best closed with an old warning to the better half of Germany
        and to the west. This old warning was voiced prophetically by the poet Heine more than a century ago. Germany’s
        nationalistic and anti-monarchic radicals had just failed in another of their periodic revolts against
        Metternichs conservative and Christian internationale of monarchs. Heine consoled the rebels by proving, with
        bitter irony, that the thwarted German revolution would triumph in the future and that its violence and
        nihilism would make other western revolutions milk-and-water affairs. With
        astounding foresight, he showed how a brand-new religion, revolting against Christianity, would grow from the
        romantics; that is, from the subjective idealism, nationalism, and “fanaticism of the Will” of the Fichte
        school and from “the Nature philosophers.”
      


      
        “ These doctrines,” wrote Heine in 1834, “have developed revolutionary forces which only await the day to
        break forth and fill the world with terror and astonishment.” The German “Nature” cult would have
        “terrible” results because its atavistic return to the “primitive powers of Nature” would “evoke the demoniac
        energies of old Germanic pantheism.” The eventual result would be a reawakening of “that battle-madness which
        we find among the ancient Teutonic races, who fought for the very love of fighting.” The Christian Cross has
        for centuries kept tame “that brutal German joy in battle,” but Heine concluded:
      


      
        Should the subduing talisman, the Cross, break, then will come roaring forth the wild madness of the old
        champions, the insane Berserker rage, of which the northern poets sing. That talisman is brittle, and the day
        will come when it will pitifully break. The old stone gods will rise from the long-forgotten ruin and rub the
        dust of a thousand years from their eyes; and Thor, leaping to life with his giant hammer, will crush the
        Gothic cathedrals!35
      

    


    
      On the Other Hand


      
        On the other hand, let us not decide too hastily whether Christianity can survive Nazi rule. Thor has not yet
        won the majority of Germans; they are too deeply civilized a people. Rosenberg’s religious views are rejected
        as evil by most of the older, pre-Nazi generation and as madly extremist by many
        Nazis themselves. The contemptuous attitude to Christianity of Hitler, Rosenberg, Ley, Schirach, Goebbels, and
        Himmler is silently deplored and sabotaged by many moderate Nazis. It is openly abhorred and sabotaged by such
        powerful ruling circles as the Prussian army officers of tough and devout Protestant tradition.
      


      
        It would be intolerant to Germany to ignore these powerful elements within the ruling framework. Their
        wholesome moderating influence has again and again succeeded in halting some Nazi persecution of Christian
        beliefs and in protecting from the Gestapo many a village Hampden, many an unknown Niemöller. Nazism as a new
        secular system of politics and economics has probably converted a majority of Germans. But only a large
        minority have been converted by nazism as a new religion. Only a minority — this point must, out of fairness to
        Germany, be underlined.
      


      
        Therefore we must not exaggerate the danger to Christianity under Hitler today, even though, if he had his own
        way, he would probably throw out Saint Paul and the Old Testament as the “Bible of Satan.” Hitler’s effort
        merely to set up a German-Christian church under Reich-Bishop M⃼ller was met by such a spontaneous mass
        resistance that even Hitler had to compromise. Not even Hitler is omnipotent. Germany is still a Christian
        country today.
      


      
        But perhaps only today. The fatal danger is tomorrow, if the present Nazi educational tendencies continue.
        These show every sign not only of continuing but of ever intensifying as the Nazis feel themselves ever securer
        from foreign or internal reprisals. Tomorrow the present members of the Hitler-Youth and of the F⃼hrer-training
        schools will be the ruling generation. And we have just seen from specific evidence what their new-old religion
        will be.
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    CHAPTER XIV


    Metapolitics in Action: The Theology of
    Terror


    
      In the most important matter — and that is civilization — the Germans are no longer of any account. It is not
      only manifest that German civilization declines, there is also sufficient reason for it. We expend our means on
      power. … It costs dear to attain to power; power stupefies. … Civilization and the state—let us not delude
      ourselves with regard to the matter — are antagonists. One flourishes at the expense of the other.
    


    
      There is no longer a single German philosopher that counts in Europe…. The Germans — they were once called
      the nation of thinkers; do they really at present think at all? “Deutschland, Deutschland über alles”
      (“Germany above all”), I fear that has been the end of German philosophy.
    


    
      — NIETZSCHE, 18891
    


    
      “World-Political
      Thought-Grooves”


      
        Whoever would see twentieth-century metapolitics in action, let him read a little Nazi magazine called Der
        Welt- kampf (“The World-Battle”). It is boosted in
        Rosenberg’s Nazi handbook officially beamed upon by the Führer. World-Battle advertises that an
        honest-to-goodness Herr Doktor edits it as “a monthly for world-politics, Volk-Kultur, and the Jewish question
        of all lands!” (the exclamation mark is the Herr Doktor’s). Founded by Rosenberg in 1924, World-Battle
        is still going strong today. It enjoys glowing official approval by Otto Dietrich, the Reich Press Chief. Let
        us examine this magazine as a concrete object-lesson in metapolitics.2
      


      
        Deliberately, World-Battle aims neither at the merely uneducated nor at the merely educated, but at
        the cream of the Nazi crop: the semi-educated. It is an ideal example of all those crank sheets of
        beer-drenched philosophy with which Germany has teemed since 1870.
      


      
        Upon whose hard-earned pfennigs do such sheets thrive? Upon those semi-educated folk, pathetically sincere,
        whose pride is the glib Kultur-lingo which they toss around at Sunday picnics of the Patriotic Thinkers Club.
        In America we are not exactly unfamiliar with such things. In modern Germany, once you get the hang of it, such
        lingo practically writes itself. It is a verbal witch-brew by metapolitical medicine-men. By the following
        verbal tricks ye shall know them, the proto-fascist intellectuals who paved the way in nineteenth-century
        Germany and may pave it elsewhere today.
      


      
        Their lingo includes all that sounds Wagnerian, high-falutin, half-digested, irresponsible, super-heroic, and,
        above all, vague. It includes romantic scorn of legality and reason, romantic worship of unhumanized nature and
        of the alleged natural goodness of mob instinct, mass action, lynch law. It includes
        the mystic lispings of what Jahn and Wagner and Rosenberg call “the subconscious, collective Folk-soul.” All
        that was needed to transform these folk-oracles into political and military deeds — books into bullets! — was
        the advent of an inspired oracle-interpreter, a folk-priest, a Führer.
      


      
        Put the diction of World-Battle under the microscope, and you find a rhetorical earmark by which its
        metapolitics may be detected. It is the amusing fetish of big Germanic compounds based on the prefix “world”
        (Welt). Such ponderous words conjure up spurious connotations of solemnity and depth. These
        connotations give readers a tremendous spiritual “kick,” which we dare not contemptuously ignore in estimating
        nazism’s mass appeal. The prefix “world”can sometimes make Germans feel blissfully tragic. In contrast, the
        mere adjective “international”(internationale), in German an importation from the French, sounds
        nasty, alien, and unwashed. The title World-Battle sounds ever so much more Aryan and sublime to its
        subscribers than would International Battle.
      


      
        “World”can also sound thrillingly sinister. The fifty-pfennig World-Battle world-battles “against the
        vampire of all workers, the international parasitic world-finance-capitalism (Weltleihkapital).” The
        prefix “world”is quite unnecessary here, because the parasitic vampire is in the same breath called
        “international.” But apparently no truly nordic shopkeeper is getting his money’s worth of world-philosophical
        lore unless the prefix Welt is generously squandered. How glorious to feel that even though you are a
        sturdy folkic shopkeeper and not a dirty intellectual, you can still flaunt a great big Weltanschauung
        (world-philosophy) with the best and fight in a Weltkampf (world-battle), and even experience
        Weltschmerz (world-woe), a Kitsch for which we prefer to coin the word “Weltschmalz”
      


      
        Equally glorious is it to be able to expose across your beer table the conspiracies
        behind every innocent mask. That is why World-Battle also advertises itself as a sure cure “against
        Marxism, [which secretly is] the advance guard of high finance; against the international secret societies, the
        deadly foes of German folkdom.” As special tidbits for fans, a monthly feature section prints the very latest
        scandals of international “world-Judaization (Welt-verjudung)” from “all earth lands,” the prefix
        “world” being superfluous as usual.
      


      
        The constant stringing together of “world” with “international” by Nazis is far more than a mere redundancy. It
        is used for persuasive dramatic connotations. It is linked to diabolical plots against Germany. In
        propagandizing the semi-educated, a deliberate sloppiness of thought, by exploitation of connotation,
        lends authenticity and solemnity to some outrageous new program. In short, the typical formula is
        “international” plus the tautological prefix Welt plus a “conspiracy.”
      


      
        The arch-conspirator of this formula is always Jewish capitalism (and/or Marxism), stamped on the reader’s
        imagination by vivid metaphors of monsters, real or supernatural, such as spiders, octopuses, boa constrictors,
        and vampires. An effective example is a Nazi poster of 1921:
      


      
        “MANUAL AND WHITE-COLLAR WORKERS OF MUNICH! Like a giant spider, the Jewish
        international world stock-exchange capital creeps over the peoples of this earth, sucking their blood and
        marrow…. By an enormous MASS DEMONSTRATION of all … who condemn the present parliamentarianism … we want the
        resurrection of the German Volk.” Hitler, Rosenberg, and Eckart had begun streamlining the new party they had
        just captured. Six thousand Germans responded to this “international world” poster
        in a packed, frenzied mass meeting.3
      


      
        The words “mass” and “MASS DEMONSTRATION “are the key. Germany has one of the world’s highest literacy-rates;
        Nazi appeals could never work in an uneducated country. They are effective only where the masses are educated
        but not well enough, and not educated into individuals but into that lowest common denominator, the mass man.
        Nazi propaganda among the lower middle class — for example, World-Battle — presupposes not ignorance
        of history and philosophy but half-knowledge. This half-knowledge is at least as high as that of George Babbitt
        in our western democracies. Mass man is he who is laudably well educated in ideas of sweeping social change but
        deplorably uneducated in critical discrimination between them, laudably well educated in the mass organization
        of vast material power but deplorably uneducated in the needed moral restraints of power.4
      


      
        Germany was historically ahead of us in being ripe for collectivism. Americans may get a less fascist version
        from similar causes. These causes are more basic and world-wide than Versailles:—An over-mechanized and
        over-specialized industrial society is spawning mass men, instead of responsible, self-disciplined
        individuals rooted in the universal moral values. Of course, “mass man” and “lower middle class”
        should be used as terms of social psychology and never of social snobbery; the rich are as susceptible to
        mass-man mentality as the poor.
      


      
        During the Hitler-Stalin pact of 1939–41, World-Battle denounced, as Judaism incarnate, no longer
        Russian communism but “English high finance.” The magazine’s special War Issue of 1939 explained England’s
        aggression against peaceful Germany as the direct result of the Jewish world-vampire
        bribing Churchill and Eden with huge piles of gold.
      


      
        Right under its title, World-Battle advertises its mission as “schooling” readers in “world-political
        questions” and teaching them “to think in terms of grand world-political thought grooves (weltpolitische
        Gedankengänge).” How reassuring to read that it world-battles not merely “against” vampires but also
        “against” world-chaos and “for liberty, Kultur, and moral cleanliness!”
      


      
        In her aristocratic and individualistic days, Germany was magnificently the west’s greatest “land of thinkers
        and poets.” What of the modern Germany of the mass man? Hitler appoints an Alfred Rosenberg as official thinker
        for the “land of thinkers”l Even at the time of the Hitler-Stalin pact, World-Battle continued to
        boost “Rosenberg’s work” as “one of the most important fundamentals of National Socialist
        world-philosophy.”5
      


      
        Linking all opponents in one compound gives the Nazi metapoliticians their denunciatory gusto. It gives their
        German audience the delicious, shuddery thrill of feeling like a wolf at bay against all world-conspiracies.
        For example, a typical epithet by Rosenberg — the editor of World-Battle must have remarked: “I wish
        I’d said that!”—is “democratic-Marxistic-plutocratic.” All is written as one single, quivering, venom-bloated
        adjective, from which nothing is missing except the Freemasons and the Dalai Lama of Tibet!6 In short, an Alfred Rosenberg — and every
        shabby-genteel café from Munich to Berlin teems with his like — is but a more literate version of
        World-Battle. His compound nouns are but slightly more interminable, slightly more unpronounceable,
        slightly more foggily “impressive.” If only the Teutons of heroic Hermann the
        Cheruscan had lost to the Romans the battle of Teutoburg Forest, if only they had become part of the great
        Mediterranean civitas … if only Germany had passed through a real eighteenth century, that mental
        discipline of the Latin-French tradition, that unpretentious clarity, that fastidiously classical humanism,
        that well-balanced scepticism, that laughing rationalism!
      


      
        Objective inspection of Germany’s metapolitics shows something terribly wrong somewhere but something hard to
        lay a finger on. Surely the defect of her “world-political thought-grooves”is not only economic but
        psychological. Germans need that bread and security which anti-aristocratic Marxism would offer. They may even
        need that Lebensraum for which the anti-aristocratic Nazis are now warring. But equally Germans need
        that training which is the best spirit of aristocracy — that is to say, the training in sane sense of
        proportion, in unbreakable universal standards, in emotional self-control, in the necessity of imposing
        classical form upon even the most inspired and daemonic content. Universal standards — that is what romantic
        anti-legalists consciously reject when they exalt Kultur against civilization.
      


      
        Painfully, over aeons, civilization stamps its traditional and conservative values upon men. Only within these
        values, or traffic lights, are freedom and objective justice possible. One by one Hitler efficiently smashes
        the traffic lights of the “common basis of humanity.” With them, freedom and objective justice inevitably
        vanish in Germany. Nazism scorns personal freedom and objectivity and all universal, unnational values as being
        the “superficial” civilization of the sunny Mediterranean, in contrast with that “deeper” Kultur of northern
        fogs, that misty metapolitics, that “queer mixture of mysticism and brutality.”
      


      
        Kultur versus civilization — say the self-styled “typical” Germans, say many
        romantics, says Spengler, say Wagner and Chamberlain and Rosenberg. Kultur plus civilization, Kultur within the
        inviolable framework of a common humanity — says the immortal “other Germany,” say Lessing, Kant, Hölderlin,
        the classical half of Goethe and Nietzsche, Max Weber, Hofmannsthal, Rilke, Thomas Mann.
      

    


    
      Captain Hitler of
      KöPenick


      
        The town of Köpenick in Brandenburg was an old centre of traditional Prussianism. “In 1906,” recounts the
        Encyclopædia Britannica, “the place derived ephemeral fame from the daring feat of a cobbler, one
        William Voigt, who, attired as a captain in the army, accompanied by soldiers, whom his apparent rank deceived,
        took the Mayor prisoner, on a fictitious charge of having falsified accounts, and absconded with a considerable
        sum of municipal money.”7
      


      
        Is it not clear what makes Germans, of all people, the most susceptible to authoritarianism? Not a captain in
        the army but “attired as a captain in the army.” Hilariously the imposter ruled all Köpenick, adored
        by its patriotic inhabitants. Being Germans, they were instinctively obeying an impressive uniform regardless
        of what was inside it — even if a criminal swaggered inside it. Yet they were all “decent”people, as are most
        Germans still today, and would have been horrified at the thought of adoring a criminal.
      


      
        “Accompanied by soldiers, whom his apparent rank deceived, took the Mayor prisoner.” Who in 1906 guessed
        that what took place comically in Köpenick would take place tragically in all
        Germany? In no freely debated election did Hitler poll more than a large minority of votes. In 1933, by a
        brilliant blend of palace intrigue and terror, the Austrian artist and Bavarian corporal dons Prussia’s highest
        metaphorical uniform of authority. And Germany has obeyed him slavishly ever since.
      


      
        But the Prussian aura only accounts for half his prestige. In addition there are uniforms of Weltanschauung.
        Wagnerian romanticism has moral and intellectual prestige as enormous as the physical prestige of Prussianism.
        What if a captain of Köpenick appeared in Germany with the magic uniform of romanticism in addition to that
        somewhat outworn uniform of militarist state authority? Would not such an imposter win many times more success
        and adoration than the simple cobbler of 1906?
      


      
        Prussianism by itself, for example the Nationalist party, failed completely to attract the masses under the
        German Republic. Prussianism, meaning efficient state bureaucracy and aristocratic militarism, is prosaic and
        uninspiring to the masses. It lacks the emotional glamour of German romanticism. Nazism, unaristocratic and
        national-bolshevist to the root, the culmination of a hundred years of romantic Volk movements, is not
        Prussianism except in spurious externals. Nazism, as Hans Kohn once brilliantly put it, is the strange new
        child of a marriage between romanticism and Prussianism.8
      


      
        An illegitimate child, let us add, a child later legitimatized by a coercive shotgun marriage. How incongruous
        and yet how irrefutably real, that combination of Potsdam with Munich: of the disciplined goose-stepping
        martinets with wild-eyed desperado bohemians of Germany’s Greenwich Village. Not
        accidental but psychologically essential are that bohemian private life and those artistic, philosophic, or
        literary ambitions of so many leading Nazis and proto-Nazis — Hitler, Goebbels, Eckart, Houston Chamberlain,
        Rosenberg, Baldur von Schirach. Not to mention Wagner and the literary warriors of Jahn’s Free Corps.
      


      
        To Americans, seeing only the marching soldiers and not the exotic new glow in the hearts of those soldiers,
        Prus-sianism seems the dominant parent. But actually the inspirational fire-centre of this expansive dynamism
        is romantic. Not the noble cosmopolitan romanticism of Herder’s day, but the industrialized political
        romanticism prophesied by Wagner. The Nazi revolt against western civilization is romanticism transferred from
        the middle classes to the masses, welded to a sort of national bolshevism, saturated through and through in
        that mass-man revolt which is sweeping all mechanized industrial society, in mutually hostile forms, from
        Moscow and Tokyo to Paris and New York.
      

    


    
      Neanderthalers in
      Airplanes


      
        Self-styled invincible Prussian efficiency and militarism are merely the means of what is happening in Germany,
        the means used by romantic dynamism for romantic ends. Ultimately even the Volk romanticism as well as the
        Prussianism is transitional. By far the most obvious and most publicized earmark of nazism is fanatic
        nationalism. But is it not, by this very fanaticism, a sort of Indian summer of nationalism? Is it not
        the last violent rigor mortis of the senile concept of autonomous national sovereignty — a nationalism
        to end all nationalism?
      


      
        Despite Hitler himself, both the Prussianism and the nationalism are masquerade. They are unconscious
        masquerade, temporary masquerade of the totalitarian world-revolution of the mass
        man. For good or for ill? Utopia or the Terror? The imagination reels at such ultimate vistas and dares not
        presume to make snap judgments on them any more than on earthquakes, on cosmic collisions.
      


      
        But no! Let us presume a little, after all. Let us dare to judge the unjudgeable. To know establishes the duty
        to act. To be aware of the universals of reason and of Christian ethics establishes the iron necessity to judge
        and to resist any “corybantic prostration before Life,” before even the most invincible and dynamic life-forces
        if they burst the moral law and the civilized disciplines of God and man. The inevitable is not the same as the
        good, the powerful is not the true, nor is death on the battlefield for these truths so futile and naïve as
        blasé liberals led us to think in days of the pacifist Oxford Oath.
      


      
        The Roman world-civilization fell before barbarians from the outside. Our Christian, western civilization is
        falling, citadel after citadel, to a stealthier invasion, the barbarian invasion from below. The invader is the
        mass man, and we are to blame for him. We produce him through unjust plutocracy and economic bungling. We have
        failed to train the thwarted masses in civilization’s universal traffic lights. The result is apes in evening
        dress, Neanderthalers in bomb-laden airplanes, very efficient and intelligent barbarians speeding debonairly in
        civilization’s latest-model motor-cars: applying to uncivilized ends the highest technical achievements of
        civilization.9
      


      
        Barbarism does not mean lack of brains or lack of material efficiency; the Nazis have all that, and so do our
        own native mass men. Whoever believes that the end justifies the means is a barbarian invader of western and
        Christian civilization. Barbarism is psychological, ethical, religious in category.
        Barbarism means blindness, blindness to the standards of conduct which civilization has over aeons imposed upon
        human nature. This process is artificial — in the best sense of the word. The mass man’s barbarism is natural.
        So is lynch law.
      


      
        Goebbels has said: “Important is not what is right but what wins.” No! Hitler: “Success is the sole earthly
        criterion of whether an enterprise is right or wrong.” No! Lüng (a chief Nazi brain-hero): “‘ Humanity’ is an
        abstraction which cannot be translated into practical life.”10 No, it is a passionate precious reality. Is
        heroism a monopoly of Nazi Kultur? Again, no. Heroism is not always a spurious rhetorical spree but the
        inextinguishable fire-core of freedom in an age when freedom must live either dangerously or not at all.
      


      
        Even if the barbarian invasion is inevitable, even in that case let us set the clear-headed courage of
        intellectual honesty against “nordic heroism,” let us here quote Spengler against what Spengler stands for:
      


      
        We are born into this time. There is no other way. Our duty is to hold on to the lost position, without hope,
        without rescue, like that Roman soldier whose bones were found in front of a door in Pompeii, who during the
        eruption of Vesuvius died at his post because they forgot to relieve him. That is greatness. The honourable end
        is the one thing that can not be taken from a man.11
      


      
        After the victories of 1870, militarism and mass politics canalized many of those same great German talents and
        energies which had been canalized into philosophy and music in Goethe’s era. If nazism exploited
        merely the worst qualities of Germans! But it also exploits their very
        noblest qualities: for example, their traditional readiness to sacrifice material self-interest for an ideal.
        Their readiness for voluntary collective self-sacrifice is exceeded only by that of the Japanese.
      


      
        During Germany’s western and individualist phase, these anti-materialist qualities helped her produce the
        heights of truth and beauty, of philosophy and music. Without these qualities today’s Germany would never
        tolerate the vast sacrifices it makes to Hitler’s ambitions. Thence the tragic irony of a Nazi Germany and
        thence its extraordinary success. Enlisted in a worthier cause than nazism, what contributions to humanity
        these German abilities of character and technics could accomplish! — and shall yet accomplish, atoning for
        nazism and for the bloodshed of today.
      


      
        I have tried to show that Wagnerian romanticism is the most important single fountainhead of Nazi ideas and
        ideals. How appropriate, then, how peculiarly fitting, that nazism’s nineteenth-century prophet, in his best
        and sanest moments, damned the Nazis in advance. In those inspired moments Wagner warned that Germany would
        some day sacrifice all her best qualities of wisdom, art, science, and peace for the sake of ruling the world
        by military power. Fitting conclusion for this book, in which Wagner has played so central a role, is Wagner’s
        truest prophecy:
      


      
        Is the German already tottering to his fall? … The unity and European power which the Germans lost in their
        fights for the Reformation had to be given up that they might keep the idiosyncrasies which mark them not for
        rulers of the world but for betterers of the world …. The beautiful and the noble came not
        into the world for profit, nay, not for the sake of even fame and recognition, and everything done in the sense
        of this teaching is “German”; and therefore is the German great, and only what is
        done in that sense can lead Germany to greatness …. Woe to us and to the world if the nation itself
        were this time saved [and] the German Volk remained but the German spirit had taken flight [for sake of power]!
        The hardly thinkable is closer to us than we fancy.12
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    The Rooted German
    

    (restored 1940 ending)


    
      (This alternative conclusion of the 1940 typescript, deleted by a consultant as “unrealistic exaggerations which
      the pig-headed young author would regret 20 years from now,” is now pig-headedly restored, 20 years later, as an
      ending more relevant now than then.)
    


    
      The German enigma is not Hitler. Nor is it the behavior of either frauds or police-sadists (these are latent in
      all countries in about the same proportion, though hardly in the same high posts). The real enigma is the honest,
      un-sadistic German majority that unleashes them rather than throwing them in jail. Hitler’s shoddy day-dreams are
      not interesting. What is interesting is that an outstanding educated nation crusades for them.
    


    
      Mein Kampf was a best-seller long before the German people, voting uncoerced in the free Reichstag
      election of September 1930, increased the Nazi seats from 12 to 107 and made them the biggest party in Germany.
      By then, Hitler had said in Mein Kampf (to pick a typical threat at random): “If at the start [of World
      War I] we had held under poison gas twelve or fifteen thousand of these Hebrew subverters of our people
      … then the sacrifice of a million Germans at the front would not have been in vain. … The timely elimination of
      12,000 bums … ”1
    


    
      Note the revealing phraseology, the sadistic physical force implied in saying not plain “gassed” but
      “held under.” So explosive an aggressiveness as this diction hints at can never become the tool of the
      various German industrialists and generals and foreign Munich-men who all hope to control the uncontrollable. The
      German enigma is: just what kind of behavior could those millions of pro-Hitler voters, from 1930 on, expect of
      the monster-mentality that composes such “held under” threats? We have no inside facts about what goes on in his
      “rehabilitation” camps; we make no charges, no predictions. We merely record that such threats are typical of
      Hitler’s book, that his book is no classified secret document, that millions of Germans own it, and that at least
      a few must have browsed in it. These few must have included some of the cheering public and also some influential
      dignitaries with access to press, radio, and other means of warning the public, — that public to whom Hitler
      appeared (to cite the famous prize-winning painting of him in the Munich House of German Art) with starry eyes
      and stainless armor. Why did no one paint our knight more appropriately: with a gas chamber?
    


    
      We are not spreading “war-mongering rumors” against what our own Stainless Knight of isolationism would call “the
      wave of the future.” It is not a question of rumors only or of speculating about Hitler’s words rather than
      actual deeds. Well-publicized among Germans, already before Hitler came to power and during a period when he
      still depended on their consent rather than coercion, were the many actual deeds of butchery. For example, his
      headlined support of the open and bloody Potempa murder of 1932. Some day the same Germans, now cheering Hitler’s
      strut into Paris, will say to their American friends and to their brave German anti-Nazi friends: “We did not
      know what went on, we did not know” and when that day of know-nothing comes, there will be laughter in hell.
    


    
      Admittedly they cannot know what goes on in that intimate confrontation when an SS
      guard stands face to face with a helpless prisoner. Admittedly. Suppose, further, that one grants each average
      German the right to disbelieve all concentration-camp reports unless personally witnessed by him. Even so there
      has been so much2 he did
      witness while cheering: — the peculiar disappearances all around him, the brotherly hands stretched out to him
      for help and stretched in vain, and the urns of ashes in the mail all over Germany after what very openly
      happened in June 1934 and again in November 1938.
    


    
      Not to know and yet to know: perhaps this will be the heaviest moral burden ever borne by any culture. No one is
      speaking of inherited “racial” determinisms but of freely-accepted cultural roots; only the uniquely German roots
      (the metapolitics) explain the enigma of those cheers, that burden. Will the historic curse of the Wandering Jew
      be replaced by the curse of the Rooted German? — doomed to re-enact again and again his pendulum-swings between
      free western civilization and an explosive, overcompensating Kultur of romantic white armor, which turns out to
      be a white poison-gas chamber where people get “held under.” Or else, will the Rooted German finally
      exorcize the nightmare? — by the agonizing honesty of knowing what he “doesn’t know.” Or in a breezy alternative,
      shall brisk new generations, with jobs to do, simply forget and go about their business? Meanwhile a war is on;
      Paris has fallen; Lord, forgive them — first defeat them, then forgive them — for they well know what they do.
    

    


    
      1.   Mein Kampf, official German edition, p.
      772, italics and translation mine. Hitler’s actual words for “held under poison gas” are “unter Giftgas
      gehalten.”
    


    
      2.   1961 postscript to above 1940 text: Hitler’s
      extermination-expert, R. Hoess, wrote in Commandant of Auschwitz (New York, 1960): “When a strong wind
      was blowing, the stench of burning flesh was carried for many miles and caused the whole neighborhood to talk
      about the burning of the Jews.” He notes, of still another camp, that whenever a bus with victims drove past,
      even the German children chortled in the street: “There comes the murder box again!”
    

  


  
    Discoveries in German
    Culture


    
      To Be
      Sung


      1.


      
        If blossoms could blossom
        

        One petal of petals
        

        To whom all other blooms are
        

        As leaves are to flowers,
        

        It would be to the others
        

        As you are, my daughter,
        

        To all other daughters
        

        Whom songs are adorning.
        

        For what am I here for
        

        If not to make love-songs
        

        Of all the world’s beauty
        

        Whose birthday we share?
      


      2.


      
        If purest of fragrances
        

        Brewed a quintessence
        

        Too delicate–lovely
        

        To ever be breathed,
        

        It would be to the others
        

        As you are, my daughter,
        

        To all other daughters
        

        Whom songs are encircling.
        

        For what am I here for
        

        If not to weave lassos
        

        Of song for the lonely
        

        To tug them to love?
      


      3.


      
        Say yes to the breezes;
        

        If any dishevels
        

        One curl of a ringlet,
        

        I’ll know and be with you.
        

        The grace-notes that feather
        

        The wing-beats of longing
        

        Are lead till they heal with
        

        Their singing your crying.
        

        For what is a song for
        

        If not to smooth ringlets
        

        Of daughters too hurt by
        

        The prose of the world.
      


      4.


      
        When storms replace breezes,
        

        No hurt can have healing.
        

        Then the love I now sing you
        

        Can pillow your fading.
        

        For what am I here for
        

        If not to link fingers
        

        With daughters whose
        

        wistfulness
        

        Worlds never answer?
        

        For what is a song for
        

        If not to stretch hands out
        

        To signal the falling,
        

        “You’re never alone”?
      


      5.


      
        When the Camp says: “Dig
        

        graves now,
        

        We’re coming to shoot you,”
        

        I’ll help with your shovel
        

        —(I’ll know and be with you)—
        

        To give you more seconds
        

        To look up from digging
        

        To look at the sun while
        

        I pillow the sand out.
        

        For what is love here for
        

        If not to smooth ditches
        

        For all the world’s daughters
        

        Whose dying we share?
      


      
        (1995–2000)
      

    

  


  
    Albert Speer and Steeled Romanticism (1970)


    
      By temperament neither Nazi nor anti-Nazi but a self-blinkered technician, Albert Speer, the Nazi boss of war
      production, was sentenced not to death but to twenty years at the 1945 Nuremberg trial. He was Hitler’s
      collaborator, his personal architect, his bull-session confidant: “if Hitler had ever had a friend, I would have
      been that friend.”
    


    
      Enough to make anybody’s memoirs important. But a runaway bestseller? No, the reason for the sales success lies
      less in this book of Speer’s memoirs than in the American psyche, its post-Vietnam and post-atom-bomb soul
      searchings about technics without ethics.
    


    
      I feel that Speer gives us not the best portrait but a minor facet of Hitler and gives the best understanding not
      of his time but of certain aspects of that time. Hitler succeeded by being all things to all men. Capitalists,
      unemployed workers, Stalin, Neville Chamberlain—all were deceived by Hitler’s gift for showing whichever facet
      they would fall for. Speer was the only high Nazi with the personality of a scientific rationalist; no wonder
      Hitler’s conversations with Speer reflect this face. Thus reviewers have been much taken by Hitler’s remarks
      rejecting mysticism and romantic leadership-cults and hoping Himmler would not foist on him such “medieval” and
      “unscientific” nonsense. But to other interlocutors, over a wider range of years, Hitler said the opposite.
    


    
      I don’t accuse Speer of misquoting Hitler; I accuse him of not seeing that Hitler, honest with no one, told his
      collaborators whatever they wanted to hear, if only to keep up their morale. Take a range as wide as Kubizek’s
      The Young Hitler I Knew (Hitler’s earliest Vienna youth) to Rauschning’s The Revolution of
      Nihilism (his taking over) and Hitler’s wartime table-talk and final suicide note: all reveal a Wagnerian
      romantic mysticism, a convinced paranoid racism. Are all out of step except Speer? If Hitler was so scientific,
      why did he waste needed industrial energy on the death camps of a scarcely scientific racism?
    


    
      Apropos the death camps, one wonders whether any victim of Nazism ever received as much for his innocence as the
      $250,000 that Speer (a convicted war criminal, ordering murderous forced-labor for millions) received for his
      guilt, and I cite merely the royalty advance from his American publisher. According to the New York
      Times of August 23 the publisher “wrote to Speer warning him that the American response to the book could
      depend on how directly Speer confronted his own responsibility in the Final Solution. Speer had not made much of
      that aspect in the book,” but when the publisher insisted, he “decided on” that much-quoted breast-beating about
      his guilt for genocide.
    


    
      Knowing no more than what I read in the Times, I wonder whether we are being given the authentic
      original prison memoirs or, at least in a key passage, a later retouching ordered, indirectly, by a
      reader-conscious publisher. And this on no minor issue but the greatest crime of all time.
    


    
      Fortunately it was a publisher of the highest ethics, thereby minimizing the mischief. But what precedent does it
      set for a less ethical tampering with historical primary sources so as to make them
      sell better? Imagine Jack the Ripper being paid a quarter million to say that the real purpose of his knife was
      as a letter-opener.
    


    
      The Speer book is indeed valuable on two specialized subjects within his competence: war production and
      architecture. The pity is that these important aspects are only diminished by being cluttered up with
      camera-conscious apologias and speculation about how he might have assassinated Hitler “if …” What leading Nazi
      collaborator or general was not sorry afterwards, often sincerely sorry, and did not speculate about overthrowing
      the regime? Overthrow plans are more interesting if they took place while Hitler was winning, not (as in the case
      of Speer and of nearly all others except Stauffenberg) when the war was already lost. Every word of Speer’s about
      his two real subjects is of interest—e.g., Hitler’s megalomaniac plans for post-war architecture and Speer’s
      statistics showing the war-shortening and hence genocide-ending efficacy of American air raids, about whose
      alleged useless cruelty we are now feeling guilty.
    


    
      Too bad Speer’s two real subjects are lost in needless descriptions of Nazi internecine backbiting and of
      alternative war strategies, two subjects that interest American readers only because they are ignorant, because
      they aren’t aware of the many untranslated and already “revealing” books on these subjects. Every German general,
      and each knew more about armies than Speer, seems to be writing on how Germany should have won the war by
      listening to him.
    


    
      If, then, Speer does not merit his rave reviews and reveals merely untypical facets of Hitler and Germany, what
      appeal makes it a bestseller over here? If an educated intelligent American were to become a fascist, his motive
      would arise from precisely this kind of gimmicky, no-nonsense expert technocracy—a
      motive saying more about Americans than about German fascism, whose motives were rather different, rather less
      rational.
    


    
      Why, indeed, would a sober eighteenth-century rationalist like Speer become intoxicated in the twentieth century
      with a nineteenth-century romantic like Hitler? Partly because a cop-out intellectual, putting power above
      integrity, rationalizes his surrender to irrationalism by stressing that very intoxication. In contrast with the
      loutish Streicher, Speer’s real crime was that he knew better. But such an intellectual’s sense of his own
      weakness and loneliness increases his prostration before the charisma and the seeming virility of the
      non-intellectual and his herd-belongingness.
    


    
      When this book first appeared in Germany, Germans showed less interest than Americans show now in buying or
      debating it. They have already learned (the hard way) that Nazism does not become rationalist or even materialist
      merely because this was the outlook of its minister of armaments. Despite Speer’s unconvincing and weirdly
      American apologia, Nazism remains what it always was: not his mechanistic technopolitics but the Wagnerian
      Volk-mysticism of metapolitics. If Marxism is materialism deified and democracy a chummy sheep herd, Nazism is
      idealism diabolized—a herd of carnivorous sheep.
    


    
      At the Nuremberg trial and in his writings, Speer insisted that he did not participate in the worst Nazi
      atrocities and did not know of them. Was he lying or truthful? He was truthful about not participating in the
      racial Holocaust; it was not his “field” of work. He was probably lying when he said he did not know of the
      Holocaust. As a top official, he attended too many top meetings. What of the brutal forced labor of prisoners? In
      his factories he actively participated in this particular atrocity. In terms of public relations, he was a
      smoothie, a “gentleman,” hence more acceptable to gullible Western commentators than the thugs around him.
    


    
      What of his reputation for miraculous efficiency and organization? Partly true; he did keep up and even increase
      German industrial productivity till the end. But partly untrue. Most of his vaunted organizing skills were
      inherited from his predecessor Fritz Todt. Todt died in an unexplained air crash a day after vainly trying to
      convince Hitler that the war was lost. Speer’s renown for super-efficiency gives him credit for Todt’s vast
      achievements. Perhaps Speer’s unique achievement was as courtier, who came out on top during the intrigues and
      rivalries among Nazi leaders. He was also one of the only Nazi leaders with whom Hitler could share his artistic
      and architectural interests, as when they visited the Paris Opera House together.
    


    
      What really made the Nazis and Hitler need Speer was as symbol of what Alfred Rosenberg, Goebbels, and others
      called “steel romanticism.” Wagnerian racist romanticism was Nazism’s goal and emotion but modern technology was
      the all-important means toward this goal. Nazism is often oversimplified as “medieval” and “anti-modern.”
      Actually it used the most modern technics and latest machinery, universally applied. Nazi scientists came close
      to the atom bomb, although losing the race to our Manhattan Project for reasons still debated (the debate over
      Heisenberg’s motives). Hitler’s intended “Volkswagen” (“people’s car”) was science for the masses. Auschwitz was
      science for the massacres (the gas Zyklon-B). This in contrast with the non-technological tsarist pogroms,
      Stalin’s bullets, the slaughter of Armenians in 1915. The Nazi synthesis of romanticism and modern technics
      (though a seeming contradiction) was best summed up by Goebbels: “National Socialism has understood how to take
      the soulless framework of technology and fill it with the rhythm and hot impulses of our time.”
    


    
      Steel romanticism had already begun in the 1920s with non-Nazi or anti-Nazi writers like Oswald Spengler, Ernst
      Jünger, and others but became basic to the Nazi self-image and public image. Precisely because the core of Nazism
      was irrational Wagnerian romanticism, Nazism needed this self-image and public image as framework. Speer became
      indispensable to Hitler as the ultimate personification of such images.
    


    
      Review of Albert Speer, Inside the Third Reich, translated by Richard and Clara Winston (Macmillan).
      Chicago Sun-Times “Book Week,” September 20, 1970.
    

  


  
    IN Search of Stauffenberg (1966)


    
      By utilizing personal acquaintance with relatives and friends of Count Claus von Stauffenberg (hereafter
      abbreviated as CS), as well as with the rather different Kreisau circle of Count Helmut James von Moltke and
      other anti-Hitler Germans, and by checking these results against contrary opinions, I have accumulated some
      first-hand documentation as well as a wealth of conflicting interpretations, all of which together make possible
      a broader understanding of the problems of the very real though small resistance inside Germany to the Third
      Reich. Originally I had hoped to gather new material on a number of different Germans killed for opposing Hitler.
      Here follows a list of the towns and people visited for this project. I have retained carefully checked notes
      from each interview. It is hoped that the preservation and future publication of first-hand eyewitness accounts
      may have value to the historian even when the accounts by equally honorable authorities are in contradiction.
      (Such unresolved contradictions arose on several crucial points, for example the question of whether Stauffenberg
      had originally hailed or denounced Hitler’s appointment to power and at what point CS decided to progress from
      passive anti-Nazism to the activism which culminated in his attempt at assassination of Hitler on July 20, 1944.)
    


    
      Summary of Interviews


      
        In America. Professor Curt von Faber du Faur, of the Yale German Department, knew the whole
        Stauffenberg family of three generations and had first seen Claus and his brothers as small boys; his
        reminiscences increased my understanding of the psychology of the Swabian nobility in general and of this
        particular family and the latter’s special role at the Swabian Royal Court, a court and family relatively free
        from Prussian militarist influences. CS’s cousin, Hans Christoph, while in America in 1965, as well as during
        1962–1963 in Germany, provided some first-hand accounts of the reactions of CS and his parents to German
        political events.
      


      
        In regard to differences between the Moltke and CS branches of the Resistance, I interviewed (separately)
        Moltke’s widow as well as his brother, the distinguished architect. Both, although admitting the heroism of CS,
        stressed that Moltke’s Kreisau group refrained from the unsuccessful attempt of July 20 and disapproved of
        assassination as a weapon against the Nazi tyrant. In a field where agreement is hard to establish even on some
        of the basic facts, it is even harder to establish agreement on motives. After consulting the above and other
        Moltke authorities, some of whom (as was also the case with CS) do not wish to be named, it is still unclear
        whether Moltke’s disapproval of the attempted tyrannicide was based on the absolute moral ground of something
        akin to Christian pacifism or on the pragmatic ground of the inexpediency of tyrannicide as leading to
        reprisals if it fails and to a martyr’s role (for the tyrant) if it succeeds.
      


      
        In Poland. In December, 1962, in Warsaw I discussed these problems with the influential Polish
        communist historian, Professor Andrzej Josef Kaminski and his colleagues. In contrast with all who had
        personally known Stauffenberg—who disagreed only on the date at which CS became anti-Nazi (on non-utilitarian
        ethical grounds) before Hitler began losing the war—these Marxist historians refused to regard CS as anti-Nazi
        at all. They regarded his act of July 20 as an attempt by militarists and snobbish aristocrats to save German
        fascism and its aggressive war by assassinating the bungler who was losing the war. Curiously, whereas this
        point of view is shared by some communists in Russia and other Eastern European countries, many others took the
        viewpoint that CS was a true anti-Nazi and would have worked with the Russians and communists had he succeeded.
        Thus Heinrich Homann, Deputy President of the State Council of Communist East Germany, wrote: “CS is ours.” The
        ambiguity of the physically heroic but politically inarticulate CS increases when we consider that meanwhile
        the conservative General Adolph Heusinger of the West German army wrote: “Our stand is with Stauffenberg,”
        while the Soviet historian Mikhail Milstein was writing: “CS was a splendid human being and a true warrior
        against Hitler-fascism, who will have a permanent place in the history of the German people.”
      


      
        Why then the unanimity of Polish communist historians against CS? Perhaps it is not unconnected with the fact
        that, while my Polish interlocutors were mechanical and listless when reciting Marxist abstractions (about
        Hitler and CS being equally tools of capitalism), they became “human” and animated when calling to my attention
        the concrete fact that the plans and proclamations of the CS group made no specific reference to the liberation
        of Poland. As a high-level example of an official Polish point of view (let who can disentangle the interwoven
        though very different strands of nationalist emotion and communist cerebration), the reader may consult
        Professor Kaminski’s thoughtful and well-written article (entitled “The Shared Knowledge and Shared Guilt of
        Prusso-German Generals in Regard to Hitler’s War Plans”) in Probleme der Geschichte des Zweiten
        Weltkrieges (Berlin, Akademie-Verlag, 1958), pp. 196–200.
      


      
        In Switzerland. In Lausanne, June, 1963, I interviewed young Haimeran von Stauffenberg, the older of
        the two sons of our subject. He gave concrete examples of his father’s humanity, sense of humor, and scorn for
        sham. Later in June I drove with Haimeran (who had recently graduated from Phillips Andover Academy, in the
        United States, was then at Lausanne University, and works now, in 1966, in Boston) to spend an afternoon with
        Robert Boehringer in Geneva. Boehringer is considered the leading spokesman and surviving disciple of the
        German poet-prophet and esthete Stefan George, to whose circle Claus and his two brothers had belonged in the
        1920s. It is known that George thought highly of the three brothers and had dedicated a poem to brother
        Berthold (later also killed by the Nazis), and that Claus had recited George’s “Anti-Christ” poem to friends
        shortly before July 20 as supposedly a prophetic warning to the German people against Hitler. But once again
        the grantee found—among eyewitness friends and family—total disagreement as to whether the George influence on
        CS was deep or superficial and whether it helped motivate the twentieth of July. There is even disagreement as
        to whether Claus’s dying words were an appeal for “the eternal Germany’ (the almost routine slogan of any
        sincere patriot) or “the secret Germany” (mystic private slogan of the George circle and their hope for an
        idealistic, aristocratic renewal).
      


      
        Although I observed books by members of the George circle in CS’s private library in Bamberg (including
        Bertram’s Nietzsche), the sons tended to reject completely the thesis of any George influence. The two
        cousins of CS, Friedrich and Hans Christoph von Stauffenberg (interviewed in April, 1963, in Friedrich’s castle
        near Sigmaringen), conceded the possibility of an early George influence but believed that it ceased completely
        after his maturity and his entrance into his career as an officer. Yet the George influence was emphatically
        reaffirmed by Count Alexander von Stauffenberg (whom I interviewed in early June, 1963, by telephone in
        Munich). Alexander (now deceased) was then the only surviving brother; later I received from Alexander his
        poetic elegy for George, “Der Tod des Meisters.” In Geneva, Boehringer told me a number of interesting
        anecdotes about Claus and his brothers and showed a photograph of the brothers carrying George’s coffin at the
        latter’s funeral in December, 1933, in Switzerland, whither the poet had moved after Hitler’s coming to power.
        According to the most interesting of Boehringer’s anecdotes, George—on first being shown the face of the boy
        Claus in the 1920s—exclaimed that this was the face of a future murderer, perhaps in some noble cause. In Basel
        I discussed these problems with Professor Edgar Salin, the Stefan George and Nietzsche disciple, and was
        allowed to study his library.
      


      
        In Italy. In Rome I had illuminating discussions—concerning the dilemma and isolation of the German
        Resistance—with two leading authorities on the subject, the Catholic novelist Stefan Andres and the director of
        the German Academy in Rome, Baron Michael Marschall von Bieberstein. The latter, a friend of the Stauffenberg
        family, provided an introduction to CS’s niece, Countess Maria von Stauffenberg, living at Lautlingen über
        Bahlingen, Württemberg, where CS’s mother (of the Uxkull family) had lived and had greatly influenced CS.
      


      
        In Austria. In Vienna I spent an evening with the scholars Friedrich Heer, Wilfried Daim, and their
        group, getting the point of view of this liberal-Catholic group towards Stauffenberg and the Resistance. They
        put me on the trail of a former Stauffenberg military colleague with knowledge of the wartime Reichswehr files
        on CS but were unable to clarify still another unsolved mystery: what CS said to Bishop Preysing (now deceased)
        in his last confession shortly before making the assassination attempt of July 20. Whether CS was a merely
        nominal or a deeply believing Catholic remains as hotly debated among his acquaintances as whether he remained
        a Stefan George disciple.
      


      
        In West Germany. 1962–1963, in Bamberg, Sigmaringen, Bonn, Tübingen, Munich, Ulm, etc. These
        interviews, being often with people closer to CS than the above, were many times more important than all the
        above combined and occupied far more time; hence have received the shortest treatment here: to summarize the
        many pages of notes taken on talks with CS’s German relatives and friends would literally “fill a book” (and
        some day may). Here the more important West German interviews are listed without amplification. Suffice it to
        preface the list by stressing that the two most revealing sources—for CS’s personality as well as his
        humanistic, non-militarist value code—were CS’s widow Nina (with whom I spent an afternoon in Bamberg, along
        with their daughter) and his school friend Pfizer, then mayor of Ulm. The widow, who showed CS’s personal
        library and study and movingly recounted the family experiences before and after July 20, has been interviewed
        before, even on German television. But what seems an incomprehensible oversight is
        that others have not recorded at all—or not recorded extensively—the school-day memories of the very reliable
        and perceptive mayor of Ulm. The latter told me that in their shared school (the Stuttgart classical Gymnasium)
        he found Berthold (also in the July 20 plot and also killed) the most logical, practical, and politically
        articulate of the three Stauffenberg brothers, Alexander the most scholarly but impractical, and CS the most
        “magnetic”: not as a thinker but as a born leader and man of action with the artistic rather than the
        intellectual earmarks of genius. This judgment confirms the grantee’s conclusion that it is an error to look
        for any coherent articulate political program in CS, who, rather, served as a moral magnet of humanistic
        revulsion against Hitler. The German adjective “strahlend,” to indicate someone radiant with an
        inspiring moral leadership, was repeated frequently not only by Pfizer but also by others interviewed,
        including CS’s two cousins of the family’s Freiherr branch, Friedrich and Hans Christoph, both interviewed by
        me in Munich as well as in Friedrich’s castle in Wilflingen bei Sigmaringen.
      


      
        In Bonn, I interviewed Thomas Dehler, vice president of the Bonn Parliament and former head of the Free
        Democratic Party; he had known CS during their shared youth in Bamberg and was critical of CS’s elitism and his
        intensely aristocratic proclivities (riding clubs etc.) while admiring and supporting the heroism of July 20.
        The historical background of July 20 was discussed in Tübingen with Professor Hans Rothfels and Professor
        Walter Jens, as well as with Professor Krausnick, director of the Institut für Zeitgeschichte, in Munich, whose
        indispensable library was made available. The many others with whom these problems were discussed, include CS’s
        younger son, a student in Munich; young von Dohnanyi, the son of the martyred anti-Nazi collaborator of CS,
        also in Munich; and in Ulm Mrs. Aichinger, of the “White Rose” resistance movement.
      


      
        First published by the American Philosophical Society.
      

    

  


  
    OGLING THROUGH ICE: THE
    SULLEN LYRICISM OF GEORG HEYM (1971)


    
      The collected works of Georg Heym have been appearing at intervals during the last decade, ably edited by Karl
      Ludwig Schneider and published by Heinrich Ellermann Verlag, Hamburg and Munich. Volumes IV and V are not out
      yet; volume I contains Heym’s lyrics (1964); II his stories and plays (1962); III his diaries, dreams, and
      letters (1960); VI the “Documents on His Life and Work” (1968). Those for whom a briefer acquaintance with Heym
      suffices will find value in the Fischer paperback, Gedichte und Prosa, edited by Hans Rauschning
      (Frankfurt, 1962), and the useful but incomplete Gesammelte Gedichte, edited by Carl Seelig (Verlag der
      Arche, Zurich, 1947), incorrectly subtitled “Complete Edition.” (This translator used the Zurich edition for
      “Final Vigil,” a poem he has worked on for eight years, the official edition being not yet available.)
    


    
      Born in Silesia in 1887, reared in Berlin, son of a bourgeois whom he despised as philistine, Heym studied law at
      several German universities and studied Chinese at the University of Berlin. He drowned in 1912, at the age of
      twenty-four, while ice-skating with a friend whom he had quixotically tried to rescue against hopeless odds.
    


    
      For sheer gruesomeness, few scenes can vie with that of Heym in the morgue. His corpse was stretched out between
      two unnamed strangers. The first was a mangled suicide, some new and plebeian version of Anna Karenina, scraped
      up from the railroad tracks. The second stranger was a drowned fisherman, ensconced like one of his fish in a
      solid block of ice. Though in a coffin, Heym too was still frozen so ice-like that his complexion stayed ruddy
      and his features lively. Observers were particularly upset by the bitter expression of his lips, twisted by the
      horror of fifteen minutes of continuous screaming for help to onlookers. The latter (were they afraid of getting
      their feet wet?) dared not venture near enough with ropes or ladders. In the morgue some hack pastor, knowing
      nothing of Heym, intoned conventional pieties over this convention-rejecting and antireligious poet. Thereupon
      Heym looked as if he wanted to jump up “to crack the pastor’s skull open” (to quote an eyewitness). Later, Heym’s
      art nouveau chums went dancing round the body, waving garlands and dutifully reciting Hölderlin.
    


    
      Throughout his short life Heym yearned for fame avidly and in vain. The yearning emerges quite explicitly not
      only in his letters but in the poem starting, “Wär’ ich berühmt.” There is a pathetic reminder of Vachel Lindsay
      handing out his poems and manifestos at indifferent Springfield street corners, when we hear of Heym’s handing
      out revolutionary articles and poems in the indifferent streets of Wilhelminian Berlin. His first published verse
      appeared in autumn 1910 in Der Demokrat, an obscure radical magazine. His first book of poems, Der
      ewige Tag, appeared in 1911. He was almost totally unrecognized, not only in his lifetime but until 1945.
    


    
      After World War II in Germany, his apocalyptic poems of war and doom did make Heym famous. That was because, as
      earlier with Stefan George, German readers often allow a poet’s dubious prophetic role1 to overshadow his genuine lyric craftsmanship.
      Heym’s current reputation as an atomic-age prophet is in reality based on distortion and accident, despite the
      much-cited fact that his prophecies of war and the burning of big cities turned out to be correct. This
      correctness was mostly by coincidence, for his prophecies were motivated more by a subjective malaise—untypical,
      not to be generalized—than by an objective insight into things to come.
    


    
      Time to rescue Heym from the Heym cult. In the Germany of the late 1960s, too much was being made of his daemonic
      vision of big cities. Even in his day the vision was not really new, The Baudelaire of the urban ant-heap
      (cité fourmillante) was there first. When examined closely, Heym’s cities embody a horror that looks
      backward to the pre-urban visions of Bosch (which Heym then works into an urban photomontage) rather than forward
      to megalopolis. Being based on his supposed urban modernity, the belated cult of Heym is a case of admiring an
      admirable writer for the wrong reason. The right reason, his lyricism, suffices. No need for an aesthetic
      diabolism (so modish if one thinks of contemporary drama, for example). Or is the most with-it alienated genius
      of today that fat boy in Dickens who wants only to “make your flesh creep”?
    


    
      One of the few and very exceptional cases where Heym does seem to prophesy by more than coincidence, is his poem
      “Der Krieg.” It happens to be his most famous, though its rhythmic monotony prevents it from being among his best
      poems. Fritz Martini’s essay on “Der Krieg” does make a convincing case for the argument that it foreshadows the
      daemonic catastrophe—invoking the spirit and impersonal mass annihilation of World War II. (Reference is to his
      Heym essay in volume II of Die deutsche Lyrik, edited by Benno von Wiese.) But probably there is not
      enough of this kind of Heym poetry to permit such generalizing as Martini’s words: “etwas Prophetisches,
      Seherhaftes.” And even if there were enough, the aesthetic metaphoric mark of “Der Krieg,” a merit which Martini
      analyzes brilliantly, is more unusual by far than its resemblance to World War II. Indeed, if you are looking for
      a profounder prophecy of World War II, you will find it instead in the description that Karl Kraus thought he was
      writing of World War I—one reason why it was not understood at the time—in his play Die letzten Tage der
      Menschheit.
    


    
      In any case no one can doubt that Martini does prove convincingly that Heym’s war god is not the chivalrous
      medieval and Biblical deity of Liliencron’s battlefield poetry (for example, “Wer weiss wo”). Heym’s
      Jugendstil coterie would have howled Liliencron down as a square, and as for Uhland’s “Der gute
      Kamerad,” it would have seemed to them high camp, had they but known the term. Even so, the contrast is not
      really so complete. Medieval religion and teleology, openly banished by Heym from the front door in “Der Krieg,”
      return secretly by the back door in the same poem when you consider that its final moralizing noun is “Gomorrah”:
    


    
      Eine grosse Stadt versank in gelbem Rauch,
      

      Warf sich lautlos in des Abgrunds Bauch.
      

      Aber riesig über glühnden Trümmern steht,
      

      Der in wilde Himmel dreimal seine Fackel dreht
    


    
      Dass er mit dem Brande weit die Nacht verdorr,
      

      Pech und Feuer träufet unten auf Gomorrh.
    


    
      This very Biblical conclusion makes the Heym of 1912 less modern and unmoral about war than he now seems to be
      after 1945—or would like to appear to be. Comparable is the fallacy of equating (via the surrealist pigeonhole)
      Bosch’s backward-facing, neo-medieval bitterness (so close to Heym’s) with the sleek chic pique of today’s
      Dali-ers.
    


    
      If Tonio Kröger, that embarrassing Young Werther of Thomas Mann, yearns to be Hans Hansen, the Lübeck burgher,
      then Heym is a Prussian Hans Hansen who yearns to be a Tonio Kröger. One may make the most of Heym’s Silesian
      heritage, the famous mystical melancholy of an Angelus Silesius. Nevertheless, Heym—the solid law student, the
      son of a solid bureaucrat—had more of the North German “wholesomeness,” both athlete and future civil servant,
      than he dared to admit to his own rebel soul, to his own voulu perversities.
    


    
      Regard his photograph. His sullen confused moonface emanates the wrong kind of charm. In company he would have
      been irritatingly amusing. And why the over-insistence on a subversive scowl and daredevil eyes? Is it perhaps an
      attempt to distract from the brand-mark of the North-Protestant burgher (German equivalent of the American WASP)
      upon his own cheeks and forehead? As young Ilya Ehrenburg in Paris said of Lenin to an acquaintance of ours (and
      denied saying when we met Ehrenburg in Moscow forty years later): “He looks not like a revolutionary intellectual
      but like a petit-bourgeois concierge.”
    


    
      The single poem that most influenced Heym was Rimbaud’s “Bâteau Ivre” though otherwise his favorite poet was
      Baudelaire. How did Heym react to the German poets of his day? Rilke he rejected as soupy, “a sparrow with
      peacock feathers.” Heym’s Nachlass includes these unpublished notes for a preface of a future volume:
      “At a time when the weak cadaver of a Stefan George and the over-rouged wench Maria Rilke are staging their
      greenish puppet-play on the nightly Parnassus before an astounded moon,…. I dare to venture forth with a little
      volume.” That stance of arrogant humility and exultant despair is typical of his other notes and letters. Here,
      for example, is a diary notation of 20 July 1909: “I love all those who bear within themselves a torn heart; I
      love Kleist, Grabbe, Hölderlin, Büchner. I love Rimbaud and Marlowe, I love all who are not worshipped by the
      broad masses. I love all who often so despair of themselves as I almost daily despair of myself.”
    


    
      Full of an adolescent exuberance that refutes his adolescent pose of decadence, here is how Heym was writing to
      his friends a couple of years before 1914: “If only barricades were built again, I would be the first to mount
      them; I would want to feel, even with the bullet in my heart, the intoxication of enthusiasm.” At this point, as
      a mocker of the tameness of mere socialists, he can be seen as a future “communist activist”: not so much a
      disciplined Leninist as an early Spartakist—though only temporarily. And in the same passage Heym goes on to say,
      “If only one could start a war, even an unjust war; this peace is so putrid.” At this point he can also be seen
      as a future fascist activist: not so much a regimented Nazi as an early “Free Corps” ruffian of the 1920s. But
      again only temporarily.
    


    
      Heym seems to have tried to combine in his lift the influence of Nietzsche and Marx, the individualist proponent
      of “aristocratic radicalism” (phrase of Georg Brandes) and the collectivist proponent of proletarian radicalism.
      In 1912 the same two influences were shaping another haunter of literary-political cafés: Heym’s contemporary,
      Gavrilo Princip, the future assassin who at Sarajevo was to trigger World War I.
    


    
      One cannot help associating the so-called ideology of both these “angry young men,” essentially a café ideology
      with mingled fumes of bourgeois stale beer, and that anti-bourgeois aestheticism which is not so much politics as
      metapolitics.2
    


    
      Heym’s literary as well as social opinions (they need not be known in any detail to understand his poetry) are
      best summarized if we say: he was against everybody, and violently so. The only outlook Heym could never tolerate
      was prudence and reasonableness, a sensible liberal-conservative moderation. Whatever ideas his letters and
      diaries happened to express, they had one common denominator: hysteria and a lack of logic. Meanwhile, from start
      to finish, he looked like the most conventional Eagle Scout or Wandervogel, glowing with health and
      sportsmanship. Especially when ice-skating. He was almost always preposterous, conceited, courageous, and
      muddled—and made the ponderous German language dance like an angel. If the preceding word seems overwritten, it
      echoes one of his friends who called him “half rowdy, half angel.” Having so soon exhausted all extremes and
      finding nothing beyond, he might have become a conventional and “conservative” old Wordsworth, had he not died so
      young.
    


    
      Heym wanted to he influenced by Hölderlin (who didn’t at that date?) but the influence is more grammatical than
      substantive. For example, in line three of Heym’s “Spitzköpfig kommt er,” he adopts Hölderlin’s habit of having
      the subject appear, in reverse order, two lines after the predicate, thereby achieving build-up and suspense. The
      “er” is the moon:
    


    
      Spitzköpfig kommt er liber die Dächer hoch
    


    
      Und schleppt seine gelben Haare nach,
    


    
      Der Zauberer, der still in die Himmelszimmer steigt
    


    
      In vieler Gestirne gewundenem Blumenpfad.
    


    
      More deeply influential on Heym than Hölderlin were the two poets he least wanted to be influenced by and most
      strongly condemned: Rilke and George. Perhaps the exaggerated attacks that we have quoted from Heym against these
      two poets are a badger’s attempt to cover his tracks in their snow: to deny his borrowings by defaming them.
      Certainly these two concluding tercets from his poem “Die Bienen fallen” are, respectively, a direct echo of the
      autumn stateliness in George’s Jahr der Seele and the autumn pathos in the last stanza of Rilke’s
      “Herbsttag” (its “Wer jetzt kein Haus hat” is in turn an echo of Nietzsche’s “Die Krähen schrein”):
    


    
      Die langen Kähne, die das Jahr verschlafen,
    


    
      Mit schlaffem Wimpel hängend in der Schwäche,
    


    
      Sind eingebracht im winterlichen Hafen.
    


    
      Die Menschen aber, die vergessen werden,
    


    
      Hat Winter weit zerstreut in kahler Fläche
    


    
      Und bläst sie flüchtig über dunkle Erden.
    


    
      The only poem unduly influenced by Hofmannsthal is “Ein Herbstabend,” where the irregular terza rima and mournful
      dignity are echoes of Hofmannsthal’s “Ballade des äusseren Lebens.”
    


    
      There is no such motive of covering tracks; there is only naked undiluted arrogance when the Heym diaries of 1910
      dismiss Goethe as a pompous “fathead” and Weimar “lackey.” Consider the injustice of it: Heym, in his Sturm
      und Drang, condemning Goethe who had at that age, and in a different context, a stormier and more original
      Sturm und Drang. Yet in justice to Heym’s poetic sensibility, which never deserts him even when justice
      deserts him, the anti-Goethe passage develops from rant into profundity when Heym goes on to call himself
      “cowardly out of lack of danger.” This perceptive phrase is the same theme, namely lack of opportunity to test
      himself, that we find in his desire to die on nonexistent barricades. Heym, of course, was the opposite of a
      coward when the opportunity and the danger did come. In the end the barricades turned out to be different and
      lonelier, when Heym died because of his deliberate and quite hopeless attempt to save his drowning friend Ernst
      Balcke.
    


    
      In defense of Heym’s considerable originality, we my note that the borrowing between him and his far older and
      more famous contemporaries was, at least in the case of Rilke, reciprocated. Rilke’s “Fünf Gesänge” of August
      1914 echoes, almost to the point of plagiarism, the opening of Heym’s “Der Krieg” (“Aufgestanden ist er, welcher
      lange schlief et cetera) when Rilke writes: “Zum ersten Mal seh ich dich aufstehen, Hörengesagter, fernster,
      unglaublicher Kriegs-Gott.’
    


    
      Though typical of Heym in craftsmanship, “Final Vigil” is untypical in subject matter. Its subject is an
      individual death. His other poems more often deal with mass doom. They parade a veritable menagerie of morgues,
      suicides, madmen, hanged criminals, deaf men, blind women, and some choice somnambulists worthy of Dr. Caligari.
      Heym records his doomed parades not through direct observation but through a shimmer of sinister “Fun House”
      reflections. It was still a cozy, warm world in 1912, but he photographed it through a cold blue lens, as if
      already ogling up from under the ice that drowned him.
    


    
      Heym’s treatment of death is often delicate and hushed. For example, his Ophelia elegy, not to mention “Final
      Vigil.” Yet even more frequent is what we must call the lurid Heym. His more lurid poems of death teeter on the
      edge of silliness. They include, depending upon which way they teeter, his best and worst writing.
    


    
      Consider, for example, his sonnet cycle about the battle of Marathon. Except for one half-hearted and
      unconvincing sonnet about good old liberty, the cycle ignores—as allegedly outworn—all the traditional issues of
      that battle, all the partisan abstractions about Greek freedom versus oriental despotism. Instead, the Marathon
      cycle concentrates with nonpartisan gusto on the concrete sensuousness of mutual slaughter and on what he calls
      the Eastern “orgy of color.”3
      Not the delicate and hushed Heym but the lurid Heym, at both best and worst, wrote the passage about a Persian
      throttling a Greek to death and then dying himself while guzzling the blood from his victim’s guts: a tableau
      half of hate and half of polymorphic sexuality. Meanwhile, drooling vultures hover in gourmet neutrality over
      history’s mast famous battlefield. No wonder most memoirs and essays about Heym are marred by too many
      exclamation marks4 and not
      enough literary reassessment.
    


    
      Part of Heym’s method is to achieve so much sparseness of language (meaning not only economy of diction but the
      rhythm-condensation known in spondees) that the sudden appearance of an uneconomical extra syllable has twofold
      effect; it comes as a relief in rhythm and as a revelation in meaning. An example of this twofold effect hinges
      on the extra syllable “Ganz” in the last two quatrains of “Spitzköpfig kommt er” (one of those we are
      translating):
    


    
      Alle Tiere unten im Wald und Gestrüpp
    


    
      Liegen mit Häuptern sauber gekämmt,
    


    
      Singend den Mond-Choral. Aber die Kinder
    


    
      Knien in den Bettchen in weissem Hemd.
    


    
      Meiner Seele unendliche See
    


    
      Ebbet langsam in sanfter Flut.
    


    
      Ganz grün bin ich innen. Ich schwinde hinaus
    


    
      Wie ein gläserner Luftballon
    


    
      “Ganz” at first glance seems trivial and unnecessary in both meaning and rhythm. It is one of those quick little
      adverbs that clutter up colloquial German. But here the poem hinges on “Ganz” because of the perfect timing with
      which Heym introduces this clutter word as a relief in rhythm from such rigorously uncluttered lines as “Singend
      den MondChoral. Aber die Kinder:” The rhythm change, far from being meaningless sound, carries the built-in
      meaning of special emphasis. These unnecessary little German particles! And yet “Ganz,” in so special a context,
      becomes necessary and big. Perhaps the secret of the Heym method is to make the trivial portentous and to impart
      to clichés the electroshock therapy of wonder. Only Yeats is Heym’s superior in the use of sudden quick extra
      syllables after or before slow condensed lines; for example, the cluttered next to last line of Yeats’s “No
      Second Troy,” followed by the sparse final line: “Why, what could she have done being what she is? Was there
      another Troy for her to burn?” Yet this is only one of many categories of Heym’s rhythmic mastery, and some of
      the others, for example, the effect of “Leerer nun” instead of “Nun leerer” in “Last Vigil,” are unmatched even
      in Yeats.
    


    
      We believe that Heym’s rhythmic originality (which our translation endeavors partly to convey) is so considerable
      that no other German or English poet can, on that score, be compared with him (though a modern Romanian poet can:
      that other monomaniac of death and revolution, Tudor Arghezi5). However, in his never static, always propulsive metaphors Heym does have one
      equivalent in American letters and one in British letters: Hart Crane (the Crane of the six “Voyages,” of the
      “adagios of islands”) and the South African Roy Campbell.6 As an epitaph for the breakneck gallop of Heym’s imagery, we may cite a line from
      Campbell: “Stunned by his own expenditure of force.” In all three poets, metaphor loses autonomy and becomes a
      sub-topic under the category “rhythm.” In all three, the rhythms are emphatically preferable to their surface
      message (meaning by “surface” their mere ideological rather than emotional insights). By such a preference are we
      falling into the formalist trap of selling content short? Such is certainly not the intention. The intention is
      simply to keep content in perspective. This seems a needed corrective in the special case of Heym, whose lurid
      surface content has been disproportionately emphasized by both his followers and detractors.
    


    
      Sometimes one oversimplifies for clarity. Some oversimplification seems justified, some not. In the
      oversimplified distinction above, between form and content, it must not be forgotten that content is able to form
      and that form is able to contain. The oversimplified distinction does seem at least partly justified in the
      exceptional case of Heym’s way of coping with more emotion than words can hear. No hermetic aestheticism: we are
      not saying, “Look only at his form, look only at his rhythms.” We are saying, his rhythms are relatively original
      and emotionally true while his content, separable or inseparable, is relatively unoriginal and
      unilluminating—though valuable in other ways: namely intellectually exciting, metaphorically dynamic, stimulating
      to the nerve ends but not to the core. In over a dozen major lyrics like “Auf einmal aber,” “Spitzköpfig kommt
      er,” “Im kurzen Abend,” “Die gefangenen Tiere,” “Deine Wimpern, die langen,” “Da mitternachts,” “Umbra vitae,”
      “Robespierre,” “November,” “Die Höfe luden uns ein,” and “Der Garten der Irren” the rhythm states (partly by
      craftsmanship and partly by some marvelous accident) that universality which the word-content strains after in
      vain.
    


    
      Heym’s poems glow with primitive energy and bypassed grammar. Yet he was far from a primitive, far from either a
      noble or ignoble savage. On the contrary, he was well educated, well read. He was a good student who did his
      homework and whose cult of anti-Philistinism hated all good students who did their homework. Between bouts of
      studying Calvinistically for exams, he reveled in threats of murder and suicide. It is easy to explain his
      literary and personal defects (bear in mind how much of his work is teen-age); it is easy for his critics to be
      more mature than he; meanwhile none has managed to explain or analyze his literary excellences.
    


    
      The end of knowledge is wonder; neither scholarship nor psychoanalysis nor sociology have yet explained why, out
      of one hundred similar arty neurotics, the one excels and the other ninety-nine are duds. This translator
      believes that the two greatest craftsmen of twentieth-century German letters are not Benn and Rilke but
      Hofmannsthal and Brecht (Hofmannsthal for his stories rather than his poems, Brecht rather for his poems than his
      plays) and that the second rank of greatness includes, with no more than three or four others, Georg Heym. But
      why such an achievement from such muddled and messy threshings? To put it differently and equally unanswerably:
      why did Clare, Blake, and Beddoes write so well? Whatever the answer, it includes the concept of resonance. Their
      simplest “two plus two” resounds eerily, louder and louder (a diminishing echo in reverse) through the years of
      our later perspective. It is worth learning German just in order to savor Heym’s vowel-swollen, eerily hovering
      rhythms—and then forgetting German again so as to savor a music unencumbered by message.
    


    Notes


    
      First published in Books Abroad, 1971.
    


    
      1Ironic: while many Germans make seers of such
      socially and humanly unperceptive poets as Stefan George and Georg Heym (both memorable for their lyricism, not
      their insight), the same German readers dismiss as a pastoral escapist their one authentic seer of the century,
      that noble nonagenarian Wilhelm Lehmann. Lehmann’s choice of rustic imagery—more important his seemingly cheerful
      mask of rusticity—is what alone enables him, as is did Robert Frost, to endure his truthfully tragic perceptions
      of our reality, including our urban reality. Our urban mechanization can be expressed, indicted, and transcended
      by metaphors more archetypal than machinery; indeed the use of machine metaphor in poetry, once an exciting
      innovation and now a fad, may soon be looked back on as a cliché, a “poetic diction.” just a much as any
      galleons, skylarks, or rhymes of “love” and “dove.” Probably two more generations must pass (still another
      Neue Sachlichkeit and another Neuromantik) before German critics are ready to understand the
      amazingly convoluted symbolism through which Lehmann hints at—and bears—his unbearable insights. His is a
      bitterness less posed than the professional bitterness of many rebels on the right, tempered by a love for
      humanity less rhetorical than that of many rebels on the left. No social prophet in the sense of ideologies,
      Lehmann evokes such depth of human perception that he will someday be recognized by readers, in his shy
      unmandarin way, as a prophet of humaneness and humanity. And the pons asinorum to precede such
      recognition will be the realization that Lehmann is not a nature poet.
    


    
      2The term is analyzed as length, via Richard Wagner
      and the German romanticist revolt against civilization, in Peter Viereck, Metapolitics: From Wagner to
      Hitler. New paperback edition by Transaction Publishers, 2003.
    


    
      3Apropos colors for Heym, note his reaction to Van
      Gogh: “Ich habe jetzt für Farben einen geradezu wahnsinnigen Sinn.” As his beloved Rimbaud found colors in
      vowels, so Heym found vowels in colors.
    


    
      4For example, Georg Heym oder Vom Geist des
      Schicksals (reworking of a Gedenkrede held after his death) by Erwin Loewenson the friend who back
      in 1911 had persuaded Heym to read Freud. Incidentally Erwin Loewenson is wrongly indexed as Erich Loewenson in
      the important 1947 Zurich edition of Heym’s poems.
    


    
      5On Arghezi see Books Abroad 43:1, pp. 32–36
    


    
      6Note the almost identical propulsiveness in
      Campbell’s “The Albatross” and in Heym’s moon poem beginning: “Den blutrot dort.”
    


    APPENDIX: “FINAL VIGIL” REVISED


    
      FINAL VIGIL, 1912
      

      How dark the veins of your temples;
      

      Heavy, heavy your hands.
      

      Deaf to my voice, already
      

      In sealed-off lands?
    


    
      Under the light that flickers
      

      You are so mournful and old;
      

      And your lips are talons
      

      Clenched in a cruel mold.
    


    
      Silence is coming tomorrow
      

      And possibly underway
      

      The last rustle of garlands
      

      The first air of decay.
    


    
      Later the nights will follow
      

      Emptier year by year:
      

      Here where your head lay & gently
      

      Ever your breathing was near.
    


    
      LETZTE WACHE
      

      Wie dunkel sind deine Schläfen
      

      Und deine Hände so schwer.
      

      Bist du schon weit von dannen
      

      Und hörst mich nicht mehr?
    


    
      Unter dem flackenden Lichte
      

      Bist du so traurig und alt,
      

      Und deine Lippen sind grausam
      

      In ewiger Starre gekrallt.
    


    
      Morgen schon ist hier das Schweigen
      

      Und vielleicht in der Luft
      

      Noch das Rascheln von Kränzen
      

      Und ein verwesender Duft.
    


    
      Aber die Nächte werden
      

      Leerer nun, Jahr um Jahr.
      

      Hier wo dein Haupt lag, und leise
      

      Immer dein Atem war.
    


    
      (Translated from the German by Peter Viereck)
    


    
      Note On The Translation


      
        Here is a sample of problems confronting the translation of selections of Georg Heym into modern English
        poetry. The present poem, “Final Vigil,” appeared only after his death; it was among his many unpublished
        manuscripts. Despite long neglect, it has been called—by Gottfried Benn—one of the three great love poems of
        all time.
      


      
        The critic Hans Rauschning calls Kafka, Trakl, and Heym “the start of our modern literature.” But Rauschning is
        primarily referring to the diction, the subject matter, and the attitude, not the rhythms. With a rather
        different emphasis, the translator prefers to suggest that the importance of “Final Vigil” (and Heym in
        general) derives not from what is said but from the shattering effect of the broken cadences, the incomplete
        grammar and verbless sentences, the suddenly truncated lines, the starkness of the intermittent opening
        trochees, and above all the mood connoted by shifts of rhythm—shifts so concealed and unexpected that they
        strike like an ambush. These shifts are felt by the reader but often not noticed consciously. In contrast,
        Heym’s statements and images are more consciously noticed and less deeply felt.
      


      
        In general, the rhythm connotations of Heym often contradict what his statements and images denote. Here and
        elsewhere, neither the statements nor the images but the rhythms are original to the point of uniqueness. The
        uniqueness is worth stressing, if only to overcome the present custom of pigeonholing him with Trakl and other
        doomed contemporaries. There is none Heym can be pigeonholed with. Nor can superficial labels like
        “expressionist” be substituted for reading this Einzelgänger attentively and reading him aloud. In
        this poem and in most of his poems, the real Heym lies in the strain—seesaw—between his original method of
        rhythm connotations (in the best sense, “disturbing”) and his unoriginal method of diction denotations (in the
        worst sense, “derivative”: an undergraduate Baudelaire, a provincial poète maudit). Heym’s ear is
        better than his eye; his pulsations are truer than his pictures. He stands at the opposite extreme of the
        American imagist school, to which he was contemporary and of which he probably never heard.
      


      
        At best elemental, at worst elementary, “Final Vigil” is the most bluntly powerful elegy ever written in
        German. Some of the power reflects the possibility that this posthumous manuscript may have been unfinished.
        Fortunately so, in the sense that Heym sometimes spoiled his strong simplicities by the merely clever kind of
        revising. (Unfortunately so, in the sense of unintended confusion.) Among many other things this great poem is
        a string of clichés about death; the sophisticated kind of revision which fears the direct statement of such
        clichés, might have striven so successfully to omit them that it would also have omitted these rhythmic
        irregularities which rescue from conventionality these same overregular clichés. Here the inspired rightness of
        the occasional “wrongness” of rhythm is a kind of unsecret cryptography. When read not silently but aloud, this
        right wrongness transfigures a mechanical stereotype of sentimentality into an organic archetype of sentiment,
        whose code is known to all hearts and no dictionaries. Listen to the rhythm shifts of the last quatrain. What
        they codify—namely, sorrow’s catch in the throat—remains unmaudlin because conveyed by meter, not by explicit
        verbalizing; Heym’s truncated trimeters achieve tragedy where a broken sob would achieve only soap opera.
      


      
        Here is an example of how a poem’s unintended confusion (perhaps caused by being an early draft) can force the
        translator to hazard a guess. The choice is between a risky and unrisky guess. By highhandedly adding the words
        “last” and “first” in stanza three, the translator has made the risky choice of assuming a time sequence
        between the garlands (of festivity or more likely of funeral) and the physical decay:
      


      
        Silence is coming tomorrow
        

        And possibly underway
        

        The last rustle of garlands,
        

        The first air of decay.
      


      
        A safer translation (less vulnerable to criticism but finally rejected as flat and over-cautious by the
        translator) would have been:
      


      
        Silence is coming tomorrow
        

        And perhaps in the air
        

        Still the rustle of garlands
        

        And a decaying smell.
      


      
        More often this poem is free from such uncertainties of meaning. But even then painful choices arise for the
        translator. They arise from the dilemma not of ambiguity but of how literally to be literal. It seems more
        fruitful in actual practice to meet each of these painful choices by an ad hoc solution, in each given
        context, rather than by some abstract ideal theory about the eternal laws of translation. Our method is
        plodding and Burkean, not enlightened or philosophe. “Final Vigil” challenges the translator with over
        a dozen such cases of the traduttore-traditore dilemma. Three representative examples follow:
      


      
        	
          
            How translate “immer” the first word of the final line? Normally as “always.” Normally “ever” would have to
            he rejected as an artificial poetic diction. But the sound of “immer” demands in English a quick
            short-voweled “r” word (“ever” instead of “always”), not only by its own sound in German but in order to
            prepare for the long-voweled “r” word, (the German verb “war”) which ends the line in the poem. The English
            “here” has been transferred for this purpose from the “hier” of the preceding German line; this is why the
            English version was made to end not with “was” but with “was here.”
          

        


        	
          
            How translate “aber,” line 9, the first word? Hardly by the short faint-voweled English conjunction “but”
            or by the long and pedantic “however”: neither sound conveys that bitter turning point which here is the
            connotative (as opposed to denotative) function of “aber.” Hence our use of “later.” Not only is its longer
            and long-voweled sound closer to “aber,” but the literal meaning of “later” (unlike that of “but”) serves
            to incorporate the meaning of “nun” and thereby to express the passage of time implied by “werden…nun.”
          


          
            As evidence for the importance of the long-voweled trochaic “aber” as creating the two strongest lines in
            the poem (“Aber die Nächte werden/Leerer nun, Jahr urn Jahr”), let its instead read these two lines as
            regular iambics; we can do so simply by changing the positions of “aber” and “nun,” thereby changing rhythm
            but not meaning: “Die Nicht aber werden/Nun leerer, Jahr um Jahr.” The contrast speaks for itself as a
            vindication of Heym’s methods. The same contrast may he obtained in English if you change our translation
            (“Later the nights will follow/Emptier year by year’) into this literal and more iambic version: “But now
            the nights are getting/More empty year by year:” Clearly the translator must translate not only
            meaning—that goes without saying—but rhythm also, not necessarily by keeping the same rhythm or meter but
            by achieving the same rhythmic effect: an effect in which long vowels and voiced consonants in the one
            language can sometimes substitute for a metric heat in the other language, with English being richer in
            spondee effects, (and, of course, in general more monosyllabic and compressed). Apropos the use of “nun” in
            the above two lines, surely the German habit of interjecting little adverbs like in line 14 or “noch” in
            line 11 should he avoided rigorously in English translations, their meaning being better incorporated as a
            byproduct within more substantial words. The adverbs “halt,” “ja,” and “schon” frequently belong to this
            group also, a group disarmingly intimate in German but sometimes exasperating in English.
          

        


        	
          
            Can two seeming equivalents like the German “so” and the English “so” (in line two) be truly equated? The
            English “so” is lighter and weaker in meaning, texture, tone. “So heavy,” the literal translation of “so
            schwer,” sounds flimsy indeed. The seemingly unfaithful “heavy, heavy” does have the requisite heaviness. I
            have been faithful, Cynara, in my fashion.
          

        

      

    

  


  
    
      The Flawed Genius of
      Stefan George and His Historical Context


      STEFAN GEORGE RECONSIDERED
      (1987)


      
        Background


        
          Stefan George (1868–1933), a Nietzschean despiser of mass men, mechanization, and modernity, was a
          Rhineland-rooted admirer of French and Hellenic culture who broadened the limits of German diction in two
          ways: by creating a new poetry that was sometimes as musical as Italian and sometimes as monosyllabic and
          rugged as English. He also achieved greatness through his translations of Baudelaire, Dante, and Shakespeare.
          Today his prophet robes have faded into an Art Nouveau period piece, and his cult of master and disciple
          would strike the Anglo--American sense of humor as preposterous. Yet his is the marvelous achievement of
          almost single-handedly restoring authenticity, austerity, and the dignity of form to German poetry at a time
          when it fell between the two evils of a slack epigone romanticism and an arid unimaginative naturalism. Not
          his cult but his lyricism will appeal to American readers today. Both this selection from George and his own
          last book end with a musical “pure” lyric. Like Yeats, he progressed from 1890s lushness to a concern with
          “the seeming needs of my fool-driven land”; then back to pure lyricism—but now (like Yeats) with the austerer
          style salvaged from his engagé interlude.
        


        
          I have worked on this “impossible” translation attempt for over fifty years, starting in 1936. I prefer to
          call the result a transplanting, not a translation, because the commentaries and sometimes non-literal
          renderings try to reproduce the original soil (context, music, intent, connotations) rather than the
          dictionary-meaning denotations.1
        


        
          You ride cocksure toward every goal you set.
          

          You, too, where storm-flares halo you can loom comely.
          

          But drunken rapture—that’s what ill becomes you.
          

          Who bans wine’s grace is barred from Godhead’s gate.
        


        
          (“Nordics,” The Seventh Ring, 1907)
        


        
          Wohl nehmt ihr jedes ziel mit sicherm trott
          

          Und zuckt der strahl: so klärt auch euch das schöne
          

          Doch steht euch rausch nicht an—wer den verpöne
          

          War nie geeinigt mit dem Höchsten Gott.
        


        
          (“Nordmenscben,”Dir Siebente Ring)
        


        
          Both from extremes: you from bleak snow, and you from
          

          God-haunted desert, both far from classic core.
          

          Far from Aegean smile’s serenity,
          

          Where life gets lived in holy shapeliness…
          

          Black-haired or blond, you seek and hate each other.
          

          Sprung from one womb, yet unaware you’re brothers:
          

          Both ever roving—therefore unfulfilled.
        


        
          (“Jews and Germans: Brothers,” The Star of the Covenant, 1933–14)
        


        
          Ihr Äusserste von windumsauster klippe
          

          Und schneeiger brache! Ihe von glühender wüste!
          

          Stammort des gott-gespenstes…glech entfernte
          

          Von heitrem meer and Binnen wo sich leben
          

          Zu ende lebt in welt von gott and bild!…
          

          Blond oder schwarz demselben schoss entsprungne
          

          Verkannte brader suchend euch and hassend
          

          Ihr immer schweifend and drum nie erfüllt!
        


        
          (Untitled, Der Stern des Bundes)
        

      

      
        The Antichrist


        
          “He comes from the mountain, he stands in the grove!2
          

          Our own eyes have seen it: the wine that he wove
          

          From water, the corpses he wakens.”
        


        
          Oh could you but hear it, at midnight my laugh:
          

          My hour is striking; come step in my trap;
          

          Now into my net stream the fishes.
        


        
          The masses mass madder, both numbskull and sage;
          

          They root up the arbors, they trample the grain;
          

          Make way for the new Resurrected.
        


        
          I’ll do for you everything heaven can do.
          

          A hairbreadth is lacking—you gape too confused
          

          To sense that your senses are stricken.
        


        
          I make it all facile, the rare and the earned;
          

          Here something like gold (I create it from dirt)
          

          And something like scent, sap, and spices—
        


        
          And what the great prophet himself never dared:
          

          The art without sowing to reap out of air
          

          The power still lying fallow.
        


        
          The Lord of the Flies is expanding his Reich;
          

          All treasures, all blessings are swelling his might…
          

          Down, down with the handful who doubt him.
          

          Cheer louder, you dupes of the ambush of hell;
          

          What’s left of life’s essence, you squander its spells
        


        
          And only on doomsday feel paupered.
          

          Then you’ll hang out your tongues, but the trough has been drained;
          

          You’ll panic like cattle whose farm is ablaze…
          

          And dreadful the blast of the trumpet.
        


        
          “Dort kammt er vom berge, dort steht er im hain!
          

          Wir sahen es selber er wandelt in wein3
          

          Das wasser and spricht mit den toten,”
        


        
          O könntet ihr bören mein lachen bei nacht:
          

          Nun schlug meine stunde, nun füllt sich das garn,
          

          Nun strömen die fische zum harnen.
        


        
          Die weisen die toren toll walzt rich das volk
          

          Entwurzelt die bäume, zerklittert das korn,
          

          Macht bahn für den zug des Erstandnen.
        


        
          Kein werk ist des himmels das ich euch nicht tu.
          

          Ein haarbreit nur fehlt and ihr merkt nicht den trug
          

          Mit euren geschlagenen sinnen.
        


        
          Ich schaff euch für alles was selten and schwer
          

          Das Leichte, ein ding das wie gold ist aus lehm,
          

          Wie duft ist and soft ist and würze—
        


        
          Und was sich der grosse prophet nicht getraut:
          

          Die kunst ohne roden und säen und baun
          

          Zu saugen gespeicherte kräfte.
        


        
          Der Fürst des Geziefers verbreitet sein, reich,
          

          Kein schätz der ihm mangelt, kein glück das ihm weicht…
          

          Zu grund mit dem rest der empörer!
          

          Ihr jauchzet entzückt von dem teuflischen schein
          

          Verprasset was blieb von dem früheren seim
        


        
          Und fühlt erst die not vor dem ende.
          

          Dann hängt ihr die zunge am trocknende trog,
          

          Irrt ratlos wie vieb durch den brennenden hof…
          

          Und schrecklich erschallt die posaune.
        


        
          (“Der Widerchrist.” 1907)
        

      

      
        George Versus Klages-Schuler: Context for “Nordics,” “Jews and Germans,” and “The
        Antichrist”


        
          Time: Early 1904. Place: Munich. The Cosmic Circle (“Kosmische Runde”) of Ludwig Klages (1872–1956) and
          Alfred Schüler (1865–1923) deeming “the Jew the enemy of the human race,” had just given their erstwhile
          friend and leader, Stefan George, this ultimatum: “What binds you to Judah?” They demanded he break with his
          leading disciple, the German Jewish scholar and poet Karl Wolfskehl (1869–1948). George replied that he
          wished he had more such Jewish disciples. On other issues (as he confessed in old age to Edith Landmann)
          George’s views continued to overlap with those of the Cosmic Circle, especially in invoking (though more
          imperiously) the pagan earth mother of his poem “Templars,” But on the race issue the break was permanent.
        


        
          Like Nietzsche, George can be called not a pro-Semite but an anti-anti-Semite; The 1904 showdown informs not
          only the two preceding poems but George’s “Antichrist” of 1907, which warned Germans against a future false
          “Reich” and false “Führer,” 1904 was George’s most crucial year. It also witnessed the death at sixteen—and
          the subsequent deification by George—of the Munich boy he called Maximin, a literary parallel to Dante’s
          Beatrice and Yeats’s Maud Gonne. In 1904 George also met the twenty-year-old Robert Boehringer (1884–1974) to
          whom the greatest of all George’s love poems was written (“Nun Lass Mich Rufen”). When I interviewed
          Boehringer (and separately Claus von Stauffenberg’s son Haimeran) about these matters in Geneva in 1963,
          Boehringer, by then seventy-nine, had become the doyen of the George archivists and shared with me some of
          his sources.
        


        
          Schuler in 1922–23—and Hitler in 1924—frequented the salon of their joint patron, Elsa Bruckmann, whose
          husband, Hugo, later published Mein Kampf. Adopting the swastika from Bachofen, the prophet of
          matriarchy, Schuler established the swastika as emblem of pure Aryanism before Hitler did and may have
          influenced his racist thinking via the Bruckmann circle. Oddly enough, the gentle Rilke also admired Schuler:
          for his ecstatic mysticism. In an allegedly supernatural trance in Munich (the southern California of
          yesteryear), Schuler claimed to become the resurrected ghost of an ancient Aryan Roman. George’s dry comment:
          “If to deem Schüler mad is philistine, I’m a philistine.” Schuler proclaimed circa 1900—and Klages repeated
          the slogan during World War II—that the globe must “choose” between the “Aryan swastika” and that “castration
          symbol,” the “Jewish-Christian cross.”
        


        
          In The Seventh Ring, the poem “Porta Nigra” is dedicated “ingenio: Alf. Scolari,” Latin for
          “to Alfred Schüler.” The poem’s speaker is a ghost from ancient Rome, damning the modern world. In the
          powerful last line, the ghost announces that he was a male prostitute for Caesar’s soldiers.
        


        
          The 1904 schism over “Judah” remained traumatic for both sides. As late as 1926, George accused Hugo von
          Hofmannsthal (1874–1929) of “defecting” like Klages. In 1902 Klages had written a sycophantic book exalting
          George; in a book of 1940, editing Schuler ’s papers, Klages hailed Hitler’s world war against Judah and
          denounced George as “totally Judaized.” George’s fame, added Klages, was a Jewish conspiracy of myth-making,
          concocted by his largely Jewish disciples. George’s disciples and/or admirers did indeed include the
          following distinguished German and Austrian literati of Jewish origin: Leopold Andrian (1875–1951), Max
          Dessoir (1867–1947), Friedrich Gundolf (1880–1931), Ernst Kantorowicz (1895–1963), Ernst Morwitz (1887–1971),
          Edgar Salin (1892–1974), Georg Simmel (1858–1918), Berthold Vallentin (1877–1933), Karl Wolfskehl
          (1869–1948). The German-Jewish publisher Georg Bondi (1865–1935), George’s devoted friend and publicizer,
          sometimes imprinted the swastika on his books before it became fully established as Schuler’s anti-Semitic
          symbol; Wolfskehl even had the swastika on his teacups, as his erstwhile friend Schuler, noted with glee;
          this act should be mentioned as a symptom of the confusion of the times. But when Kipling in England (who
          dropped it after Hitler) and sometimes the George group used it, the swastika was intended as an ancient
          Indian life symbol; intent matters. But so does (given the symbol’s sinister misuse) poor judgment.
        


        
          Klages attributed George’s high repute, not entirely incorrectly, to the publications of the many above
          names. He ought to have added another cause: George was a great poet, and they recognized it. Actually what
          first launched the George cult on a nationwide basis was Klages’s own book, Stefan George, of 1902.
        


        
          In 1940, Klages sternly demanded, “is George of purely Aryan origin?” George’s ancestors were French and
          German Catholic plebeians, from Lorraine, who settled in the Rhenish Palatinate where George grew up in
          rustic surroundings. The bilingual George, who wrote poems in both languages as well as in English, twice
          changed the spelling of his first name: first Etienne through his early twenties, then (perhaps in admiration
          of Stéphane Mallarme) Stephane, then (at Wolfskehl’s Germanophile insistence) Stefan. In February 1893,
          George published a poem written in French. In a flattering letter of March 26, 1896 to Hofmannsthal (whom he
          wooed and lost), George said he might have become a French-speaking poet had it not been for Hofmannsthal’s
          beautiful German.
        


        
          In his book of 1940, Klages recommends as authentic the forged Protocols of the Elders of Zion and
          the anti-Semitic and totalitarian writings of the Nazi “director of Weltanschauung,” Alfred Rosenberg. Klages
          went on to claim that even George’s beloved Maximin was a “Jew boy.” It may grimly amuse some that Klages
          himself was characterized as of “Jewish blood” by his hero Schuler during a brief lovers’ spat. Those who so
          desire may find it heartwarming that Klages’s post-Nazi defenders wax eloquent about pointing out (as do Ezra
          Pound’s) that—yes!—”some of his best friends were Jews.”4
        


        
          The above-quoted cliché often recurs in recent German literary debate (for example in the Frankfurter
          Allgemeine Zeitung of August 29, 1979, page 9), especially what gets called “Klages’s friendliness to
          the Jewish scholar Palagyi,” When Walter Hinck reviewed for that newspaper Hans Kasdorff’s influential
          two-volume book, Ludwig Klages im Widerstreit der Meinungen, Kasdorff “rebutted” (in a letter
          printed July 19, 1979) the accusation of Klages’s Nazism by indignantly pointing out that the
          Nazis—subsequent to becoming the government—”distinctly distanced themselves from Klages.” Kasdorff’s point
          about distancing is correct. Though the Nazis shared Klages’s basic metapolitics (summed up in Klages as
          “blood versus intellect”) and had found him useful for propaganda among professors, they later found the
          Klages-Schuler cult embarrassing. Why? Perhaps because of its unconventional Eros; perhaps simply because the
          two “cosmic” gurus sounded rather “far out,” now that the Volk revolutionary party was becoming a
          bureaucracy.
        


        
          Meanwhile, in America, Klages is known only for his standard texts on graphology. It is his mentor J. J.
          Bachofen, founder of the history of matriarchy and Magna Mater, who is again popular, especially among some
          progressive feminists unaware of the “unprogressive” aspects that helped prepare pre-Nazi Germany for both
          war and the Final Solution
        


        
          These aspects return us to Schuler: his program was official homosexuality for marching militant males and
          holy temple prostitution for females. By dancing one of his “supernatural” trance-dances, he promised to
          restore Nietzsche (insane since 1889) to sanity. George said it was Schuler who suffered from “unendurable
          insanity.” Even aside from the unlikely pair of Hitler and Rilke, Schuler was taken seriously by figures of
          considerable influence. For example, by the Fascist Thule society in Munich, a year before the founding of
          the Nazi Party. The Thule society included Alfred Rosenberg, Rudolf Hess (for a while Hitler’s official
          successor), and the Nazi poet Dietrich Eckart, to whom Hitler dedicated the first part of Mein
          Kampf.
        


        
          Genocidal “Schulerism” was in the air in the Hitler circle; “it was Schuler’s seed” (so claims Boehringer)
          “that sprouted and led to Germany’s ruin.” Perhaps the high point of Schuler’s inventiveness came when he
          planned to overthrow all governments on earth by having George (then still certified as “divine”) stand
          “naked in the marketplace, invoking the gods”; only such “blasphemy in broad daylight” would draw the needed
          thunder from heaven, When George declined this kind suggestion, Schuler turned violently against him.
        


        
          Yet before 1904 they had been very close. At a Munich Mardi Gras masquerade of 1903, both wore
          psychologically revealing costumes. George was dressed in a white toga as Julius Caesar; Schuler, leaned on
          George’s knee in the feminine dress of Magna Mater. By 1904, in that year’s Mardi Gras masquerade, it was
          Maximin who leaned against George, and George had changed to the costume of a laurel-crowned Dante. The
          patriarchal looking Wolfskehl towered over both as a bearded Homer. All these photos have been treasured
          piously by the surviving Georgeans.
        


        
          As if the 1904 trauma would never end, George warned the Germans in still another poem (in The Star,
          1913): “Your precious childlike beastlike blood will spoil / Unless you mix it in the realm of corn and
          wine.” He meant the realm of the Latin Mediterranean culture, recommended in “Jews and Germans” to both these
          “wandering brothers.” George’s cultural heritage may be defined as a synthesis of the Latin and the Germanic,
          reincarnating the oneness they had shared under Charlemagne and had lost when East Franks and West Franks
          split into modern Germans and French.
        


        
          In early 1933, George told his disciples that Hitler’s anti-Semitism would destroy German culture as Spain’s
          in 1492 had destroyed Spain’s. “It will be worse,” he predicted, “than the Bolsheviks” (from whom the German
          version of the totalitarian twins was pretending to save Germany). In May 1933, Propaganda Minister Goebbels,
          having imbibed the George cult at Heidelberg in the classes of the Jewish professor Gundolf (who predicted
          that young Goebbels would make a “great criminal”), had Kulturminister Rust invite George to head the Academy
          of Writers. It was no accident that the stubborn George deliberately had his refusal conveyed by a Jewish
          disciple, Ernst Morwitz. Hearing that Goebbels planned a national celebration of his birthday, George left
          his home before then, briefly visited Berlin, where he said goodbye to his Jewish friends Morwitz and Bondi,
          and in August left Germany forever for a villa he frequented in Switzerland. There he died in December of the
          same year, preferring burial in Swiss soil; Claus von Stauffenberg was one of his pallbearers. Ernst Morwitz
          emigrated to America one step ahead of the murder camps. In one of his poems in English, George had written:
        


        
          You boldly ceased to love the god of yore
        


        
          Now he returns with dark revengeful brow.
        


        
          Our overthrown demons of the past, do they not sometimes return as gods to overthrow us in the future? The
          public battles which George had won in 1904, the demons he had exorcised in Klages-Schuler, now returned—in
          their Jew-murdering aspect—as the new German gods of 1933. Their return, their “dark revengeful brow,” must
          have aroused in George (since he sympathized with their elitist and “magical” aspects) the most painful
          emotional ambivalences, perhaps hastening his heart strain, his sudden death, all the more so as this return
          of 1904 also brought back his most painful private tragedy, the death of Maximin. The intensity of George’s
          break with Klages-Schuler is paralleled by Nietzsche’s with that earlier Nordic cultist and Jew hater,
          Richard Wagner; in both cases an intense friendship was severed on the grounds of civilized values higher
          than friendship.
        


        
          George’s politics, if indeed he had any beyond what he called his secret “state” of disciples (“der
          Staat”), have been debated endlessly. A Soviet writer said, “To his rhythms march the Nazi battalions”;
          Theodor Adorno called George’s elitism proto-Fascist (though later, in 1969, Adorno praised George’s artistic
          greatness and set him to music); a recent German movie pictured George (who actually had refused to be
          nationalistic and anti-French during World War I) as a founder of Nazi militarism. Nietzsche has been
          similarly accused and for similar reasons. The accusations are not without an important grain of real truth.
          Certainly George’s aesthetic withdrawal from all politics, as well as his Nietzschean will to power and his
          contempt for the democratic masses, did shockingly help to undermine the fragile Weimar Republic. On the
          other hand, his contempt for the Nazi masses, partly mere snobbery but partly ethical, inspired Claus von
          Stauffenberg’s attempt to assassinate Hitler on July 20, 1944 (according to Claus’s widow, Nina, whom I
          interviewed in Bamberg in 1962). Stauffenberg recited George’s “Antichrist” of 1907 to his trusted friends in
          1944: as George’s prophetic warning against Hitler.
        


        
          Weighing the pros and cons, we are left with ambiguity, perhaps deliberately cultivated by the poet. For
          example, his Morwitz-transmitted letter to the Nazi dictatorship, refusing “any position in the so-called
          Academy” and stressing “the laws separating the intellectual and the political,” is weakened morally by a
          cautious “welcoming of the Academy’s national spirit,” thereby leaving his bridge partly unburnt to the Nazis
          as well as to the anti-Nazis. Ambiguity remains to the end.
        


        
          What is my own summation of his social outlook? For what little it may be worth, I would call him a
          “reactionary” individualist, scorning alike the democratic and the totalitarian masses and leaders, judging
          individuals individually, not by race, and affecting the airs of a high aristocrat while of thoroughly
          bourgeois origins. His father was a wine merchant, perhaps a fitting heritage for a reverer of the Dionysian
          Nietzsche. It was a Nietzsche whose greatness George narrowed and partly misunderstood; the George cult might
          have been less highfalutin’ and humorless had George understood the Nietzsche who said he would rather be a
          clown. Misunderstanding Nietzsche is by now (with perhaps my own 1987 Archer book the latest
          example) a major cottage industry.
        


        
          Most of George’s thought is neither fascist nor barbarous. It is, however, often barren, unoriginal, and
          contradictory. George did not live for thought; he lived for beauty. And he enriched the world lastingly by
          creating lasting beauty. Today we can blithely reject his preposterous pretensions, his now moth-eaten
          prophet robes, the adulations of his sycophants, the anathemas of his rivals. More than in his own day, we
          can now concentrate on the poetry itself. It becomes more relevant to modern readers and to modern American
          poetry in proportion as his philosophical battles become less relevant.
        


        
          Or seemingly less relevant. Those far-off battles, they, too, are instructive as history, as a deepening of
          our understanding of Germany and not only of Germany, of our understanding of the neglected roots—the
          cultural and non-political or metapolitical roots—of the greatest crime of all time, the Holocaust.
          Understanding those roots, the modern American, facing other evils in other contexts, learns the urgency of
          fighting evil in the abstract “idealistic” ivory tower: lest a generation later (from 1904 to 1933 was one
          generation) the same evil becomes murderously concrete in the gutters.
        


        
          In the wind’s weaving
          

          My pleading was fading
          

          To revery.
          

          What were you leaving me?
          

          Only your smiling.
          

          From rainy nights
          

          A noon ignites—
          

          Make way for May.
          

          I’m now awake
          

          Each new daybreak
          

          With longing for
          

          Your eyes your hair.
        


        
          (“Song,” The Seventh Ring, 1907)
        


        
          Im windes-weben
          

          War meine frage
          

          Nur träumerei.
          

          Nur lächeln war
          

          Was du gegeben.
          

          Aus nasser nacht
          

          Ein glänz entfacht—
          

          Nun drängt der mai,
          

          Nun muss ich gar
          

          Um dein aug und haar
          

          Alle tage
          

          In sehnen leben.
        


        
          (“Lieder: II”)
        

      

      
        Context for George’s “Song”


        
          This poem is a pastoral (though a nymphless one) in Empson’s sense: a simple mask for a complex face. Mask or
          not, the last four lines are simpler and more touching than anything else by George. They are as
          untranslatable as Goethe’s “Ueber allen Gipfeln ist Rub.” In both cases, the sentiment changes—when
          Englished—into sentimentality. This is why the end of the present transplanting (let the reader devise his
          own) remains unsatisfactory after over a hundred different discarded versions.
        


        
          Thin is the barrier between simplicity and simpering. In the last line of the poem, the barrier is not even a
          word but an end syllable: -en versus -sucht after “sehn.” Both
          “sehnsucht” and “sehnen” a noun and a verb respectively, would be translated as “longing.”
          Any other German poet (except Paul Celan, who in his fastidiousness honored George) would have written
          “Sehnsucht.” Indeed Goethe, being a pre-Romantic in chronology, could still—without sounding a false
          note—write of his “Seelige Sehnsucht.” But the post-Goethe century of romantic yearning and bathos
          made the noun as cloying as synthetic maple syrup. Its use would have made George’s song merely good instead
          of great, His austere choice of the verb saves the poem from teetering off its tightrope in the direction of,
          say, Uhland.
        


        
          As for origins, my thesis is that the crucial last four lines derive from a poet whose vast influence, the
          George circle concealed (for Wilde-scandal reasons): Count August von Platen (1796–1835).5 Yet George’s two-beat lines are more
          moving than these pentameters of Platen’s: “Wer in der Brust ein wachsendes Verlangen/Nach schönen Augen
          fühlt and schönen Haaren” (my translation: Who in his breast must feel an ever growing/Yearning for
          comely eyes and comely hair). Both poets are recording the same “dolce ossessione” about eyes and
          hair, but George is expressing it more starkly and more universally; with Platen it seems a mere private
          fetish. How regrettable that George’s prophet robes weighed on him so inhibitingly that never again would he
          write a lyric so humanly down-to-earth. Young Georg Heym wrote three or four such lyrics, notably “Final
          Vigil.”
        


        
          Come, sister, take the jug of sallow clay;
          

          near me now,—to re-enact together
          

          In unforgetting awe the rite we share:
          

          This same gray jug these seven years ago
          

          We filled with water at this well together
          

          The day the news came that our bridegrooms died.
          

          Beside the well at which two aspens hover
          

          Around an evergreen, be near me now
          

          To scoop up water into sallow clay.
        


        
          (“Anniversary” The Books of Eclogues and Eulogies, 1895)
        


        
          O Schwester nimm den krug aus grauem thon,
          

          Begleite mich! denn du vergassest nicht
          

          Was wir in frommer Wiederholung pflegten.
          

          Heut sind es sieben sommer dass wirs hörten
          

          Als wir am brunnen schöpfend uns besprachen:
          

          Uns starb am selben tag der bräutigam.
          

          Wir wollen an der quelle wo zwei päppeln
          

          Mit einer fichte in den wiesen stehn
          

          Im krug aus grauem thone wasser holen.
        


        
          (“Jahrestag,”Die Bücher der Hirten—und Preisgedichte)
        

      

      
        Comment on George’s “Anniversary”


        
          In the last decade of a century that in Germany had exhausted its own culture, these nine lines of 1895
          restored three things to poetry: form, order, elevation. These three are the discipline that Germans
          sometimes call “Zucht” and George restored it almost single-handed. Strictest rhyme and meter,
          utmost condensation, and ascetic rigor characterized most of his work in this middle period, after he outgrew
          the cloying lushness of his Algabal (1892), just as his parallel, Yeats, outgrew the Innisfree
          lushness.
        


        
          After the death of the Goethe-Schiller generation and of the first Romantics, Germany had been experiencing a
          dreary interlude in which formless naturalism (Arno Holz) alternated with the outworn shell of a romanticism
          that had become maudlin (Uhland and the Swabian epigones), plus a pseudo-primitive (actually pedantic)
          imitation of folk songs. The revitalized rhythm and diction of this “middle” George cleared away the false
          choice between prosaic materialism and banal romance. Only thereby did the culture’s rediscovery of its
          forgotten Hölderlin—and thereby the rebirth of German letters—become feasible.
        


        
          Overkill: The marmoreal style of these nine lines caught on in Germany to the point of unconscious parody—and
          continued long after George himself moved on to the later, abrupter style of The Star of the
          Covenant (privately published 1913, publicly 1914, resulting in its being misunderstood as a book of war
          propaganda). By the early 1900s the austerity of “Anniversary” had become a new semi-establishment, ousting
          naturalism and then in turn ousted by the young patricidal “Expressionists,” who like Heym detested their
          George father figure for a lush style he himself was already abandoning.
        


        
          The fragile aspen or poplar trees symbolize the two sisters; the spruce or evergreen stands for the
          bridegroom role. In German, the word “bridegroom” in line 6 is in the singular. Some scholars have taken the
          singular literally: namely, to mean only one bridegroom, who then practiced a monstrous deception on the
          sisters, both affianced to the same man; in American slang, he was thereby “two-timing” them. Whatever its
          quibbling grammatic justification, this interpretation violates the entire context by changing an elegy of
          stark tragedy into a Feydeau bedroom farce. Both the human and the linguistic contexts make such an ugly
          deception unthinkable; the context is one of piety and shared reverence. “Bridegroom” surely is meant in the
          generalized sense of bridegroomhood; two men were separately enacting the bridegroom role. If it were only
          one man, why does the poet say they “died on the same day” (“am selben tag”)? Both men may have been
          killed in the same battle. After one respected Herr Professor refused to publish my translation unless I
          deleted the letter s after “bridegroom,” I wrote about the problem to Georg Peter Landmann in Basel,
          one of the last surviving intimates of the George circle (via his mother Edith Landmann, 1877–1951); he
          confirmed that mine was the interpretation intended by George (letter of January 13, 1972).
        


        
          It was a critique by C. Bock that triggered this fierce pedants’ war (as if it were over the body of Hector)
          over the letter s.
        


        
          “Why in drunken play—now flute, now bugle—
          

          Squander like a dance your youthful days?”
          

          To entice your sons of light, O Lord.
          

          For me, no human solace; mine the need
          

          To be your singer on my pilgrimage,
          

          Questing till it’s you I find in them…
          

          Day and night my quarry’s been but this
          

          Since I first awoke to be aware:
          

          You at every twist and turn.
        


        
          [“Credo, The Star of the Covenant, 1913]
        


        
          All die Jugend floss dir wie ein tanz
          

          Ein berauschtes spiel von born und flöte?
          

          “Herr so lockt ich deine sonnensöhne.
          

          Menschlich glück verschwor ich um dein lied
          

          Fügte mich der not des wandertumes
          

          Forschte bis ich dich in ihnen fände.
          

          Tag und nacht hab ich nur dies gelan
          

          Seit ich eignen lebens mich entsinne.
          

          Dich gesucht auf weg und jug.
        


        
          [Untitled]
        


        
          The “Lord” invoked is less Christian than Hellenic. Apollo is implied by “Sonnensöhne, “its literal
          translation being “sun-sons,” a tongue twister that in English would seem an unintended pun, hence better
          rendered as “sons of light” (with Apollo as god of light). No daughters of light occur in George, not after
          Ida Coblenz.
        


        
          Why has the translator changed the German “flute and bugle” to the English “now flute, now bugle”? To remind
          modern readers of George’s role (clear to his contemporaries but not today) of alternating the public
          engagé voice of bugle with the private l’art pour l’art flute.
        


        
          It was important for the final effect to end this pentameter poem on a trochaic tetrameter,
        


        
          Come in the park they say is dead and gaze:
          

          Far shores—green hid their glint until October.
          

          A rift in clouds a blue you dared not hope for
          

          Lights up the fish ponds and the leaf-daubed pathways.
        


        
          Seek out the tepid gray the warmer yellow
          

          Of boxwood and of birch—the wind is mellow—
          

          Late roses still are clinging to their stem
          

          Garner caress with care and garland6 them.
        


        
          Don’t miss these final asters nor the full
          

          Overfull purple on the unpruned vine.
          

          These last red greens—a light touch binds them twine
          

          Fall’s arson with the phoenix wreath of fall.
        


        
          (“Autumn’s Park,” The Year of the Soul 1899)
        


        
          Komm in den totgesagten park und schau:
          

          Der Schimmer ferner lächelnder gestade,
          

          Der reinen wölken unverhofftes blau
          

          Erhellt die weiher und die bunten pfade.
        


        
          Dort nimm das tiefe gelb das weiche grau
          

          Von birken und von buch—der wind ist lau—
          

          Die späten rosen welkten noch nicht ganz
          

          Erlese küsse sie und flecht den kränz,
        


        
          Vergiss auch diese letzten astern nicht
          

          Den purpur um die ranken wilder reben
          

          Und auch was übrig blieb von grünem leben
          

          Verwinde leicht im herbstlichen gesicht.
        


        
          (“Nach der Lese,” Das Jahr Der Seele)6
        


        
          “Thou hast thy music too”: Keats’s invocation of fall could be George’s. But the latter exalts that season
          even higher here: a living garland, a cloud-bursting blue. In the elegiac elegance of its despair, it is his
          season par excellence, as it is also Baudelaire’s, whose “phosphorescence of decay” he was
          translating.
        


        
          The book’s title, The Year of the Soul, was chosen from a well-known Hölderlin poem. The book was
          originally dedicated to Ida Coblenz (1870–1942), and its original title was in Latin. George’s Latin was
          exemplary; then why—in a letter of 1895 to Coblenz—did he give the future book title as “Annum
          Animae” instead of the correct nominative case, “Annus Animae”? The error could only have been
          an unconscious one. Tiresome indeed is, by now, the parlor game of hunting for Freudian slips; in this case
          the hunt seems unavoidable. Over a hundred scholars have written about this book; oddly enough, none has
          noted that “annus” (meaning year in Latin) sounds like “anus” and that the latter word would have been
          inappropriate, for more reasons than one, in a letter to the female he was wooing.
        


        
          Many of the book’s poems, including this one, were at least partly inspired by his strolls in Bingen with
          her; she, too, was a great “strider.” When she left him for the earthier poet Richard Dehmel (1863–1920),
          George caught the printer just in time to change the dedication to his sister, Coblenz’s envious enemy.
          Several of the book’s poems were originally written as love offerings to his now-hated Coblenz despite—or
          because of—his haste to add a preface nervously warning that the “you” of the poems does not refer to
          “particular persons.”
        


        
          In this book the imagery for the idealized love object is still wavering between phallic and feminine. In
          later books, the phallic spears have mostly taken over. A small point deserves to be made of this
          post-Coblenz change in tropes. Not a big point, lest criticism smirk forth psychobabble.
        


        
          The Year of the Soul remains, even today, George’s most popular book. It has far outsold all his
          other works, even his greatest achievement, The Seventh Ring. That influential anthology, The
          Oxford Book of German Verse, picks most of its George poems from The Year. Probably most
          enthusiasts for The Year overlook its real merits, the purity and elevation of its diction, the
          nuances of its melancholy cadences. Its popularity seems, rather, to reflect the German middle class’s doting
          on anthropomorphized nature rhymes that culminate in an upbeat return of spring.
        


        
          Spring, however, is the one season this book omits. At mid-career and in the context of his French decadent
          masters of the 1890s, George is still the poet of summer plenitude, autumnal waning, and sterile winter
          serenity. He does not condescend to assign spring a section in his book; for him it is still too grossly
          healthy, too plebeian in its fertility.
        


        
          Similarly his fellow symboliste Mallarmé (whom George resembled more than any German poet and who in
          schooldays had invented a fake noble ancestry) omitted spring, dismissing it in Renouveau as
          “printemps maladif”
        


        
          For an artist to be moderately aristocratic may simply mean that he has high standards. To overassert (why
          should it be felt necessary?) one’s own “natural aristocracy,” as did George, is, of course, plebeianism at
          its most vulgar; he was the descendant of perfectly honorable wine merchants and peasants; he never referred
          to them. Occasionally, though not often, the appeal of The Year approaches that sentimental
          vulgarity which Germans call “kitsch.” Because of the incense curtain surrounding him, no one ever noticed
          how thin a hairbreadth separates “Autumn’s Park” from this soupiest of autumn songs:
        


        
          Stell auf den Tisch die duftenden Reseden,
          

          Die letzten roten Astern trag herbei
          

          Und lass uns wieder von der Liebe reden
          

          Wie einst im Mai.
        


        
          The quatrain, later set to famous music, is by Austria’s Tyrolean poet, Hermann von Gilm (1812–64), almost
          half a century before “Autumn’s Park.” The two poems are similar in both sound and mood, a deeper similarity
          than the more obvious one of shared contents (“last asters,” for example). A transplanting can reroot a weed
          as readily as a flower, and here—for readers unfamiliar with German—is my try at transplanting Gilm:
        


        
          With fragrant mignonettes bedeck the table;
          

          Bring back the last red asters, too, today;
          

          And let us speak again of love’s old fable
          

          As once in May.
        


        
          By subordinating literal meaning to sound (that is, by incorrectly adding “old fable”), the transplanter is
          trying to convey the sugary awfulness of the poem’s sound. But he also hopes to convey how amazingly Gilm’s
          slow-motion rhythms and long-voweled feminine rhymes anticipate those of George. Read both poems aloud
          together, and you will see—or, rather, hear—why those many Germans who like and sing “Stell auf den
          Tisch” have made The Year George’s only broad-audience volume. American readers must also bear
          in mind (as Francis Golffing noted in Parnassus, 1977, in the best essay ever written on translating
          German) “the German penchant—rather foreign to the Anglo-American spirit—to use landscape symbolically for
          states of mind or for projecting eschatological and apocalyptic notions.” Georg Heym’s similar symbolic use
          of a “blue landscape,” echoing the unexpected blue of George’s park, is self-evident in Heym’s
          much-anthologized poem “Revery in Light Blue,”
        


        
          In such a context, how alike the Gilm and George aster poems are, and how different! To use without apology
          the naïve words “good” and “bad,” Gilm’s poem is bad (Georgean stateliness but on a sleazy facile level),
          while George’s poem, being less shallow and more rigorous, is very good indeed. By a hairbreadth.
        


        
          Austerer readers may be grateful for George’s hairbreadth of barrier against kitsch. But the hair became mere
          hairsplitting when his next book, The Tapestry of Life (Der Teppich Des Lebens, Berlin,
          1900), hailed a naked angel with: “Und rosen rosen waren um sein kinn.” “Waren” means
          “were,” not “arched,” but let us transplant this line as: “Roses, roses arched around his chin,” in order to
          remain faithful to the original’s preposterous alliteration (the r of “were” is barely pronounced in English)
          and in order to retain the ahr sound of “waren” (in early middle George, the vowels matter more than the
          matter). The triple r (“waren” plus twice “rosen”) evidently is an unconscious
          byproduct of George’s translation of Swinburne’s poem of rain, ruin, and roses, while the image itself
          reflects George’s taste for Rossetti paintings, then still avant-garde in Germany though no longer in
          England. The first edition of Tapestry was illustrated with a coy androgynous angel, omitted from
          later editions, by the Art Nouveau painter Melchior Lechter, whom the George acolytes—but no one else—called
          a genius. In The Year, George had written this painter a poem praising as godlike his use of
          “radiant blue” (no escape from blue); with friends like Lechter, Tapestry—George’s weakest
          book—needed no enemies.
        


        
          If this angel flirtation is George’s most embarrassingly rosy poetry, it is also a turning point. The author
          himself must have been embarrassed; never again did he write in this cloying vein; he explicitly renounced it
          in the books that followed; note, for example, his sarcasm about “chains of roses” in a 1913 poem. Part of
          the greatness and growth of Yeats and George is this: having perfected their 1890s style to the point of
          absurdity, they dropped it (in both cases a style half symboliste, half Yellow Book) and moved on to
          harsher rhythms and to a starker, less ornamented vocabulary.
        


        
          Much of the beauty—the eerie challenge—of “Autumn’s Park” depends on the double entendre of its key
          word “verwinde,” line 12. Unfortunately for the translator, the word is untranslatable. No single
          word in English contains its two very different sets of connotations: (1) wind together (this is the meaning
          of winden, without the ver prefix); (2) overcome (as in überwinden), get over
          with, recover from. This simultaneous co-existence of two connotations is here aesthetically indispensable.
          All other translations I’ve seen use only the first connotation (e.g., Morwitz says “combine”): justifiably
          so, that being the more obvious (though less daring) connotation. But in order to make explicit for
          non-Germans the implicit connotation, of an autumn overcome and transcended—and in order thereby to bring out
          the reversal of line 1 (what “they say is dead” isn’t)—my version of line 12 takes the perhaps unjustified
          risk of inserting a word that George never explicitly uses: “phoenix.” By “phoenix wreath,” I mean the
          overcome and overcoming wreath. Have I erred? Caveat lector…Am I merely imagining connotation 2? I
          don’t know.
        


        
          Stop pondering what stays imponderable;
          

          No plunge of mind can plumb its image-stream:…
          

          That wild swan—first you shot him down, then tended
          

          His broken wing, while he (you said) recalled you
          

          To some lost kinship you destroyed in him.
          

          He sickened without thanks for all your care
          

          And without rancor…yet his glazing eyes
          

          Rebuked you in their final glance for driving
          

          Him through: into another cycle’s round.
        


        
          [“The Wound,” The Star of the Covenant 1913]
        


        
          Denk nicht zuviel von dem was keiner weiss!
          

          Unbebbar in der lebenbilder sinn.
          

          Der wildschwan den du schösset: den im hof
          

          Du kurz noch hieltest mit zerbrochnem flügel
          

          Er mahnte—sagtest du—an fernes wesen
          

          Verwandtes dir das du in ihm vernichtet.
          

          Er siechte ohne dank für deine pflege
          

          Und ohne groll…Doch als sein ende kam
          

          Schalt dich sein brechend auge dass du ihn
          

          Um-triebst in einen neuen kreis der dinge.
        


        
          [Untitled]
        

      

      
        Decoding George’s Poem “The Wound”


        
          This is the most delicate lyric in The Star of the Covenant. Preaching no crusade, rallying no
          disciples, it is a welcome relief from the hortatory pitch of George’s least lyrical book. Critics are still
          debating what the emotionally charged swan image means. Here is a suggested solution. The poem’s most
          mysterious lines turn out to echo what Hugo von Hofmannsthal wrote to George in an emotional private letter
          of 1891 and then two years later in a play. George’s poem, published 1913–14, declares of the betrayed swan:
          “He (you said) recalled you/To some lost kinship you destroyed in him.” Hofmannsthal’s play The Fool and
          Death, 1893, has a domineering character, resembling George, declare: “I have (you said) recalled you to
          the things / That slept in you in secret…” (“Ich hah dich, sagtest du, gemahnt an Dinge, /Die heimlich in
          dir schliefen…”). What is the evidence for connecting these lines with George? After their first meeting
          in Vienna, December 19, 1891, Hofmannsthal that very evening sent George a new poem, dedicated to “Mr.
          George, one who passed by.” The poem begins: “You recalled me to things that are secretly in me” (“Du
          hast mich an Dinge gemahnet, die heimlich in mir sind”). Hofmannsthal discarded this poem but reworked
          this opening sentence into his book of 1893.
        


        
          Hofmannsthal’s phrase “one who passed by” recurs in George’s Seventh Ring, in a poem stressing the
          tragedy of looking too far for love, of overlooking “the beautiful one who passes by.” The gender of
          “beautiful one” (“die schöne ”) has been changed to feminine; many critics, therefore, take the
          reference to be to Coblenz. I propose that the reference is to both his lost loves, just as his denunciatory
          prose poem, “Last Letter” (Coblenz called it his “hate letter”), may also be addressed to both. This man and
          this woman were the two great lost loves of his life. To the very end, his references show his bitterness
          over what he called their betrayal. It did not occur to him to blame the betrayal in part on the
          all-demanding ego of “The Master” (“Der Meister”)
        


        
          You flaming arrow clean and slender
          

          You daybreak shy and shimmering
          

          You crowning crest of ancient grandeur
          

          Aloof and simple as a spring
        


        
          Companion on my sunny meadows
          

          Twine of my twilight’s eerie wreath
          

          Torch on my path through coming shadows
          

          You cooling breeze you warming breath
        


        
          You’re all my wishing all my thinking
          

          The fragrance I embrace is yours
          

          It’s you I savor in my drinking
          

          Inhaling you through all my pores
        


        
          You crowning crest of ancient grandeur
          

          Aloof and simple as a spring
          

          You flaming arrow clean and slender
          

          You daybreak shy and shimmering.
        


        
          (“Final Song,” The New Reich, 1928)
        


        
          Du schlank und rein wie eine flamme
          

          Du wie der morgen zart und licht
          

          Du blühend reis vom edlen stamme
          

          Du wie ein quell geheim und schlicht
        


        
          Begleitest mich auf sonnigen matten
          

          Umschauerst mich im abendrauch
          

          Erleuchtest meinen weg im schatten
          

          Du kühler wind du heisser hauch
        


        
          Du bist mein wünsch und mein gedanke
          

          Ich atme dich mit jeder luft
          

          Ich schlürfe dich mit jedem tränke
          

          Ich küsse dich mit jedem duft
        


        
          Du blühend reis vom edlen stamme,
          

          Du wie ein quell geheim und shliche
          

          Du ich/ank und rein wie eine flamme
          

          Du wie der morgen zart und licht.
        


        
          (“Du Schlank Und Rein Wie Eine Flamme,” Das neue Reich 1928)
        


        
          Stefan George showed his ultimate emphasis on the purely aesthetic by deliberately picking this epiphany of
          sheer form and sheer melody (though written much earlier) as the final poem of his final book. Full circle:
          back—on one level—to the l’art pour l’art of his French symboliste
          origins. After tempest, music.
        


        
          But, on a darker level, who in real life was the subject of this concealed elegy and how did he die? It was a
          German officer who committed suicide in 1914 with his male lover, when ordered to fight for Germany against
          George’s aesthetically beloved France. Already in his book Star of the Covenant (1913), George had
          recommended suicide as honorable in certain crises. Except for George’s tiny personal circle, no reader of
          this poem would know—or be supposed to know—that this lyrical celebration of love is also a secret
          celebration of a double suicide, the latter not even hinted at in the poem’s Parnassian serenity. Is this,
          then, a case of “omnia vincit amor”—or vincit mors? Certainly not Mars (not nationalist
          patria) vincit omnia for George.
        


        
          Auden said “Poetry makes nothing happen.” The art of George helped make Stauffenberg “happen,” as the art of
          Wagner helped make Hitler “happen.” The flawed genius of both George and Wagner shared an egomania, a
          “prophet” and “Der Meister” pose, and share servile cults that I and most American and modern Germans find
          silly at best, dangerous at worst. Germans of that time were susceptible to such cults. And at that time
          there were countless similar cults. Nothing unique about such cults. And if their mood was transferred from
          art to politics, all such cults helped make Germans more susceptible to dictatorship. Here those who still
          call George a proto-fascist have part of a very real “point,” and then make too much of it.
        


        
          All these other artistic cult leaders lacked a lasting artistic talent. Here and only here, the Wagner and
          George cults are unique. I’m not qualified to judge Wagner’s music as music. I am, right now, judging
          George’s poetry as poetry. And thereby hoping to distinguish it from its long-extinct cultists for
          English-speaking readers.
        


        
          In other respects George and Wagner sharply differed. Unlike Wagner, George was not really concerned wth
          politics and a larger public. His main identification was with the Mediterranean world of Greece, France,
          Italy, in contrast to Wagner’s Aryan German world. Adorno called the bilingual George a French
          symboliste poet who happened to be writing in German.
        


        
          The artist whom George most closely resembles is William Butler Yeats. George and Yeats were basically “l’art
          pour l’art” and this especially in the end, abandoning their failed middle-period flirtation with what Yeats
          called “the seeming needs of my fool-driven land.” As shown by George ending his oeuvre with the above “Final
          Song,” both ended as well as began as pure lyricists, Their resemblance becomes even closer in their Dante
          identification, each inventing his own divine Beatrice, woman or man. More in my “Maximin” chapter.
        


        
          In the rivalry between artistic bohemian Munich and Prussian militarist Berlin, George belonged to the
          Pre-1914 Munich of cults and also of youth movements (“Wandervoegel”). The latter were still another source
          of collectivism, nature worship, Volk, and revolt against reason, and hence—in part—of Nazism. It was also
          the Munich of private-life aesthetes, often immune to politics and Nazism. The George circle also inherited a
          very German tradition of calling oneself not German but ancient Hellenic. Those, like George, who claim to
          transcend their age are often all the more of it. Historical context is like fly paper. The more you struggle
          against it, the more you’re stuck.
        


        
          On another level this Munich aesthete and prophet-cultist was not German but French. A part of George always
          remained the Etienne George (pronounced with soft “g”) of the Mallarmé salon. Had it not been for
          Hofmannsthal, the bilingual George might today be remembered as a French poet, Étienne versus Stefan.
        


        
          If I keep hovering over the question of bow prophet-cults contributed, even if unintentionally, to Nazism, it
          is because of the circularity involved. It’s not that George created the leader-cult, with all its dangerous
          consequences, but that the leader-cult, already present in Germany, created him. Or, rather, created
          his adoring “circle.”
        


        
          A second riddle: why were the circle’s founders so predominantly Jewish Germans? Earlier I said they were
          simply recognizing good poetry when they saw it. And it could give them a sense of belonging. But would not
          many other cults have given a similar sense of belonging?
        


        
          Far from being exclusively homoerotic, the circle included many heterosexual married males like Wolfskehl and
          the Stauffenbergs. But virtually no women. This despite the fact that Bachofen, was founder of the Magna
          Mater worship, shared by “Cosmic Circle” Munich males and many modern feminists.
        


        
          Other unsolved riddles abound. For example, what motivated the George follower Werner Best? He was known as a
          brutal inhumane Nazi official in occupied France. Yet after Hitler appointed him boss of occupied Denmark, he
          did one of the finest deeds of the war. When Hitler ordered the deportation of all Danish Jews to a German
          death camp, Best allowed the Danish underground to be warned in advance and to let the Jews of Denmark escape
          in hundreds of small boats to Sweden. No other ruler during the war saved so many and at such risk. Certainly
          not in Vichy France. Perhaps only the King of Bulgaria. Was Best’s motive the anti-anti-Semitism of George
          and Nietzsche? Or was he buying insurance in case of a lost war? Too early for that. Or what? Unlike
          Stauffenberg, Best never tried to overthrow Nazi rule or openly deviate in doctrine. Unlike Stauffenberg, he
          survived.
        


        
          George’s writings were too esoteric to influence the masses directly, but did influence key intellectuals,
          not only of the right but., in the case of Rosa Luxemburg, of the left. More than all the various cults
          (except the Wagner cult) was the mass influence of the Free Corps fighters of 1919–1920, later a considerable
          mass source of Nazi recruiting, street fighting, and anti-Versailles rage. Their anti-left crusades,
          including the lynching of “Red Rosa” and the overthrow of the brief Bavarian soviet, convulsed both Munich
          and Berlin. Berlin was a center of socialists and not only of George’s detested Prussians. The Free Corps has
          already been adequately covered in Professor Waite’s book of that title (which I discussed at length in the
          American Historical Review.)
        


        
          In the preceding paragraph, when I said esoteric writings don’t influence the masses, I added the
          qualification “directly.” Indirectly is another matter, and harder to evaluate. Difficult ideas read about by
          a handful of intellectuals, can still reach the masses indirectly: by filtering down from simpler layer to
          simplest layer, So doing, these ideas often get totally distorted while becoming ever more influential,
          Rousseau and Nietzsche are obvious examples. As for George, Nazi writers at first hailed him for his
          undemocratic leadership cult, often together with Nietzsche but then abandoned George for his “lack of Volk
          feeling:” As mentioned earlier, in 1940 the Nazis favored Klages’s Schuler book (calling George “totally
          Judaized”) and then abandoned him too. There was one anti-Semitic author the Nazis never wavered in favoring
          and circulating: Henry Ford. In the 1920s, Ford’s emissary in Germany had helped finance the struggling new
          Nazi newspaper, Der Voelkische Beobachter.
        


        
          To understand German social psychology 1900–1932, take three words, swastika, Reich, Fuehrer, calling them
          the trio. Then see how widely they were used in how many contradictory non-Nazi ways—before the Nazis
          co-opted them. Since the early 1900s, many non-Nazis, including many Jewish writers, used the trio. No “guilt
          by association” for non-Nazis using so vague a trio.
        


        
          Swastika, the old Hindu life symbol, already used by Kipling, was even found on ancient Greek vases. Karl
          Wolfskehl, a self-proclaimed Zionist, was using the swastika on his tea cups in 1904, the very moment when he
          was being damned as a Jew by Schuler, who also used the swastika and gave it to the Nazis after World War I.
          Books of the publisher Georg Bondi and his many fellow Jewish authors used the swastika along with Gundolf
          and many others. Their swastika turned in the opposite direction from the Nazi one.
        


        
          Ernst Kantorowicz (ousted from his professorship in 1933 by the Nazi race laws) used the swastika in 1927 on
          his important scholarly book about the First Reich of Frederick II (died 1250), not to be confused with the
          later Frederick II of Prussia, known as Frederick the Great. In his book of 1907 George called the medieval
          Frederick “der groesste Friedrich” (the greatest Frederick) in order to snub Prussia and its Second Reich of
          Bismarck. The phrase Third Reich was coined by the non-Nazi Moeller van den Bruck in his 1922 book of that
          name which was denounced by the Nazis (Alfred Rosenberg in Der Voelkische Beobachter, December
          1933.)
        


        
          In his long poem of 1921 and his book title of 1928, George used the phrase “das neue Reich,” harking back to
          his beloved First Reich, not to his contemporary Second Reich, which he detested for its materialism and its
          “Prussian lieutenants.” When it was overthrown in 1918, he commented that its fall was “deserved.”
        


        
          In 1928, Max Kommerell published a book exalting German classic poets as Germany’s true Fuehrers. So the noun
          can be spiritual or literary as well as military or political. Gundolf, too, called George his and his
          country’s “spiritual Fuehrer,” comparing him to Dante. At the same time Gundolf was aware of proto-Nazi use
          of the word, complaining to George in 1922 of student anti-Semitism.
        


        
          The esthete Ernst Gloeckner, homosexual lover of Bertram and a fellow anti-Semite, was first a George
          worshipper, then a George hater, damning him in 1924 for being “surrounded by nothing but Jews.” A pattern
          here. Already twenty years earlier, George had been damned by Klages and Schuler for having too many Jewish
          disciples.
        


        
          A pattern here and also a mystery: the mystery of why this Jewish pattern, plus the homosexual pattern, both
          well known, didn’t deter Goebbels from his initial overture to George, After all, there were other
          undemocratic elitists to be hailed. Perhaps the explanation is that young Goebbels had been so impressed by
          hearing Gundolfs George lectures at Heidelberg, prior to Goebbels’s days as Nazi propagandist.
        


        
          I’ve seen no evidence that Hitler ever read a line of George, or that George had heard of Hitler when in the
          early 1920s he began preparing his book of 1928, Das Neue Reich (The New Reich). If you want to know
          what prepared the world’s most educated nation for its criminal nonsense, the cult to study is Wagner’s, a
          cult dismissed by George as “that Valhalla swindle.”
        


        
          George praised Nietzsche’s scorn of Germany and nationalism in Ecce Homo as still valid in George’s
          day, and we know George’s acclaim of the Hellenic world and of the Mallarmé world. How did George resolve the
          contradiction between his cosmopolitan anti-Germanism and his unconvincing public voice for “das neue Reich”?
          The solution, and a not really successful one: he distinguished between the surface Germany and what he and
          the Stauffenberg brothers called “secret Germany.” George’s poem “The Anti-Christ,” which inspired Claus von
          Stauffenberg’s bomb against Hitler, warned of a forthcoming false Fuehrer, leading Germany to flaming ruin by
          “spreading his Reich.” Actually what is more sinister than the overused trio, is the sense of violent
          apocalypse in Georg Heym, and all the expressionists, an explosion simultaneously welcomed and dreaded. From
          circa 1910 on, apocalypse was generally (to use this phrase again) “in the air.” It helped Germans endure the
          horrors of World War II; they already expected horrors.
        


        
          We have seen that the unchronological order of poems in George’s last book was a statement. Placing the two
          key poems at the beginning (“Goethe’s Last Night in Italy”) and the end (here translated and analyzed as
          “Final Song”), Prof. Max Dessoir told me in the 1930s that the Goethe poem (northern rebirth in the south)
          was George’s truest self. The handful of public poems in between, being inferior as poetry, may seem of less
          interest today, merely the same old trio, nationalist without being Nazi. His half-goodbye to the public
          voice was a half-return to his earliest roots: from “der Meister” back to “Poète maudit,” the phrase he once
          named—how 1890-ish—as his profession.
        


        
          The book’s most self-revealing poem is “Seelied,” with the lines “To the last house, where the stranger-woman
          lives, / Nobody comes to stay.” From underneath his habitual arrogance, there slips forth—again, again—an
          outcast woman. With the lines of his face ever more bitter this alternative self (beyond disciples and
          defectors) already appeared in his early poem, “Die Fremde” (The Stranger Woman) lonely, alien, sorcerous. In
          Algabal he looks in a mirror for “a sister’s face.” Contradictory as usual (there’s not a single
          group, even his Jewish friends, whom he failed to criticize occasionally), he always disparaged
          females—explained only partly by platitudes about his homosexuality. Gundolf caught the dualism well,
          saying—when asked what George looked like—“an old man who looks like an old woman who looks like an old man.”
        


        
          What had she to do, this hag of sonant spells, with the world’s trumpets and trinkets? What was it to her,
          the embittered world-weary peasant-sly crone, what was it to her but child-games, all this trio and cult he
          was intoning? Intoning while really not only a nationless but a homeless wanderer: no fixed abode, a
          self-styled “gypsy,” always sponging on friends for shelter, too restless to stay more than a couple of
          months at any locale.
        


        
          Then suddenly a shadow over Germany: a Chaplin mustache with a murderous heart.
        


        
          A debate: men of good will can disagree about whether George’s leaving Germany in 1933 (to die in
          Switzerland) was an anti-Nazi gesture. Good arguments on both sides: depending on what you quote, I can only
          choose by my close knowledge of him as a whole, the result of over six decades of polishing my George
          translations and essays. Besides reading the relevant German memoirs and documents, I personally discussed
          George in the 1940s and 1950s with those who had known him: Boehringer, Salin, Herbert Steiner, Max Dessoir,
          Georg Peter Landmann, Faber du Fuhr, the Stauffenberg family, the brilliant Helmut Meyer (Gundolf’s student),
          even Angele Mattuchow, Gundolf’s ex-mistress.
        


        
          My conclusion: George did leave Germany as an anti-Nazi protest. He had already been leaving for Switzerland
          for two years. But in 1933 he left earlier and first bade an ostentatious goodbye to his Jewish disciples,
          His remarks about the Third Reich I already quoted earlier (“worse than the Bolsheviks,” anti-Semitism as
          “the end of German culture”). Let Morwitz, closest to George in 1933 (he delivered George’s rejection of the
          Nazi Academy award) say the last word: “As an unambiguous protest against totalitarian compulsion and the
          increasing misinterpretation and misapplication of his ideas and words, he left his country and spent the
          rest of his life as a voluntary exile in Switzerland.” By Nazi “misapplication of his ideas” Morwitz meant
          the trio and the Academy invitation.
        


        
          Today we make a cult of having no cults. What remains of this debatable Meister? Some musical rhymes, some
          magical meters—both unique. He was very great.
        

      
    


    
      George as Seen by Fellow
      Germans of the 1930S (With Special Reference to His Poem “Templars”)


      
        1 By a Leading German-Jewish Literary Critic


        
          Arthur Eloesser, Modern German Literature N.Y., 1933, pp. 194–201, a translation of the earlier
          German edition of 1931 (emphasis added).
        


        
          Stefan George had in a sense existed from all time; his work might have come forth at any time from mind
          brooding upon its own being, as the expression in concrete shape of primordial mythical forms, still
          including soul and nature in one and the same principle, that of the magus who has all forces at his command,
          of cosmic man in whom all tension has relaxed and opposite poles are brought into due relation. His poetry is
          at once an antique temple and a medieval cathedral… George claims, and those surrounding him join in
          maintaining, that his is no individual ego but a cosmic ego which contains all knowledge a priori….
          The cult with which the poet was surrounded was like a priestly office or the service of
          “Templars,” an order of knights who protected him like armed monks. George was the genius who had
          given the hemispheres their allotted place, the victor in every contest, the savior and judge.…
        


        
          The poet was born on July 12, 1868, of Catholic parents, at Büdesheim, near Bingen, to which his father had
          moved from Upper Lorraine. A Catholic and a Rhinelander, he belonged to the very heart of Charlemagne’s [half
          French, half German] world empire, which, in the opinion of his disciples, he re-established both in the
          intellectual and the spiritual sphere.…In Paris he associated with the Symbolist group…and revered Baudelaire
          as the master of “art for art’s sake.”.…
        


        
          The art-for-art’s-sake school had acquired the validity of a fact, and his followers were confident that the
          poem as conceived by George would regenerate Germany and save European culture.…[The poem “Templars”] in
          Der siebente Ring proclaims the deifying of the body as the ancient mission of mysticism, prescribed
          by the priestly poet to his disciples and achieved by himself. George’s poetry is Platonic and inspired by a
          passion for his own sex; his magic summoned man, constructed by his stanzas, to manifest himself and
          compelled him to clothe himself in flesh.…
        


        
          Such is George’s apotheosis or self-fulfillment, for, according to the expositions of his evangelists, he has
          made himself at home on the plane of the eternally human, rising above all wants, deficiencies doubts,
          longings, and gnashings of teeth and also above all pity. The Superman is relieved of his tension, released,
          and redeemed; he has made Nietzsche’s ideal figure a present reality, and after the revaluation of all
          values, after the breaking of the ancient tables of the law, he has written the new and permanent laws that
          guarantee salvation. Poetry has returned to its beginnings, and the magician has subdued material things
          through the might of the supreme Word.
        


        
          Such was the range of ideas held by the circle surrounding Stefan George, who was set up by their overweening
          pretensions as the measure of all things and all ages, like some new Dante. None of the guardians of
          his temple, however, proved equal to the austerity of its service save the master himself, who survived as
          its sole priest.
        


        
          Comment


          
            In the 1920s one of the most influential professors at the University of Heidelberg was Friedrich Gundolf.
            He was George’s longest-lasting love (until Gundolfs marriage), also his sharer of Weltanschauung, even
            though, during World War I George criticized Gundolf for his anti-French nationalism. Gundolfs widely read
            book George (Berlin: Bondi, 1930), deified the Master in “Templar” terms similar to those Eloesser
            cites above. In the 1920s, the lectures of Gundolf, who happened to be Jewish, made a lasting impression on
            an opportunistic young Heidelberg student named Goebbels.
          


          
            In 1933, the new Nazi government needed a prestigious anti-democrat to replace the brave Heinrich Mann as
            head of the Prussian Academy of Writers. Propaganda Minister Goebbels told Kultur Minister Rust to offer
            the high post (honorary president plus stipend) to the nonpolitical George, no Nazi, no racist, but a
            notorious despiser of democracy. Praise, “success” in the crass sense, renewed influence (now that his cult
            was dissolving), all this could have been George’s (nought lost but honor).
          


          
            But egomania and narcissism were tempered by character, by fastidious contempt (ethically fastidious, not
            merely snobbish) for the Hitlerites. After defiantly visiting his Jewish friends and informing the Kultur
            Minister of the distinction between art and propaganda, the ailing George left Germany forever. He
            preferred not to be buried in the German soil befouled by the Hitlerite plague. Call it his “finest hour.”
            When he died in Minusio, Switzerland on December 4, 1933, his literary executor was his disciple, Claus von
            Stauffenberg, who eleven years later, in 1944, set off the bomb against Hitler.1 Today the body of Stefan George, the
            “cosmic ego which contains all knowledge” and “existed from all time,” still “broods upon its own being” in
            a lonely grave in Switzerland.
          

        
      

      
        2 By an Anti-Nazi Liberal Novelist


        
          Klaus Mann (1906–49, son of Thomas Mann), his memoirs of the 1920s and 30s, The Turning Point (New
          York, 1942, pp. 209–211), and expanded German edition, Der Wendepunkt (Frankfurt, 1949 and 1952, pp.
          123–124):
        


        
          In my youth [1920s] I honored Stefan George as the Knight Templar, whose mission and deed this poem
          [Templars] describes. As the black tide of nihilism threatens to swallow our culture, as the great
          nourishing Mother knocks for help at the door, benumbed and weary, in universal darkness, thereupon he enters
          the scene, he the militant seer, the inspired knight He seizes the braids of the refractory and enfeebled
          Mother. From his lips comes the magic word, causing her willingly to resume her task: “To deify the body and
          embody the divine.”
        


        
          George demonstrates his detachment from our vulgarity by looking like Dante with a touch of Caesar…. How
          fervently I have admired him!—my idol. It is hard, if not impossible, to describe his unique position to
          anyone unfamiliar with the particularities of intellectual life in Germany…where a poet could assume such
          exorbitant moral and artistic authority.
        


        
          A scion of Rhenish vine-growers, he came from the German region most akin to Latin culture….At first his
          exclusiveness was of a purely aesthetic nature: his career began under the auspices of Mallarmé. Gradually,
          however, this aristocratic refinement—in keeping with the trends of the fin de siècle—assumed the
          character of sacerdotal arrogance. His tyrannic caprice compelled ‘the circle’ to join him in the worship of
          an effulgent youth, Maximin…. What might have seemed a hazardous, indeed provocative whim—the virtual
          deification of a handsome boy—assumes true persuasiveness, thanks to the emotional and artistic fervor with
          which the feat is performed.
        


        
          Comment


          
            George as “Knight Templar” and savior—note the leader worship (“my idol”) in the quote from Klaus Mann.
            Klaus was a Weimar Republic democrat, always hated Hitler, and fought him courageously in print and on the
            battlefield, as I witnessed when we served in the U.S. Army in Italy, 1943–45. Did his kind of leader
            worship among Weimar youth prepare unintentionally—the atmosphere for Hitler worship? Or instead, is it
            George, with his elitist contempt for the vile Nazi rabble, who inspired Klaus’s liberalism? The “road not
            taken”: could the German leader cult have produced not a Hitler but an inspiring antifascist leader, such
            as Clemenceau in the France of the Dreyfus case and of the Boulanger threat? Or were the German emotions
            too irrational for salutary canalization? I’m not sure of the answer.
          

        
      

      
        3 By a Sardonic Prussian Nobleman


        
          Friedrich Reck-Malleczewen, Diary of a Man in Despair (New York: Collier Books, 1972, p.95), a
          translation of the earlier German edition of 1947, a diary of the 1930s. (In contrast with George, who like
          Rilke and Yeats invented his own aristocracy, Reck was a “genuine” aristocrat, of ancient lineage, murdered
          by the Gestapo for opposing Hitler).
        


        
          November 1939. We talked about the letters, just published, which Stefan George wrote to Hugo von
          Hofmannsthal, and the incredible arrogance they revealed. I told Clé the details of an audience with George,
          when the writer, enthroned in an elevated silver armchair between two silver candlesticks, had asked me my
          views on Aristotle: and how, two hours later, I saw King Stefan in Heidelberg, fat dripping from his
          mouth as he tore with truly Gargantuan zeal into his roast ribs of beef and sauerkraut in the second-class
          waiting room of the railroad station.
        


        
          Comment


          
            “Fat dripping”: a perceptive corrective not only to George as high priest but to all exquisite aesthetes
            caught unawares. This reality doesn’t demolish him or them. It makes him and them more human. Indeed
            George’s best quality is not his elitist pretensions but his earthy peasant aspect (heritage of Lorraine
            farmers), which emerges in such poems about crops as “Der Freund der Fluren.” (This great poem is not
            translated here; I tried a dozen versions over a dozen years; none came out as a good English poem
            in its own right.) Crucial: not to be distracted, either pro or con, by the “noble” airs of George but to
            focus on what counts today: his poetic genius, which uniquely combines the sensuous musicality of the Latin
            languages with the lapidary monosyllabic vigor of English. George’s father was no nobleman but a jovial
            philistine wine merchant, whose comment on his son’s oeuvre was to hope that at least it makes
            money.
          

        
      

      
        4 By the Leading Marxist Critic of the Frankfurt School


        
          In 1939–40, Theodor Adorno wrote his essay, “George and Hofmannsthal,” dedicated to the memory of Walter
          Benjamin, published 1942 in exile, reprinted 1955 in his essay collection, Prismen (Frankfurt am
          Main, Suhrkamp Verlag). There and elsewhere, from a Marxist viewpoint, he rejected George both for outdated
          art nouveau style (even though praising “Templars” and certain other poems). Three decades later,
          while setting George to music, Adorno changed his mind drastically. Speaking this time from an artistic, not
          Marxist viewpoint, he gave a lecture on George at Mannheim in 1969. Adorno’s words were summarized as follows
          by Gerhard Koch in Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, March 21, 1969.
        


        
          In the final analysis, George stood rather close to the musicalized lyricism of Verlaine. What stays
          remarkable is this: how strongly the composers of the Viennese atonal school—Schönberg, Webern, Berg—were
          based on George. As motto for his exodus from tonality…Schönberg even picked a George poem, ‘Entrückung’
          [Rapture].
        


        
          …In his lecture “Comments on George’s Lyrics,” Adorno succeeded in impressively rehabilitating the
          poet. He did this by detaching him from the accepted self-induced national legend and by invalidating the
          official canon about him. Adorno said George turned out to be dated in those works—once acclaimed as
          timeless—that once were praised as collective in spirit. The pose of lofty antiquity turned out to resemble
          petit-bourgeois kitsch. George’s real power lay in renouncing this and renouncing the poetry of German
          experience. His greatest strength came from his seemingly most fragile and mysterious poems, especially those
          from Jahr der Seele and Siebente Ring. His collective cultural claims proved feeble; the
          seemingly ephemeral is what has survived.
        


        
          Adorno stressed how vastly George’s creativity drew upon French lyricism, enriching his own work with
          graceful impressionist color and flexibility. George, above all, was not sufficiently revered as translator….
          In conclusion, Adorno called attention to George’s one prose work, Tage und Taten [Days and
          Deeds]. Insufficiently known, this book displayed a Proustian sensitivity, achieving amazing surrealist
          dream-effects.
        


        
          Comment


          
            Adorno’s summarizer then ends by expressing surprise that, instead of the expected sociological approach,
            Adorno now conveyed “a whiff of the ritual of pure art as a religion.” The word “capitalism” is not even
            mentioned! Yet in the 1930s and early 1940s, Adorno and Benjamin use the word obsessively in discussing
            George. Both praise George for foreseeing—in “Templars”—a “Weltnacht” (universal night) for “doomed”
            capitalism. Yet the doom George was foreseeing (he ignored economics) was too broad for so reductive an
            interpretation. Adorno died soon after the above economics-ignoring lecture. We’ll never know how much he
            was modifying his Frankfurt School Marxism.2 Actually, much of his seemingly new approach to George was already latent in
            his youthful writings on Schönberg’s atonal music, which so influenced Thomas Mann’s image of Nietzsche in
            Doctor Faustus. Schönberg set to music fifteen of the lyrics from George’s early book Hängende
            Gärten.
          


          
            Adorno’s point—about George’s French roots—is sustained by the evidence. In part, though only in part,
            George can be called a French poet writing German. This bilingual scion of Lorraine peasantry first called
            himself Etienne George, the surname at first pronounced as in French; then (in honor of Stéphane Mallarmé
            whose Tuesday salon he frequented) Stephane George; finally Stefan, with hard “g” and three syllables for
            the surname.
          


          
            Like the Frankfurt school in the Weimar Republic, even today some very able critics continue a
            “j’accuse” against George. They accuse him not of fascism but of “protofascism.” On a few
            occasions, especially in parts of The Star of the Covenant, 1913, they have a good point, provided
            you define “proto” broadly enough. In the broadest sense (the sense of his being an elitist anti-democrat),
            the anti-Nazi George can perhaps be called protofascist. It takes such a sloppily broad definition to
            equate George’s monarchist sympathies with fascism, especially as the monarchy he admired was not the
            Prussian Hohenzollern one of his day but the medieval Hohenstauffens, not the Third Reich but the medieval
            Holy Roman Reich and the blended French-German culture of Charlemagne’s Reich.
          


          
            Certainly George used favorably the words “Reich” (imperium) and “Fuehrer” (leader). This
            was common German usage then. Special German context, already before 1914: in art and in politics, leader
            cults were “in the air.” Most had no connection with Hitler, who came so much later. But they partly paved
            his way psychologically. This unintended way-paving does include the George cult. And many others. How it
            and they “paved” (the subject requires a whole book) has already been analyzed earlier in this volume.
          


          
            Much, but not too much, should he made of his choosing so many Jews among his senior disciples and closest
            comrades. Even without them, his cultural ideal of German-Latin-Mediterranean synthesis was incompatible
            with the super-Nordic ideal of German nationalists in general and Nazis in particular. And his stress on
            lonely individualism (Nietzschean elitist) was incompatible with any Nazi, nationalist, and Communist
            collectivism. In so far as it exists at all, his alleged protofascism is never explicit; as Adorno came to
            see, it is peripheral to—and separable from—the lyrical. In contrast, in the Cantos of the
            formidable Ezra Pound, the fascist message and the Hitler-style anti-Semitism are explicit, central, and
            inseparable.
          


          
            After World War I, like almost all Germans (democrats as well as Nazis and communists), George detested the
            Versailles treaty and the French military occupation of the Rhineland. But he remained uncommitted to what
            he called ‘outer” or public politics. Robert Boehringer quotes him as saying in the 1920s, “There must a
            peaceful permeation by spiritual values, a renewal from within, or all must go to ruin”—and also
            as saying he is “equally remote from the obscurantism of Prussian Junkers and the ‘fake brotherhood’ of the
            democrats…. Right and left, all’s the same. The former are as alien to us as the latter.”
          


          
            When the patriotic youth movements of the 1920s appealed for his support, he dismissed them as
            “caricatures” of his own circle and “a greater threat than open enemies.” Nevertheless, his admirer
            Friedrich Wolters (now there’s a real protofascist), though no Party member and dead before 1933, did share
            such radical-right youth-movement nationalism. The closer disciple Gundolf, in a letter3 of November 1929 to Karl Wolfskehl,
            accuses Wolters of harming George by “political and racist absurdities.” Other disciples, including Max
            Kommerell (who put together George’s last book) and Robert Boehringer, agreed in repudiating Wolters. But
            because George was almost always silent about “outer” politics, such splits among his followers were not
            resolved. Not until his decisive gesture of quitting Germany in 1933.
          


          
            After his death, Nazi propaganda at first hailed him as a forerunner (for his leader cult and his contempt
            for democracy), then turned against him (for putting art above “Volk” and state and for lacking racism).
            The brilliant poet Gottfried Benn, by 1938 an anti-Nazi, in 1934 behaved the most shamefully of all.
            Hailing Hitler ecstatically, Benn linked him, George, and Nietzsche as a kind of superman team. The
            temporary George disciple, Professor Ernst Bertram, also sincerely anti-Nazi by 1938, made the very same
            triple linkage in 1934. (After 1945, he denied this under oath, but I discovered the 1934 linkage in his
            lecture notes at Marbach.) Nietzsche and George, being dead, could not protest the insult.
          

        
      
    


    
      “Templars”: The Outsider as
      Rescuer (1972)


      
        Once merged with all mankind in golden idyll,
        

        For eons now we orbit exile’s cycle.
        

        We live two fervors in the same proud fashion:
        

        The rose’s passion, and. the cross’s Passion.
      


      
        In dark’s bleak hush we tame the weaving talons
        

        Of Norns and tilt the cataclysmic balance.
        

        Our weapons, flagellating crowd and crown,
        

        Thunder a twittering generation down.
      


      
        Take back your tome of rules, that cardboard anchor.
        

        We shrug your side-glance of, its trustless rancor,
        

        Its hate that turns to panic as it crashes
        

        Against love’s exorcizing lightning flashes.
      


      
        Our gold?—with slash and catapult we plunder
        

        Established trash for our contempt to squander.
        

        Our justice?—while men flee its white-hot anger,
        

        We kneel before an infant in a manger.
      


      
        That unslicked hair, that arson of the eyes
        

        Which once revealed the lord in rags’ disguise
        

        We’re veiling from the rabble’s pushy homage;
        

        Our shade, not us they deck with showy plumage.
      


      
        The lap that mothered us was not our mother’s,
        

        The loins our heirs will spurt from are another’s.
        

        Such stock—adopted sons, adopted sires—
        

        Outlasts, outglows mere copulated fires.
      


      
        And every brazen deed and every fated
        

        Crossroads is ours alone who consummate it.
        

        “Save us,” men beg. We save them. Our reward;
        

        They stone us, shouting “Curse what you have wrought.”
      


      
        When Magna Mater deserts from nurturing
        

        And thirsts exhausted for life’s buried spring
        

        In universal night, then only one
        

        Who always fought her and her law of spawn
      


      
        Can grab her braids, can grip her fingers tight
        

        Until she re-enacts her age-old rite
        

        Where freely she—
      


      
        —look quick, where two worlds mesh,
      


      
        What flesh writhes up from god, what god from flesh?
      


      
        Templer


        
          Wir eins mit allen nur in goldnem laufe
          

          -Undenkbar lang schied unsre schar der häufe
          

          Wir Rose: innre jugendliche brunst
          

          Wir Kreuz: der stolz ertragnen leiden kunst.
        


        
          Auf unbenannter bahn in karger stille
          

          Drehn wir den speer und drehn die dunkle spille.
          

          In feiger zeit schreckt unsrer waffen loh’n
          

          Wir geissein yolk und schlagen lärm am thron.
        


        
          Wir folgen nicht den sitten und den spielen
          

          Der andren die voll argwöhn nach uns schielen
          

          Und grauen wenn ihr hass nicht übermannt
          

          Was unser wilder stürm der liebe bannt.
        


        
          Was uns als beute fiel von schwert und Schleuder
          

          Rinnt achtlos aus den händen der Vergeuder
          

          Und deren wut verheerend urteil spie
          

          Vor einem kinde sinken sie ins knie
        


        
          Der augen sprühen und die freie locke
          

          Die einst den herrn verriet im betteirocke
          

          Verschleiern wir dem dreisten schwarm verschämt
          

          Der unsre schatten erst mit glanz verbrämt.
        


        
          Wie wir gediehn im schoosse fremder amme:
          

          Ist unser nachwuchs nie aus unsrem stamme—
          

          Nie alternd nie entkräftet nie versprengt
          

          Da ungeborne glut in ihm sich mengt.
        


        
          Und jede eherne tat und nötige wende:
          

          Nur unser-einer ist der sie vollende—
          

          Zu der man uns in arger wirrsal ruft
          

          Und dann uns steinigt: fluch dem was ihr schuf’t!
        


        
          Und wenn die grosse Nährerin im zorne
          

          Nicht mehr sich mischend neigt am untern borne
          

          In einer weltnacht starr und müde pocht:
          

          So kenn nur ether der sie stets befocht
        


        
          Und zwang und nie verfuhr nach ihrem rechte
          

          Die hand lhr pressen packen ibre flechte
          

          Dass sie ihr werk willfährig wieder treibt:
          

          Den leib vergottet und den gott verleibt.
        

      

      
        Comment on “Templars”


        
          The Knights Templars, a crusading religious order, were founded 1118–1119 in Jerusalem: to protect pilgrims
          to the Holy Land. In 1312 Pope Clement suppressed their entire order. They were exterminated by mass killings
          and burnings at the stake by King Philip IV of France, 1314. Motive: to seize their wealth. He accused them
          of heresies, conspiracies, Satanic abominations, and sexual perversions (all mostly unproved). Rather than
          marry and have children, they carried on their secret society via adopted sons, as noted in stanza six. As
          armed priests, shunning women, and bonded to their male Grand Master, their resemblance—hieratic,
          psychological, erotic—to the George circle is almost embarrassingly self-evident. But the poem triumphantly
          universalizes the merely personal and quirky. It makes the elitism one of idealistic service, not mere
          selfish arrogance.
        


        
          Something critics have missed: the analogy between this poem and the absence of spring from the seasons of
          George’s earlier book The Year of the Soul. Spring is the law of spawn, of identity with the earth
          mother. Similarly the outsider, both taming and rescuing her in “Templars,” is the one “who always fought her
          and her law.” Not only for personal sexual reasons but as a totally dedicated artist, George’s concern was
          creativity not procreativity.
        


        
          The role of the needed outsider, the redeeming outlaw, was always the author’s obsession but never so
          successfully universalized as here. Here the outsider forces the exhausted earth mother to renew her insider
          role to heal the body-spirit split.
        


        
          Critics have argued in their rival interpretations, over specifically what kind of outsider George is ever
          summoning. Let each reader choose his own outsider archetype; the artist, the heretic, the criminal (see “The
          Perpetrator” “Der Täter”) the saint, the diabolist (see the suppressed “Satanic strophes”), the Nietzschean
          natural aristocrat, all of them persecuted by Ortega’s “massman.” The outcast could be the witch-hunted witch
          (see “The Stranger’) or simply the lover of boys with his adopted sons. It enhances the magic of the lines
          that you can read all or none of these figures into it.
        


        
          Though it smacks of reductive pop psychology, you can view “Templars” as an outburst of its author’s
          megalomania. Young George once boasted, “Had I only had a few hundred loyal followers, I would have
          overthrown every throne in Europe.” Reversing Napoleon’s “I love power as an artist” (“j’aime le pouvoir
          comme artiste”), George remarked, “I love art as power” (“j’aime l’art comme pouvoir”). He identified with
          defeated emperors, not only Napoleon but Heliogabulus. His combination of seeing himself as hated outlaw and
          beloved savior shows how personally he meant the “we” of this poem. He might have said of it, like Louis XIV,
          “l’état c’est moi.” But what matters most is what he created out of his Yeatsian “rag-and-bone shop of the
          heart.” Aesthetically supreme is the sheer propulsiveness of its torrential rhythms and the vigor of its
          images. This may be the greatest as well as most offensive poem in modern German literature.
        


        
          Among the hundreds of books and articles about George, Claude David’s book in French (Stefan George,
          IAC publisher, Lyon-Paris, 1952) is one of the very finest, though I often disagree with it. Hear him on
          “Templars,” page 251: “The poem summons forth a sort of Free Masonry…living separate from the world,
          misunderstood, stoned….‘Only he who always fought her’ [the earth], can force her to endure human rule. The
          Templars are the seed of a new order…a spiritual elite, always recruited from the best…true to an inner law….
          They combine action with meditation: while preserving spiritual values, they threaten the throne of the
          unworthy. The humanism here presented” [as opposed to the antirational obscurantism of Klages and
          Schuler] “restores the possibility of life and wisdom,…the self confidence of humanity.”
        


        
          So far, so good, (though a bit goody-good). But David then indicts the famous last line for being
          “contradictory”: -”‘to embody god’ contradicts ‘to deify the body.’” Yet the point of the poem is that both
          are one. The last line reconciles the sundered halves. “Polarities,” in William Blake’s phrase, “are
          positive.” And this through the organic growth of life itself, not through a merely mechanical Hegelian logic
          of thesis-antithesis -synthesis. Life and logic, both indispensable, grow in different yet parallel ways.
          Life is biology: a rambling English-style garden. Logic is geometry: the symmetric garden of Le Nôtre at
          Versailles. At least this is how I see both life and this poem.
        


        
          How, then, to translate this last line? Essential: to preserve the unifying repetition of “gott” and “leib”
          (god and flesh). Literally: to deify the body and embody the deus (or embody the divine). But “deus” isn’t
          English, and “divine” is a weak, gushy, arty adjective. Needed instead: a strong monosyllabic noun of
          exciting physical action. So I have recast the line to make it strong and immediate.
        


        
          In the third line from the end, “freely” (“willfährig,” voluntarily) is an important qualification;
          the coercion of earth is not violating her nature, her ancient rite, but renewing it: a qualification that
          may or may not convince the reader. A poem must be read in the context of its time and culture. Modern
          feminism versus macho coercion, these belong to a valid but later context. Or shall the coercive “Templars”
          be a second time burnt at the stake six centuries later, this time the stake of political correctness?
          Ironically, George’s one female beloved Ida Coblenz wore no Gretchen-style “braids” and was not coerced. In a
          sense it is she who did the coercion, forsaking George for another man, Richard Dehmel.
        


        
          In Angelus Novus (Frankfurt am Main, 1966 edition, pp. 479–481), the marvelous German critic Walter
          Benjamin1
          analyzes the greatness of “Templars.” He stresses what he calls its “peasant son” aspect of mastering nature
          (grabbing her braids), as opposed to yielding to the nature worship (then ubiquitous) of German romanticism
          in general. More specifically, “Templars” shouts at the reader the author’s break with the Magna Mater
          religiosity of the “Cosmic circle” of Ludwig Klages and Alfred Schuler, his former friends.
        


        
          They were elaborating the “Mutterrecht” cult (mother-right or mother-law) of the 1870s of the Swiss
          anthropologist J. J. Bachofen. Later pages will trace the influence on Hitler of the Klages-Schuler
          anti-Semitism, with which George likewise broke in 1904.
        


        
          The Cosmic circlers, Klages and Schuler, are linked—often hyphenated—names. Rightly linked: Schuler the
          “inspired” priest of life intoxication; Klages the pedantic philosopher of anti-pedantic intoxication. Yet in
          a brief pique Schuler once turned against his fellow-racist: “Klages comes from Hanover—the Phoenicians
          reached Hanover—that makes Klages one more Jew.” George enjoyed quoting this gem of nonsense: to show the
          absurdity of the anti-Semitic pseudo-science flooding Germany long before Hitler. The Phoenicians, founders
          of Carthage and not Jewish, spoke a Semitic language and were-ugly-tradesmen, alleged by Schuler to have
          briefly landed in Hanover two thousand years before; Q.E.D. Such logic anticipates the whole Nazi paranoia.
        


        
          Klages and Schuler established the supernatural claims of the Cosmic circle in 1899, when Schuler tried to
          cure Nietzsche of madness by the counter-madness of performing for him a corybantic dance as a reincarnated
          Roman Aryan. In April of that year, Schuler conducted for Klages and George a mystic “ancient Roman” séance,
          summoning magical daemons from the deep. George’s comment to Klages: “This is insanity I can’t stand it! Why
          have you lured me here? Take me to a tavern where decent bourgeois types, quite ordinary people, smoke
          cigarettes and drink beer.” This from a leading bourgeois-baiting poet. His healthy outburst gets quoted by
          Klages as proving George unworthy of the two Cosmic geniuses. No wonder Klages accuses the Franco-German
          George of having secret Jewish blood. And no wonder that Hitler later recommended Klages for the Nobel Prize.
        


        
          Mishmash: though the real Templars were, in their own odd way, Christians, the poem not only distorts and
          idealizes them; it mixes them with very different religions. The Christ child reference of stanza four is, to
          be sure, Christian. But the “dunkle Spille” (dark spool) of line 6 can only refer to the thread of life spun
          by the three Norns (Fates) of Scandinavian myth. The actual word “Norns” is not used except in my clarifying
          translation; myth-conscious German readers did not need it. The “spring” of the next to last stanza refers to
          the Icelandic “Edda” epic. Georg Peter Landmann, whom I consulted as perhaps the best living George authority
          (his anthology of George translations is indispensable), wrote me on January 13, 1972: this is “the deeply
          hidden wellspring of all life, the well of Mimir in the Edda.”
        


        
          Particularly un-Christian is the concluding god embodiment. It is George’s interpretation of the Hellenic
          heritage. By writing “god,” not “God,” he signaled that he preferred the Greek gods to the monotheistic “God”
          of his Catholic childhood. Here, as in all his work, the Nietzsche influence is obvious.
        


        
          Consensus: Adorno, his friend Walter Benjamin, Klaus Mann, and countless others (for example, Willi Koch,
          Stefan George Max Niemeyer Verlag, Halle, 1933) seem to agree that “Templars” is probably George’s
          greatest and most representative poem. Do I agree? Partly. Especially in regard to its last two quatrains.
          But equally deserving of the word “great”—and without the preachiness partly marring “Templars”—are “Autumn’s
          Park” (“Komm in den totgesagten park,” Hofmannsthal’s favorite), “After the Gleaning” (“Wir schreiten auf und
          ab”), “Your Turning Year” (“Nun lass mich rufen”), and “Final Song” (“Du schlank und rein”), all translated
          in my unpublished translation book. George himself emphasized the priority of the lyrical over the political
          and over the didactic by choosing “Final Song” as the final poem of his final book, even though this “pure”
          lyric was written earlier. Beauty, a short, somewhat embarrassing, somewhat outdated word, is the reason for
          Americans to read George today.
        

      
    


    
      Inner Demons


      
        The Cursing


        
          (Translated from the German of Stefan George’s book, The Tapestry of Life.)
        


        
          Is there still a trail through the willow marges
          

          Where the wood bends double the crouching grasses?
          

          What if this river leads to poisonous marshes
          

          Where the green flicker of ignis fatuus flashes?
        


        
          Serpents are rearing their shaft till out of their gullet
          

          Dart the tongues of the fire with which you’re sullied.
          

          Live (for a dead man’s sin) a lifetime’s vengeance;
          

          Hate him, rider; compel with your hate his penance.
        


        
          Only this floating corpse can cure your obsession,
          

          Can cool on your cheek the brand with which he scorched you,
          

          Can calm the spleen that chokes you with its passion…
          

          Call him, curse him, till he’s swimming toward you.
        


        
          Lips that triggered blood feuds, now they’re silent;
          

          Arm that bludgeoned, now it never budges;
          

          In his breast, the knife: — a moving island,
          

          He rides on water through the arcs of bridges.
        


        
          The German original of “The Cursing” is “Die Verrafung” (literally “The Imprecation”) from George’s book
          Der Teppich des Lebens (Berlin: Bondi, 1900).
        

      

      
        Die Verrufung


        
          Geht ein weg noch hinter den weidenstümpfen
          

          Wo die halme sich vor dem wetter ducken?
          

          Führt dieser fluss dich nicht fort zu den giftigen sümpfen
          

          Wo die grünlichen lichter zusammenzucken?
        


        
          Schlangen erheben sich ihre verderblichen Schlünde
          

          Recken entgegen die schnellen und glühenden zungen.
          

          —Reiter! lebe nur über der einen sünde —
          

          Hasse den einen bis dein hass ihn bezwungen!
        


        
          Nur der tote löst dich vom wilden dränge
          

          Bricht das grollen der erstickenden stimme
          

          Kühlt den brand auf der verlezten wange..
          

          Rufe bis er hier vorüber schwimme!
        


        
          Lippe bleich die keinen zwist mehr schaffe!
          

          Arme schlaff die nie mehr schlagen mögen,
          

          In dem busen noch die blanke waffe
          

          Treibt er durch die hohlen brückenbögen..
        


        
          Comment on George’s “The Cursing”


          
            An uncanny evocation — of what? The German tide, “Die Verrufung,” is so closely echoed on line 12 by “rufe”
            (“call”) that “rufe” implies both “curse” and “call,” and so is here translated as both. The poem reflects
            George’s conviction (cf. “Perpetrator,” “The Stranger,” “Templars,” and others) that reason and ethics
            can’t cope with the darker visions. But despite Gundolfs chthonic interpretation (cf. pp. 188–189 of
            Friedrich Gundolf, George, Berlin, Bondi, 3d edition, 1930), George seems not totally committed to
            either side. I am not sure whether to stress, sans reductiveness, the rearing serpents of lines five and
            six; some sense of sexual guilt or unnameable outsider status is floating between the lines.
          


          
            Is the poem perhaps meant to preface the one that directly follows it, “The Perpetrator”? In both, the
            victim, the crime, and the motive remain an enigma. Perhaps the best comment on both was made (though in
            another connection) by George’s friend Herbert Steiner (whom I interviewed) after a George visit: “Il y
            a postérité de Cain.”
          

        
      

      
        The Perpetrator


        
          (From Stefan George’s book, The Tapestry of Life. A less literal but more revealing title might be:
          “Cain the Beautiful.”)
        


        
          Before the lost window I stagger for refuge and stammer,
          

          “Now open the casement; surround me again with your musk,
          

          You twilight I long for, you blessing for which I still clamor.”
          

          Today I abandon myself to the soothings of dusk.
        


        
          Tomorrow it all will have happened beyond any helping,
          

          What can’t be put off any longer by codes that deter.
          

          Then come the pursuers and stone-throwing rabble. All blur
          

          Into shadows that sniff at my trail with a virtuous yelping.
        


        
          If never you measured your brother’s back for a dagger,
          

          How lifeless is what you call living; how shallow your dreams
          

          Who never have savored the sweet hemlock poison that numbs!
          

          If only you’d guess my contempt for your thin-blooded swagger.
        


        
          For even you cronies will moralize glibly tomorrow:
          

          “His career, his lost honor”—these trifles I shed like a husk.
          

          How tender the drowsy landscape that cradles my sorrow,
          

          How peaceful this moment of cushioning dusk!
        


        
          (Der Täter by Stefan George, from Der Teppich des Lebens, Berlin: Bondi, 1900.)
        


        
          Ich lasse mich in vorm vergessenen fenster: nun tu
          

          De flügel wie immer mir auf und hülle hienieden
          

          Du stets mir ersehnte du segnende dämmrung mich zu
          

          Heut will ich noch ganz mich ergeben dem lindernden frieden.
        


        
          Denn morgen beim schrägen der strahlen ist es geschehn
          

          Was unentrinnbar in hemmenden stunden mich peinigt
          

          Dann werden Verfolger als schatten hinter mir stehn
          

          Und suchen wird mich die wahllose menge die steinigt.
        


        
          Wer niemals am bruder den fleck für den dolchstoss bemass
          

          Wie leicht ist sein leben, und wie dünn das gedachte
          

          Dem der von des Schierlings betäubenden körnern nicht ass!
          

          O wüsstet ihr wie ich each alle ein wenig verachte!
        


        
          Denn auch ihr freunde redet morgen: so schwand
          

          Ein ganzes leben voll hoffnung und ehre hienieden …
          

          Wie wiegt mich heute so mild das entschlummernde land
          

          Wie fühl ich sanft um mich des abends frieden!
        


        
          Comment on George’s ‘The Perpetrator”


          
            Once more (as with the witch woman of “The Stranger”) George plays the outsider, cast out by society for
            some terrible, deliberately unnamed offence (social, religious, sexual?), symbolized by a “brotherly”
            Cain-like assassination. Here, too, society’s outcast casts out society. George often suppressed this
            darker side; for example, he refused to publish his “Satanic Strophes” a title recalling a certain book by
            Salman Rushdie. The other side of the coin, the one circulated with off-putting sanctimony by his
            disciples, was George as exorcist, healer, messiah.
          


          
            Only in his most magical poems, notably “Knights Templars,” do the two sides converge, both thereby gaining
            tragic honesty. Reflecting George’s evolution from loner to leader, “The Perpetrator” performs as an
            individual the function (outlaw as renewer) that “Templars” performs as a group.
          


          
            The poem’s aesthetic achievement is this: it ends by conveying, in the last two lines, a sensuous hovering
            moment, hovering not only in meaning but in meter. The speaker’s hectic rhythms of desperation and doom end
            in timeless serenity, and not words but lilt convey this transfiguration. Here, as so often, the
            translator’s task is less to translate the word denotations than to transplant the rhythmic connotations.
          


          
            In the English-language edition of Prisms, Theodor Adorno, translating the title “Der Täter” as
            “The Culprit,” calls it “that great poem.” The brilliant Marxist Adorno had once established “progressive”
            opinion about George by branding his work both as proto-fascist and as outdated “Jugendstil” (art nouveau).
            Then, just before his death, Adorno reversed his views in a fascinating lecture of 1969 (cf. “Apropos
            Stefan George: Ein Abend Mit Th. Adorno,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, March 21, 1969).
            Rehabilitating the poet from the George-as-fascist legend that Adorno had partly created, he now saw him
            more as a French-style aesthete, comparing him to Proust and the surrealists. Adorno now pledged to set
            George to music but died before the pledge could be fulfilled. Adorno’s master, Arnold Schoenberg, did set
            fifteen George poems to music.
          

        
      

      
        Satanic Stanzas


        
          (A “suppressed” poem of Stefan George, found in his trash basket by a disciple in 1928 and presented in
          English for the first time in this translation.)
        


        
          All gods are products of some human taint
          

          It takes an idiot to be a saint
          

          Listen to clowns they’re wisdom’s oracle
          

          What is immaculate is unhistorical
          

          Vice is what makes mere virtue seem Utopia
          

          Love’s the invention of your eye’s myopia
          

          In every holy man a crime’s interred
          

          The one abiding truth is the absurd.
        

      

      
        Teuflische Stanze


        
          Noch jeder Gott war menschliches Geschöpfe
          

          Die immer Seligen sind allein die Tröpfe
          

          Nur was die Narren sprechen ist Orakel
          

          Nur was nie war, ist frei von jedem Makel
          

          Die Tugend dankt am meisten dem Vergehen
          

          Die Liebe kommt vom mangelhaften Sehen
          

          Kein Heiliger der’s nicht aus dem Sünder wurde
          

          Und ewige Wahrheit bleibt nur das Absurde.
        


        
          Comment on “Satanic Stanzas”


          
            Edith Landmann, in Gespräche mit Stefan George (Düsseldorf and Munich, 1963, p. 191), describes
            herself fishing out this crumpled discarded poem and George’s repudiation of it as private conversation,
            not public poetry. He would have been aghast at her publishing it. Mrs. Landmann used to address him
            reverently in the third person: “What does Der Meister think of so and so?” The importance of “Satanic
            Strophes” (for his unresolved polarity between the outcast diabolic and the elitist messianic) is discussed
            with my translation of his witch poem, “The Stranger.”
          

        
      

      
        Two Parodies in German: Peter Viereck


        
          Sehnsucht Meines Ahnen, Des Venezianischen Gesandten


          
            (As if by early Rilke)
          


          
            Da sandte er, der sendende Gesandte,
            

            Den Engel, den der Ahne innig ahnte.
            

            Mit einer Geste gähnte der Galante,
            

            So müde wie erkennende Verkannte,
            

            Doch Ernst wie junge Mädchen, die erschrecken,
            

            Wenn Brisen ihre Keuschheitshaare wecken.
          

        
      

      
        Der Seher Aber


        
          (As if by Stefan George; first his early music, then his sparser later style)
        


        
          Ich trat als erstling schlicht in eure runde,
          

          Halb herrscherdämon und halb nachtigall.
          

          Die ur-uhr schlung des Dionysos stunde.
          

          Traut nie dem der da lockt aus feilem bunde.
          

          Nun tönt das erz der erde wie kristall
          

          (Ein werewolf stöhnt in dumpfem Widerhall).
          

          …Ich euch der markstein drauf euch Sendung quoll.
          

          Tritt nie wer zum verbleib beim ewe-abend?
          

          Der seher aber, morsche kür begrabend,
          

          Mahnt einen göttlich-nackten faun der fluren
          

          Dass Hohenstaufen hehrer sind als huren—
          

          Das dolch und flöte heide heilig sind:
          

          Des Templers südweh und das tanzend kind.
        

      
    


    
      Deciphering “The Stranger”: A
      Detective Story (1970)


      
        The following pages are my translation of George’s “Die Fremde” from The Tapestry of Life (Der Teppich
        des Lebens, 1900–1901), the original German poem, and an alternate translation by Emst Morwitz and Olga Marx
        from Works of Stefan George.
      


      
        The Stranger (my translation)


        
          She came alone and from afar;
          

          We sidled round her gate in fear.
          

          Singing by moonlight, hair untied,
          

          She wove her spells and prophesied.
        


        
          When church-bells called us past her house,
          

          Distraction shimmered from her blouse.
          

          Her smile was then half curse, half kiss:
          

          For sons and husbands an abyss.
        


        
          Next year she vanished in a swamp
          

          When culling herbs in dark and damp—
          

          While others saw her fade to mist
        


        
          In mid-air in our very midst.
          

          As hostage to our daytime mind,
          

          Her boy was all she left behind:
          

          Midnight-black, linen-white,
          

          Born in the pagan winter-light.
        

      

      
        Die Fremde (original German text)


        
          Sie kam allein aus fernen gauen
          

          Ihr haus umging das volk mit grauen
          

          Sie sott und buk und sagte wahr
          

          Sie sang im mond mit offenem haar.
        


        
          Am kirch tag trug sie bunten Staat
          

          Damit sie oft zur luke trat..
          

          Dann ward ihr lächeln süss und herb
          

          Gatten und brüdern zum verderb.
        


        
          Und übers jähr als sie im dunkel
          

          Einst attich suchte und ranunket
          

          Da sah man wie sie sank im torf—
          

          Und andere schwuren dass vorm dorf
        


        
          Sie auf dem mitten weg verschwand..
          

          Sie Hess das knäblein nur als pfand
          

          So schwarz wie nacht so bleich wie lein
          

          Das sie gebar im hornungschein.
        

      

      
        The Stranger (Morwitz-Marx translation)


        
          She came alone from far away.
          

          They shunned her house in cold dismay.
          

          She told the palm, and baked, and stewed,
          

          By moonlight walked without a snood.
        


        
          Bedecked with gauds she often lay
          

          Against her sill on holy day,
          

          And sweet and bitter was her smile
          

          To spouse and brother bane and guile.
        


        
          The morrow-year when through the dusk
          

          Dane wort she dug and buttercups,
          

          Some said the swamp had sucked her down,
          

          But others swore, before the town
        


        
          She disappeared midway, and had
          

          As only pledge bequeathed the lad
          

          As pale as linen, black as night
          

          Whom she had borne in Feveril light.
        


        
          English rhymed tetrameters have too pat a click. As the translator does not believe in omitting rhyme when
          rhyme is used in the original, the solution is to interject slant rhymes (same first and last consonants,
          with different vowels permitted) to make the patness less obnoxious (“afar” and “fear,” “mist” and “midst”).
          And from the next to last line the translator has highhandedly ejected two unaccented syllables in order to
          keep the cumulative iambics from becoming too jingle.
        


        
          The opening line must set a medieval fairy-tale tone: hence the word “afar, an archaism normally to be
          deplored. As a despiser of Uhland, George is unwilling (no, unable) long to sustain a folk-ballad tone; so
          the last stanza loses the earlier simplicity and radiates a variety of more sophisticated meanings. These
          meanings, analyzed unconvincingly by Gundolf in his George book,1 have generated much disagreement. Is the
          alien woman creativity, magic, the eternal outsider, an enemy of the people, a savior? Is she womankind in
          general or the male poet George in particular? And is her mysterious boy the subversiveness of genius or the
          genius of subversiveness? What rough new beast is slouching toward Parnassus to be born? Or is the boy what a
          sleazy movie of the American 1960s defined as “Rosemary’s Baby,” a Satan-spawned destroyer? In other poems
          George often overexplains himself; here, in contrast, is a poem of glittering wonder. The challenge to its
          many would-be explicators is to decipher the hints without dissolving the wonder.
        


        
          Aside from these questions of content, the poem raises a question of form, one concerning translations in
          general: when are metric connotations more important to transplant into English than literal denotations? One
          representative example among many occurs in line eight. To avoid the extra syllable of “brothers,” the
          seduced village swains have here been rendered as “sons and husbands,” even though the German has “husbands
          and brothers.” Their precise genealogy matters less than the need, throughout the poem, to keep dactyls and
          anapests from intruding on the direct folk-style bluntness of one of the few George poems consisting only of
          trochees and iambs. The two seeming exceptions are “offenem” in line four and “andere” in line twelve, but in
          both these cases the extra “e” syllable gets slurred over when spoken. Since George was the least
          straightforward of poets, the pseudo-naive patter and meter only enhance the complexity of the underlying
          mystery and tension.
        


        
          The poem’s main enigma, toward which the rest converges, is this: what did George intend in so emphasizing
          the specific month of “Hornung” in the last line? In Germany’s old pre-Christian calendar, the Hornung-month
          overlapped with modern February and so may be associated with sinister (“pagan”) rites in our translation.
          Whether “Hornung” was also associated with special witch-rites, the present translator ought to know but
          doesn’t. Does Ernst Morwitz? In his early version of 1943 (with Pantheon Press and Valhope) as well as in his
          second version of 1974 (with University of North Carolina Press and Olga Marx), Morwitz translates “Hornimg”
          as “Feveril.” Having been close to George, did Morwitz ever ask him about “Hornung”? Would George have
          disapproved our own guess at his meaning (‘pagan winter-light”)? We don’t know; so we include the revised
          Morwitz translation of 1974 above for those interested in pursuing the debate further or in other
          comparisons.
        


        
          “Feveril light” says too little to the reader in terms of an independent poem in English; Morwitz’s “stewed”
          and “snood” say too much, even if unintentionally. One tries for accurate understanding as hard as one can,
          but there is an even higher priority: to make a poem whose music and meaning are a good and self-sufficient
          poem in English. The two words that leap out at the reader in the Morwitz translation are his aforesaid
          “stewed” and “snood”:
        


        
          She told the palm, and baked, and stewed,
        


        
          In moonlight walked without a snood.
        


        
          “Stewed” sounds intransitive, though it isn’t, and therefore suggests its comic slang meaning of morbid
          brooding. And its matching rhyme-word “snood” has sacrificed humorlessly—to one dowdy detail of
          déshabille—the entire witch-aura that all the details ought to evoke. Hence our own snoodless
          attempt at a new translation.
        


        
          Meanwhile I have recalled that “Hornung” means not only February in old Germanic but also sometimes
          “bastard.”2 The latter meaning fits
          the interpretation of the stranger-woman as the demon-lovered outlaw-artist, as sorcerous gypsy creativity,
          as—the author himself. Himself: not merely in his sexual ambiguity but in the sense that his elitis
          taristocratic respectability always concealed, in his characteristic polarities, his cult of the diabolist
          outsider,3 as
          shown in his franker poem, “Templars” (see p. 406–8). On the other hand, George’s official explicators,
          notably Gundolf who analyzed every poem and Morwitz who translated them, all refrain from using the “bastard”
          meaning, let the reader judge for himself; is not the very magic of the poem that it invites guesses?
        


        
          And now for a grotesque aside: in 1887 certain nationalist fanatics tried to revive the “Hornung” month as an
          archaic cult symbol. Surely George, then still in his most Francophile anti-nationalist pre-1917 phase, would
          have derided their jingoist motives. None the less, the revival could have increased his awareness of
          “Hornung” as an anti-Christian symbol, to be used later — for non-jingoist motives—in “The Stranger.” 1887
          happened to be the two thousand-year anniversary of the victory of the Wotan worshipping Cimbrians and
          Teutons over the Romans at the battle of Noreia, 113 B.C. In celebration,
          preposterous as it may seem, a new Teutonic calendar was proclaimed by Austria’s leading völkisch
          anti-Semitic demagogue, Georg von Schönerer, later praised by Hitler in Mein Kampf: 113
          B.C. was to be the calendar’s Year One, with Nordic “Hornung” replacing the
          overly Latinate “Februar” as the German word for February.
        


        
          Although George, too, sympathized with pre-Christian paganism, in his case it was almost always a Greek, not
          a Nordic paganism. It was thus a rare exception, but one that perhaps played irresponsibly with völkisch
          fire, when George wrote as follows in “The War” (“Der Krieg,” a pamphlet-paper published separately, Berlin,
          Bondi, 1917, and republished in his Das Neue Reich, Berlin, Bondi, 1928):
        


        
          Apollo leans in secret
          

          Toward Baldur: ‘Night still rules a little while,
          

          But this time light won’t enter from the East.’
        


        
          (My translation)
        


        
          Apollo lehnt geheim
          

          An Baldur: ‘Eine weile währt noch nacht,
          

          Doch diesmal kommt von Osten nicht das licht.’
        


        
          This 1917 rejection of “ex oriente lux” may represent a rejection of Bolshevik Russia or else of
          Christianity, both coming from “the East.” Baldur (Balder), the martyred Norse god, has often been compared
          with martyred Christ. Here Baldur, as a fellow god of light, is evoked as Apollo’s brother. In the nineteenth
          century, some German nationalists flattered their audience as honorary Hellenes. Was George here partly
          abetting such nonsense? Unclear. Perhaps purposely unclear. Clearer is that he more often derided Nordic
          cults, as in his poems “Nordmenschen” and “Ihr Aeusserste,” the latter calling Jews and Germans “brothers.”
          He never said “ex nordico lux.” His cultural loyalty was to what Santayana evoked as “O Sacred
          Mediterranean.”
        


        
          In line five of “The Stranger,” note George’s stress on Sunday (“Kirchtag,” day of church bells). It is
          precisely then that our belle dame sans merci lures local swains into unChristian activities (culminating in
          a “bastard,” whether the father was some village yokel or a demon lover). Stress on Sabbath desecration may
          be interpreted as deliberately preparing the German reader for the anti-Christian association of the poem’s
          closing word, “Hornungschein.” But the English-speaking reader feels no such association with the English
          word “February” or with Morwitz’s “Feveril.” What “Feveril” does render excellently is the archaic
          connotation of “Hornung,” but what counts more in emotional impact here is the anti-Christian note; though
          the archaic and the anti-Christian can overlap, they are far from the same; Morwitz’s “Feveril” helps but is
          no solution. And so this new translation closes, despite misgivings, with “pagan winter-light,” indicating
          February’s winter season even while substituting for “pagan” February.
        


        
          The dots stand for the passage of two years more of brooding (or is it “stewing”?) over George’s “Hornung”
          last line. Suddenly a bit of simple arithmetic, the kind you count on your fingers, turned up a quite
          different clue. In the light of the witch-lore you find in both medieval legend and Goethe’s Faust,
          suppose the following. The witch’s baby boy is described simultaneously as white and black, suggesting a
          mixed ancestry of human and “darker” forces. Now suppose he was conceived during an orgy with devils on
          Walpurgis Night (Witches’ Sabbath, always the night of May first, a date unknown, however, to most
          English-speaking readers and hence lost in translation). From May first to February first is exactly nine
          months Coincidence? Maybe; but the odds are 12 to 1 against coincidence, considering the eleven other
          pagan-named months George could have chosen. So the May–February gestation seems still another reason, indeed
          the crowning one, for the “Hornung” birthday of a “Rosemary’s Baby” kind of bastard. Thereby two contrasting
          sabbaths, that of the witch (outcast artist) and that of Christianity (conformist in-group), set up the
          poem’s conscious polarity, paralleling the unconscious polarity between diabolism and priestly elitist
          respectability in George’s own life, not to mention the semiconscious sexual polarity between his love for
          males and for Fräulein Ida Coblenz.
        


        
          Has the “Hornung” mystery, which none of George’s disciples or commentators has clarified, now at last been
          solved? If so, is it at the price of pedantically spoiling the poem?
        


        
          1998 Postscript: the “Stranger” poem incites me to more emphatic repetitions about George’s
          undercurrent of creative diabolism (the outcast witch, Algabal the suppressed “Satanic Strophes” “The
          Perpetrator”) versus his “official” messianic top current (the light god Apollo, the medieval Hohenstaufen
          emperors, the acclaimed noble Knights Templars, Der Meister).
        


        
          In a slim poem-pamphlet of 1921 (Drei Gesänge Berlin) George speaks of a “Greis” (old man) as
          Germany’s postwar rescuer. All critics assume this means Hindenburg, the best-known Greis around,
          and they may be right. But could the reference not be to an unknown savior? Or to a known but unnamed one:
          himself? One of his disciples told me solemnly, no trace of irony, that George had said he might deign to be
          Germany’s president if Germany needed him badly enough. Realistic?—in view of almost no one having heard of
          George outside the literary salons? Well, realistic indeed about his own character. Only such
          self-deification could solve his contradiction between diabolist and savior and could salve the shattering
          and unbearable defections: Coblenz, Hofmannsthal, the death of Maximin, the marriage of Gundolf.
        


        
          In making the outsider the redeeming insider, “The Stranger” and “Templars” both descend from the early
          “Algabal” published in Paris 1892. The Algabal kinship is more than an early, merely “French decadent” phase.
          Caligula and Heliogabalus are commonly deemed the most diabolical Roman emperors, and as late as 1920 George
          said to Wolters, “Caligula and Heliogabalus please me 100 times more than Wilhelm II and the Crown Prince.”
          Also: “Not Nietzsche was ‘beyond good and evil’ but Algabal.”4 George preferred Nero, “singing while
          Rome burnt,” to body-scorning ascetics.5
        


        
          Here George was distinguishing sharply between Rome and late Rome. Discussing Wilde and Douglas, he called
          Wilde “not Roman” but “late Roman.”6 Whether George ever met Wilde—it could only have been at Mallarmé’s salon in 1889—is
          unclear. Clearly wrong is one critic’s alleged discovery that Wilde was the model for Algabal. No model was
          needed. Heliogabalus was the model for Heliogabalus, with a bit of king Ludwig II thrown in. And the more
          George apotheosized distant others, whether a satanic Algabal or a holy Maximin, the more his unnamed model
          was himself.
        


        
          His particular closeness to Jews (though he disapproved of the excessive German nationalism of German Jews
          like Gundolf and Wolfskehl) seems partly connected with his seeing them as both fellow elitists and fellow
          outsiders, Mrs. Landmann quotes him in 1926, replying to reproaches (by Klages and chauvinists) that he was
          mainly surrounded by Jewish disciples “Such Jews as I have, it wouldn’t hurt a bit if I had ten times as
          many.”7 She
          later adds that it was deliberately after his Jewish disciple Morwitz was ousted from his job by the Nazis in
          1933 that George picked Morwitz to deliver George’s rejection of the Goebbels offer of the presidency of the
          Authors Academy. It was not this kind of Presidency that the “Greis” George might have accepted.
        

      
    


    
      Maximin


      
        After the death in 1904 of the Munich schoolboy “Maximin” (Maximilian Kronberger), the German original of this
        poem by Stefan George appeared in 1905–1907 in a private printing of 200 copies, entitled Maximin: Ein
        Gedenkbuch (Maximin: A Memorial Book). It reappeared as part of the far longer book, Der
        Siebente Ring (The Seventh Ring), Berlin, Bondi, 1907 in a limited printing of 500 copies,
        reprinted in the larger second edition of 1909. The poem is addressed to George’s beloved Munich.
      


      
        On Maximin’s Life and Death: The First Poem of the Series


        
          Too leaden-eyed, with vistas dim and deadened,
          

          You ceased to cultivate the Sacred Wood.
          

          You felt a graveyard aura where you gardened.
          

          But now—look up!—you face a healing god.
        


        
          Inter the tedious burden of your winter;
          

          An April-fingered god has scorched your gloom
          

          With glimmer of sun. With hair of flowery shimmer
          

          A god appeared as house-guest in your home.
        


        
          Nostalgia needn’t flee to long-lost summers;
          

          No need to blush in shame for present drouth.
          

          You, too, have woken to a godly summons.
          

          A god leaned down to kiss your mortal mouth.
        


        
          Your days are now fulfilled—you, too, are chosen.
          

          Join hands to jubilate, refuse to mourn…
          

          Acclaim your city, by a god unfrozen.
          

          Acclaim your era—here a god was born!
        

      

      
        Auf das Leben und den Tod Maximins: Das Erste


        
          Ihr hattet äugen trüb durch ferne träume
          

          Und sorgtet nicht mehr um das heilige lehn.
          

          Ihr fühltet endes-hauch durch alle räume—
          

          Nun hebt das haupt! denn euch ist heil geschehn.
        


        
          In eurem schleppenden und kalten jähre
          

          Brach nun ein frühling neuer wunder aus.
          

          Mit blumiger hand mit Schimmer um die haare.
          

          Erschien ein gott und trat zu euch ins haus.
        


        
          Vereint euch froh da ihr nicht mehr beklommen
          

          Vor lang verwichner pracht erröten müsst:
          

          Auch ihr habt eines gottes ruf vernommen
          

          Und eines gottes mund hat euch geküsst.
        


        
          Nun klagt nicht mehr—denn auch ihr ward erkoren—
          

          Dass eure tage unerfüllt entschwebt…
          

          Preist eure Stadt die einen gott geboren!
          

          Preist eure zeit in der ein gott gelebt!
        

      

      
        Comments on First Poem and the Maximin Series in General


        
          This first poem of the series, call it “Max. One,” is partly a failure. Then why translate, why analyze it
          here? Because a fertile failure can be the mulch for a fruitful success, in this case “Your Turning Year.” In
          the first Max. poem, sensuous concreteness is sacrificed to a willed and abstract allegory. In “Year,” the
          same allegory is subordinated to sensuous concreteness. Both poems share the same form (four stately,
          vowel-rich quatrains of rhymed iambic pentameter, mostly end-stopped), the same locale (Munich), the same
          subject (an exalted youngster guiding the older man through the seasons). Both appear in the same Maximin
          book.
        


        
          The literally meant deification of a mortal may strike modern readers as downright gaga. It would not so have
          struck the eminently sane Pindar, in his odes to athletes and gods. The real trouble is not that the
          deification is crazy but that it is not crazy enough. Not magical enough. A lover’s holy frenzy might have
          been convincing. Instead one feels, in part, a calculated ploy: a stratagem to out-magic the rival magic of
          Munich’s “Cosmic Circle.” (Heartbreak, even when later used as ploy, can he sincere; George’s genuine anguish
          over his god’s death cannot he doubted.)
        


        
          What matters: not which poem in the 1907 book was drafted first but that his “Year” is a more lyric-sensuous,
          “Max. One” a more abstract-unconvincing version of the same kind of love-god experience. Though both poems
          are presented as addressing Maximin, “Year” was actually inspired by Robert Boehringer,1 the Swiss youth whom George met only
          after Maximin’s death. Such seeming hypocrisy doesn’t much matter; no matter who is the ostensible divinity
          in George’s poems, it is really only himself he deifies. The sheer music, slow and resonant, of both poems
          sounds similar and is equally compelling. The problem is the content. Listeners will find the first Maximin
          poem beautiful, provided they don’t know German.
        


        
          The fourteen-year-old Maximilian Kronberger met the poet in either February or March 1902. The boy died of
          meningitis on April 15, 1904, one day before his sixteenth birthday. The death shattered the poet (his hair
          turned totally white that year) but soon became grist for his poetic will to power, this being the poet who
          said. “I love art as power” (reversing Napoleon’s “I love power as an artist”). Both the George group and its
          rival Cosmic Circle concealed the fact (I learnt it from Franziska von Reventlow’s account) that two of the
          boy’s cousins were closely tied to the “Cosmic Circle.” The circle was led by those two heralds of
          anti-intellectual “Aryan blood instinct,” Ludwig Klages (1872–1956) and young Hitler’s supposed Munich
          mentor, Alfred Schuler (1865–1923)2 The ensuing struggle suggests that, in part, the deification reflected a struggle
          between two cults for the allegiance of Munich’s mystique-prone literati.
        


        
          The Munich of the early 1900s was a German semi-equivalent of the later Age of Aquarius in Southern
          California. Think only of the still more fantastic Munich cult of the prophet Ludwig Derleth (1870–1943),
          satirized in Thomas Mann’s story “Beim Propheten.” It was an ambience of rival messiahs, each glorifying the
          subconscious. Steeped in this ambience, Frieda von Richthofen, D.H. Lawrence’s wife, brought him this Munich
          gospel of “deep dark” chthonic ecstasies.
        


        
          Klages’s book of 1902 on George had expressed a love that, after the break, became hate. In his
          Schuler-memorial book of 1940, Klages called the Bavarian Catholic Kronberger a “Jew boy” and called George
          “totally Judaized,” his fame a “Jewish conspiracy.” Having exalted “Nordic” war lust, Klages was nominated
          for the Nobel peace prize in the 1930s by Hitler.
        


        
          In February 1904, some two months before the boy’s death, George’s former adulators, the two Cosmics, turned
          against him; he had defied their ultimatum that he break with his Jewish friends. Unless new documents
          emerge, George’s praise of Kronberger’s literary “genius” seems unmerited. The poems of his that I have read
          seem gifted juvenilia, minor imitations of Hölderlin.
        


        
          Why the portentous nickname “Maximin?” Neither George’s friends nor his Cosmic foes have succeeded in fully
          explaining the broader background to this imperial Roman name and its connection with the name “Algabal.”
          Before decoding “Maximin,” we must decode “Algabal.” George identified with the Roman emperor Heliogabulus
          (or, more correctly, Elagabulus), whose name he shortened to “Algabal,” the title of his book of 1892. The
          book was dedicated by George to the memory of Wagner’s patron, the artistic homosexual king of Bavaria,
          Ludwig II. George calls him “Algabal’s younger brother.” Heliogabulus was the name of the Syrian sun god; the
          Syrian boy emperor, who “divinely” adopted the name as his own, was a priest of the sun god. So was George:
          in his poem “Credo,” with its worship of “Sonnensöhne” (sons of the sun).
        


        
          Heliogabalus’s brief reign (218–222) gets somewhat gossipy bad marks in Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the
          Roman Empire: “effeminate luxury,” “cheeks painted,” “the first man to use silk garments,” “abandoned to
          the grossest pleasures,” “inexpressible infamy,” and simply “that monster.” He had only three loyalties: to
          his dominating mother, to the sun god, and finally (this would appeal to the German aesthete) to “the powers
          of art.” Gibbon adds that this “master of the Roman world affected to copy the dress and manners of the
          female sex.” According to the Ploetz Epitome of History, this boy emperor “gave himself up to the
          most infamous debauchery.” He enjoyed (call him “half demon and half child”) such deadly surrealist pranks as
          suddenly unleashing hungry lions on his banquet guests.
        


        
          No wonder he was murdered by his own guards. So was his cousin and successor, Emperor Severus Alexander. The
          next ruler, Maximinus Thrax (235–238), called by Gibbon “a barbarian of gigantic stature” and by Ploetz “a
          Thracian of extraordinary size and, strength,” was also soon murdered. Immortals (like Kronberger, Roman
          emperors were proclaimed gods) don’t seem to live long.
        


        
          Calling Maximilian Maximin was not merely abbreviating a German name but evoking a Roman one. What connects
          the Thracian emperor with the Syrian emperor and hence with George? Simply this: the actual historical
          Heliogabulus seemed fascinated by the Thracian giant while the latter was still an underling, though Gibbon
          records that Maximinus “declined the effeminate insults of Elagabulus.”
        


        
          Not Maximinus but Heliogabulus was fourteen when crowned, yet it was Kronberger, not George, who was fourteen
          when they met; in a sense, George’s self-worship was reincarnating both emperors at once. Revealing are such
          lines from his earliest poems as “Die frühe zeit wo ich noch könig war” (The ancient times when I was still a
          king) and “Uns die das los zu dem purpur erkor” (We whom fate has chosen to wear the purple). This is the
          poet who signed his memos not as “George” but as “D.M.,” abbreviation for “Der Meister” (The Master), and
          told his Dutch friend Albert Verwey, “I stand alone against the entire world.” This was the militant
          nonconformist who said, “If at age 20 I’d had 20,000 soldiers, I would have put all Europe’s rulers to
          flight.” But (added George to Boehringer) he would now no longer be tempted by the active life. Only art, not
          politics or war, would fulfill this will to power.
        


        
          George’s choice of so scandaleux a hero as Algabal, in his book of 1892, must he seen not in the
          context of uplift and mom’s apple pie but of the decade’s mood (a shallow affectation, to be sure) of
          épater le bourgeois. In the context of today, glorifying an Algabal (“that monster”) would seem
          political, hence would obviously be sinister. Context is all; George’s Algabalism, like Baudelaire’s prayer
          to Satan and Nietzsche’s wish that Cesare Borgia had become Pope, were (in part) parallel cases of
          épater.
        


        
          The young George of 1892 as a provocateur: a mood he imbibed during his visits to Paris, his
          cherished entrée in the Mallarmé salon. As a bilingual scion of Lorraine farmers, George was then still
          wavering as to whether to become a French or a German poet. His Algabal was first published in
          Paris. Baudelaire would have joined George in saying, when accused of “perversions,” that the real depravity
          was that of the “bourgeois,” using that word not as politics or economics but aesthetically. Here is what
          George published in 1901 in his periodical Blätter Für die Kunst: “Often artists are chided for
          their perverse inclinations. But we stand amazed before the many big and little things the bourgeois loves.
          What fill of rot and perversity… senseless and tasteless.
        


        
          George liked to contrast Munich (the god-bearing city of the Maximin series) with Berlin, his symbol for
          conformism, “city of hucksters and hussars” according to his unpublished anti-Bismarck poem, “The Prussian.”
          In the same periodical of 1901, George published this: “the harmful influences of Prussianism—a system
          hostile to all art and culture.” Later, under the impact of the Versailles treaty, George occasionally
          expressed patriotic resentment. But at heart he remained a patriot for Parnassus and for the
          Graeco-Mediterranean culture, as expressed in “Goethe’s Last Night In Italy,” the great opening poem of
          George’s final book.
        


        
          Consider a very different aspect of the Maximin series. George was donning Dante’s robes by inventing his own
          Beatrice, a virginal male Beatrice, loved by George without (so one gathers) physical contact. Like Beatrice,
          Kronberger incarnated both a human Platonic love and a deity moving the sun and stars, “l’amor che move
          il sole e l’altre stelle” George was then still working on his translation (to be published 1909) of
          The Divine Comedy. Readers will recall Dante’s opening line (nel mezzo del cammin di nostra
          vita: “in the middle of the journey of our life”). Now hear the opening line of the preface of George
          (never guilty of modesty) to his Maximin: A Memorial Book: “We had just passed the mid-day height of
          our life.” He calls Maximin’s divinity “the new life,” a direct translation of Dante’s title, La Vita
          Nuova, 1292, telling of his love for Beatrice Portinari. It is she who guides Dante in his
          Paradisio. I believe (but can’t prove) that the title of George’s Seventh Ring, a book of
          seven parts, refers both to the seven circles of Dante’s paradise and to the seven letters spelling
          “Maximin.”
        


        
          Proof of the Munich poet’s obsessive identification with the Florentine is a snapshot published in
          Boehringer’s photo album, showing George dressed as Dante in the Munich Mardi Gras masquerade of February 14,
          1904, meanwhile reciting his Dante translation. Here a laurel-crowned George, in Renaissance robes, sits
          beside a page-costumed Kronberger in red silk.
        


        
          The break with the proto-Nazi Cosmic Circle had taken place in December 1903 and January 1904. So Alfred
          Schuler is absent from the 1904 photo. But in the Mardi Gras of February 22, 1903, Schuler is still very much
          present. Crooking a refined little linger around an uncouth beer mug, our race purifier seems to quiver
          deliciously with an all-too-prophetic genocidal frisson. He is wearing woman’s wig, being costumed as “Magna
          Mater.” His ever-present real mater looks on dotingly (though a bit confused by all the big “cosmic” and
          “welthistorisch” words).
        


        
          In this same 1903 masquerade party, George (unlike 1904) is not yet dressed as Dante but as Julius Caesar,
          world emperor, holding a toy globe in his hand. The image recalls not only George’s “ancient times when I was
          still a king” but also (alas) Chaplin’s globe in The Great Dictator. This “greatness” obsession is
          the ungreatest, the meanest, the most noxious side of a very great lyric poet.
        


        
          Depressing: how little resistance there was (except among dreadful rival prophets like Derleth and
          Klages-Schuler) to George’s “Der Meister” side. He sat—others stood—when he received guests in literary
          salons. (A gutsy exception: novelist Ricarda Huch. She walked out on him, saying a gentleman must get up in
          the presence of a lady.) After 1933, does such cult-prone submissiveness of many German intellectuals partly
          account for their frequent lack of civil courage against a very different sort of dictatorship?
        


        
          Today comparisons are being made between Nazi persecution of Jews and of male homosexuals in the
          concentration camps. Nazi persecution of homosexuals was, of course, monstrously criminal. It did not gain
          momentum till after the relatively late date of June 30, 1934. This was the day of mass murder when Hitler
          turned against his former comrade Ernst Roehm, the openly homosexual chief of Hitler’s Storm Troopers. (Their
          leaders were shot not for their sexual preferences but for balking Hitler’s Reichswehr program.) Persecution
          of Jews was basic to the Nazis from the earliest 1920s. The post-1934 persecution of homosexuals did not
          prevent the favorable Nazi reception of later books like Klages’s 1940 glorification of Schuler. The Nazi
          complained that male homosexuals, even when “Nordic,” failed to beget cannon fodder, and occasionally
          attempts were made to “cure” them, not kill them. (All Jews were to be killed.) Inconsistency: female
          homosexuals were barely noted, even though not patriotic begetters. Begetters, including the unmarried, were
          encouraged and subsidized.
        

      

      
        A Postscript on Max, Maud, and Yeats


        
          The poet who most shared George’s identification with Dante was William Butler Yeats. Both were strongly
          influenced by Nietzsche as well as Dante. Both began as French-style symboliste poets. Both were
          also steeped in Pre-Raphaelite and Yellow Book “decadence,” and evolved out of it. Compare the first
          two books of each poet; their flowery diction and languid meters exemplify late nineteenth-century art
          nouveau lushness and vagueness. In later books both reversed their style to achieve the sinewy tautness of
          their twentieth-century verse.
        


        
          Both detested what George called “bourgeois” and Yeats called “Whiggery.” “Liberals” they were not. In both
          cases, their aristocratic pretensions were dubious and embarrassing. The Irish poet Padraic Colum has
          documented how fascinated Yeats was by George, but they never met.
        


        
          George would have agreed when Yeats called Dante “the chief imagination of Christendom” and called Beatrice
          “the most exalted lady loved by a man,” an exaltation transferred to a Maud and a Max. Both poets were
          passionately sincere in idealizing Maud Gonne and Maximilian Kronberger. And yet, and yet: both manipulated
          them as strategic props in their respective rivalries with other mystic coteries of the day. Isn’t there
          something too neat and organized, too contrived about the Maud and Max cults? Did the contrivers really
          believe or merely believed they believed? Too much rational formulating and programming was behind such
          anti-rationalism. Both poets needed a Beatrice to justify their own claims to being the Dante of the age. Not
          only George claimed to he number one. When Swinburne died in 1909, Yeats exclaimed, “Now I am King of the
          Cats.”
        


        
          Both vacillated between an 1800s-style l’art pour l’art and a twentieth-century effort (a failure in
          both cases) to become engage with what Yeats called “the seeming needs of my fool-driven land.” Pure art had
          the last word, as found in the last poem of George’s last book (translated on page XXX). Their shared
          disillusionment with social commitment is summed up in this Yeats couplet:
        


        
          Parnell came down the road, he said to a cheering man:
        


        
          Ireland shall get her freedom and you still break stone.
        


        
          And also in this George couplet against German mass patriotism and militarism in World War 1:
        


        
          Zu juheln ziemt nicht, kein triumf wird sein.
          

          Nur viele Untergänge ohne würde.
        


        
          Cheers are unseemly; there will be no triumph
          

          But many downfalls without dignity.
        


        
          Both specialized in conveying god-intoxicated ecstasy. They did this most effectively not through abstract
          verbal denotations but through connotations of sound. And this with uncannily similar rhythms, not often
          found in other poets. Specific examples (already quoted earlier):
        


        
          Yeats: “Tárgeted, trod like Spríng.”
        


        
          George: “Greífbar im glánz, der gótt.” (In my similarly metered English: Grasped in his glow, the god.)
        


        
          I’ve marked accents on the stresses to show they fall in comparable places. Thereby the stresses create an
          identical mood of awe for a higher beloved, a mood you’d sense through ear alone if you knew neither English
          nor German. Such is the converging Esperanto of poets who have what’s called a good ear.
        


        
          This essay began with the somewhat absurd Maximin poem the first of the series in George’s The Seventh
          Ring, 1907. A fitting conclusion to considering this Maximin cycle is this later, greater untitled poem
          (here titled “Your Turning Year”). Comparing the two poems gives insight into how the creative mind operates.
          Both have the identical iambic pentameter, mostly unenjambed, the identical rhyme scheme, the same four
          quatrains. Yet without the apprenticeship of the inferior first poem, the great later poem could not have
          been written.
        


        
          Pursuing his partly faked Beatrice myth, George listed as part of his Maximin cycle a poem that in secret
          truth was written to George’s future biographer Robert Boehringer in his twenties when they met but age
          seventy-nine when I interviewed him in June 1963 about the George-Stauffenberg relationship. During the
          interview I was accompanied by Stauffenberg’s son Heimeran. They, Stauffenberg’s widow Nina, and the George
          disciple Edgar Salin all confirmed that the Stauffenberg attempt against Hitler was inspired by George’s
          “Anti-Christ” poem, which Stauffenberg had read aloud to trusted friends in 1944. There remains unresolved
          disagreement as to Stauffenberg’s last words when being shot. Were they “the eternal Germany,” a banal slogan
          of German patriots? Or were they “the secret Germany,” private slogan of the inner George circle for a
          nonpolitical spiritual renewal? Prior to Boehringer, Claus was George’s literary executor as well as
          pallbearer at his funeral in December 1933 in Switzerland.
        

      

      
        Your Turning Year


        
          Now I proclaim it over gaping treasons
          

          Of snow-banks where I fear to lose your lead:
          

          How, unawares, you pace me through the seasons,
          

          At first in play and now my need.
        


        
          You enter when the emerald paint-brush flashes;
          

          At the first mowing we again collide;
          

          Across the red that crunches on the passes,
          

          To you, to you my footsteps glide.
        


        
          So intimately do you ache of autumn
          

          That to your waning I entrust my ways,
          

          And as you sink in darkest frost, the orphaned
          

          Valley sighs for vanished blaze.
        


        
          And so it came to pass your eyes possessed me
          

          Through all my pilgrim-gropings like a brand;
          

          So one soft tune—your turning year—obsessed me
          

          Till all revolved at your command.
        


        
          Nun lass mich rufen über die verschneiten
          

          Gefilde wo du wegzusinken drohst:
          

          Wie du mich unbewusst durch die gezeiten
          

          Gelenkt—im anfang spiel und dann mein trost.
        


        
          Du kamst beim prunk des blumigen geschmeides.
          

          Ich sah dich wieder bei der ersten mahd
          

          Und unterm rauschen rötlichen getreides
          

          Wand immer sich zu deinem haus mein pfad.
        


        
          Dein wort erklang mir bei des laubes dorren
          

          So traulich dass ich ganz mich dir befahl
          

          Und als du schiedest lispelte verworren
          

          In seufzertönen das verwaiste tal.
        


        
          So hat das schimmern eines augenpaares
          

          Als ziel bei jeder Wanderung geglimmt.
          

          So ward dein sanfter sang der sang des jahres
          

          Und alles kam weil du es so bestimmt.
        

      
    


    
      “After the Gleaning”


      
        The following is a translation of an untitled poem from the “After the Gleaning” section of Stefan George’s
        book The Year of the Soul (Berlin: Bondi, 1897–99).
      


      
        We’re striding up and down the lane of beeches,
        

        Their leaves aglitter, almost to the portal
        

        And see across the field beyond the hedges
        

        The almond tree a second time in petal.
      


      
        We seek out benches where the sun still lingers,
        

        Where no strange voices put our trance to flight;
        

        In revery we’re linked by twining fingers;
        

        We savor long mild lethargies of light.
      


      
        We’re grateful for the hints of rays that glisten
        

        From treetops down to us in weightless flood;
        

        We look up only now and then to listen
        

        When back to earth the ripened apples thud.
      


      
        Wir schreiten auf und ab im reichen flitter
        

        Des buchenganges beinah bis zum tore
        

        Und sehen aussen in dem feld vom gitter
        

        Den mandelbaum zum zweitenmal im flore.
      


      
        Wir suchen nach den schattenfreien bänken
        

        Dort wo uns niemals fremde stimmen scheuchten
        

        In träumen unsre arme sich verschränken
        

        Wir laben uns am langen milden leuchten.
      


      
        Wir fühlen dankbar wie zu leisem brausen
        

        Von wipfeln strahlenspuren auf uns tropfen
        

        Und blicken nur und horchen wenn in pausen
        

        Die reifen frü;chte an den boden klopfen.
      


      
        Context for George’s “Gleaning” and Yeats Parallels


        
          This autumn lyric of 1897 is a self-sufficient ivory tower, so “unsullied” by social concerns (“strange
          voices”) that it achieves a unique perfection. But a narrow one. It is the German equivalent of William
          Butler Yeats’s “The Lake Isle of Innisfree”; together they are the German and Anglo-Irish equivalents of the
          French symbolism that George imbibed directly in Paris from Mallarmé, and Yeats imbibed indirectly from
          middlemen like Arthur Symons. George and Yeats are both being (as was then the décadent fashion)
          weary. But vigorously weary. The vigor guaranteed that the fin de siècle mood would not last; a second stage
          followed.
        


        
          In the second stage, above all in The Star of the Covenant, 1913–14, certain social realities (never
          economic but an elitist socialization of aesthetics) did matter to George. They mattered in the same way for
          Yeats when he, too, entered the twentieth century. What was the Irish Abbey Theater but a socialization of
          aesthetics? Both poets were always busy being self-invented aristocrats, scorners of any middle-class age of
          industry and any liberal age of reason. Not always but temporarily, both were also in their middle period
          doing something else: reaching out to their nation’s supposedly unspoilt roots, Irish or German, even while
          retaining a French-influenced cosmopolitanism. Their second stage is glibly called “nationalist” by their
          approving nationalist countrymen, but the word misleads if it connotes the soap-boxing political chauvinism
          of the day. The misunderstanding between poet and countrymen was mutual. Result: a final third stage of
          disillusionment with their social concerns, their impractical hope of regenerating a nation not through
          politics but through beauty.
        


        
          Both needed a specific human symbol for their more general ideal of a regenerating beauty: a symbol to be
          virtually deified in the tradition of Dante’s Beatrice. The Maud Gonne of Germany’s Yeats was the Munich boy
          Maximin. Both Yeats and George knew and were influenced by Oscar Wilde. Both were influenced by Nietzsche.
          But Yeats and George never met, never corresponded, never directly influenced each other. The independent
          parallel development of their lives and styles is so uncanny that it merits a separate book, especially if
          one happens to. agree with the transplanter’s opinion that they are the greatest modern renewers of their
          respective languages.
        


        
          Their ultimate scorn for their respective societies (what Yeats called “the seeming needs of my fool-driven
          land,”) led both back to the l’art pour l’art of their youth. Back with a difference. Their return
          used a new diction, far removed from the fin de siècle lushness they had shared in the 1890s. In the
          last poem1 of his last book, George
          returned to an ivory tower poetry as “pure” as that of “After The Gleaning” but—the “but” is crucial—with
          that simpler, more vigorous style of his interval of art for society’s sake. The temporary departure of
          George and Yeats from art’s sake can be justified in terms of art’s sake: because well written. Even though
          it failed, their departure from art’s sake, their reaching out toward their national roots, honed their
          diction into a stronger, more artistic tool.
        


        
          After a lifetime of experimenting with pace and resonance, with ever more rigorous rhythm control, there
          comes a time when everything—quite suddenly—falls into place in the justrightness of a single line, a single
          phrase. With Yeats the line is “Targeted, trod like spring;” with George “greifbar im glänz, der Gott.”
          Independently attained, this further parallel includes an identical scansion and wrench of accent, identical
          mood of lofty transfiguration, even identical alliteration (between first and fourth syllables, both
          accented). It is as if, at the core of both languages, lurked one identical ultimate rhythm, toward which all
          poetry has been groping and which, like the grail, is found only after a life of self-discipline, of secular
          asceticism. The word “earned” comes to mind; after such a lifetime of suffering for craftsmanship, both poets
          earned the right to say (again parallel passages but with George always “striding”): “I am blest by
          everything, / Everything I look upon is blest” and “Durchs heilige feld kam ich geschritten … / Mein ganzes
          leben seh ich als ein glück.” (Through the holy field I came striding … / My whole life I look upon as
          blest.)
        


        
          So much for broader background, but at this point the context again narrows to “After the Gleaning,” the most
          flawless as well as most representative poem of George’s first stage and the fourth poem in his book The
          Year of the Soul. In the poem and in most of the book, the rhythms tend to be stately, the consonants
          resonantly voiced, the vowels deep (compare the vowels and consonants of Yeats’s “bee-loud glade” in
          “Innisfree”), the syllables sonorous, with slow end-stopped lines favored over quick runovers. It is the
          style Georg Heym first slavishly imitated, then angrily purged2 from his own work.
        


        
          What of the Englishing of this style and this poem? No problem keeping enough rhymes feminine or keeping the
          triple-1 alliteration of line 8; no problem with the echoing undertones and resonating phonemes, the pacing
          solemnity, the languors of Yellow Book and “Innisfree.” But, among many fidelities, some dubious
          liberties have as usual been ventured. In the last line, why expand “on the ground” (“auf den boden”) into
          “back to earth”? “Back” adds new implications of tomb, womb, and entropy; the transplanter could justify them
          (“Boden” does sound both earth-motherly and ominous) but not very convincingly; so he won’t try. In line
          eight the German dative ending “-en” gives a loitering slowdown effect (“langen milden leuchten”) that is
          lost in the uninflected English monosyllables; but fortunately, even in English, the lingering voiced
          consonants “ng,” “m,” and “d,” do give our ear the slow-flow effect that is so crucial to the line, to the
          poem, and to the whole book. It is an effect that George, like Yeats in that period, found in the Rossetti
          and Dowson poems they both were then—temporarily—steeped in.
        


        
          In all these George poems of the 1890s and early 1900s, “striding” (“schreiten”) is the key verb (see line
          one of “After the Gleaning”): key in meter, sound, mood as well as meaning. As used by the poet, the verb
          connotes a robe-trailing priest-king, watched by awestruck acolytes and striding majestically down the marble
          steps of a Greek (no, late Hellenistic, not really Greek) temple. At its best the mood connotes a dignity
          (“Würde” is a second keyword of George) genuinely impressive, an effect never fully achieved in German
          literature before, though strained after in the Venice sonnets of Platen. And yet, and yet (George begets
          yets): after too many marble steps, and too many static George poems about his self-appointed divine
          dignity—“O never change a garb of dignity” intones another George poem— the irreverent American transplanter
          can only add: O for a banana peel!
        


        
          The “After the Gleaning” sample here transplanted uses the “stride” effect at its restrained best and cannot
          be faulted. But overusing the effect leads George to spoil, for example, his brilliant Dante translations by
          infelicitously translating “entrate” as “stride” (“durchschreite”) in the “All hope abandon, you who enter
          here” passage. The result, as with George’s equally brilliant Shakespeare and Baudelaire translations, sounds
          more like George than Dante. But then, were they not the same bard in the eyes of the disciples? Robert
          Böhringer showed the transplanter a photo of the George Circle at a Munich “Fasching” festival where George
          masquerades as Dante; his arm is resting, however, not on Beatrice but on Maximin. As soon as The Master
          anointed Dante as what would today be called “role model” for the acolytes, they rushed to cultivate the
          haggard sunken face of Dante’s traditional image. Being not Renaissance artists but bourgeois Munich
          beer-swillers in origin, the Tragic Look required many a visit to the masseur: the dignity pose collapsing
          into squeals and giggles as lean fingers massaged pudgy cheeks.
        


        
          Enough background: time to return to the lyric here transplanted, surely the least flawed in the entire
          Year of the Soul. Line four contains the most evocative image in the entire volume: “The almond tree
          a second time in petal.” The first stanza’s interaction of painting and music (a Pre-Raphaelite portrait of
          lovers in a garden plus the “drowsy numbness” and “rich to die!” music of the Keats of 1819) culminates with
          a sigh of inevitability in the fruit-fall of the final line: “When back to earth the ripened apples3 thud.” Perhaps no
          other autumn lyric in world literature so gracefully incarnates Shakespeare’s “ripeness is all.”
        


        
          First published Parnassus Magazine, 1987.
        

      
    


    
      Notes


      
        1When a title is in brackets, it means the poem
        was untitled by George. In those instances J have offered my own title.
      


      
        2A brief word on form. The original meter and
        rhyme have been retained in my English translation. The meaning here is the form (proof that the form
        is organic, not, as too often, mechanic), The first two lines rhyme, being spoken by the admiring and
        deceived multitude, to whom false and true seem to “rhyme”; that is, to coincide. All other opening couplets of
        all remaining tercets, being spoken not by the multitude but by the Antichrist, have a. false rhyme
        (vowel echo, yes; consonant rhyme, no); in other words, the Antichrist knows what he knows, Author’s purpose
        (not explicit but unmistakably implied): to show that this Führer, ruling what the poem calls his “Reich,” is
        an imposter, separated by what the poem calls “a hairbreadth” from the true redeemer. Without retaining this
        tacit pervasive rhyme-consciousness (and the onomatopoeia of the accompanying meter, which imitates an almost
        demagogic breathlessness), the main point of the poem would be lost. So would the main beauty: the treacherous
        lure (aesthetic Satanism) of richly voweled hall-rhymes. So much for critics who ask translators to omit rhyme
        as “outdated.”
      


      
        3This is the only true rhyme; the rest is spoken
        by the Antichrist and has false rhymes.
      


      
        4Three decades later, the war-loving Klages was
        nominated by Hitler for the Nobel Peace Prize.
      


      
        5Obvious reasons: Except for the murder of the
        venerable classicist Winkelmann by a young male in 1768, Germany’s first big literary scandal over
        homosexuality involved Platen long before the Wilde tragedy. Heinrich Heine, with explicit physical derails,
        attacked Platen publicly for loving men, while Platen attacked Heine for being Jewish. Prejudice and coarse
        invective from both poets: one of the most disgraceful reciprocal witch-hunts in literary history.
      


      
        6Re garland: The omission of the customary
        punctuation in the German—imitated by omitting the customary commas in the English—is no mere affectation of
        typography (as sometimes in Cummings) but functions organically to enhance the feeling of a total entwining:
        flowers, images, vowels.
      


      
        1In 1963 I interviewed Stauffenberg widow, Nina,
        about the George influence on this act. In 1933 the three Stauffenberg brothers, two of them later murdered for
        their 1944 plot, were the pallbearers of George’s coffin in Switzerland.
      


      
        2Re attractive flexibility of some
        Marxists: Rosa Luxemburg so loved the poetry of George that she took it to prison with her as consolation.
      


      
        3Quoted in Briefwechsel
        (George-Gundolf), edited by R. Boehringer and G. P. Landmann (Munich and Düsseldorf, 1962; p.387). See also
        Stefan George, IAC publisher, Lyon-Paris, 1952, p. 489.
      


      
        1See also his “Rückblick auf Stefan George,” in
        Schriften II, Frankfurt am Main, 1955, pp. 323–329.
      


      
        1Friedrich Gundolf—in George (third
        enlarged edition. Berlin, Bondi, 193, page 187)—analyzes “The Stranger” mainly as companion-piece to “Lambs”
        (“Lämmer”): the latter as the cozy unpoetic workaday world, the former as the poet’s rejection of that world.
        The comparison seems Procrustean, too mechanical.
      


      
        2More specifically: “Hornung” is February in Middle High German but bastard in Anglo-Saxon and also
        (when spelled “hornunc”) in Old Norse.
      


      
        3Re outsider: a common German interpretation
        has the poem “attacking womanhood” as destructive of village life. But George is identifying with such witches,
        outlaws, gypsies, not “attacking” this mystery-woman. As evidence, read the poem in the context of his other
        poems, such as “Hexenreihen” and “Der Drud,” where he clearly identifies with witches, not with “correct”
        society. The homosexual anti-feminism, of which he is often accused, shows itself not at all in his pro-witch
        poems but rather in his seeing the German Hausfrau as too bourgeois, not witch enough.
      


      
        4Edith Landmann, Gespräche mit Stefan George
        (Düsseldorf and Munich, 1983), pp. 115–116 100.
      


      
        5Ibid, 99–100.
      


      
        6Ibid, 195.
      


      
        7Ibid, 146.
      


      
        1Over half a century later, in Geneva 1963, I
        interviewed him (he was the keeper of the George archives). He was helpful, for example, on George’s anti-Nazi
        remarks of 1933 and on George’s loyalty to his persecuted Jewish friends.
      


      
        2Schuler (who brought the swastika sign to
        Munich) and Hitler frequented the same fascist Bruckmann salon. But I’ve found no solid evidence for the very
        interesting conjecture that they met personally there. With Klages the interaction with Hitler is clearer.
      


      
        1Here entitled “Final Song” and translated on page 384. The poem was actually written much earlier
        but significantly placed last when George prepared his final work for the printer in 1928. By placing it last,
        George was making a statement. He was saying his final concern was the private, not the public life: lyricism
        and love, not social message.
      


      
        2Heym did not realize—he did not live to see
        George’s forthcoming Star of the Covenant book—that the hated father figure had already purged himself
        of the very style Heym was now purging. No escape; unwittingly, Heym continued to have George as what today
        would be called role model.
      


      
        3Here the George rhythm requires two syllables,
        not one. Hence, “apples,” not fruits.
      

    

  


  
    TWILIGHT OF THE OUTWARD
    LIFE: A BRIEF NOTE ON HOFMANNSTHAL


    
      This poem is a free adaptation of Hofmannsthal’s “Ballade des Aeusseren Lebens” (Twilight of the Outward Life),
      Die Gedichte (Leipzig, Insel, 1916), p. 12.
    


    
      And children still grow up with longing eyes.
      

      That know of nothing, still grow tall and perish,
      

      And no new traveler treads a better way;
    


    
      And fruits grow ripe and delicate to cherish
      

      And still shall fall like dead birds from the skies,
      

      And where they fell grow rotten in a day.
    


    
      And still we feel cool winds on limbs still glowing,
      

      That shudder westward; and we turn to say
      

      Words, and we hear words; and cool winds are blowing
    


    
      Our wilted hands through autumns of unclutching.
      

      What use is all our tampering and touching?
      

      Why laughter, that must soon turn pale and cry?
    


    
      Who quarantined our lives in separate homes?
      

      Our souls are trapped in lofts without a skylight;
      

      We argue with a padlock till we die.
    


    
      In games we never meant to play for keeps.
      

      And yet how much we say in saying: “twilight,”
      

      A word from which a mournful wisdom seeps
    


    
      Like heavy honey out of swollen combs.
      

      Und Kinder wachsen auf mit riefen Augen,
      

      Die von nichts wissen, wachsen auf und sterben,
      

      Und alle Menschen gehen ihre Wege.
    


    
      Und süsse Früchte werden aus den herben
      

      Und fallen nachts wie tote Vögel nieder
      

      Und liegen wenig Tage und verderben.
    


    
      Und immer weht der Wind, und immer wieder
      

      Vernehmen wir und reden viele Worte
      

      Und spüren Lust und Müdigkeit der Glieder.
    


    
      Und Strassen laufen durch das Gras, und Orte
      

      Sind da und dort, voll Fackeln, Bäumen, Teichen,
      

      Und drohende, und totenhaft verdorrte …
    


    
      Wozu sind diese aufgebaut? und gleichen
      

      Einander nie? und sind unzählig viele?
      

      Was wechselt Lachen, Weinen und Erbleichen?
    


    
      Was frommt das alles uns und diese Spiele,
      

      Die wir doch gross und ewig einsam sind
      

      Und wandernd nimmer suchen irgend Ziele?
    


    
      Was frommts, dergleichen viel gesehen haben?
      

      Und dennoch sagt der viel, der «Abend» sagt,.
      

      Ein Wort, daraus Tiefsinn und Trauer rinnt
    


    
      Wie schwerer Honig aus den hohlen Waben.
    


    
      This is Hofmannsthal’s most wistful lyric. Flawless flowingness: this quality of these interrelated (though not
      terza rima) tercets—and later of the prose of his Andreas—will outlast the popular success of his
      all-too-famous librettos for Richard Strauss.
    


    
      Hugo von Hofmannsthal (1874–1929) achieved for Austrian culture the same form-renewing and anti-naturalist
      function that George achieved for Germany. Like his estranged friend George, Hofmannsthal grew both from and
      beyond the symboliste 1890s. But whereas George resembled Yeats in his evolution from Yellow Book
      languors to the later tough nervous rhythms, Hofmannsthal reminds us of the sick Keats in the embattled
      sensuousness with which he celebrated life and health. Hofmannsthal’s sickness, which he fought to overcome, was
      not TB but the Viennese fin de siècle.
    


    
      Hofmannsthal became, alas, more popular for his middle period of operas for Strauss than for his early great
      lyrics and his late great prose. Today his work is generally viewed too sociologically: as the “decadent” last
      gasp of the Hapsburg empire. In part it may turn out to be, when rediscovered, the first gasp of a new
      post-symbolist and post-expressionist language, especially in the miraculously evocative prose-poetry of his
      final short stories. Unclassifiably, he both is and isn’t a very Viennese, very 1890s poet. His greatest
      translator is Michael Hamburger.
    


    
      Though he lived so much longer than Heym, Hofmannsthal-as-poet is an even younger poet. “All my poems,” he tells
      us “were written at the loneliest time of my life—between my eighteenth and twenty-first year …. They lovingly
      call out to life across this belt of loneliness.” He isn’t scorning life as the French decadent movement did (“I
      leave living to my servants”). And he is no Des Esseintes. What he scorns is both his own and Austria’s
      weariness: by means of this “calling out to life.”
    


    
      The last three lines of the poem here translated were favorites of Rilke. Their vowel richness (“Honig,” “hohlen
      Waben,” “swollen combs”) conveys the redemption through form of the deep sadness of evening. “Hohlen,” of coursed
      means hollow, not swollen. But unlike the short “o” of “hollow,” “swollen” not only rhymes with “hohlen” but
      sounds forth the same erotic suggestiveness. What matters is to convey in English the sensuous “seeping” quality
      of the honey. Here, as throughout, the endeavor is not just to translate but to transplant.
    


    
      So much for Hofmannsthal at his strongest. At his weakest, a saccharine cloying sometimes defeats his commitment
      to life. Too much synthetic sugar in that honey. (I admit it; I keep contradicting myself about him.)
    


    
      From Peter Viereck, Time and Continuities: Last and First Poems
    

  


  
    BIBLIOGRAPHY
    

    (revised 1961)


    
      The written sources on which this book is partly based are listed with full detail throughout the text in the
      footnotes. A broadly inclusive bibliography is often less convenient for the reader than are smaller
      bibliographies on more specialized topics. Moreover, five broad and unspecialized bibliographies on nazism have
      already been compiled; to them the reader is referred, as follows:
    


    
      	
        
          BOUTILER, PHILIPP, editor. Nationalsozialistische Bibliographie: Monathefte
          der Parteiamtlichen Prüfungskommission zum Schutze des Nationalsozialistischen Schrifttums. A monthly,
          from January 1936 on.
        

      


      	
        
          FEDER, GOTTFRIED, editor. Nationalsozialistische Bibliothek. Munich,
          1928–35, Heft 1–54.
        

      


      	
        
          PINSON, KOPPEL S. A Bibliographical Introduction to National Socialism.
          New York, 1935.
        

      


      	
        
          UNGER, ERICH. Das Schrifttum des Nat.soz., 1919–1934. Berlin, 1934.
        

      


      	
        
          In Re: Germany. Edited by JAMES LOEB, JR., published by The Writers and
          Educators Committee of the “American Friends of German Freedom,” New York. A monthly critical bibliography,
          listing the current books and magazine articles about Germany as they appear.
        

      

    


    
      Leaving a general bibliography of Nazi Germany to the above five sources, and to the footnotes the listing of
      this book’s sources, the following bibliography limits its scope to four figures, chosen because they are among
      the most important antecedents of Nazi ideas and because their role as metapoliticians is relatively unknown in
      America. Three of them are the three men treated at greatest length in this book, Jahn, Wagner, and Rosenberg.
      The fourth specialized bibliography is of Wagner’s son-in-law, Houston Stewart Chamberlain, the important
      personal link between Hitler and the proto-Nazi intellectuals of the nineteenth century.
    


    
      The Jahn and Wagner bibliographies aim not at completeness but at inclusion of the works most directly used for
      the Jahn and Wagner chapters. That is because, unlike the case of Rosenberg, there is no dearth of Jahn and
      Wagner material in American and British libraries. Such is not the case with Chamberlain and Rosenberg,
      especially the latter. Therefore my bibliographies on these two men do attempt to be as complete as possible on
      their own writings. These two bibliographies are larger than those on Chamberlain and Rosenberg in any American
      library, because some of the books (such as Rosenberg’s interesting jingoistic pamphlets) appeared not to be
      exported by the Nazi government outside of German territory.
    


    
      A brief bibliography on the problem of “romanticism” is to be found in footnote two of the “romanticism ”chapter
      and also seriatim throughout that chapter.
    


    
      1961 POSTSCRIPT ON GENERAL BIBLIOGRAPHY OF NAZISM: After 1945 the captured Nazi documents would fill a book
      merely to itemize. Suffice it to mention the 42 volumes of Nuremberg testimony entitled Trial of the Major
      War Criminals (Nuremberg, International Military Tribunal, 1947–49); the Rehse Collection in the Library of
      Congress; the Hoover Library in California (good on press of 1920’s); and the captured Nazi records microfilmed
      at Alexandria, Va. and deposited in the World War II Records Division, National Archives. In re the
      latter: since the 1950’s, the U.S. National Archives and Records Service, Washington 25, D.C., has been sending
      out free, to historians who request it, a series of Guides to German Records, conveniently listing
      microfilmed material. Among excellent German libraries, scholars will want to consult the Reichs Jugend Archiv;
      the Institut für Zeitgeschichte in Munich; the Institut für europäische Geschichte in Mainz; the Institut für
      politische Wissenschaft in West Berlin; the Weltkriegs-Bibliothek of the Landes-Bibliothek in Stuttgart; and the
      Federal Archives of the Bonn Republic at Coblenz. A useful short one-volume collection of documents is W. Hofer,
      ed., Der Nationalsozialismus, Dokumente 1933–1945, Frankfurt a. M., Fischer-Bücherei, 1957.
    


    Houston Stewart Chamberlain books by chamberlain


    
      Arische Weltanschauung. 3d enlarged ed., Munich, 1916.
    


    
      Auswahl aus seinen Werken. Breslau, 1934.
    


    
      Briefe, 1882–1924, und Briefwechsel mit Kaiser Wilhelm II. 2 vols., Munich (c. 1928). Includes
      important letter from Chamberlain to Hitler.
    


    
      Bühnendichtungen. Munich, published by Bruckmann (n.d.). A book of three original plays by Chamberlain.
    


    
      Cosima Wagner und Houston Stewart Chamberlain im Briefwechsel, 1888–1908 (by Chamberlain and Cosima
      Wagner). 2 vols., 2nd ed., Leipzig, 1934.
    


    
      Deutsches Wesen. 2nd ed., Munich, 1916. Essays including the important “Richard Wagners Bayreuth.”
    


    
      Deutschlands Kriegsziele. Oldenburg i. Gr., 1916. Pamphlet of 16 pages.
    


    
      Drei Vorworte. Munich, Bruckmann (n.d.). 35 pages. Contains his prefaces to 3d ed. of Goethe, to 14th
      ed. of Grundlagen, and to his collected works (Gesammelte Hauptwerke).
    


    
      England and Germany, (n.p.) 1914. 62 pages.
    


    
      Foundations of the 19th Century. 2 vols., tr. from German by John Lees, intro. by Lord Redesdale, New
      York, 1914. Its first impression is dated Nov., 1910; i.e., before the World War. A translation of Grundlagen,
      q.v.
    


    
      Gesammelte Hauptwerke. 9 vols., Munich, Bruckmann. Contains six of his most influential German works:
      “Richard Wagner “Grundlagen “Immanuel Kant”; “ Lebenswege”; “Goethe” Mensch und Gott”; — q.v.
    


    
      Goethe. Munich, 1912. 851 pages. The book wanders from its subject to indulge in anti-Semitic passages
      made significant because of their uncanny resemblance to today’s Nazi writings.
    


    
      Die Grundlagen des 19. Jahrhunderts. 2 vols., 10th ed., popular ed. (Volksausgabe), Munich, 1912. Under
      Nazis, this has been revived in a 20th ed. Volksausgabe, 2 vols., Munich, Bruckmann, c. 1938. 1264 pages. His
      best-known and most thorough work. Originally published 1899. The guiding influence behind Rosenberg’s Mythus.
    


    
      Hammer oder Amboss. Munich, 1916. Series of pro-German war essays.
    


    
      Heinrich von Stein (by Chamberlain in collaboration with Poske). Munich, Bruckmann (n.d.). 126 pages.
    


    
      Herrn Hinkebeins Schädel. Munich, Bruckmann (n.d.). 71 pages. Little sketches described — by the author
      — as “humorous.”
    


    
      Immanuel Kant. 2 v., authorized tr. by Lord Redesdale, London and New York, 1914. Series of
      lecture-essays not only on Kant but also on Goethe, Leonardo, Descartes, Bruno, Plato.
    


    
      Kriegsaufsätze. Munich, 1914. 95 pages. Essays with such titles as “German Love of Peace,” “German
      Freedom” (as opposed to un-German freedom), and “Germany as leading World-State.” This war propaganda, which has
      resemblances to Hitler’s today, is mostly reprinted from periodicals of the autumn of 1914.
    


    
      Lebenswege Meines Denkens. Munich, 1919. Includes such significant chapters as “My Education,” “My Way
      to Bayreuth.”
    


    
      Mein Weg nach Bayreuth. Munich [1937], 92 pages. Reprinted from Lebenswege, q.v.
    


    
      Mensch und Gott. Munich, 1921. Influenced Rosenberg and Nazi program of “Positive Christianity.”
      Distinguished between established churches and “true” Christianity. Against “corruption”of Christ’s teachings by
      Jewish St. Paul, in the fashion of Lagarde & later Rosenberg.
    


    
      Natur und Leben, ed. by J. v. Uexküll. Munich, Bruckmann [c. 1928?]. 187 pages.
    


    
      Neue Kriegsaufsätze. Munich, 1915. 102 pages.
    


    
      Parsifal-Märchen. Munich, Bruckmann, 1900. Three legends of Parsifal.
    


    
      Politische Ideale. Munich, 1915. 117 pages.
    


    
      Rasse und Nation. Munich, 1918. 14 pages.
    


    
      Rasse und Persönlichkeit. 3d ed., Munich [1937]. Essays reprinted by the Nazis on Germans and Jews from
      standpoint of Aryan myth. Includes such separate essays of his as “Richard Wagners Regenerationslehre,” “Deutsche
      Weltanschauung,” “Kultur und Politik,” “Die Rassenfrage.”
    


    
      The Ravings of a Renegade; being the war essays of H. St. Chamberlain, tr. by C. H. Clarke. London,
      Jarrold [1915?]. Translation of Kriegsaufsätze, q.v., plus an anti-Chamberlain introduction by Lewis Melville,
      pseudonym.
    


    
      Richard Wagner. London, 1900. Revived in new editions by Hitler. Cf. my Wagner bibliography.
    


    
      Der Seher des Dritten Reiches, H. St. Chamberlain. 3d ed., ed. by Georg Schott, Munich, 1939. Nazi
      selections from Chamberlain’s various works. This book is very important because of the significance of what
      particular passages of his Nazis seek to revive among German youth today. Very important because taken by the
      Reichsjugendführung into the official Nazi Jugendschriftenverzeichnis, thus helping to mould the
      philosophy of the youth now growing up in Germany. Includes letter from Chamberlain to Hitler of October 7, 1923
      and Chamberlain’s birthday dedication to Hitler of April 20, 1924.
    


    
      Wagner der Deutsche als Künstler, Denker, und Politiker. Leipzig Reclams Universal Bibliothek (n.d.)
      Convenient anthology of Chamberlain’s essays on Wagner, compiled from many books.
    


    
      The Wagnerian Drama. London and New York, 1915. Glorifies Wagner not merely as musician but as great
      dramatic poet.
    


    
      Who is to Blame for the War? [2nd ed., New York, 19141, published by Vital Issue Co. 38 pages.
    


    
      Same published [New York, 1915] by German-American Literary Defense Committee. 24 pages.
    


    
      Der Wille zum Sieg. [2nd ed.] Munich, 1918. 59 pages. Collection of pro-German war essays.
    


    
      Worte Christi. Munich [1903]; 1st ed., 1903. Selections from New Testament by Chamberlain.
    


    
      Die Zuversicht. 2nd ed., Munich, 1915. 26 pages.
    


    Books about chamberlain


    
      Banselow, Albert. Das Werk H. St. Chamberlains. Munich, Bruckmann (n.d.). Includes important
      bibliography of Chamberlainiana.
    


    
      Chamberlain, Anna. Meine Erinnerungen an H. St. Chamberlain. Munich [1923]. By his wife.
    


    
      Curtiner, E. B. Chamberlain gegen Schopenhauer. Düsseldorf, 1910. A study of the criticisms Chamberlain
      levelled at Schopenhauer in his Immanuel Kant.
    


    
      Gepraegs, Adolf. Germanentum und Christentum bei H. S. Chamberlain. Nürtingen, 1938. A Tübingen Ph.D.
      thesis.
    


    
      Meyer, Hugo. H. St. Chamberlain als V ölkischer Denker. Munich, Bruckmann [1938]. Traces Chamberlain’s
      intellectual development up through appearance of Grundlagen.
    


    
      McGovern, W. From Luther to Hitler. Boston, 1941. Helpful Chamberlain summary, pp. 504–512, 620.
    


    
      Nielsen, Willi. Der Lebens- und Gestaltbegriff bei H. St. Chamberlain. Kiel, 1928. As a Kiel Ph.D.
      Stresses psychological background of Chamberlain’s philosophy.
    


    
      Rosenberg, Alfred. H. St. Chamberlain. Munich, 1927. Rosenberg’s homage to his personal friend and
      philosophic teacher.
    


    
      Rosenfeld, Paul. Discoveries of a Music Critic. New York, 1936; pp. 89, 116–122. One of the shrewdest
      brief summaries of Chamberlain.
    


    
      Schroeder, Leopold von. H. St. Chamberlain. Munich, 1918. 114 pages. First-hand information on
      Chamberlain’s life.
    


    
      Seilliere, Ernest. H. St. Chamberlain. Paris, 1917. French war book on Chamberlain as the “latest
      philosopher of pan-German mysticism.”
    


    
      Spitzer, Leo. Anti-Chamberlain. Leipzig, 1918. Attacks Chamberlain’s Kriegsaufsätze from philosophic
      viewpoint.
    


    
      Stutzinger, Gerhard. Die Politischen Anschauungen H. St. Chamberlains. Bottrop i. W., 1938. A Berlin
      Ph.D. thesis.
    


    Periodical articles about chamberlain


    
      Innumerable. Many listed in Banselow’s book, q.v.
    


    
      The two best periodical sources for Chamberlain material through the years are Bayreuther Blätter (cf.
      the Wagner bibliography) and Nationalsozialistische Monatshefte (cf. the Rosenberg bibliography). For
      example, in the latter magazine, see Heft 49, April 1934, for article by Fritz Peuckert: “Chamberlain und
      Nietzsche,” pp. 299–305, discussing the Chamberlain-Nietzsche dispute over Wagner and what all three of these
      thinkers had in common with nazism.
    


    Friedrich Ludwig Jahn books by jahn


    
      Friedrich Ludwig Jahns Werke, edited with an introduction by Carl Euler. 2 volumes, Hof. 1884–7.
      Contains all Jahn’s important works conveniently together.
    


    books about jahn (FLJ = Friedrich Ludwig Jahn)


    
      Antonowytsch, M. FLJ, Ein Beitrag der Anfänge des deutschen Nationalismus. No. 230 in Historische
      Studien. Berlin, 1933. Jahn’s role in the development of modern nationalism.
    


    
      Aris, R. Political Thought in Modern Germany. London, 1936. German political ferment caused by French
      Revolution and Napoleon. Good as background for Jahn.
    


    
      Barts, W. Fremdwort und Sprachvereinigung bei FLJ. Greifswald, 1936. Jahn as language-purifier.
    


    
      Brunner, Karl. FLJ. Leipzig, 1912. Apotheosizes Jahn. Includes interesting pictures of the old man.
    


    
      Bungardt, Karl M. FLJ als Begründer einer völkisch-politischen Erziehung (Idee und Gestalt). Würzburg,
      1938. Appreciative rediscovery of Jahn as source of modern German nationalism.
    


    
      Euler, Carl. FLJ. Stuttgart, 1881. Standard biography. Pro-Jahn, thorough, and dull.
    


    
      Friedrich, J. Jahn als Erzieher. Munich, 1895. Short account of Jahn as educator. Cannot equal
      Piechowski.
    


    
      Hayes, C. J. Historical Evolution of Modern Nationalism. New York, 1931. Standard pioneer study. Good as
      background for Jahn.
    


    
      Hitler, Adolf. Mein Kampf. New York, 1940 (Reynal & Hitchcock ed.). Shows influence of Jahn’s
      educational views.
    


    
      Meinecke, Friedrich. Das Zeitalter der deutschen Erhebung. Leipzig, 1906. Recaptures mood of War of
      Liberation.
    


    
      Metternich, Prince Clemens. Memoirs of Prince Metternich. 5 vols., London, 1880.
    


    
      Monypenny, W., and Buckle, G. Life of Benjamin Disraeli. New ed., 2 vols., New York, 1929.
    


    
      Perthes, Clement T. Memoirs of Friedrich Perthes. 2 vols., Edinburgh and New York, 1856. Thoughtful
      comments on the problems of the age of Jahn and Metternich.
    


    
      Piechowski, P. FLJ — Vom Turnvater zum Volkserzieher. Gotha, 1928. Best summary of Jahn’s “Volkstum” and
      his intellectual background.
    


    
      Pröhle, Heinrich. FLJ’s Lehen. Berlin, 1855. Incomplete biography. Contains full text of valuable
      Hoffmann report on Jahn’s trial as a “demagogue.”
    


    
      Prutz, Hans. Preussische Geschichte. Stuttgart, 1906.
    


    
      Schade, F. Die ästhetischen und ethischen Anschauungen FLJs. Leipzig, 1928. Contains a summary of Jahn’s
      educational background.
    


    
      Schnabel, Franz. Deutsche Geschichte im 19. J.h. 4 vols., Freiburg, 1929. Best general background.
    


    
      Schultheiss, F. G. FLJ. Berlin, 1894. Shorter, more popular presentation of material than in Euler.
    


    
      Srbik, H. von. Metternich, der Staatsmann und der Mensch. 2 vols., Munich, 1925.
    


    
      Steffens, Heinrich. Was ich erlebte. 8 vols., Breslau, 1843. Memoirs of one of the leading anti-Jahn
      intellectuals.
    


    
      Theune, B. Volk und Nation bei Jahn, Rotteck, Weicker und Dahlmann. No. 319 in Historische Studien.
      Berlin, 1937. A Nazi in search of spiritual ancestors.
    


    
      Treitschke, Heinrich. History of Germany. 6 vols., New York, 1915–1919. Jahn pictured as boorish but
      patriotic.
    


    
      Valentin, V. Geschichte der deutschen Revolution von 1848. 2 vols., Berlin, 1931.
    


    
      Wentzke, Paul. Geschichte der deutschen Burschenschaft. Heidelberg, 1919. The nationalist student
      movement, in which Jahn played an important role. Part of a series published over a period of many years,
      Quellen und Darstellungen zur Geschichte der Burschenschaften und der Einheitsbewegung.
    


    
      Wildt, K. FLJ und das deutsche Turnen. Rostock, 1931. Good on political implications of gymnastics.
    


    
      Ziegler, Theobald. Die Geistigen u. sozialen Strömungen des 19. J.h. Berlin, 1899. Intellectual
      background.
    


    Periodicals


    
      Forschungen zur Brandenburgischen und Preussischen Geschichte Rudolf Körner: “FLJ und sein Turnwesen,”
      in XLI (1928), pp. 38–82.
    


    
      Monatshefte der Comenius-Gesellschaft für Volkserziehung Tesch: “Jahn als Volkserzieher,” in Vol. XIX,
      no. 3 (Jena, 1903). Typical apotheosis.
    


    
      Nationalsozialistische Monatshefte Alfred Baumler: “FLJs Stellung in der deutschen Geistesge-sehichte,”
      in Vol. VII (1936), pp. 523–537. Bäumler is a leading Nazi intellectual.
    


    
      Preussische Jahrbücher O. Herrman: “Der Turnvater Jahn,” in Vol. CXVIII, Berlin, 1904, pp. 18–37.
    


    
      Preussische Jahrbücher W. Meyer: “Der Prozess FLJ,” in VOL. CXXXVIII (Berlin, 1909), pp. 245–280.
    


    
      1961 POSTSCRIPT: If any crucial new primary sources have been found on Jahn, they have eluded our vigilance. Of
      sizeable secondary sources in English, there are none before Metapolitics but many after; the latter
      include a good short discussion in Rohan Butler, Roots of National Socialism, N.Y., 1942 and a good long
      one in Hans Kohn, The Mind of Germany, N.Y., 1960. In Germany of the 1960’s, a negative re-assessment of
      Jahn is in progress, including a de-politicizing of the gymnast societies. On August 9, 1958 the popular West
      German photo-weekly, Quick, featured a gymnast parade with Jahn’s picture but also with this (perhaps
      pseudonaive) headline: “GYMNASTS ARE NO NATIONALISTS — GYMNASTS ARE MODERN.”
    


    Richard Wagner [sources for the two chapters on Wagner] wagner’s own writings


    
      Autobiographische Skizze. Eine Mitteilung an meine Freunde, ed. G. R. Kruse. Leipzig (n.d.). Reprint,
      with ed. notes, of Wagner’s extremely important autobiographical fragments of 1843 and 1852.
    


    
      Mein Leben. 2 vols., Munich, 1911. His official autobiography, factually unreliable, psychologically revealing.
    


    
      Richard Wagner’s Prose Works, trans, and ed. by W. A. Ellis. 8 vols., London, 1895–1899. My most
      valuable source. His complete works through life.
    


    
      Art, Life, and Theories of Richard Wagner, trans. E. L. Burlingame. New York, 1875. Sample selections
      from his essays, but not enough politics.
    


    
      Wagner-Lexikon, ed. Carl Glasenapp and Heinrich v. Stein. Stuttgart, 1883. Wagner’s ideas on everything
      alphabetically classified and quoted. Indispensable as brief general index to his works.
    


    Wagners Letters


    
      Often of political interest, especially letters to Uhlig, etc., to Roeckel, and to Praeger. (RW = Richard
      Wagner.)
    


    
      RW an Theodor Apel. Leipzig, 1910.
    


    
      Briefe an Hans v. Bülow. Jena, 1916.
    


    
      Briefwechsel zwischen, Wagner und Liszt. 2 vols., Leipzig, 1887.
    


    
      König Ludwig zu RW. 4 vols., Karlsruhe. (1936).
    


    
      RW an Mathilde Maier, 1862–1878, 2nd ed., Leipzig (1930).
    


    
      The Letters of RW to Anton Pusinelli. New York, 1932.
    


    
      Echte Briefe an Ferdinand Praeger, ed. H. S. Chamberlain with a “Kritik der Praegerschen Veröffentlichungen.”
      Bayreuth, 1894.
    


    
      RWs Briefe an Frau Julie Ritter. Munich, 1920.
    


    
      RWs Letters to August Roeckel, with essay by H. S. Chamberlain. Bristol and London (n.d.). (His fellow
      revolutionary).
    


    
      Ws Briefe an Theodor Uhlig, Wilhelm Fischer, Ferdinand Heine. Leipzig, 1888. (His Dresden friends).
    


    
      Richard to Minna Wagner; letters to his first wife, ed. and trans, by Ellis. 2 vols., New York, 1909.
    


    
      RW to Mathilde Wesendonck. New York, 1905.
    


    
      RW an Mathilde Wesendon (c) k. Leipzig, 1918. New material.
    


    books about wagner


    
      Borgese, G. A. Goliath. Revised ed., New York, 1938.
    


    
      Influence of Wagner and Nietzsche on Mussolini and d’Annunzio, pp. 197, 200, 220, 290, 185.
    


    
      Chamberlain, Houston Stewart.
    


    
      Cf. the Chamberlain bibliography, but note especially:
    


    
      Cosima Wagner und H. St. Chamberlain im Briefwechsel, 1888–1908. 2 vols., 2nd ed., Leipzig, 1934.
    


    
      Richard Wagner. London, 1900. More enthusiastic than scholarly.
    


    
      Channon, Henry. The Ludwigs of Bavaria. Tauchnitz edition, Leipzig, Hamburg, Paris, 1935.
    


    
      Influence of Wagner on King Ludwig of Bavaria.
    


    
      Cysarz, Herbert. “Wagner, Nietzsche, George,” in Jahrbuch des Freien Deutschen Hochstifts. Frankfurt am
      Main, 1931.
    


    
      Czernin, Ferdinand, Count. Europe — Going, Going, Gone! New York, 1939.
    


    
      Includes some stimulating wise-cracks and aperçus on Hitler’s Wagner cult.
    


    
      Davis, Elmer. Not to Mention the War. New York, 1940.
    


    
      Includes an essay on Wagner, summarizing Wagner’s political heritage, pp. 186–190.
    


    
      Dinger, Hugo. Richard Wagners geistige Entwicklung. Leipzig, 1892.
    


    
      Best account of Wagner’s transition from Feuerbach to Schopenhauer. Proof of his participation in the
      revolution.
    


    
      Drew, Arthur. Der Ideengehalt von Richard Wagners dramatischen Dichtungen. Leipzig, 1931.
    


    
      Excellent review of Wagner’s chief ideas. Appendix on Nietzsche and Wagner.
    


    
      Ellis, W. A. 1849: A Vindication. London, 1892.
    


    
      Ellis, ed. of Wagner’s Prose Works, soft-pedals Wagner’s role as an active revolutionist. Disproved by Newman
      etc.
    


    
      Ganzer, K. R. Richard Wagner, der Revolutionär gegen das 19 Jahrhundert. Munich, 1934.
    


    
      Best book from Nazi viewpoint.
    


    
      German Dissertations Relating to Wagner, a collection of Ph.D.theses about Wagner compiled by Widener
      Library, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.
    


    
      Glasenapp, Carl. Das Leben Richard Wagners. 6 vols., Leipzig, 1894–1911. Esp. Vol. II for 1848.
    


    
      Best Wagner biography except Newman’s. Longest, most thorough, but unreliable on controversial issues owing
      to dogmatic pro-Wagner bias.
    


    
      Gobineau, Count Arthur (d. 1882). Essai sur l’inégalité des races humaines. 2 vols., 2nd ed., Paris,
      1884.
    


    
      Converted Wagner from cultural to racial nationalism.
    


    
      Grundsky, K. Lessing und Herder als Wegbereiter Richard Wagners. Stuttgart, 1933.
    


    
      Heiden, Konrad. Hitler: A Biography. Amer, ed., New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1936.
    


    
      Good for Wagner and Houston Chamberlain influence.
    


    
      Hildebrandt, Kurt. Wagner und Nietzsche, ihr Kampf gegen das 19. Jahrhundert. Breslau, 1924.
    


    
      Published in Stefan George’s series Blätter für die Kunst.
    


    
      Hitler, Adolf. Practical version of Wagnerian metapolitics.
    


    
      Mein Kampf. 13th complete German ed., Munich, 1932.
    


    
      Mein Kampf. Annotated ed., New York, Reynal & Hitchcock, 1939. Complete English trans.
    


    
      My Battle, ed. E. T. S. Dugdale. Boston, Houghton Mifflin, 1933. Abridged English trans.
    


    
      Kiessling, Arthur. Der Geist des Romantischen im Denken und Schaffen Richard Wagners. Leipzig (1925?).
    


    
      Knopf, Kurt. Die Romantische Struktur des Denkens Richard Wagners. Jena, 1932.
    


    
      Malherbe, Henri. Richard Wagner, Révolutionnaire. Paris, Albin Michel, 1938.
    


    
      Includes important evidence on the question of whether Geyer was Wagner’s real father.
    


    
      Mann, Thomas. Leiden und Grösse der Meister. Berlin, 1935.
    


    
      Wagner essay, p. 89. Best psychological study of Wagner.
    


    
      Freud, Goethe, Wagner. New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1937.
    


    
      Condensed Eng. trans, of above essay, pp. 101–211.
    


    
      Müller, Georg. Das Recht bei Richard Wagner. Berlin, 1914. Good for 1849.
    


    
      Mueller, G. H. Richard Wagner in der Mai-Revolution, 1849. Dresden, 1919.
    


    
      Muenchner Neueste Nachrichten, newspaperDer Hitler-Prozess. 2 vols., Munich, 1924.
    


    
      Account of Hitler trial; quotes Hitler on Wagner.
    


    
      Newman, Ernest. Wagner as Man and Artist. London, 1914.
    


    
      Superseded by following.
    


    
      The Life of Richard Wagner. 3 vols., New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1933, 1937, 1941, Though unfinished, by
      far the best biography; indispensable.
    


    
      Nietzsche, Friedrich. The Case against Wagner. 2nd ed., trans. by Ludovici, Edinburgh and London, 1911.
    


    
      Conveniently contains together his Case of Wagner and Nietzsche contra Wagner. Most brilliant psychological
      attack on Wagner. “Richard Wagner in Bayreuth,” fourth part of Unzeitgemässe Betrachtungen. Leipzig, 189?.
      Most brilliant panegyric of Wagner. Contrast Nietzsche above!
    


    
      Nordau, Max. Degeneration, trans. from 2nd German ed., New York, 1895, pp. 171–213: “The Richard Wagner
      Cult.” Most ferocious and least brilliant attack on Wagner.
    


    
      Placzek, Siegfried. Erotik und Schaffen. Berlin and Cologne, Marcus & Weber 1934.
    


    
      Wagner as transvestite and perfume fetishist, pp. 157–169.
    


    
      Rauschning, Hermann. The Voice of Destruction. New York, 1940.
    


    
      Includes eyewitness evidence of how steeped Hitler is in Wagner.
    


    
      Rosenberg, Alfred. Der Mythus des 20. Jahrhunderts. 91–94th ed., Munich, 1936.
    


    
      Hails Wagner as Nazi prophet.
    


    
      Rosenfeld, Paul. Discoveries of a Music Critic. New York, 1936.
    


    
      Includes good brief summary of H. Chamberlain’s nazification of Wagner’s doctrines, pp. 80–90, 116–122.
    


    
      Rosenstock-Huessy, Eugen. Die Europäischen Revolutionen. Jena, 1931.
    


    
      Sums up Wagner’s influence on Hohenzollern Germany, pp. 236, 427–432.
    


    
      Rupprecht, Erich. Der Mythos bei Wagner und Nietzsche. Berlin, 1938; from Neue Deutsche Forschungen,
      Abteilung Philosophie, Band 28.
    


    
      Shanks, L. P. Baudelaire. Boston, 1930.
    


    
      Brilliant analysis, pp. 194–8, of how Baudelaire and Wagner psychologically stood for the same mood in
      different fields.
    


    
      Shaw, Bernard. The Perfect Wagnerite. Chicago and New York, 1899. “Wagner as a Revolutionist,” pp.
      32–41. Stresses Wagner’s socialism.
    


    
      Tindall, W. Y. D. H. Lawrence and Susan His Cow. New York, 1939.
    


    
      Includes Wagner’s metapolitical influence on Lawrence.
    


    
      Vischer, Friedrich. Kritische Gänge. 2 vols. in one, Tübingen, 1844.
    


    
      Essay “Vorschlag zu einer Oper,” Vol. II, best sums up Wagner’s later doctrine of Volk-opera based on Nordic
      heroes.
    


    
      Weller, Elisabeth. Richard Wagner und der Völkische Gedanke. Tübingen, 1927.
    


    
      Useful compilation of Wagner’s political remarks.
    


    
      Westphal, Otto. Feinde Bismarcks. Munich, 1930. Chapter on Wagner.
    


    
      Wiegler, Paul. Geschichte der deutschen Literatur. 2 vols., Berlin, 1930. Vol. II, pp. 504–506, Wagner
      as revolutionist.
    


    
      Zinnius, K. W. Schriften Richard Wagners in ihrem Verhältnis zur zeitgeschichtlichen Lage. Heidelberg,
      1936.
    


    
      Typical pro-Nazi dissertation on Wagner.
    


    periodicals


    
      Bayreuther Blaetter. Ed. and founded by Wagner.
    


    
      Passim for ceaseless political editorials, letters, etc. Extremely important; overlaps the collected Prose
      Works. Note Nazi slant after 1933.
    


    
      Common Sense. New York, monthly.
    


    
      Peter Viereck: “Hitler and Wagner,” November and December 1939.
    


    
      Thomas Mann in reply article, January 1940.
    


    
      Corona. Munich, Berlin, Zurich.
    


    
      K. A. v. Müller: “Richard Wagner und das 19. Jahrhundert,” pp. 411–427; Jg. 1933, v. 3 (2); (April 1933). Wagner
      versus over-industrialization.
    


    
      Life. New York, weekly.
    


    
      B. Lansing: “Adolf Hitler,” September 25, 1939. Evidence of Wagner influence.
    


    
      Mass und Wert. Zurich.
    


    
      Thomas Mann: “Richard Wagner und der Ring der Nibelungen,” Band 1 (1937–8), p. 377.
    


    
      Die Musik. German periodical.
    


    
      Baser: “Richard Wagner als Künder der Arischen Welt,” Baad 26 (1933), p. 85.
    


    
      Paul Becker: “Wagner,” Band 25 (1932), p. 321.
    


    
      The Nation. New York, weekly.
    


    
      B. H. Haggin: “Records,” September 23, 1939, p. 330; and October 28, 1939, p. 476. Argues that even “the
      sound “of Wagner’s music is filled with “menace “to democracysource
    


    
      Nationalsozialistische Monatshefte. Official Nazi monthly, ed. by Alfred Rosenberg.
    


    
      Passim. For example, H. Schilling: “Richard Wagners ethischer Nationalsozialismus,” Nr. 40, July 1933.
    


    
      The New Republic. New York, weekly.
    


    
      Reinhold Hanisch: “I Was Hitler’s Buddy,” April 5, 1939, pp. 239–242, and April 12, pp. 270–272. Wagner
      allusions.
    


    
      Sueddeutsehe Monatshefte. Munich, monthly.
    


    
      Sonderheft “Gegen Psychoanalyse,” Jahrgang 28, Heft 11, August 1931: Sebastian Röckl: “Erinnerungen eines
      Tapezierers an Richard Wagner.” Evidence for Wagner’s transvestitism as analysed in Placzek’s book, q.v.1
    


    
      Time. New York, weekly.
    


    
      Evidence for Wagner’s influence on nazism in issue of February 26, 1940, pp. 24, 90.
    


    
      Völkische Kultur. Dresden, Nazi periodical founded in 1933.
    


    
      J. M. Verweyen: “Richard Wagner der Deutsche,” September 1933, pp. 184–189.
    


    
      Zeitschrift für Musik.
    


    
      Otto Strobel: “Richard Wagner: Mitteilung an meine Freunde,” Jg. 98, Heft 7, pp. 563–566 (July 1931). Important
      discovery of pages omitted from the 1851 autobiography by timid publisher because of their communistic and
      revolutionary enthusiasms.
    


    
      Bosshart: “Richard Wagners Regenerationslehre,” Jg. 100 (1933), p. 688.
    


    
      Zeitwende. Munich, Nazi periodical.
    


    
      Hans Joachim Moser: “Wagner und unsre Zeit,” Band 9 (1933), p. 17.
    


    
      1961 POSTSCRIPT: Here is no space or need — anyone can copy off a card catalogue — to list the immense
      post-Metapolitics material on political Wagnerism; none of it requires any major revising of the book’s Wagner
      chapters. Indeed the thesis of those chapters has been further substantiated by the first-hand quotations from
      Hitler about Wagner in such new books — among others — as Kubizek, The Young Hitler I Knew and Ritter, ed.,
      Hitlers Table-Talk. Ernest Newman’s monumental Life of Richard Wagner was completed with vol. IV, N.Y., 1946 and
      remains the best of many biographies. Among new primary sources: unpublished letters of the Burrell collection
      appeared in J. Burk, ed., Letters of Richard Wagner, N.Y., 1950. Among new secondary sources: political Wagner
      allusions of particular interest to present readers may be found in the following, to name only a few among
      others equally valuable:
    


    
      Jacques Barzun, Darwin, Marx, Wagner, Boston, 1941.
    


    
      W. Blisset, “Thomas Mann: The Last Wagnerite,” in Germanic Review, N.Y., Feb. 1960 (also Wagner articles
      in Toronto Quarterly, etc.).
    


    
      W. Daim, Der Mann der Hitler die Ideen Gab, Munich, Isar-Verlag, 1958.
    


    
      Josef Greiner, Das Ende des Hitler-Mythos, Zurich-Leipzig-Vienna, Amalthea-Verlag, 1947.
    


    
      E. Hanfstaengl, Unheard Witness, Philadelphia, 1957.
    


    
      J. Kerman, “Wagner” in Hudson Review, Fall 1960.
    


    
      Hans Kohn, The Mind of Germany, N.Y., 1960.
    


    
      A. Kolb, Ludwig IL und Richard Wagner, Amsterdam, 1947.
    


    
      A. Kubizek, The Young Hitler I Knew, Boston, 1955.
    


    
      Thomas Mann, Adel des Geistes, Stockholm, 1945; Dr. Faustus, N.Y., 1948; Last Essays, N.Y., 1959.
    


    
      R. Rie, Wagner-Nietzsche article in Journal of the History of Ideas, N.Y., June 1952.
    


    
      G. Ritter, ed., Hitlers Tischgespräche, Bonn, 1951.
    


    
      R. de Roussy de Sales, The Making of Tomorrow, N.Y., 1942 (cf. his analysis of Metapolitics, pp.
      254–268).
    


    
      Friedrich Sell, Die Tragödie des Deutschen Liberalismus, Stuttgart, 1953.
    


    
      L. Snyder, Basic History of Modern Germany, Princeton, 1957 (pp. 169–171 list parallel quotations from
      Wagner and Hitler).
    


    
      L. Snyder, German Nationalism, Harrisburg, 1952.
    


    
      Leon Stein, The Racial Thinking of Richard Wagner, N.Y., 1950.
    


    
      See final pages of 1961 preface for quotations from some of this new Wagner-Hitler material.
    


    Alfred Rosenberg the complete works of alfred rosenberg (including many works not found in any
    American library)


    
      An die Dunkelmänner unserer Zeit. 33d ed., Munich, 1938; 1st ed., 1935. 112 pages. Circulation
      641,000–660,000 by 1938. An attack on the Catholic critics of his Mythus.
    


    
      Blut und Ehre. 17th ed., Munich, 1938. Circulation 130,000 by 1938. His speeches and articles of
      1919–1933.
    


    
      Der Deutsche Ordensstaat. Munich, 1934. Links nazism with the knightly old Teutonic Orders.
    


    
      Der Fall Ludendorff. Munich (Eher? n.d.). Pamphlet.
    


    
      Freimaurerische Weltpolitik. (Munich, Eher? n.d.).
    


    
      Gestaltung der Idee. 7th ed., Munich, 1938. Circulation 75,000 by 1938. His speeches and articles of
      1933–1935.
    


    
      Houston Stewart Chamberlain als Verkünder und Begründer einer deutschen Zukunft. Munich, 1927.
      Acknowledges his and nazism’s intellectual debt to Chamberlain.
    


    
      Die Internationale Hochfinanz. Munich, Eher (n.d.). Cited in his Mythus, p. 466, footnote. Pamphlet.
    


    
      Kampf um die Macht. Munich, Eher (n.d.). Circulation 70,000 Essays of 1921–1932.
    


    
      Der Mythus des 20. Jahrhunderts. 137th–142nd ed., Munich, 1938; 1st ed., 1930. 713,000 copies printed
      1938. Hitler considers this book by his officiai “Director of Weltanschauung “the profoundest book by a living
      German.
    


    
      Pest in Russland. Munich, Eher (1937?). 48 pages, condensed version of an original 1922 version.
      Circulation 28,000. Bolshevism denounced (not so long before the Hitler-Stalin pact) as the new bubonic plague.
    


    
      Protestantische Rompilger. Munich, Eher (n.d.). 64 pages. Cirulation 620,000. Attacks Protestant critics
      of Mythus as betraying Luther to the Catholic Church.
    


    
      Die Spur des Juden im Wandel der Zeiten. Munich, 1920. 160 pages. Circulation 23,000.
    


    
      Der Staatsfeindliche Zionismus. (Munich, Eher? n.d.).
    


    
      Der Sumpf. Munich, Eher (n.d.). The Weimar Republic compared to a “swamp”of corruption. Unmoral im
      Talmud. Munich (Eher? n.d.). Pamphlet. Quotes anti-Christian passages from Jewish Talmud.
    


    
      Verbrechen der Freimaurerei. (Munich, Eher? n.d.).
    


    
      Der Weltverschwörerkongress zu Basel. Munich, Eher (n.d.). The horrendous Elders of Zion conspiring to
      enslave the gentile world.
    


    
      Wesen, Grundsätze und Ziele der Nat.soz. Dt. Arbeiterpartei; das Programm der Bewegung. Munich, 1933. 47
      pages. Circulation 170,000 by 1933, 350,000 by 1938 edition. Endorsed by Hitler as official Nazi program;
      includes a complete list and discussion of the famous “25 Points.”
    


    
      Das Wesensgefüge des Nationalsozialismus. 6th ed., Munich, 1933. 80 pages. Circulation 24,000–28,000.
      Propaganda for a “German rebirth “through nazism.
    


    
      Der Zukunftsweg einer deutschen Aussenpolitik. Munich, Eher (n.d.). Destiny and Lebensraum demand an
      aggressive expansion.
    


    Books edited by rosenberg [written by others]


    
      Eckart, Dietrich. Dietrich Eckart, ein Vermächtnis. Selected works with intro. and notes by Rosenberg.
      4th ed., Munich, 1937; copyrighted 1st ed., 1928; approved officially by Nazi party in 1935. Eckart had
      tremendous influence on both Rosenberg and Hitler.
    


    
      Gougenot des Mousseaux, Henri Roger (1805–76). Der Jude, das Judentum, und die Verjudung der christlichen
      Völker. Tr. from French by Rosenberg. 5th ed., Munich, 1921. In addition to the more famous Count Gobineau,
      here is another nineteenth-century French source for modern Nazi racism.
    


    
      Die Protokollen der Weisen von Zion. (Munich, Eher? n.d.). The notorious forgeries.
    


    Periodicals edited by rosenberg [fertile sources for his articles and editorials]


    
      Nationalsozialistische Monatshefte, monthly, Munich. Official “Weltanschauung” magazine for Nazi party
      members.
    


    
      Der Völkische Beobachter, daily, Munich. Official state-subsidized newspaper of the Nazi regime. Bought
      by Nazi party in 1920, edited by Dietrich Eckart and Rosenberg, then by Eckart alone until his death early in
      1925, then by Rosenberg until through today. Owned privately by Hitler.
    


    
      Der Weltkampf, monthly, founded by Rosenberg in 1924, then edited by Dr. Ernst Boepple, Munich, Deutsche
      Volksverlag, 1924 through today. Devoted to anti-Semitism and Wagnerian-Rosenbergian meta-politics.
    


    books about rosenberg


    
      Dutch, Oswald (pseudonym). Hitler’s Twelve Disciples. New York, 1940. Includes chapter on Rosenberg.
    


    
      Grosclaude, Pierre. Alfred Rosenberg et le Mythe du XXme. Siècle. Paris, 1938.
    


    
      Gross, Otto. Erläuterungen zum Mythus des XX. Jahrhunderts. Munich, Eher (n.d.). Gross is a German
      Professor who worships the very air that the metapolitical Rosenberg walks on.
    


    
      Gruenagel, Friedrich. Rosenberg und Luther. Bonn, 1934. A Heidelberg Ph.D. thesis.
    


    
      Hart, F. T. Alfred Rosenberg: Der Mann und sein Werk. Munich, 1939. An apotheosis.
    


    
      Haselmayer, A. Der Fall Rosenbergs und Fällt Hitler Mit? Munich, 1931. A pamphlet of 51 pages rebutting
      Rosenberg’s Der Fall Ludendorff.
    


    
      Kirchlicher Anzeiger für die Erzdiözese Köln. “Studien zum Mythus des XX. Jahrhunderts,” Cologne,
      October 1934. “Nachtrag zu den Studien zum Mythus des XX. Jahrhunderts,” Cologne, December 1934. Anonymous, the
      official Catholic answer, distributed despite Nazi censorship.
    


    
      Kolnai, Aurel. The War against the West. New York, 1938. Includes many pages on Rosenberg vs. the West.
    


    
      Kuenneth, Walter. Antwort auf den Mythus. Berlin, 1935. A Protestant rebuttal to Mythus, more cautious
      and compromising than the above Catholic answer.
    


    
      Lichtenberger, Henri. The Third Reich. New York, 1937. Includes a good summary of some of Rosenberg’s
      philosophy.
    


    
      Micklem, Nathaniel. National Socialism and the Roman Catholic Church. London, 1939. Chapter on “Herr
      Rosenberg and His Myth,” pp. 15–23.
    


    
      University of Paris (by a number of Catholic professors dividing the chapters among them). Racisme et
      Christianisme. Paris,” Flammarion, 1939. Includes much discussion of Rosenberg by Ernest Seillière and
      others.
    


    
      1961 POSTSCRIPT: Aside from the many memos about him by fellow Nazis (for example, Hans Fritzsche, The Sword
      in the Scales, London, 1953), the chief post-war primary sources about Rosenberg include his testimony at
      the Nuremberg trial (Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, eleven volumes, Washington, 1947–49 and Trial
      of the Major War Criminals, 42 volumes, Nuremberg, International Military Tribunal, 1947–49) and also his
      Letzte Aufzeichnungen (Goettingen, 1955), written half-disillusioned in prison before being hanged.
      Among countless new secondary sources on Rosenberg, two categories of books and articles predominate: (1) those
      about the Nuremberg trials (for example, G. M. Gilbert, Nuremberg Diary, New York, 1947 and The
      Psychology of Dictatorship, New York, 1950; D. Kelley, Twenty-two Cells at Nuremberg, New York,
      1947; W. Benton and G. Grimm, ed., Nuremberg: German Views, Dallas, 1955; W. Harris, Tyranny on
      Trial, Dallas, 1954; R. H. Jackson, U.S. Chief of Counsel, The Nürnberg Case, New York, 1947); (2)
      those about Nazi atrocities in occupied Russia (for example, A. Dallin, German Rule in Russia,
      1941–1945, London, 1957 and G. Reitlinger, The House Built on Sand, New York, 1960).
    


    Synopsis of rosenberg’s posts and
    influence


    
      The reader may find useful a synopsis of Rosenberg’s official posts, to bring up-to-date our two Rosenberg
      chapters of 1941. During Hitler’s imprisonment, 1923–24, Rosenberg was appointed acting head of the Nazi party by
      Hitler. Ever since the Nazi press reorganization of 1921–23, Rosenberg was chief editor of the official party
      newspaper, Der Völkische Beobachter (along with his Wagnercult friend, the increasingly alcoholic
      Dietrich Eckart). Rosenberg’s three main posts: 1933–45, “Reichsleiter” of the party’s Foreign Policy
      Office (the APA); 1933–45, director of “the spiritual and ideological supervision of the party”; 1941–45,
      “Reichsminister” for the German-occupied Eastern Territories. In practice he was edged out of the first
      post by Ribbentrop; out of the second by Himmler, Ley, Goebbels; out of the third by Erich Koch, the Gestapo,
      etc. He was also founder of the 1939 Institute for Exploring the Jewish Question at Frankfurt am Main and
      President of the International Conference on the Jewish Question at Frankfurt, 1941. Through his Nordic Societies
      he was the negotiator arranging for the treasonable Fifth Column of Norway with his ex-Communist friend, Vidkun
      Quisling, thereby coining a new noun.
    


    
      Because Rosenberg eventually lost his Führer’s favor and because his turgid book Mythus appears
      unreadable to any one with a sense of humor, some excellent historians now minimize his importance for the Third
      Reich. But millions did read, believe, and “act on” his pamphlets and his Völkischer Beobachter
      articles, where he expressed (more simply) the selfsame racist-romantic credo as in Mythus. The records
      of the Nuremberg trial and of Dr. Gilbert, its attendant psychiatrist, show fairly convincingly that such
      deathcamp organizers as Colonel Hoess of Auschwitz and Governor Frank of Poland were steeped in Rosenberg’s
      writings and definitely influenced by them (though whether as real motive for genocide or mere rationalization we
      can never know, perhaps both). Dr. Gilbert interviewed Hoess rather shrewdly in an attempt to find out what
      convinced Hoess personally of the need to exterminate two million Jews in Auschwitz — and got as answer Hoess’s
      reading of Rosenberg’s Mythus (in addition to the more expected answer of Mein Kampf and
      Goebbels). Hoess added priggishly — a macabre priggishness in the given context — that at his deathcamp it was
      “subordinates of narrow outlook” who read Streicher’s Stürmer but that what Hoess called the less
      “superficial” executioners of Jews preferred to read Goebbels and Rosenberg.
    


    
      Here are the off-the-record private comments on Hoess and Rosenberg by the other Nazi defendants (as secretly
      recorded by Dr. Gilbert).* Hans Frank (the
      self-flagellating mass-murderer): “Hoess testified how he exterminated two million Jews …. The things I said and
      the things Rosenberg said made those things possible.” Von Papen (the self-exculpating collaborator): “… Hoess,
      the Commandant of Auschwitz, had read his [Rosenberg’s] works. That was, of course, the crux of the whole thing.”
      Admiral Doenitz (whom Hitler had appointed his successor): “That Rosenberg … these propagandists were really
      responsible for these terrible anti-semitic acts.” Hans Fritzsche (of Hitler’s propaganda ministry): “Rosenberg
      became the high priest of the Nazi ideology … the father of Nazi ideology.” Of course, an author need not be held
      responsible for the crimes of his disciples and readers (these Nazi attempts to shift their guilt to Rosenberg
      are a transparent dodge), but the above does at least suggest that the author in question was really important
      and really read; and this importance, now often denied, is what we are trying to establish.
    


    Rosenberg versus hitler in
    russia


    
      In Russia Hitler became disgusted not only with Rosenberg’s pompous inefficiency but with his basic occupation
      policy. Backed by Mussolini and motivated not by compassion but by brutal military needs and by his own 1917
      stand with the White Russian armies, Rosenberg wanted a more cooperative treatment of millions of anti-communist
      Ukrainians, a potential new fascist army of Ukrainians marching against Stalin. Treat “those Nigger peoples” like
      slaves, make them “Germany’s colonial Africa,” retorted Hitler, echoed by Erich Koch, Rosenberg’s main rival in
      Nazi-occupied Russia and originally from the national-bolshevik Strasser wing of the party.
    


    
      Backed by Hitler against the Rosenberg-Mussolini dream of a non-colonial, multi-national, pan-fascist alliance,
      Koch boasted he would bring the Ukraine, even if anti-communist and pro-German, not national liberation but “the
      whip.” In 1934 the same Koch had published a book urging Soviet-Nazi cooperation against western democracy; such
      cooperation he had discussed in a secret national-bolshevik meeting with Soviet Russia’s Karl Radek and the once
      pro-Nazi and once pro-Soviet Theodor Oberländer, later a Bonn cabinet minister. Not till 1958 did Koch’s
      Communist jailers allow his long-postponed trial as a leading war-criminal. Both Soviet Russia and Soviet Poland
      today hate public mention of the Ukrainian independence movement as much as Koch did in 1942, and his delayed
      trial in Poland significantly indicted him for his small-scale murder of non-Ukrainian Slavs rather than for his
      obvious large-scale crime, namelv his mass-murder — against Rosenberg’s will but with Hitler’s and perhaps
      Stalin’s — of Ukrainians. According to Reitlinger, Koch’s death sentence (in contrast with Rosenberg’s) has
      still, mysteriously enough, “not been carried out.”1
    


    
      Many of Russia’s Ukrainians, having been enslaved by Stalin-aides like Khrushchev in the 1930s, at first welcomed
      the Hitlerite invaders with pathetic flowers. By rebuffing his Untermensch wel-comers into a still
      bloodier slavery, Hitler was subordinating political propaganda gains, military self-interest, and international
      or non-German fascism to the myth of race. This race dogma of meta-politics was reinforced by the Lebensraum
      dogma of geopolitics but perhaps equally by two of Hitler’s sourest non-theoretical memories: his sullen Hapsburg
      boyhood among Slavs and General Ludendorff’s Ukrainian fiasco of 1918. No wonder Stalin, having even more cause
      to resent Rosenberg’s Ukrainian nationalists, once praised Koch and Hitler ironically for terrorizing them.
    


    
      In the end Hitler seems to have deliberately humiliated Rosenberg, his once-revered teacher and
      quack-philosopher, and derided him in public as “a half-Russian.” The final split between Hitler’s kind of
      criminality and Rosenberg’s kind is that of gun-man versus con-man — or, as they would have preferred to phrase
      it, man of will versus mind-gymnast, the latter a phrase from gymnast Jahn.
    


    
      When the thousand-year Reich collapsed in 1945, Rosenberg went into brief hiding. He was captured when he
      appeared, quite needlessly, for hospitalization of a minor injury, sustained while drunk. The shadowy episode
      suggests half-tentative questions about how much Rosenberg, perhaps guilt-ridden about the Hitler practice of the
      genocide Rosenberg himself had theorized, was impelled by an unconscious need for punishment. In contrast with
      almost all other self-exculpations by ex-Hitlerites, Rosenberg at his Nuremberg trial seemed somewhat
      honest2 in regretting the
      atrocities his own teachings had prepared and for which he was hanged. It was as if Lenin, himself a ruthless
      terrorist, had lived to witness with horror terrorism’s logical extreme in Stalin. In his Letzte
      Aufzeichnungen, written while awaiting death at Nuremberg after the war, Rosenberg retaliated by ascribing
      to Hitler the responsibility for Germany’s fate:
    


    
      “The name National Socialism derives from the Sudetenland …. Never was the German soul more at one with itself
      than in 1933. Never did the Great-German Dream seem nearer fulfilment than in 1938. Yet the Reich never collapsed
      into greater ruins than in 1945. All this is included under a single name, but this one name must bear
      responsibility for all this before the Court of the German Nation.”
    


    
      1.   Wagner’s secret compulsions to dress in feminine robes
      and perfumes help explain his — and perhaps Hitler’s — compensatory, pseudo-masculine cult of Teuton warriors.
    


    
      1.   Reitlinger, The House Built on Sand, pp. 175,
      438: “[Koch] had Cuosen the same victims as Stalin himself. For Koch’s bitterest hate had been reserved for the
      Ukrainian nationalists, the favorites of Alfred Rosenberg and the pioneers of his anti-Soviet State. Behind all
      Koch’s speeches on a ‘nigger people’ lurked the contempt of a man who had been almost a communist in his day for
      the flotsam and jetsam of the White Armies.”
    


    
      2.   See Rosenberg’s Letzte Aufzeichnungen and
      Fritzsehe’s The Sword in the Scales.
    


    
      *G. Gilbert, Nuremberg Diary (N.Y., 1947), pp.
      267–80 and The Psychology of Dictatorship (N.Y., 1950), p. 256.
    

  


  
    APPENDIX A
    

    PRO AND CON:
    

    Two Reviews of Original Edition:
    

    JOSEPH C. HARSCH AND JACQUES BARZUN


    
      Publisher’s Note


      
        As an interesting example of the opposite reactions evoked by such a controversial book about Germany prior to
        Pearl Harbor, the publishers here reprint two 1941 discussions of it, one favorable, one completely
        unfavorable. The former is by the foreign correspondent to Germany, Joseph C. Harsch; it appeared in the
        Christian Science Monitor (Boston, 7/12/41). The latter is by Professor Jacques Barzun, written in
        mid-1941 and published in January, 1942 in the scholarly quarterly, Journal of the History of Ideas.
        The Barzun discussion was presented in Journal of the History of Ideas in the form of a debate with
        Dr. Viereck; therefore, it is also necessary here to reprint Dr. Viereck’s brief rejoinder. The issues which
        this interesting debate between these two scholars raises about Germany, and about the peculiar development
        which romanticism underwent in Germany, are issues that remain equally important for the reader of today.
      

    


    
      Reprint from Christian Science Monitor, Boston, 7/12/41: The Bookshelf: Reviewed by Joseph
      Harsch, former Am. foreign corr. in Germany.


      
        The Origins of Naziism
      


      
        If anyone still labors under the delusion that the current war in Europe is just another one of Europe’s old
        imperialistic or economic rivalries, he would be well advised to read Peter Viereck’s scholarly dissection of
        the origins and nature of Naziism, METAPOLITICS (New York: Knopf. $3). The tragedy
        of the world is that only now, when Hitler’s armies are running berserk over a continent and threatening the
        whole world, is it possible for a man like Mr. Viereck to diagnose the nature of the threat with any chance of
        the public bothering to notice. If such a book could have been read by millions 10 years ago, or even five
        years ago, history might have been different.
      


      
        “Metapolitics” might well have appeared under the title of the first great book about the menace of Hitler
        Germany, Edgar Mowrer’s “Germany Turns the Clock Back.” It would have been a less forbidding title than a word
        such as Metapolitics, which was coined by German nationalists because no existing word in their language or any
        other European language was capable of expressing the unscientific, unethical, vague,
        to-be-sensed-by-German-alone-but-not-to-be-under-stood-rationally-by-anyone type of politics which lie behind
        Naziism.
      


      
        Mr. Viereck has given us the explanation of why Germany today is turning the clock back. And it is an absorbing
        study. He takes the roots of Naziism back to the Napoleonic period, when the first nationalists of Germany
        found they had to coin something new to arouse popular support for their “war of liberation.” The fact was that
        the armies of Napoleon had brought so many benefits in their wake that most Germans, particularly of the lower
        classes, found themselves better off under French rule, tyrannous and violent as it was, than under the former
        order.
      


      
        To recruit the middle class to the cause of German nationalism the political leaders of the country subsidized
        Friedrich Ludwig Jahn, a Prussian schoolteacher with a mystic creed about the German folk being the true entity
        and the individual nothing. “Father Jahn” organized students in gymnastic societies, forerunner of the Hitler
        Jugend, taught a passionate hatred of everything foreign and a mystic reverence for all anti-social crudities
        which could be excused as primitively German, and left behind him a seed which germinated in the universities
        down through the next century.
      


      
        “Father Jahn’s” pupils were leaders in the 1848 revolutions, and they numbered among their group on the
        barricades Richard Wagner, pictured by Mr. Viereck as a major link between racial doctrines of “Father Jahn”
        and the culminating, atavistic, reversion of Germany under the banners of Hitler to the primitive, marauding
        hordes of Naziism to day.
      


      
        During the first World War the tendency was to blame Germany’s rampant militarism on Nietzsche. Mr. Viereck
        finds some justification for this in part of the great philosopher’s career. But Nietzsche, like most of the
        others whom Naziism regards as spiritual ancestors of Hitler, including Langbehn, George, and Spengler,
        outlived a period of orgiastic revel in the cult of Germanic tribal mysticism and “returned to the west.”
        Actually Wagner himself in his final period said many things which the Nazis keep very quiet about today. But
        Wagner founded the Bayreuth circle which included the French renegade Count Gobineau and the English Houston
        Stewart Chamberlain, two men who directly influenced Hitler; and he celebrated the German pagan cult in his
        operas.
      


      
        The hope Mr. Viereck holds out for the survival of civilization is that just as Nietzsche and Spengler and even
        Wagner outgrew their worship at the shrine of racism and returned spiritually to the fold of western
        civilization, so too may the German people, provided, he says, their faith in the Germanic myth is shaken by
        military defeat.
      


      
        One fact worthy of notice which Mr. Viereck produces is that Alfred Rosenberg’s “Myth of the Twentieth
        Century,” the philosophic textbook of Naziism, was conceived and outlined prior to the Treaty of Versailles. In
        other words, it was not Versailles which created Naziism, as all Nazis would have it.
      


      
        This is an extremely important book, notable because it makes it possible for a normal western mind to
        understand at least partially the disease which has warped the thinking of the German people. This is no easy
        task because no German has ever been able to explain it intelligently. In fact the very inexplicableness of it
        is considered an essential of German racialism. But Mr. Viereck does let us get a glimpse of how and why the
        German nation has turned for a time from western civilization for an orgy in primitive emotionalism and
        international lawlessness.
      


      
        J. C. H.
      

    


    
      A Debate About “Metapolitics” with Jacques Barzun1


      
        Indictment by Professor Barzun
      


      
        Mr. Viereck’s book Metapolitics is an ardent attempt to psycho-analyze the religion of the Nazis. At
        least this is the purpose which the author declares in his Preface, having set to one side as fairly well
        established the economic and political antecedents of the new German imperialism. The term “metapolitics” is a
        piece of jargon borrowed as a convenient label from the usage of the Wagner circle, but the content of the term
        is what Mr. Viereck offers as the result of his investigations. As he sees it, metapolitics is made up of four
        things; romanticism, racism, a vague economic socialism, and faith in the Volk. It follows, still
        according to the author, that in adopting these principles, Germany is turning her back on all of western
        civilization, and that an understanding of the four streams of doctrine will help preserve us from the “new
        paganism” by refuting its constituent elements.
      


      
        Mr. Viereck has done much reading in the literature of modern Germany and in those portions of the European
        tradition which seem relevant to the topic of our contemporary “chaos”; Nietzsche, Gobineau, Chamberlain,
        Hegel, Paul de Lagarde, Fichte, Carlyle — the list is by now almost standard. He writes, moreover, with a great
        deal of verve, and his re-exposition of these and other men’s ideas is quick and simplified enough not to tax
        the casual reader’s attention. Hence it is quite likely that the book will please and convince many people. Or
        rather, it will confirm by its evidence of sincerity and erudition many latent prejudices, among them some
        possibly useful to the practical ends of pugnacity and group cohesion.
      


      
        But if the history of ideas is viewed as an exacting discipline, this book must be judged an ill-advised
        publication on a narrowly conceived thesis. Like a number of similar attempts, it exemplifies the error of
        seeing the past only through the eyes of the present, or rather, of seeing the past only in the light of what
        is most striking and seems most important in the present. For if the author had examined the contemporary scene
        with a more fastidious enthusiasm for our national cause, he would not make the mistake of seeing Germany both
        as warring against western tradition and as a product of that periodic force in western tradition which is
        called romanticism. This contradiction is only one of many vitiating Mr. Viereck’s passionate account. It is
        clear that he has been too busy finding evidence to ask himself what rules govern its admission and
        interpretation. To give an instance, he quotes Nietzsche with approval against nineteenth-century German
        imperialism and racism; but he includes Gobineau among the ogres as a convinced racialist. Now it is a fact
        that Nietzsche can also be quoted on Gobineau’s side as a racialist, and Gobineau on Nietzsche’s as an
        individualist. The problem of the historian becomes, therefore, that of deciding whether the thinkers whom he
        has chosen as representative are only unreliable weather vanes, or whether there is some reason for these real
        and apparent contradictions. When the historian has made his decision or discovered such a reason, he can be
        said to understand in something like its own terms the time or temper which he is discussing.
      


      
        If Mr. Viereck so understood romanticism — and indeed the whole nineteenth century — he might still dislike its
        prototypes or disapprove of its works, but he would not be guilty of the caricature without resemblance which
        he produces under these names. He produces it, of course, with the aid of clichés and misleading short-cuts
        which are far from original — hence the ready persuasiveness of his demonstration. To speak of “Rousseauistic
        lispings about the noble savage” takes the place of analysis, as usual. But where did Rousseau idealize the
        savage, and why? To complain that Romanticism is not definable, because it has too many connotations, acts as a
        prima facie condemnation; but one misses the awareness that there are also a myriad inconsistent
        definitions of Classicism, Realism, Rationalism, Renaissance — all unsatisfactory to the degree that the
        concrete is not exhausted by abstract formulas. Again, to assert that romanticism is essentially German may
        make a complex state of affairs more simple, but it begs the ultimate question at the cost of suppressing
        eighteenth-century manifestations of romanticism in England, France, and Italy. Finally, in order to make
        romanticism and its sequel a certified plague, a writer must steadily confuse particular with general
        propositions, speaking of romanticists (or of “the nineteenth-century”) in such a way that all romanticists,
        romanticists like all of us, or romanticists as opposed to the rest of mankind, may equally be meant. All these
        are no single instances but types of historical and logical malfeasance which Mr. Viereck repeatedly commits —
        often by mere epithet or implication — both in the main body of his work and in his obiter dicta.
      


      
        This general criticism, I repeat, does not in the least depend on whether the author prefers classicism and I
        romanticism (as he seems to imply in a footnote referring to an article of mine). Its scope goes beyond the
        subject matter of any given movement and embraces instead the methods of all intellectual history. When Mr.
        Viereck discredits romanticism by accusing it of worshipping life, and quotes as proof a love scene from a pulp
        magazine; when he indicts in one bill of particulars Bergson, Jahn, and Chamberlain, together with the
        historical ideas of Herder, the poetry of Shelley, and the apologetics of tyranny; when he says with apparent
        unawareness of the concession, that romanticism has been refuted again and again but still survives … so that
        the task of civilization is to harness it, I submit that he is not only not fulfilling his function as an
        historian, but is as a writer fostering public bewilderment on matters high and dangerous.
      


      
        Even as an historian of practical affairs his conclusions seem singularly naïve. He either ignores or forgets
        the double life — internal and external — which every European nation has led since the Roman Empire, and
        consequently treats national histories with reference to an impossible single standard, now internal, now
        external. To read him one would think that an imperialistic France led by Louis XIV and Napoleon had never
        sought after hegemony in Europe,1 nor justified its acts in the name of glory, culture, and the right of might. One
        would never know that liberal revolutions succumbed to nationalistic passions elsewhere than in Germany,
        neither would one suspect that whatever metapolitics may be, politics keeps constant ways in defiance of ethics
        and civilization, as can be seen in its record from Thucydides to Winston Churchill, by way of Catherine
        de’Medici and Cecil Rhodes. Since, then, it might be argued that Germany’s present actions are in line with the
        European tradition of Empire (ever accompanied by persecution), it follows that we must distinguish between the
        course of politics and the history of ideas. I say distinguish between, not dissociate from; for belief and
        action are related and it is precisely the art of the historian to make clear in what ways thought turns to
        good and evil in human hands. This distinction in no sense weakens the indictment against those who misuse
        ideas or deny the validity of civilized life, reason, and justice; any more than it levels present and past
        offenses to one and the same degree of evil. On the contrary, it permits value judgments by establishing a
        scale of comparison, and by showing how peculiar modern conditions (e.g., mass persuasion and mass action) give
        a new embodiment to an old curse.
      


      
        As soon as we speak of scale and values, however, it becomes obvious that we must not mingle foul with fair and
        drag the aesthetics of Keats and Shelley (p. 31), the metaphysics of Bergson and Nietzsche, the psychology and
        religion of the non-rationalists (which should include Christians like Pascal and William James) into the
        morass of irresponsible or venal journalism, old and new. In a recent review of a book on Modem Dictatorship,
        Professor Koppel Pinson had to rebuke its author for making Hitler’s educational theories derive straight from
        Goethe’s lines, “Gray is all theory; only the golden tree of life is green.” Mr. Viereck makes fundamentally
        the same allegation, even though he speaks, somewhat inaccurately, of Goethe’s “conversion to Classicism.” It
        is because of this allegation that his book begins with the romanticists, a few, at any rate, and that the four
        subheads of metapolitics merge into one condemnation of the so-called romantic spirit which is conveniently
        stretched to cover every kind of folly and knavery. To all these bills of attainder against our forefathers, it
        seems to me that the historian is bound to say, in effect: “If Goethe is right and Hitler does intelligently
        follow out his implied educational theory, then Hitler’s educational theory is right.” We must of course
        question — as does Professor Pinson — whether the link truly exists. We must further question — as does Mr.
        Viereck — whether Goethe is right, but it is surely the anti-historical method par excellence to argue that
        Goethe is wrong (and by extension, romanticism, the nineteenth-century, what you will) because Hitler is an
        alleged result.
      


      
        Columbia University, 1941
      


      
        JACQUES BARZUN
      

    


    
      Reply by the Author of Metapolitics


      
        Through the courtesy of the Editors I am permitted to reply in the same issue to Mr. Barzun’s interesting and
        (if I may borrow one of his terms) somewhat “passionate” review. The first thing which it seems needful to say
        about it (for readers unacquainted with the book) is that the review has to do almost entirely with the two
        introductory chapters of Metapolitics, which deal in part with Romanticism. The second chapter draws
        up a precise definition of what the word “romantic,” when used by me, is to be understood to mean. In his
        review Mr. Barzun neglects to define his own use of the word; but his previous brilliant exaltation of what he
        designates by “Romanticism” — in his Darwin, Marx, Wagner and in his American Scholar
        article, “To the Rescue of Romanticism” (1940) — makes evident that, in the main, he signifies by the term
        something quite different from what it means in the book he is reviewing. For the most part he is referring to
        one set of ideas, I to another. Since he overlooks this fact, and fails to notice my definition, it is not
        surprising that he accuses me of an unjust “caricature” of “romanticism,” and of “suppressing
        eighteenth-century manifestations of romanticism in England and France.” Mr. Barzun, in short, has provided an
        interesting parallel to the proverbial controversy over the color of the two sides of the shield.
      


      
        Mr. Barzun pronounces my “passionate account vitiated” by the “contradiction” of “seeing Germany both as
        warring against western tradition and as a product of that periodic force in western tradition which is called
        romanticism.” Here he finds a “contradiction” solely by failing to inform the reader of two facts. First, my
        book explicitly defines the “western tradition” and “romanticism” as the real “warring” opposites. Second, his
        linkage of “romanticism” with western tradition is according to his usage of the word, but not according to
        mine. His usage, if it were defined precisely, may be preferable to mine. But his unintentional failure to
        state that our usage is different, a failure convenient for converting any unalert reader, ultimately handicaps
        his cause by producing only “bewilderment on matters high and dangerous” in readers who check back from his
        criticisms to the actual pages that he is criticizing.
      


      
        Through most of his critique of my introductory romanticism chapters (the actual book itself he understandably
        cannot waste his busy time on), the issue is never joined. He is talking, very brilliantly indeed, of something
        quite different from the book he is supposedly reviewing. And I cannot but register protest against the
        reviewer’s giving readers the impression that the issue is joined.
      


      
        His impressions of the personality behind the book are of less interest to the reader than the broader issue.
        So I shall not use my limited space to reply to them (nor to thank him for attributing to me “verve”). But I
        cannot permit to pass unchallenged his grave charge that I “unfastidiously” distort the “rules of evidence,”
        apparently in order to bolster my support of anti-Nazi interventionism. Suffice it to remark that he cites not
        a single substantiated example of such alleged distortion. Actual events have made the interventionist cause so
        sound on its own merits that it hardly needs the additional bolstering of distortion by me or by anyone else.
        When he lists “Winston Churchill” as a subtopic under “defiance of civilization” and observes that “Germany’s
        present actions are in line with the European tradition of Empire,” he accuses me of naively implying that the
        British Empire is on a qualitatively higher moral plane than Hitler’s empire. Here I agree; that is exactly
        what (on this point) my book intended to imply. Yet the superiority of England’s empire to Hitler’s does
        not, as Mr. Barzun believes, make me suppress the former’s faults; pp. 207–8 are sharply critical of
        England’s past aggressions and present economic abuses.
      


      
        In his second and fourth paragraphs, he dismisses the book as a rehash of an “almost standard list” and implies
        that it contains little or no unfamiliar historical material. He lists these “almost standard” names in a way
        that gives the impression that his list summarizes the principal contents of my book. This raises two separate
        points. Does his list really describe the book? Is the book really without original scholarly contributions?
      


      
        For the very reason that the figures which he names are already well known, my books treats them relatively
        very briefly: one of them, Carlyle, is mentioned only in a single sentence. The amazing and unexplainable fact
        is that Mr. Barzun’s list of the contents completely omits the three authors chiefly dealt with in the book,
        Jahn, Wagner, Rosenberg; the chapters on these take up some two-thirds of the volume! Far from being “almost
        standard,” the rôle of these men in producing the Nazi metapolitics has received little serious analysis
        outside Germany. As my book’s bibliography indicates, many of their works, often unavailable in America, have
        never before been treated in any form; yet their crucial influence on German history, and on Hitler himself, is
        demonstrated in my text, with documentary proof in the notes. Rosenberg, the subject of the longest two
        chapters of all, is not only omitted from Mr. Barzun’s “list” but is not once mentioned in the whole review.
      


      
        Since he condemns the book’s scholarship with such dogmatic finality, it is not improper to cite from two
        foremost authorities in the field a verdict directly contradicting his implication that the scholar can learn
        little new from the book. America’s foremost historian of modern Germany, Professor Sidney Fay of Harvard,
        wrote of Metapolitics: “I have learned a lot from it and agree with almost all of it …. I like the
        book very much.” Thomas Mann calls it a work of “profound historical insight” and calls its Wagner-Hitler
        discoveries “extraordinarily meritorious” because “for the first time in America” Wagner’s Nazi
        metapolitics “here undergo a sharp and inexorable analysis.”
      


      
        In those few cases in which Mr. Barzun’s vague criticisms are accompanied by specific examples, he is factually
        in demonstrable error. Here are some of these examples.
      


      
        In Metapolitics he “misses the awareness that there are also a myriad inconsistent definitions of
        classicism.” No one will “miss” this “awareness” who reads, for example, p. 21, where I stress the inconsistent
        definitions of classicism. Mr. Barzun dubs “somewhat inaccurate” my reference to Goethe’s “conversion to
        classicism.” Since Goethe himself referred constantly to his crucial conversion (as his Wiedergeburt
        in classic Italy) and later said, “The classical I call the healthy, and the romantic the diseased” (pp. 20,
        28–9, 199), my reference is not “inaccurate,” not even “somewhat.” In his closing paragraph, Mr. Barzun charges
        that my book rests largely on the illusion that Hitler’s educational theory is based on Goethe. Far from thus
        slandering Goethe, on p. 79 I cite Goethe’s remark that “patriotism corrupts history” as the best rebuttal to
        Hitler’s educational theories and, instead, trace them to Jahn.
      


      
        In his most revealing sentence (its italics mine), Mr. Barzun flings forth as a trump card, “To read
        him, one would think that an imperialistic France, led by Louis XIV and Napoleon, had never sought after
        hegemony in Europe.” On pp. 12–13 and 57, I stress that an imperialistic France under Louis XIV and Napoleon
        (both of whom I name) did seek after hegemony in Europe. Consequently, here Mr. Barzun’s phrase “to read him”
        is an unfortunate slip because it will — together with his dearth of references to any of the book after the
        introductory chapters, and the factual errors above noted — give the (doubtless erroneous) impression that Mr
        Barzun simply failed “to read him.” At all events, I am obliged to place on record the fact that Mr. Barzun’s
        review shows almost no sign of even superficial familiarity with that seven-eighths of the book’s contents
        which follows the introductory chapters, and that the review conveys to the reader not merely an incomplete but
        an amazingly misleading statement of the authors with whose doctrines and influence the volume is principally
        concerned, of the method which it employs, and of the nature of that “Romanticism” whose crucial historical
        relations to Nazism the book seeks (among other things) to demonstrate.
      


      
        Harvard University, 1941
      


      
        PETER VIERECK
      

    


    
      1.   This debate appeared in Journal of the History
      of Ideas, City College, N.Y., January, 1942, Vol. III, No. 1, pp. 107–112.
    


    
      1.   In two periods of cultural classicism, as it
      happens.
    

  


  
    APPENDIX B
    

    For the 1965 edition:
    

    ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, WAGNER’S TRANSVESTISM, AND “HARSHNESS”


    
      “Only Wotan, foaming with rage, can fight Jehovah! Back to harshness!”
    


    
      —F. Haiser
    


    
      I Acknowledgments and Again Wagner


      
        The author is grateful to Harvard University library for use in this book of his “Romanticism” chapter, which,
        as 1939 winner of Harvard’s Bowdoin Prize contest for a philosophical essay, belongs to the university library.
        For indispensable help during 1936–39 on the Jahn chapter, thanks remain due to the author’s brother, G. S.
        Viereck, Jr., of Harvard Law School and the U. S. Army (killed in action against the Nazis in 1944). Inside the
        academic world: during his student days of 1933–40, the author received the discipline of much-needed
        criticisms and suggestions, about his romanticism and Wagner hypotheses, from the following scholars—Crane
        Brinton, Dana Durand, Sidney Fay, Hans Kohn, William Langer, Arthur O. Lovejoy, Reginald Phelps, Karl Viëtor.
        Outside the academic world: gratitude is owed to Alfred Knopf, Edmund Epstein, and Steven Frimmer, for the
        publishers of the 1941, 1961, and 1965 editions respectively, for their patience with tedious and
        time-consuming additions. Here, too, is the opportunity to thank Sir Ernest MacMillan, in 1940 conductor of the
        Toronto Symphony Orchestra, for his unpublished Wagner material, and to thank the psychiatrist Dr. Siegfried
        Placzek (who had examined Nietzsche during the latter’s insanity) for acquainting us in 1940 with
        still-unpublished, psychologically illuminating material about Wagner and Nietzsche.
      


      
        Dr. Placzek’s evidence, for what he calls “Wagner’s transvestite dependence”1 on privately wearing feminine-style robes and
        perfumes imported from Paris, seems of legitimate concern to the historian; not because Wagner’s private
        foibles are anyone else’s business but because, in the given context, this private foible had a public,
        political consequence which his Nazi disciples made everybody’s business: namely, his overcompensatory,
        pseudo-virile glorification of uncivilized Teuton warriors, and his violent self-projecting attack on the
        French and Jews as allegedly overcivilized, effeminate, and addicted to perfume. Related to our suggestion that
        Wagner’s anti-Semitism is projective self-hatred, is Nietzsche’s cryptic allusion (taken very seriously in the
        Ernest Newman biography) to Wagner’s later suppressing an earlier admission that his real father was not the
        elder Wagner but the possibly Jewish actor Geyer. As a psychological parallel (more hypothesis, however, than
        certainty), there is now, of course, the new Hitler-family documentation in Jetzinger’s book, Hitlers
        Jugend.
      


      
        Not the harsh Jack the Ripper but the would-be-harsh Casper Milquetoast becomes the most dangerous, most
        uncompromising apostle of “back to harshness.” And the masks of the harshness hysteria are endless: gymnastic
        militarism, muscle-flexing foreign policies, a doubly ruthless tyranny toward those whose softness—or whose
        minority status—one partly shares: a self-exorcism.
      


      
        To return for just one sentence more to acknowledgings (in what is quite candidly a grab-bag postscript of
        omitted but necessary points for the 1965 edition): in the appendix the criticisms from Journal of the
        History of Ideas, Christian Science Monitor, and Common Sense are reprinted with the written
        permissions of the publishers of these three periodicals; in the main text the quotations from Yeats, D. H.
        Lawrence, and the American edition of Mein Kampf are reprinted with the written permission of the
        Macmillan Company, Viking Press, and Houghton Mifflin Company. But in quoting the American Mein Kampf,
        we have taken a liberty. Wherever necessary, we have seen fit to restore the German original of Hitler’s words
        “Reich,” “Kultur,” and “Volk.” For you lose the metapolitical emotional undertones of these words by using
        their merely political English equivalents. What other language or culture possesses or can even translate
        precisely the adjective “völkisch”? Is it not ever so much more than the common translations “folkic,”
        “populist,” or “narodnik”?
      


      
        Hence, this is not really a book about German nationalism. (There are so many of those, often mere war
        propaganda, trying to make one’s flesh creep with nationalist quotations that often are merely political and
        hence no worse than their British or French equivalents.) Rather, it attempts just what the title says it
        attempts: to understand metapolitics. The unique metapolitics of Volk has little to do with the
        universal politics of nationalism. Of nationalist politics, flag-waving, and imperialism Germany is no more
        guilty than her neighbors (Kipling in England, Barrès in France). In contrast, German metapolitics is an evil
        (not a Versailles-induced “sickness,” to be cured with jargonizing Pollyanna therapies, but a narcissistic
        self-deifying evil) without equivalent in the annals of human destructiveness. Auschwitz simply has no
        equivalents. And already a half century before Hitler, the Wagnerian Konstantin Frantz—from whose letter2 of 1878 we derived our term
        “metapolitics”—was proclaiming one key aspect of that term: “The Jewish people… excluded itself from history,
        for instead the Germans became God’s Chosen People.”
      


      
        Even after World War II, Wagner’s Bayreuth festival continues to be the center of narcissistic wallowings for
        the German industrial bourgeoisie (technology plus ideology still make what Goebbels and Rosenberg called
        “steel romanticism”). For example, Berthold Beitz, the 1960 director of the Krupp armaments empire, gave money
        to the society for Wagner festivals on these non-musical, non-aesthetic grounds: “If you want contacts to West
        Germany’s industrialists you find them in Bayreuth. For that reason one has to go to Bayreuth; there you find
        the whole bunch together.”
      


      
        Nor is Jahn, the other outstanding Volk romanticist of these pages, forgotten in the 1960s. The German
        veterans’ newspaper, Deutsche Soldaten-Zeitung, in August 1960 ran this headline: JAHNS IDEALS ARE ETERNAL, above a glowing description of 15,000 gymnasts worshipping a Jahn
        memorial in Austria. From an opposite viewpoint, representative of the more thoughtful West Germans of the
        sixties, the superb anti-Nazi scholarly journal, Deutsche Rundschau, declared: “The so-called
        gymnast-father Jahn, in reality a rabble-rousing ruffian worthy of the SS, coined the infamous slogan: ‘The
        Jews are Germany’s disaster’ (‘Die Juden sind Deutschlands Unglück’).”And as for Nietzsche, the first
        voice to prophesy against the cult of Volk and Wagnerian anti-Semitism, to call Nietzsche (as do most of these
        books on German “nationalism”) the precursor of Hitler, only makes us all the more bitterly recall still
        another Nietzschean prophecy: “I am terrified by the thought of the sort of people who may some day invoke my
        authority.”
      

    


    
      II The “Back to Harshness” Crescendo


      
        The all-embracing internationalism of Christianity embarrasses equally the ethnic separatism of Volk
        romanticism (Jahn, Fichte, Wagner, Langbehn, Lagarde) and the less ethnic separatism of Prussian or Austrian
        statism (Haller, Radowitz, Hegel, Goerres, Adam Mueller, Vogelsang). There are two ways out from the
        embarrassment. You can praise but distort Christianity, as did most of these nineteenth-century statists or
        Volk-ists. Or you can become openly anti-Christian, like General Ludendorff, Count Reventlow, Alfred Rosenberg,
        and (less openly) Hitler. The seething emotions behind the second approach are suggested by our favorite
        quotation from that racist of the 1920s, Franz Haiser (used as chapter epigraph for this new Appendix to our
        1965 edition): “Only Wotan, foaming with rage, can fight Jehovah! Back to harshnessl” (exclamation marks his,
        foam and all). Wotan was meant as shorthand symbol for aggressive Volk pride; he was not being put forward by
        these Nordic pagans as a god to be literally believed in. Similarly Jehovah was shorthand for the Christian as
        well as Judaic ethics of unharshness and “unVolk.”
      


      
        Instead of thus attacking Jehovah and Christ on behalf of open militarist immoralism, the earlier approach
        turns the tables by calling militarism a new, a higher kind of morality, somehow integrated with Christianity
        by those deeper profundities of German philosophy. This approach was more the fashion among those respectable
        bourgeois militarists of World War I (whom the unrespectable gutter-gangs of Hitler ridiculed, then allied
        with, and then superseded). On a very brilliant level an example of this approach is the un-Prussian
        Prussianism, the somehow Wagnerian Prussianism expressed by the young Thomas Mann of World War I (in contrast
        with his later, truer role as the leading anti-Nazi humanist): “German militarism is the manifestation of
        German morality … [and] refuses to recognize the civilian spirit as a final ideal of mankind.”
      


      
        Despite the deeply moving heroism of occasional individual Christian martyrs under Hitler, there was no mass
        resistance on Christian grounds. (Indeed, there was no mass resistance period.) The majority of German
        Christians, whether Protestant or Catholic, failed to see that the spiritual link of Christianity to Judaism is
        closer than to Nazi racist paganism and that their professed Christian values were despised by their Fuehrer.
        During World War II, Hitler remarked to his officers at his Table Talk: “The heaviest blow that ever struck
        humanity was the coming of Christianity. Bolshevism is Christianity’s illegitimate child. Both are inventions
        of the Jew…Christ was an Aryan, and St. Paul used his doctrine to mobilize the criminal underworld and thus
        organize a proto-bolshevism.” Though in no way out of character, this remark was never available quite so
        bluntly before the war (we had looked in vain for so frank a Hitler statement at the time of our first
        edition); therefore, at the time the majority of the German people were able to pretend to themselves that they
        were crusading (among other things) for Christianity against “atheistic Asiatic communism.”
      


      
        What they were really crusading for (to return to our foam-drenched Haiser) was “back to harshness.” The
        harshness developed into a crescendo: from harmless rugged Spartanism (cf. Wagner’s self-hating attacks on
        “French and Jewish” perfumes and effeminacy) to old-fashioned Prussian military killings and finally to
        new-fashioned romantic-daemonic genocide. You can plot a graph or extrapolate a curve of this development,
        simply by listing the titles and dates of (for example) Haiser’s three main books. All three precede the Third
        Reich. The first book is merely a detached, a so-to-speak “Platonic” romance with tyranny. The second is a
        rather unspecific apology for the joys of enslaving the weak. The third is a very specific designation of the
        victim. But let the book titles and chronology speak for themselves: (1) The Persuasiveness of Evidence:
        Style Versus Liberty, 1916; (2) Slavery: Its Biological Foundation and Moral Vindication, 1923;
        (3) The Jewish Question from the Viewpoint of Master-Morality, 1926. Carry the curve one step further
        and what else is ahead but Auschwitz?
      


      
        The same graph would show a corresponding crescendo from political thinking to metapolitical “emoting.” Have we
        here chosen a merely isolated or accidental example? Not quite. For you can plot a similar curve for so many
        different authors of the period. For example, among others, the widely sold Hans Guenther. His titles, too many
        to list here, commence with such mild brew as The Nordic Idea Among the Germans, 1925; they progress
        to such middling frenzies as Racial Knowledge of the Jewish People, also from the late ’20s; then
        after 1933 they attain such a metapolitical climax as Fuehrer-Elite Through Racial Pruning, 1936.
      


      
        Though most Germans claim — often truthfully — to have known nothing of Auschwitz, yet how can that Final
        Solution be entirely separated from the above almost inevitable erescendo of increasingly murderous hysteria
        among representative writers? Privately most of these influential shamans and dervishes were self-hating
        unharsh intellectuals, trying to be super-harsh; publicly they thereby helped provide the catalyst of “moral
        vindication” (to quote one of their titles) for the unintellectual thugs and sadists. A normal society keeps
        the thugs and sadists (of whom Germany had no monopoly) in check; the checks break down when there is such a
        carte blanche vindication from above.
      


      
        An age of conveyor-belt technology tends to produce mechanized conformity, regardless of whether its
        ideological “superstructure” is right, left, or center. These pressures of mass over person, of public life
        over private life, threaten individual liberty in America at least as much as in Germany. Then what talisman
        has so far saved American and British politics from likewise becoming totalitarian? In addition to such obvious
        factors as our empirical pluralist outlook, our relative lack of economic crisis, and our lack of Volk
        romanticism, the talisman involves the following attitudes. First, freedom not as an imported abstract novelty
        but as rooted concrete tradition (1688, 1787, the Constitution and the Federalist papers, as well as
        all those unwritten, inarticulate patterns that the Burkeans rightly talk of conserving). Second, too little
        grand opera and too much sense of humor for such quaint ecstasies as any “Wotan, foaming with rage.” Third, a
        central consensus, a liberal-conservative balance, which distinguishes authority simultaneously on two fronts:
        from authoritarianism and from anarchy (an un-German as well as un-Russian distinction). This
        liberal-conservative consensus saved America from the pseudo-liberal left of the Henry Wallace extremists in
        1948 and from the pseudo-conservative right of the Goldwater extremists in 1964.
      

    


    
      1.   See also the Paris perfume letters, as well as the
      pictures of Wagner in transvestite costume, in Sueddeutsche Monathefte, Munich, August, 1931.
    


    
      2.   See pp. 3–5 of main text for definition and
      derivation of the title word.
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