
        
            
                
            
        

    
  
    
      
        ‘An ambitious book that carefully examines some selected major works of reactionary political thought,
        investigating them through the appeals of classical rhetoric – logos, ethos, pathos – and identifies in
        decadence, conspiracy, and indignation the peculiar rhetorical triangle of the reactionary discourse. Comparing
        modern and contemporary authors, Shorten succeeds in identifying theoretical continuities in the mare
        magnum of reactionary tradition’.
      


      
        Manuela Ceretta, Università degli Studi di Torino
      

    


    
      
        ‘This is an ambitious, conceptually sophisticated, and highly original take on the hard Right, a topic
        of almost obsessive interest at present. Juxtaposing disparate examples from different eras, Shorten argues
        that reaction is what we’re dealing with and that rhetoric is the key to understanding it. And he makes
        a powerful case. So original a book on so fraught a topic is not likely to compel universal agreement, but even
        those who question this or that will profit from engaging the overall argument’.
      


      
        David D. Roberts, University of Georgia
      

    


    
      
        ‘In this strikingly original analysis, Richard Shorten casts reaction in a new light. By offering a rhetorical
        approach to an often inchoate but deeply-held collection of arguments and opinions, he identifies reaction’s
        distinct patterns and makes a powerful case for interpreting it as an ideology in its own right. Shorten’s
        knowledgeable and assiduously-researched book challenges contemporary scholarship and will deservedly claim its
        place as an imaginative and insightful decoding of right-wing thought’.
      


      
        Michael Freeden, Emeritus Professor of Politics, University of Oxford
      

    

  


  
    The Ideology of Political Reactionaries


    
      The Ideology of Political Reactionaries offers a new perspective on the beliefs reactionaries share,
      presenting a theory of reactionary ideology in the process. Rather than taking self-contradictions in the
      reactionary imagination as a reason for diminishment, complexity is taken as a challenge.
    


    
      The book argues that the features that unite reactionaries lie in rhetoric. Reactionaries make three persuasive
      appeals: to decadence, conspiracy, and indignation. They also display some recurrent styles. The book’s
      rhetorical approach entails a critique of the alternative approaches to reactionary politics (dubbed as
      ‘dispositional’, ‘sociological’, and ‘conceptual’). At the heart of the book is the textual analysis of the
      writings of a range of figures who are chosen in deliberate diversity and who have interacted with political
      audiences in different eras and settings: Edmund Burke, Joseph de Maistre, Sarah Palin, Donald Trump, Adolf
      Hitler, Éric Zemmour, Joe McCarthy, Anders Breivik, and Nigel Farage. Analysis of their writings helps the book
      to reckon with some particular puzzles of ideologies and rhetoric. These puzzles include the proximity of
      reactionaries to conservatism, the ambiguity of their nostalgia, the myth of their essential charisma, and the
      apparent fetishisation of facts.
    


    
      The Ideology of Political Reactionaries ought to interest anyone concerned about current ideological
      trends and, in particular, students and scholars of politics and history.
    


    
      Richard Shorten is Senior Lecturer in Political Theory at the University of Birmingham, United Kingdom.
      His research focuses on the history of modern political ideas, particularly in twentieth-century Europe. He is
      the author of Modernism and Totalitarianism (2012). He has written widely on topics relating to extremism
      and political violence.
    

  


  
    Routledge Innovations in Political Theory


    
      Legislative Deliberative Democracy
    


    
      Debating Acts Restricting Freedom of Speech during War
    


    
      Avichai Levit
    


    
      The Legitimacy of Modern Democracy
    


    
      A Study on the Political Thought of Max Weber, Carl Schmitt and Hans Kelsen
    


    
      Pedro T. Magalhães
    


    
      Eric Voegelin’s Political Readings
    


    
      From the Ancient Greeks to Modern Times
    


    
      Edited by Bernat Torres & Josep Monserrat
    


    
      Liberal Progressivism
    


    
      Politics and Class in the Age of Neoliberalism and Climate Change
    


    
      Gordon Hak
    


    
      Love and Politics
    


    
      Persistent Human Desires as a Foundation for Liberation
    


    
      Jeffery L. Nicholas
    


    
      Utilitarianism in the Early American Republic
    


    
      James E. Crimmins
    


    
      Confucian Sentimental Representation
    


    
      A New Approach to Confucian Democracy
    


    
      Kwon Kyung Rok
    


    
      The Ideology of Political Reactionaries
    


    
      Richard Shorten
    


    
      For more information about this series, please visit: www.routledge.com/Routledge-Innovations-in-Political-Theory/book-series/IPT
    

  


  
  The Ideology of Political Reactionaries


  
    Richard Shorten
  
[image: Image]


  
    
      First published 2022
    


    
      by Routledge
    


    
      605 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10158
    


    
      and by Routledge
    


    
      2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon, OX14 4RN
    


    
      Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business
    


    
      © 2022 Richard Shorten
    


    
      The right of Richard Shorten to be identified as author of this work has been asserted in accordance with
      sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.
    


    
      All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form or by any
      electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or
      in any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publishers.
    


    
      Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered trademarks, and are used only
      for identification and explanation without intent to infringe.
    


    
      Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
    


    
      A catalog record for this title has been requested
    


    
      ISBN: 978-1-03-212270-0 (hbk)
    


    
      ISBN: 978-1-03-212510-7 (pbk)
    


    
      ISBN: 978-1-00-322489-1 (ebk)
    


    
      DOI: 10.4324/9781003224891
    


    
      Typeset in Times New Roman
    


    
      by Newgen Publishing UK
    

  


  
    
      They are therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they try to roll back
      the wheel of history …
    


    
      Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto
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    Preface and Acknowledgements


    
      This book has two origins, one being a previous book entitled Modernism and Totalitarianism and the other
      being the spectacular – and unexpected – rise of new forces on the political Right in the early twenty-first
      century. The rise of these forces raises new questions about the history of the Right in retrospect. The angle
      pursued in the present book, The Ideology of Political Reactionaries, steers away from the dominant lens
      for trying to make sense of the new forces – which has been populism – and instead shifts the emphasis to the
      relatively underworked descriptive and evaluative category of reaction. Ideological mapping is the main activity
      which the book undertakes. Contemporary ideology studies is mobilised as a cross-disciplinary intellectual
      endeavour, so that in aspects the book takes its cue from political theory, from the history of ideas, from
      literary and cultural studies, but, above all, from rhetorical analysis and criticism. In this sense, what is
      presented is intended no less as a contribution to rhetorical inquiry as it is to ideology studies. In order to
      develop the overall and integrative theory of reactionary ideology which the book seeks, it is rhetorical inquiry
      which does the heavy lifting, in revealing to the observer the common internal pattern of the reactionary
      imagination which might otherwise remain obscure.
    


    
      Totalitarianism theory rests upon the political, ideological, and rhetorical affinities of far Right and far
      Left, affinities that are often represented on the metaphorical image of a horseshoe. The theory of reactionary
      politics likewise demands that we set aside certain inhibitions deriving from some conventional representations
      of the political space, in particular as deriving from a ‘settled’ and one-dimensional image of the Left–Right
      continuum. Where totalitarianism theory requires bending the impression of a continuum, the theory of reactionary
      politics, on my account, calls for playing around with expansion and contraction. Thus, and similarly, in each
      case novel questions about provenance, overlap, and interconnection arise. On the account here, investigating
      reaction calls for imaginatively expanding the ideological terrain between far Right and centre Right, such that
      otherwise unspotted traits come into view. In concert, the figurative cartographer prioritises features to look
      for and circles out an area to allow their attention to linger upon.
    


    
      It is worth saying that in the case of both topics, my remit is foremost interpretive and explanatory, but it has
      also been gently critical, almost certainly carrying forward normative commitments, as is probably unavoidable.
      My earlier book, like much of the revived interest in the concept of totalitarianism from the 1990s onwards, was
      in one origin motivated by the moral stocktake of the Left that was, at the end of the Cold War, becoming
      culturally concurrent with the far more specific autopsy of communism. Informing the theory of totalitarianism is
      coaxing the right degree of alarm towards the prospect of les extrêmes se touchent (ideological opposites
      that come into worrying proximity). The present book, from a different angle of approach – but informed by the
      same commitments – refuses to prereflexively disconnect what has most recently been dubbed populism from longer
      term traditions on the Right. A quick glimpse at the table of contents – because a chapter is allocated to
      Hitler’s rhetoric, adjacent to comparatively more benign figures – might imply that the book is (in social
      science terms) guilty of lumping or (in moral terms) guilty of relativisation and equivalence. But emphatically,
      the intention is neither. As is touched upon several times in the book, the debate about the resurgent Right in
      the early twenty-first century is too often polarised between rhetorical hyperbole (Trump very definitely
      is fascist) and nonchalance (Trump could never be a fascist). Both perspectives – because they eschew all
      doubt for the ethical high ground of certainty – are effectively two sides of the same coin. Nevertheless, what
      is demonstrable is that in the early twenty-first century, in Europe and North America, the Holocaust
      consciousness that was once the high achievement of the post-Cold War context has since come under discernible
      threat – and commensurately that the Right has resurged. Tony Judt once described this consciousness as the
      recognition that a future politics would have to proceed by binding together, in one way or another (but by doing
      so rather than not doing so), the ‘signs and symbols’ of a ‘terrible past’. In the mob attack on Congress
      in January 2021 that coincided Donald Trump’s fall from elected presidential office (and among more typical
      images of the Confederate flag), one protestor’s jumper read ‘Camp Auschwitz’. Alongside the moral stocktake of
      the Left, Holocaust consciousness was one complementary context for the revival of totalitarianism theory.
      Therefore, The Ideology of Political Reactionaries is intended as an evolving contribution within a
      long-term project to map the historical ideologies of violence and injury which continue in the present either in
      full force or in echo, and which call up the task – only stunted in pursuit so far – of producing the ideologies
      and rhetoric that might respond to them.
    


    
      This book is not a current affairs primer. However, in surveying pieces of reactionary discourse from the
      post-Great Recession decade of the 2010s up until the breakpoint of the Covid-19 pandemic, it is intended
      as a record of the contemporary history of the political Right (albeit not a complete one). The distinguishing
      aim, to repeat, is to try to contextualise this experience in earlier aspects of modern political, ideological
      and rhetorical history. I first set out the rationale for this book in an article in the Journal of Political
      Ideologies published in 2015 (‘Reactionary Rhetoric Reconsidered’), in the year preceding the unexpected
      events of the UK’s Brexit vote and the Trump presidency. As such, the scope and ambition of my project grew as
      the real-world phenomena it sought to understand themselves grew. The Leverhulme Trust was kind enough to support
      the project with the award of a Research Fellowship in 2019–2020, freeing up time from teaching and
      administration, and the University of Birmingham also awarded me a term’s study leave. A subsequent article in
      Politics, Religion & Ideology (very small passages of which are reproduced here, and with permission)
      set out some basic findings in embryo. I owe special thanks to Dr. Melany Cruz, then completing a doctorate at
      the University of Birmingham, for extensive help in the final stages of preparation of the manuscript. Most of
      all, I want to acknowledge the warmth and generosity of the people in my life, old and new.
    

  


  
    
      IntroductionReactionaries from Dispositions to Rhetoric


      
        DOI: 10.4324/9781003224891-1
      

    

    
      On the morning of June 24, 2016, the United Kingdom awoke to a changed reality which was condensed – beforehand,
      but increasingly after – into a single word: ‘Brexit’. In the aim of solving problems internal to his governing
      Conservative party, British Prime Minister David Cameron had chosen – recklessly, with the benefit of hindsight –
      to determine Britain’s future arrangements with the European Union by referendum. And the ‘Leave’ campaign had
      triumphed. The majority was small, but no less dramatic: 52%–48%. Moreover, viewed in international dimension,
      Brexit looked to be only one token of a larger political phenomenon that year; marked in the United States by
      Donald Trump’s victorious campaign for the presidency, and in continental Europe by an upturn in polling for
      figures like Marine le Pen in France, as well as for new political parties like Alternative für
      Deutschland (AfD). Very suddenly, intelligent political analysis was at a premium. Such was the rawness of
      ‘Brexit’.
    


    
      The analyses offered in journalism were of mixed quality. Understandably, they sought to give meaning to the
      facts on the ground, as they appeared. And they were as much about satisfying a public clamour for
      straightforward explanation as obtaining rigour and clarity. But the motifs of the immediate explanations stand
      out as telling, because they were embraced by many of the more ambitious kind of account – which did purport to
      rigour and clarity. Together, what they point to is the need for a far better interpretive grasp of the modern
      political Right.
    


    
      A first dubious motif was ‘post-truth politics’. Brexit, for some, symbolised the defeat of reasoned public
      argument. This was anticipated in David Cameron’s 2006 verdict on the UK Independence Party (UKIP), the rise in
      whose fortunes did so much to prompt his referendum decision: a bunch of ‘fruitcakes and loonies and closet
      racists’. During the referendum campaign itself, post-truth was implanted in popular consciousness by MP Michael
      Gove’s remark on Sky News (then Secretary of State for Justice) that ‘I think people in this country have had
      enough of experts’. To be sure, during the campaign it was not apparent that many ‘Brexiteers’ placed absolute
      primacy upon arguing from logic. But it is also striking that they did wield evidence-bearing stories. ‘Take Back
      Control’ – their prominent slogan – expressed a narrative about something; most plausibly, the achievement, then loss, of sovereignty. Gove’s authority to speak for a public mood was also
      rather undermined three days later by a less-reported speech. Why did he consider the EU’s borderless
      Schengen-zone to be a threat to national security? Because ‘three key experts’ had argued so (Deacon, 2016: 4).
    


    
      A second motif was emotion. The problem with this was not that it was inaccurate, rather simply vague. The
      campaign run by UKIP especially was certainly heavily affective, a feature which subsided only briefly even in
      the wake of the murder of Jo Cox (the ‘Remain’-backing Labour MP, whose killer was said to have shouted ‘Britain
      first’). Yet the commentary equivocated when it came to naming the identity of the emotions in play: sometimes it
      was anger, at other times it was fear. There was also evidence that the emotions stirred found special resonance
      with non-privileged social groups, a finding suggested by the high proportion of the Leave vote in the English
      Midlands and north. However, beyond being loosely tagged to ‘backlash’, the commentary around this aspect too was
      (in the least) imprecise. Writing in The Guardian the day after Brexit, Timothy Garton Ash reflected on
      the victory speech made by Nigel Farage which celebrated the triumph of ‘real people, ordinary people, decent
      people’. This was, wrote Garton Ash, ‘the language of Orwell hijacked for the purpose of a Poujade’ – in
      reference to the shorthand for the classic (non-socialist) protest movement of the lower to middling orders
      (Garton Ash, 2016). Such class-based analyses are not
      without merit, yet they jump to a materialist frame of reference far too quickly, so as to misapprehend the
      identity politics at issue: the collision of the two is where the key to the emotional dynamic may lie. The
      novelist Zadie Smith hit on this very well in the summer of 2016. The ‘white working classes’ that voted Leave
      ‘really have nothing’, she suggested, for what they lack is ‘the perceived moral elevation’ expected to
      come with ‘acknowledged trauma or recognised victimhood’ (Smith, 2016: 26).
    


    
      A third motif present in the Brexit commentary was perhaps not quite so pronounced yet is interesting for marking
      the default explanation of success of the so-called anti-politician: charisma. Whatever Nigel Farage – as a
      frontman – achieved for Brexit, it was surely not built on charismatic personality. Jeanette Winterson’s
      description of Farage – as ‘an unelected cartoon character from a time-warp’ – is just one single alternative
      that seems intuitively more credible (Winterson, 2016).
      The weakness of these three motifs, I suggest, is not only symptomatic of the limits of some of the existing
      theories of the Right. It is also ground for looking beyond them.
    


    
      In this book, I argue that we need to breathe new life into an old interpretive category, reaction, and equally
      reconsider what we take that category to mean. Of reaction, ‘Brexit’ was hardly but one instance (given
      its salience for British life). Yet it is an instance – an iteration – nonetheless. To a significantly
      underestimated extent, reaction represents a specific, enduring, and identifiable strand of right-wing political
      thinking. The meaning of ‘reaction’ is often quite elusive, yet the account offered here welcomes that as an opportunity. My project is to identify reaction as a distinctive package of
      belief parts – or in other words, as ‘ideology’. This possibility depends upon two conditions. The first is that
      reaction is given sufficient analytical attention; the second is that it is granted at least basic historical
      contextualisation. Thus, the aim is to supply a theory of reaction.
    


    
      In analytical terms, the main argument of the book is for the value of one approach to understanding reaction
      over others available: a rhetorical approach. The competing approach taken most seriously is ‘conceptual’. A
      conceptual approach to ideology, like the rhetorical approach, does reactionaries the service of actually
      listening to what it is they have to say (in this book, rhetoric does not equate with mere ‘surface’).
      But, I contend, it meets its match in reaction. The arguments in question possess substance, but this substance
      is highly variable, often expresses logical contradiction, and is often, indeed, arational (though not
      irrational). Consequently, rhetoric is far better placed from which to try to grasp reactionaries meaningfully.
    


    
      One significant reason for privileging rhetoric is that rhetoric – uniquely – might supply the analytical units
      capable of holding together reactionary political belief across time. This is where reaction’s history comes in.
      For, I suggest, reactionary thought and practice forms a distinct seam. The book uses historical cases to
      validate and fill out the rhetorical approach uniting this seam. Historical sources of reaction are placed next
      to contemporary ones – partly in conscious provocation – in order to bring out the continuities. Hence, Adolf
      Hitler, then Joe McCarthy, is placed in the same company as Sarah Palin, Donald Trump, and Nigel Farage. If, in
      critical intention, this is ‘presentism’, it is presentism only of a very qualified sort. Anything in excess
      would be contrary to my method. It would be to allow the present to disfigure the readings of the historical
      sources, and just as perniciously to distort the historical sensibility, even while it seeks to understand that
      present. The real motive for the provocation is to pick fault with existing theories – one common failing of
      which is to be blind to the continuities.
    


    
      A more technical clarification of the book’s overall strategy is as, foremost, an exercise in classification. In
      pursuit of classification, two opposing options are ruled out: either pure induction or pure deduction. The
      strategy is, rather, a combined one, systematically alternating between the two. There is no presumption to start
      from a blank page so that the account of reaction might emerge from neutral sifting of evidence. The starting
      point is a rough definitional scheme – read off from basic, observed regularities – which is deliberately used in
      order to explore. Instances of reactionary ideology, as they would appear to be expressed, and from circa
      the French Revolution to the present, are examined in order to get at the richer detail. There is a risk of
      oversimplification in this – that a preconceived theory is falsely confirmed by way of cherry-picking the
      evidence – which, so far as possible, is guarded against. The book begins from propositions about reaction
      and rhetoric but tries to avoid treating these as ‘moulds’, by which the material is then forced into shape.
      Accordingly, the book permits the material to speak for itself (a tactic that meanwhile fits
      with the particular method) and a decision is taken not to break up the account by extended engagement – hence
      intrusion – of secondary sources. The aim is that by the end, the ‘macro’ propositions will have been
      supplemented by micro ones. In other words, after the movement from induction to deduction, then back again, the
      theory ought to have been refined so as to produce, finally, plausible explanation. Here, those propositions are
      (i) the diatribe (of an Aristotelian kind) and (ii) three appeals that reactionaries consistently make, namely,
      to indignation, decadence, and conspiracy. Before I arrive at these propositions, I explain what value reaction
      holds over other approaches and why rhetoric is the best approach. The book undertakes a revival of both reaction
      (which is the theoretical contribution) and of rhetoric, which is commended as the creative methodological
      strategy from which to study reactionaries.
    


    
      Reviving ‘Reaction’


      
        The book’s empirical ambition is to bring together instances of right-wing politics that are seldom juxtaposed,
        inasmuch as reviving reaction (qua category) ought to allow for this.1 One advantage, thus, ought to be to view aspects of contemporary
        politics in a new light, since the predominant categories tend to reproduce predictable connections, with the
        result of obscuring prospectively more illuminating ones. This theoretical contribution relates to ideological
        taxonomy. In terms of ideological taxonomy, the political Right presents a problem because the amount of
        internal differentiation and nuance is striking – it is in this connection that the category of ‘populism’ has
        been designated with unlikely, preternatural force. Moreover, capturing differentiation and nuance on a map is
        especially difficult because – as the Brexit story shows – the contours and fault lines are lately in flux.
        Conjecturing a way-in, the problem here may be pictured as the collision of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ Rights (with the
        main occupant of space on the soft Right being ‘conservatism’ – already the subject of a large literature).
        Soon enough, with this collision envisaged, the problem becomes, on the one side, how to disaggregate the hard
        Right into components. Such disaggregation poses difficulties at distinct levels that relate, for instance, to
        time and space. Spatially, the problem is reading off taxonomies from the fissures in only specific geographic
        locations, where the categories, accordingly, cannot be expected to travel very far. Yet, the difficulty
        relating to time is what is particularly telling, because it shows up presentism in its disadvantages: in a
        phrase, over-topicality. The politics of Brexit offers a prime example of how interpretive analysis can
        struggle to obtain sufficient distance from a given, present moment. In turn, that is where one of the key uses
        the book promotes for reaction creeps into view. In the least, thinking in terms of a multihued, but chronic,
        historical reactionary tradition shifts our gaze and shakes up the all-too-familiar reference-points. The bluntest example of constrained perspective is the ascendancy of ‘populism’. Other categories
        tied to the moment – niche neologisms like the ‘nation-state democracy’ which Farage temporarily celebrated in
        the referendum’s wake, or the project for an ‘illiberal democracy’ associated with Viktor Orbán in Hungary –
        offer little to reflection, because they have an unreliable shelf-life into the future. And the point is that,
        from out of the journalistic world, even the most credible attempts to bring illumination by separating strains
        – say, ‘nativist’ from ‘neo-fascist’ from merely ‘Eurosceptic’ – reflect, by habit (and more than by
        necessity), immediate circumstances (e.g. Christafis,
        2016). What do we lose out on in unimaginative ideological maps? We lose our capabilities to raise
        perceptive analogies and point to appropriate models or exemplars. The impoverished maps also fail us in giving
        hopeful, but sober, form to future expectations. Last, when called upon to make sense of the real-world
        political phenomena around us, they hamper our ability to determine authoritative conventions and criteria for
        judgment.
      


      
        In the context of taxonomy, a salient gap exists to rekindle reaction because – despite some recent attention –
        it remains, in specialist commentary, the poor cousin of other terms. To this, one reply could be that neglect
        is the fruit of negligible analytical value. But to start with it is worth reflecting that such a view will
        likely rest on misconceptions. Reaction is an intuitive term – one key driver for revisiting it – but it is not
        a self-evident one.
      


      
        The most basic misconception is that reaction is no more than a binary term. This comes in two variations:
        reactionaries are said to be the inverses either of ‘progressives’ or of ‘revolutionaries’. In the present
        historical moment, the former is the conventional understanding. The first noteworthy fact here is that
        reaction is defined by default. Progressivism is what attracts the scholarly attention (see Robinson et al., 2014); and calls to reinvent a ‘progressive’ identity, not
        a reactionary identity, are periodically what mark the discourse of political actors. A 2015 book publication,
        for example, The Alternative: Towards a New Progressive Politics, features a mix of Green, Liberal
        Democrat, and Labour politicians calling for common cause around ‘cooperation, … a supportive and responsive
        state …, genuine equality …, social justice, civil rights, human rights and responsibilities …’ (Nandy et al., 2015). That reaction is just one half of a dualistic
        category should not be too lightly dismissed. In his study in semantic history, Jean Starobinski shows
        authoritatively that the (our) pairing of ‘progress’/‘reaction’ originates in linguistic change in the
        eighteenth century (2003: 311, 318). However, first-hand
        semantic usage is unlikely to be the only, let alone decisive, consideration in interpretation. And as soon as
        we consider the kinds of interpretive decisions applied, we reach a puzzle: why should we imagine reactionary
        identity to be a case of ‘either/or’, while in all other cases viewing political identities as several-fold,
        fluid or mutually non-exclusive is quite standard? Reaction need not be an ‘either/or’
        category, nor a lumping one; but for too long, in the company of a small band of others, it has been an
        also-ran in the recognition of ideologies. I propose permitting reaction to take up its rightful place on the
        ideological map, but on a fine-tuned yet flexible understanding. This would do nothing to undermine the equal
        claims to the representation of specific real-world political phenomena of many other descriptors; and, indeed,
        in instances would rather gain strength from that plurality. The issue, in this sense, is of varied and
        adaptable units for making sense of political behaviours.2
      


      
        Contrary to the conception of the default binary, the first thing political reaction requires is understanding
        according to its own content. In other words, content is not just ‘relational’ (which is to say,
        dependent for its construction upon opposition to another category). And content, indeed, is what the
        specialist commentary has recently begun to try to specify. But this commentary is not yet adequate – a
        situation which is comprehensible, for the reason that once reaction does stop being defined by default, it is
        not easy to put a finger on. Simplifying, and where reaction has not simply been neglected, there are
        three approaches – and which have trialled three unsuccessful units. I reject all three of these approaches,
        employing some robustness to underscore the shortcomings, and then build the case for rhetoric.
      


      
        A Dispositional Approach


        
          A dispositional approach says there is a distinctive reactionary ‘personality type’. This approach, circa
          2016, was echoed in journalism of a liberal kind (e.g. Orr, 2016): reactionaries are a mixture of the mad, bad and stupid. In the more formal accounts,
          dispositions are the unit of analysis abstracted (and the dispositions of individuals – not groups). These
          accounts tend to study politics and ideology from the harder sciences: social and political psychology in
          particular, but also biology and neuroscience (see Haidt,
          2013; Hibbing et al., 2013).3 Where do such accounts go back to? The
          provenance is early twentieth-century social theory. And there is a reason why the attraction is to
          ‘liberals’. The founding text is arguably The Authoritarian Personality – the ‘authoritarian
          personality’ is the liberal bogeyman par excellence (Adorno et al., 2019 [orig. 1950]). The original theory suggested the
          reactionary personality-type inhered in the confluence of three specific personal attitudes: a rigid
          attachment to social norms; an antipathy towards outsiders and inferiors; and a submission to authority
          figures. Historical fascism was a model. And, mistakenly, to have generalised from fascism is one reason why,
          rather than put a finger on reaction, the dispositional approach lays a hamfist. The theory of the
          authoritarian personality was questionable besides: in fascism, it said, individuals existing in states of
          psychological distress found their release in ‘self-subordination’ (Wiggershaus, 1994: 408–430).
        


        
          What, exactly, does the dispositional approach do wrong? Is there, in fact, not some sense to its starting
          assumptions? Two assumptions do seem right (and, in particular, have an edge over instrumental reasoning
          approaches in mainline social science): reactionaries are denuded of none of their prima facie
          eccentricity; and the apparent a-rationality is conceived broadmindedly. But the problem is where the
          approach goes from these inklings. Rapidly, open-mindedness is shut down. Admitting eccentricity turns to
          supposing deviance. Theodor Adorno and his colleagues provided very exact standards for calibrating
          ‘deviance’ when they codified their thesis into elaborate personality tests: the ‘F-scale’ for fascism, later
          the ‘PR-scale’ for prejudice (Dunbar, 1995). The
          remnant is a notion of the maladjusted personality whereby, in the early twenty-first century, in the course
          of trying to portray new insurgents on the political Right, some public commentators imply (if not quite
          state) that ‘normal’ mental health equates with progressive political positions, and vice versa with
          psychopathy. The argument that individual adherents of particular ideologies must possess particular
          hard-wired ‘drives’ is not invalidated by bad science (Haidt, 2013: 211–214); it is
          invalidated by that which science must remain silent about – that is, further to what ‘nature’ prescribes,
          how the person makes an assessment of normative truth concerning the arrangements in politics and society
          which she judges appropriate and/or desirable (Nagel,
          2012: 419). Hence, what this book tries to do, in concert with the intuitions behind the dispositional
          approach, is to concede the importance of the human ‘internal conversation’ (cf. Arendt, 2003), but then to get at it in ways other than psychology.
        


        
          The dispositional approach also turns rapidly into making the reactionary personality-type static. Either
          individual dispositions to reactionariness are fixed since birth. Or else they are rigidified by an
          unprogressive childhood, leaving the person who is ‘raised to rage’ in ‘denial’ about his or her internalised
          anger, and thereby prone – for resolution, for release – to ‘project’ that anger onto others, especially
          minority groups (Milburn and Conrad, 2016: 73–106,
          61–63). But, regarding the inference of stasis, it is safer to suppose that political reactionaries are no
          exceptions to normal processes of ideological belief-formation. Hence, what matters is a context of
          belief-formation which is both changing and socialised: one is not born a reactionary, one becomes one.
          Suitable hunches about eccentricity and arationality are quite capable of withstanding this correction. We
          could do far worse than think in chime with the pop-culture depository of reactionary personality types –
          pressing the popular depictions into our thought-exercises, whenever our initial impressions of real-world
          figures suggest the resonance. Less elevated than the authoritarian personality, there are perhaps six
          popular depictions: the zealot (frothing-at-the-mouth); the narcissist (inflated sense of mission); the
          sadist (self-explanatory); the sexual repressive (perennially associated with Nazis); the ‘Colonel Blimp’
          (curmudgeonly right-wing grandee), and the ‘Pooter’ (alternative depiction of the grumpy adult male –
          self-important suburban bourgeois).
        

      

      
        A Sociological Approach


        
          A sociological approach to the hard Right has versions under the auspices of ‘reaction’ and ‘populism’ alike.
          The advantages of a sociological approach are worth spelling out upfront; so too are the limits – which apply
          in each version. There is another representative voice. In place of the liberal journalist, this is now the
          left-wing man or woman of letters working with the traditions of Marxism in the academe. The unit of analysis
          shifts from the dispositions of individuals to the social interests of groups and, in the process, the
          analyst moves into a more promising position from which to gauge the viewpoints of collectives. However,
          there is resistance towards imagining reactionary beliefs as genuine. That is the chief limit.
        


        
          Corey Robin turns out the sociological approach in two editions of The Reactionary Mind; a book, or
          rather collection of essays, originally conceived in the George W. Bush era and subsequently updated to
          reflect the age of Trump (Robin, 2011, 2018). There are parts of his book that escape reduction to social
          interests (an occasional accent falls, for instance, on the stimulation which reactionaries might find in the
          philosophical idea of ‘loss’) (Robin, 2011: 55). But in the main, the sociological
          tug of The Reactionary Mind is to bury social insights behind the mechanics of classical Marxism. The
          classical scenario of political struggle – in inverted form – presents Robin with his bread and butter.
          Social orders are on the wane, not rise, and the oppressor classes fight desperate rearguard actions; they
          need ideas – ‘ideology’ in the Marxian sense – to support interest-driven activity. ‘Reaction is not reflex’,
          denies Robin; the defence of ‘power and privilege’ is not intellectually empty (ibid.: 16, 17, 21, 25).
          However, his main thrust sits in stark contrast to this provision. A basic formula in Robin’s account is
          that, always, social ‘superiors’ resist ascending ‘subordinates’ (ibid.: 3). To do so, superiors make use of
          ‘the reactionary imperative’, specifiable as a fitness-to-rule principle – ‘the better man commands the
          worse’ (ibid.: 16, 18). However, even if the imperative were not intellectually empty, the description
          of its modus operandi reveals it to be largely non-agential and conspicuously mechanistic. How will
          the content of the reactionary imperative update for changing historical contexts? The answer is that it will
          ‘recalibrate’ – Robin’s mechanistic term – as the social pressures exercised upon superiors move on. Where,
          in practice, superior wealth and status no longer suffices to contain ‘democratic challenge from below’ then,
          suggests Robin, a substitute will duly get called up – superior maleness, say, or superior whiteness (ibid.:
          21). An uncharitable assessment would be that the picturing of subjection by gender and race (as well as by
          class) is the one aspect of Robin’s account which does not succumb to orthodoxy – though the move itself is
          too idealised to be credible. Rather than defer to the actual, lived experience of groups – and concede the
          creases along which groups may rub up – Robin prefers to picture intersectional harmony. Once reaction is
          unmasked, it would appear, all notionally emancipatory ends will coincide: ‘workers in a factory are like
          secretaries in an office, peasants on a manner, slaves in a plantation – even wives in a
          marriage – in that they live and labor in conditions of unequal power’ (ibid.: 4).
        


        
          This is not yet all of Robin’s sociological reasoning. He knows – cannot avoid – that the political Right
          will often enjoy lower-class (‘subordinate’) support. In recognising so, he confronts the territory that, to
          the point of obsession, scholarship has lately tried to understand as ‘populism’. But where acknowledged,
          lower class support tends to be explained away by hinting at the beleaguered false-consciousness explanation
          (e.g. ibid.: 10). What keeps the workers apart from their ‘real’ interests? What even prises them toward the
          defence of their chains, à la Trotsky when describing the anti-revolutionary peasants of the Vendée?
          It is the use of another inert metaphor that conveys the dominant thought. If there is, indeed, a ‘red
          thread’ of democratic energy running through reaction’s political history, then this is since, oftentimes,
          reaction will ‘harness’ the ‘energy’ of the masses (ibid.: 57). But the thought, and metaphor, seems off. It
          is one thing to continue to adhere to materialist assumptions when the prevailing evidence comprises
          subordinates ignoring imputed interests; it is quite another when interests are being flatly defied. Yet, in
          the 2010s, the ever-present motif of public commentary was that the non-privileged were among the hard
          Right’s noisiest backers, protesting and advocating with the greatest ire. The motif extends. In the early
          twentieth century, for example, recent archival research has shown that a significant proportion of women
          featured in the anti-suffrage movements, sometimes taking up especially barbed stances (Bush, 2007).
        


        
          ‘Populism’ on a sociological version is the ambit of perspectives on the hard Right associated with Ernesto
          Laclau (2007, 2011) and Laclauians. (And not just on the hard Right, for Chantal Mouffe (2018) cheerily re-iterates the case for ‘Left populism’.) Unlike
          Robin’s, Laclau’s Marxism is convincingly unorthodox – ‘post-Marxism’ – yet, in the last analysis, it
          masquerades when it poses as wholly discursive, as fully open. True enough, Laclau’s approach grasps the
          nettle that, when it occurs, white working-class reaction must be addressed as an instance of identity
          politics. This is whereas an earlier generation of Marxists had judged that identity politics was anathema,
          for possessing a particular logic, detracting necessarily from the universality of shared economic
          exploitation (e.g. Hobsbawm, 1996). The grounds for
          Laclau’s about-turn seem valid enough. In a long-time body of work of self-reflection within the history of
          labour, Laclau made particular facts pressing: in the interwar period, the recruitment of (some) workers to
          fascism (cf. Hamilton, 1982), and seemingly for
          cultural reasons as well as economic. His response was to push the bounds of the sociological approach to
          their utmost – calling for the jettisoning the category of ‘well-defined interests’ (2007: ix–xii, 13) in favour of paying far closer attention to media and communications, and the
          records of what, in the presence of ‘populism’, people are reading, hearing, or saying.4
        


        
          The Laclauian formula derives from this reorientation. This is that populism arises in the discursive
          construction – discursive ‘antagonism’ – of ‘us’ versus ‘them’. This is the systematic opposition of ‘the
          people’ (the ‘us’) to a single ‘other’, which then comes to frame all political questions. But, quite apart
          from the Manichean logic being too sharply drawn, it is a delusion, ultimately, to suppose that the nature of
          this re-orientation truly bids farewell to analysis by social interests. The reason is subtle. But once
          spotted, the consequences are salient. Sensitivity to working-class participation in fascist movements has
          been the first cue to imaginative understanding; but it has also imposed its blinkers. In a telling phrase,
          in the interwar years, the Western proletariat missed its ‘rendezvous with History’ (Laclau, 2011: 128). Forever after, it, thus, seems, the analyst should be stuck in the trap of
          explaining this missed rendezvous. When Laclauians are called to investigate contemporary forms of
          reactionary politics, they import baggage: missed chances, lapsed struggles, turning-points that fail-to-turn
          (see Panizza, 2005; Stavrakakis et al., 2018).
          Prefabricated categories are still brought, then, to the interpretation of speech, and fresh interpretation
          is foreclosed. The political lesson, nevertheless, might be well learned: identity politics is not an
          untarnished hope for the Left – group cohesion on the basis of common cultural (not socio-economic)
          experience may be problematic grounds for solidarity. If there are reactionary forms of identity politics,
          the implications rebound: what are the costs of over-investing in the marginalisation of identities? What are
          the costs of withholding from questioning into the conditions of their formation?5
        

      

      
        A Conceptual Approach


        
          Even the more heterodox of marxisant positions have, to date, traduced the fuelling of reaction by
          bone fide content in ideas. To sum up, if the motivations are neither ‘reflex’ and prudential, nor
          manipulated, they tend to be under-developed and implicitly predetermined. The reason why a conceptual
          approach is the principal failed alternative – yet, meanwhile, also the nudge – to my own rhetorical approach
          is that, likewise, it recognises group thought-products but ventures where the sociological approach does
          not. What it recognises is that the convictions of reactionaries, whether supporters or leaders, merit
          getting at on their own terms.
        


        
          The conceptual approach focuses on political-philosophical values. To a degree, the representative figure is
          the political philosopher, and with some small-‘c’ conservatism ascribable regarding norms of
          institutionalised practice. There is an equivalent approach to ‘populism’ (notwithstanding that reaction and
          populism are not in direct competition for place on the ideological map – as we shall see later, within the
          aspirations of reactionaries, seeking to be popular is not a constant). The conceptual approach to populism
          has the main feature – critics say flaw – of marking out a would-be ideology with only a ‘thin centre’
          (Mudde, 2007; Stanley, 2008; cf. Müller, 2016).
          The thin centre is the single idea: ‘the people’. Apart from being slim pickings –
          slimmer than the commonalities between cases my account of reactionary ideology will aim to tease out – the
          limit to the approach is crass historical generalisation, of the kind engendered by an unreflective
          presentism. Once we turn from the bare concept of ‘the people’ to its properties, the impression of
          continuity misleads: the reference has meant many things at different times and places. The early
          nineteenth-century reference was to the inhabitants of hierarchical communities, supposedly unified in
          tradition and custom; the evidence is that twentieth-century fascists had a very different idea in mind. The
          stronger, less rushed accounts do handle populism’s history more delicately, narrating it as
          fragmented, episodic, and with roaming geographic centres: the 1890s appear as a first episode, typically
          featuring the United States and Russia; the 1930s form a second episode, this time focused on Latin America;
          and these two episodes are hooked up recently to an ‘explosion’ in the early twenty-first century (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013; Judis, 2016). However, at this point, new limits crop up for the attempt to classify
          populism on the norms of conceptual analysis. The peaks of populism that such histories abstract owe to
          self-description. But, it merits asking, are those relatively few actors who have positively identified
          themselves in such terms – like the American People’s Party of the 1890s – really due the special coverage
          and privileged emphasis (e.g. Kazin, 1998)? Isolated
          self-descriptions should not be allowed to skew understanding. In general, self-description is an unreliable
          principle for source selection in thinking about ideologies – and no more so than when the descriptors are at
          risk of being deemed toxic (which is why, in this book, I employ some eclecticism in selection6 – without the criterion of
          self-description, and instead on the basis of exemplifying upfront, stated propositions). Equally, for the
          same reason that there is preoccupation with the word directly, fragmentation in what would be populism’s
          history is overdone. Picturing that ideological recruitment to the hard Right comes in surges, in ebbs and
          flows, does not seem wrong: the crisis of the 2010s seems testament. Yet, at the same time, it seems wise to
          make room for the possibility that the human subjects of ideology may be swayed to reactionary positions less
          spectacularly than the idea of a surge can imply. Does not ideological recruitment sometimes take place away
          from the centre stage in politics and society, in the nooks and crannies of subcultures and specific
          milieux, within their own rhythms in political time? Rather than emphatic, will ideological
          recruitment to the hard Right more often be provisional and transient, akin to flirtation?
        


        
          Peter King, in applying a conceptual approach to reaction itself, is not distracted too much by the word. He
          still does not manage, though, to put his finger on definition. There is a failure by his own admission but
          also a failure which speaks to the problems of the approach – in its small-‘c’ conservatism – root and
          branch. Meagre in its substance and vague in its stipulations, King’s thesis is essentially that reaction is
          a politically quietist pessimism – which not only brackets out the activism of reaction in recent times but
          also at various salient junctures in its modern history. In Reaction: Against the Modern World, he
          gets no closer to definition than listing unclearly connected ‘senses’ and ‘feelings’ which, significantly,
          themselves are defined in the negative, and so not on their own terms per se: ‘disaffection and
          disquiet’ with the modern world; ‘not being listened to’; the sense that ‘traditions and accepted ways of
          life are under threat’; the perception of exclusion by ‘the “establishment”’ (2012: 29). In fairness, it is the diversity of strands ostensibly
          internal to reaction to which, rightly, King is trying to do justice that, to a point, accounts for the
          attenuated summation of core elements. In a way not appreciated in the earlier accounts, King is sensitive to
          the special problems of interpretation the material poses: the analyst of ‘commonsense’ reaction faces a
          tough challenge because so often, in diverse political cultures, this strand of reaction has a ‘lack of
          articulation and unfocused nature’, since when it is not mute it is ‘prickly’, and such actors worry that to
          submit their belief system to ‘too close a scrutiny’ will be ‘to damage it and stop it operating’ (ibid.: 7,
          24, 29). By method, King’s procedure is also admirable in its simplicity: the sifting of a collection of
          illustrative texts for the recurrence of small clusterings of common content where, to underline, it is
          recurring political-philosophical values he is principally on the lookout for. His examples stretch back to
          Edmund Burke; and go up to, and include, both Prince Charles of the British royal family and former Pope
          Benedict XVI in the present (2012: 125–130, 50–55). Equally, within the source
          material, he is surely to make space for bottom-up attitudes, by excerpting the editorialists of right-wing
          newspapers (ibid.: 83–84).
        


        
          However, in other respects, King is not the perfect embodiment of the approach to reactionary ideology
          adapted from political philosophy. He worries, somewhat abstrusely, about trying to sift ‘principles’ for
          reactionaries (ibid.: 5). And his own – sympathetic – value-judgements about reaction intrude, with the
          effect of side-tracking him. A follow-up volume, The Antimodern Condition, gives up the ghost on
          wholesale definition entirely, i.e. definition that would be capable of capturing reaction in all its
          manifestations and guises, over diverse spatial and temporal contexts. The new objective becomes imposing
          coherence upon – and lending dignity to – what he is really interested in. The Antimodern Condition
          concentrates on a more heavyweight intellectual phenomenon and seeks to exonerate this phenomenon from
          complicity in racism (albeit rather stretching the case when suggesting that not-quite-being-racist should be
          a point in antimodernism’s favour) (2014: x). Attention, in
          variable depth,7 to the
          ostensibly more cerebral figures of Martin Heidegger, E.M. Cioran, Rene Guénon, and Joseph de Maistre takes
          King to a quintet of conceptions which he, now, portrays as constitutive of reaction. To praise the synthesis
          of these ideas, he ascends into lyricism: ‘dwelling’; ‘acceptance’; ‘looking backwards’; ‘commonality’; and
          ‘complacency’.8
        


        
          However, the jettisoning of wholesale definition of reaction, in preference for clarifying a conveniently
          detachable (if still esoteric) substratum, is premature. To see the failure of the conceptual approach in its
          fundamentals, we have to look to what King should have been doing. Not only is
          the source material not worth giving dignity to, it is all unruly – lower- and higher brow – without
          exception. When switching from the focus on political philosophies to the examination of political
          ideologies, the conceptual approach lowers the bar a little: the demand for strong logical consistency
          between conceptual meanings is dropped, and looser mutual compatibility is accepted, allowing for cultural
          consistency between localised understandings (Freeden,
          1996; Gaus, 2000). But King does not press this
          method hard enough. Is there consistency to core values or isn’t there? Because he only grants prospective
          common conceptions in the negative sense, he never properly subjects reaction to the test. Here is the rub –
          and the immediate jumping-off point for our own discussion. If King had have found a plausible set of core
          conceptions, then in evaluating their compatibility he would have found only disagreement and inconsistency.
          Reaction is messy irretrievably. Any coherence in core concepts must remain elusive.
        


        
          Not just the contradiction, but even the extreme contradiction, can be shown by reference to some more common
          or garden variety topics. Reactionaries, in public affairs, habitually speak upon on an assortment of these
          topics. Will a wide pool of reactionaries take consistent positions on them? Even on a rough exercise, it
          should quickly become clear that they won’t. One garden variety topic, for instance, is morality: some
          reactionaries are resolute absolutists – finding the presence of ‘good’ and ‘evil’ in the world – but other
          incline to relativism, seeing truth as a local affair. Another common topic is knowledge: some reactionaries
          are defenders of high culture, while others are avowed know-nothings, scorning culture as the preserve of
          weirdos and squares. Another is religion: some reactionaries find fault with prevailing politics and society
          on grounds of original sin, while others are secular and may argue for banishing faiths (or certain faiths)
          from the public sphere. A final, and grander, topic would be something like the ends of human life: some
          reactionaries glorify action and endorse a heroic conception of virtue, while others commend solitude and
          withdrawal.
        


        
          And yet, we are still not at the most subversive point standing in the way of mapping reactionary ideology by
          concepts. Within the parameters of stated belief, there are plentiful everyday instances of reactionary
          self-contradiction. Even in the briefest window of time – from one single moment to another – the same
          reactionary can give the impression of disagreeing with himself. Consider three more topics: of change,
          science, and the role of the state. Potential disagreement is potent once again, but this time the
          implications are stronger still. On change, the reactionary may at one moment defame change as pointless –
          ‘plus c’est la même chose’ – and one moment later decide it is acutely real and dangerous. On science,
          the reactionary might in one breath announce that science is a good – perhaps a check on undue artiness – and
          in a next opine that science is a myth. On the role of the state, it might be that the reactionary is capable
          of maintaining, simultaneously, that ‘the state should look after people who have given
          service’ and that people should ‘not expect the state to bail them out of trouble’.
        


        
          The conceptual approach, therefore, is far too staid. Reactionaries believe earnestly – yet can also believe
          conflictingly. This touches at the root of the problem for the interpretation of the reactionary imagination,
          and acutely more so than, say, in the interpretation of the liberal or socialist imaginations. How to begin
          to account for this state of affairs? The suggestion is that we will need to bring in novel units of analysis
          – units that, we have to be prepared for, might behave in ways that surprise us.
        

      
    

    
      Reviving Rhetoric


      
        The window on reactionary belief from political philosophy should not lead us from the finding that reaction
        lacks definitive conceptual connect to the conclusion that it must, therefore, possess no sense-making content
        at all. My claim is that rhetoric may allow reactionaries to make sense to their own satisfaction. The
        rhetorical approach foreground modes of reactionary expression, but is not a forsaking of content for form,
        rather is an alternative interpretive strategy for getting at content capable of working in the particular
        case. It thereby affords reaction a distinct space on the ideological map which would not otherwise be staked
        out.
      


      
        There are some lessons worth stocktaking from the difficulties encountered by ‘populism’ theories: (i) do not
        close off pertinent connections by exaggerating changes brought about by new conditions in the external
        technological environment (the mistake of populism theories that centre state-of-the-art, highly direct forms
        of communication and mobilisation) (e.g. Jagers and
        Walgrave, 2007; Jansen, 2011); (ii) do not get
        hung-up on the self-identifications of historical and contemporary political actors (contemporary presumed
        ‘populists’ more often present as ‘patriots’, and even then the label is questionable); (iii) do not ‘reify’
        political reactionaries, as if the human beings involved must always be dyed-in-the-wool, as opposed to
        mercurial and prone to flitting between political positions (a rule, to concede, which is observed by the more
        discriminating commentary on populism that problematises ‘degreeism’) (cf. Aslandis, 2015); and (iv) above all, take a clear stand on the Left/Right question. From what
        I have to say, the query will arise. Is the basis for confining reactionary politics to the Right really so
        sound? The lesson of populism discussions is that only confusion is sown when ‘left-wing populism’ is made into
        one part of a broader contestation of established party systems. Inventive splitting of right- and left-wing
        forms tends to sidestep the content issue (e.g. Judis, 2016: 15),9 and also to lack prima facie grounds for
        overlooking more conventional, and longer term, contextualisation of one half of the subject matter within the
        history of socialism (see Muller, 2016: 98). Moreover, the appropriation of ‘left
        populism’ as a normative project in certain sectors of the Left is perverse (e.g. Mouffe,
        2018): in value orientations, and worrying enamoured by antagonism, it could even be said that it implores the Left to be everything it should not be. When, sporadically, the
        definitional attributes that I find for reaction do feature on the Left, the intention is not to wish to
        deny it. Still, I am yet to find an instance when thinkers or other mouthpieces for the Left have evoked the
        full repertory of reactionary rhetoric, in synchronicity, and as a buttress of ideological efficacy.
        Misperception of reactionaries on the Left goes back to the error of the default binary. That socialists of
        certain stripes can be said to oppose ‘modernisation’ processes is no real indicator of reaction – it
        reinscribes the reaction/progress binary. Neither is it especially revealing that internal differences of
        opinion may produce ‘reactionary’ left-wing factions – there it becomes a relational term, to describe
        political positioning.
      


      
        There is a rich body of both short- and longer term rhetorical analyses and criticism that this book draws on.
        Such traditions guide the construction of my approach to reactionary ideology in the nuts and bolts. One key
        thing is perhaps the range of units of rhetoric on offer to bring into the forthcoming analysis, in place of
        the defunct dispositions, social interests, and philosophic concepts. In a technical sense, these units have
        been referred to as the ‘canons’ of rhetoric: ‘invention’, ‘arrangement’, ‘style’, ‘memory’, and ‘delivery’
        (Leith, 2011). I do not want to press the meanings of
        any of these terms for the moment, because the intention is to let some plausible inductive stating points
        speak for themselves, and then show the ways in which these starting points – dubbed propositions – bear
        fleshing out in rhetorical terms. In short, the proposal is that reaction is an aggregate of rhetorical
        features, which all regularly relate to one another, and which in their interconnection might provide an
        ‘ideology’ with a sufficient internal pattern.
      


      
        How Not to Study Reactionary Rhetoric


        
          Before getting to the constructive aspect, namely, the propositions, it is useful to spell out what the
          argument does not take rhetoric to mean. Crucial to my argument is that reactionary rhetoric coexists
          with substantive belief. But certain ways of understanding rhetoric – which I disavow – are obstacles to
          conceiving of reactionary beliefs as actual. They are, I suggest, Trojan horses for continuing, without
          possible avail, to decode reaction psychologically, sociologically, or philosophically.
        


        
          	
            Rhetoric is not affect displacement. One paramount advantage of rhetoric is to steer the analyst to
            how reactionaries ‘feel’. However, feelings in rhetoric have to be handled with care. For when ‘affect
            displacement’ is attributed, rhetoric is being connected to emotion in a way that once again renders
            political convictions unfeasibly static and resistant to change. Lately, there is a flourishing literature
            on emotion and politics (the ‘affective turn’). Rhetorical analysis will utilise this best by making a
            sensible choice between two conceptualisations of human feelings that literature
            opens up: specifically, between ‘affect’ and ‘emotions’ themselves. ‘Affect’ is unhelpful to ideology study
            – and harks back to the dispositional approach – because the matter of
            which-person-responds-to-which-emotions verges on characterological. By contrast, ‘emotions’ imply a
            communicative aspect that is highly promising for the veracity of a rhetorical analysis: emotions have a
            conscious standing (the person is aware of them); they are given meaning and significance in the act of
            being focused upon specific things or persons – an act that it is likely to be accomplished by
            vocalisation; and there is an interactive element, too, because once vocalised, speakers and hearers are
            able to become mutually responsive to the object of concern that is created (see Thompson and Hoggett, 2012). But the immediate point is the conceptualisation which is
            not helpful. What is misleading when rhetoric involves ‘affect’ is to lapse back into the
            dispositional: a domain of partly unconscious human feelings, perhaps experienced in a bodily way, but
            without provision for understanding how the words of one person might move another person simply to
            feel in-itself, or else to feel differently. In ‘displacement’, speaker and hearer do not each move until
            they are able to find common ground. Instead, a speaker fashions a message until it finds hearer. At worst,
            ‘rhetoric’ thereby becomes a tool for a caricature of what it is demagogues do. On such an erroneous
            comprehension, the speaker – the ‘rhetor’ – is one who takes careful note that a given part of population
            is, for instance, naturally angry, anxious, or sorrowful and then proceeds to exploit this store of feeling
            that is pre-existing, by redirecting it onto the objects of her caprice.
          


          	
            Rhetoric is not (or not only) tactical. This next illusion of rhetoric’s uses is tempting for those
            who would want to resuscitate pre-standing social interests in the study of ideology. It would be unworldly
            to disown strategy in toto, yet the issue lies with the balance to be struck. And it seems likely
            that some approaches to rhetoric – especially some advocated recently in academic political science –
            overshoot. Albert O. Hirschman is a rare precursor of a rhetorical approach to reaction.10 However, his precedent is less fruitful for
            study than it should be since he proposed rhetoric as a pragmatic perspective: one for fathoming the exact
            ways in which reactionaries were conniving. Hirschman argued that reaction’s spokespersons chose from among
            emphases upon ‘perversity’, ‘futility’, and ‘jeopardy’ arguments – all orientations on ‘change’ – depending
            on a calculation of what would work in which context (Hirschman, 1991: 6). Although problematic for a number of reasons (like Robin, Hirschman came
            close to conflating reaction with conservatism, as though the differences between them were not
            meaningful), his heavy accent upon rhetorical instrumentalism is what sets the worst example where method
            is concerned. It all but discounts the possibility, let alone likelihood, that reactionary speakers may be sincere. Instrumentalism seems to carry into the spirit of the recent
            revival of rhetoric within sociologically informed perspectives in political science, because there
            rhetoric is effectively asked to resolve a longstanding ‘structure-agency problem’, evident in the
            resource-oriented language that some scholars deploy, by which rhetoric impacts upon an agent’s wider
            negotiation of ‘constraints’ and ‘opportunities’ (e.g. Martin, 2015).

            
              It is important to note that the balancing act in order is only to recognise that reactionaries
              might speak sincerely and does not entail supposing reactionaries speak nothing but their
              convictions. Responding to some everyday questions, often directed at present-day political
              reactionaries, may offer a timely illustrator of what this balance amounts to. Does someone mean what
              they say? Will what they say reflect in their subsequent actions? And what to make of a speaker who
              discards his earlier assertions? Robust answers to each of these questions can be ‘worldly’, I suggest,
              though without dispensing with truth-telling per se. Consider, for instance, why the media-used
              phrase ‘dog-whistle politics’ should seem to resonate so much with people (and which some philosophers of
              epistemology have begun to pay attention to); and what, specifically, the phrase might indicate. The key
              idea is not just saying whatever will work, but that some people can be trusted with the truth, while
              others cannot: hence, the notion of holding two meanings constant within a single statement, as addressed
              to different audiences.11
              Yet, once a measure of expediency is allowed for in speech, the other side of the challenge is not to let
              that run out of control. Perhaps that is easier said than done. Even Quentin Skinner, whose integration
              of rhetoric into a methodology for the history of political thought is masterly, cannot quite seem to
              resist it. His methodological project, which begins in the effort to write ideas into political
              history, thus, eventually comes close to writing them out again (Skinner, 2002: 7, 175–187). As Mark Philp has suggested, the near conflation of
              rhetoric with manipulation in the late Skinner may only be semi-conscious – arising out a fondness for
              metaphorising politics as a battle – but the metaphor meanwhile allows for a neat summary of why rhetoric
              will never only be tactical. When Skinner declares that what people say in politics they say in
              order to win, he ignores one half of the implications; namely, that very high-up amongst those objects
              for which people ‘fight’ are likely to be ideals (Philp, 2008: 140).
            

          


          	
            Rhetoric is not supplementary. This last negative stipulation avoids rolling the rhetorical approach
            into the conceptual. That would be to underestimate how ‘deeply’ ideologies can be impacted by persuasion.
            Implicitly at least, to cast rhetoric’s role as supplementary would be to picture a hierarchical
            categorisation of abstracted levels of political thinking, in which ideology is an action-oriented realm of
            thinking superior to rhetoric itself (negotiated as an afterthought, the upshot of
            public competition with other ideas), although perhaps inferior to philosophy (which would be ‘pure’
            thinking, entirely insulated from compromises of action or competition) (Buckler, 2007). In a weaker form, some champions of rhetoric for
            political understanding, such as Alan Finlayson, suggest that it may be helpful to characterise what
            rhetoric can do for ideology study on the metaphor of the outward ‘face’ (Finlayson, 2013: 197); accordingly, the notion is that concepts may
            illuminate an ideology’s internal dimension and rhetoric the external. Although it may be entirety accurate
            to summarise that rhetoric is an ideology captured in its ‘forms of address’ (Martin, 2013: 10), why the face metaphor is ultimately misplaced is the unfortunate
            impression given that ideology supplies content to rhetoric readymade, i.e. that rhetoric is there just to
            dress content up. Rather, rhetoric is content in a different flesh – since concepts, crucially, should be
            presumed to have no monopoly on ideological content.

            
              The key to appreciating just how ‘deeply’ persuasion may have impact could be to consider the matter of
              how belief-formation may even work within the self. Rhetoric will not ‘kick in’ only at the moment
              that the would-be speaker faces her audience. Instead, the likelihood is that it will be active and,
              specifically, conditioning what an individual believes long before. Along such lines, Victoria McVeer and
              Philip Pettit suggest that rhetoric may be foremost in self-persuasion in instances of ‘sticky judgment’;
              and correspondingly, that the classical theorists of rhetoric such as Aristotle may have been too timid,
              for not having extended the reach of rhetoric from interpersonal contexts of deliberation to
              intrapersonal contexts (minus, that is, the feature of vocalisation) (2009: 65–67). McVeer and Petitt’s suggestion might be generalised so
              that it does not illuminate ‘sticky’ situations alone. In which case, the implication is significant.
              Internally, people entertain ideas – and subsequently, either deny or affirm the validity of these ideas
              – not simply on the basis of logic and abstract reason, but in such a way that reflects the workings of
              various canons of rhetoric. Practically speaking, the illumination which this extension of rhetoric might
              provide of reactionaries’ extreme contradictoriness seems irresistible. Everyday scenarios in which,
              figuratively, reactionaries appear to talk themselves into their political beliefs are manifold:
              the elected politician who ‘misspeaks’ so repeatedly on something that he is reassured it is true (or
              else who practices ‘truthful hyperbole’) (Trump and
              Schwartz, 2016: 58); the puritanical terrorist, who cries out for moral virtue, yet seems to
              experience no disjuncture of the self in privately practicing debauchery. If rhetoric is potentially
              intra- as well as interpersonal, a particular suggestion is that the analyst may gain an enlivened
              vantage-point upon on how it may be that the reactionary self contemplates rival standpoints. One way of
              putting this is to suggest that the idea of the ‘reactionary imagination’ is particularly apt in relation
              to ideology.
            

          

        

      

      
        The Diatribe


        
          The first inductive starting point is the diatribe. In rhetorical terms, this is a proposition about
          reactionary ‘arrangement’, or, in other words, the composition of reactionary discourse. I prioritise the
          worldly analysis of rhetoric in order to guard against the occasional cryptonormativism that can sneak in,
          imposing idealised standards on communication and rendering grounded interpretation the casualty.12 In the same spirit, it is because it
          echoes with ordinary impressions about reactionary speech that I turn to diatribe as a specific template from
          which to interpret my sources. Explaining the template of the diatribe requires moving from basic
          connotations of the word through to the suggestive, if inchoate, treatment in Aristotle, that allows us to
          codify it into a useful model to read case study texts against and bring underplayed aspects into view.
        


        
          The dictionary definition of the diatribe is a noun meaning ‘bitter, sharply abusive attack, or criticism’
          (Random House, 2001). Among its synonyms are ‘tirade’,
          ‘harangue’, and ‘fulmination’. And popularly, diatribe identifies discourse which has the following (quite
          varied) qualities: moralising, conversational, anecdotal, and vulgar. Boiled down to a single word, a
          diatribe means a rant. All of these commonplace properties indicate pertinent things about reactionary
          communication that are worth evoking. Albeit, to caveat, reactionaries must not be presumed intellectually
          non-proficient. Indeed, one challenge facing the analyst in a ‘scholarly’ setting is that the rhetorical
          norms governing academia – understatement, the tendency to qualification, and so forth – makes for seeing
          diatribes everywhere (and by extension, for seeing reactionaries everywhere), i.e. for finding far more
          provocation in pieces of speech or writing than is really the case.
        


        
          Next, there is reason to consult etymology. Linguistic use of ‘diatribe’ reveals significant shifts in
          meaning over time. Simplifying: in the ancient world, diatribe means an extended dialogue with an opponent on
          a popular ethical topic; in the early modern period diatribe comes to refer to any prolonged
          discourse; in the contemporary period, it tends to connote bitter and abusive speech or writing combined with
          the element of strongly criticising someone or something (see Stowers, 1981). That latter connotation of disparaging persons or things is, again, worth
          underlining. So too is the early modern emphasis on elongation in speech. However, it is classical
          associations from which most is taken in order to construct the template. There are strong intimations
          amongst the ancients for treating diatribe as rhetoric: first, as a de facto rhetorical device (a
          feature of rhetorical ‘ornamentation’); second, as a variant on ‘arrangement’.13
        


        
          Diatribe as an operative rhetorical device is implied in the Greek root term, diatribein: to spend
          time, to rub or wear away. The device follows the connotations in ancient Greek conventions: ‘dwelling on the
          point’, as the classics scholar Barbara Price Wallach puts it (1980: 272). The obvious proximity is to the more recognised figure of epimone.
          Epimone means using frequent repetition of a phrase, question, or sentence-part to achieve the effect of delay. However, at the same time, delay will also have the likely effect
          of reinforcing a message (Lanham, 1991: 68–69). Aristotle, for
          example, associates the root term with the rhetor maximising ‘opportunities for delay’ (2004: III.xvii.1418a), which underscores this element of point-dwelling,
          or, perhaps even more colloquially, hesitation.
        


        
          Diatribe as arrangement can only be pieced together quite conjecturally. The prime emphasis is manipulating
          the structure of composition to effect digression (which is not the same as delay by repetition and
          hesitation, though the things may dovetail). This is, again, an implication to be found within Aristotle. In
          a basic sense, that Aristotle makes reference to diatribe within in his systematic work the Art of
          Rhetoric in the section dealing with composition seems apposite (ibid.). What can be done more creatively
          is to draw from Aristotle a variant on the conventional model of composition in classical rhetoric as might
          correspond to the diatribe. The convention in classical rhetoric is that discourse is structured as such
          (Leith, 2011: 81–104):
        


        
          	an exordium will permit a rhetor to showcase personal credentials;


          	a narration will state a case in brief;


          	the proof should demonstrate that case, supplemented by the refutation of the cases of
          adversaries;


          	an epilogue should bring the discourse to an end, including peroration, which may rekindle
          emotion in the act of closing.

        


        
          Adaptation at the third stage is what is the most consequential. In political rhetoric, which equals
          ‘deliberative’ rhetoric, the rhetor should be addressing a future course of action. But, in politics, proof –
          or ‘demonstration’ – is necessarily hard, for the reasons that the future – far more so than past – is
          unsettled, and that there may exist no obvious starting point. Meanwhile, the ‘opportunities for delay’ – to
          introduce extraneous matter – are far fewer than in the other genres of rhetoric (Cope, 1867: 359), which are ‘forensic’ (typical of the courtroom) or
          ‘epideictic’ (concerned with praise and blame, typical of weddings and funerals). What is Aristotle’s advice
          to the person who is ‘in doubt’ about how to proceed? It is to digress by ‘attack’ (Aristotle, 2004: III.xvii.1418a). In sum, therefore, Aristotle cements the working definition
          of the diatribe that it may be profitable to follow in this book, both from which to give shape to textual
          interpretation and further winnow source-selection: the diatribe is a form of political communication
          arranged into each of the conventional rhetorical phases (exordium, narration, proof, and epilogue), but so
          that proof is, on the one hand, punctuated by regular digression and, on the other, extended significantly by
          recourse to blame.
        


        
          Diatribes can be either written or spoken. In this study I choose to focus all the investigative attention on
          the written form – though, in principle, the spoken and written words are equally capable of acting as
          transmitters whereby worldviews are rendered authoritative. Oratory is sidelined for books in order to hold the variables constant. Book focus permits the comparison of
          like-with-like across distinct historical eras. In an era before talk radio and social media, political
          reactionaries standardly chose the pamphlet by which to communicate. That they frequently do so even now,
          after the advent of new technologies, reinforces the point (while, to cover all bases, I do include within
          the selection one book in the ‘digital’, non-print format). The books sampled all come under the ‘pamphlet’
          brief – none would count, by anyone’s standards, as a grand ‘treatise’.14 But there is a balance sought between pamphlets in varying
          degrees of both abstraction and sophistication. All the texts chosen attach to immediate circumstances of
          formulation and reception – and deal with what I isolate as ‘topics’ and ‘issues’ accordingly – but some rise
          up to general reflections on political life, while others force any general reflection at all sharply through
          the concerns of the day. There are politicians included, as well as non-politicians, whom are sometimes
          ‘theorists’. In the case of the latter, there is a presumption of the utility of reading theorists as
          politicians (Skinner, 2002: 57–89); in the case of the former, vice versa is
          insisted upon, namely, the need to read politicians as theorists (Palonen, 2005: 351). Characteristic of some of the books sampled is the state of being either
          co-written or ghost-written. Neither, however, is considered problematic, on the grounds that our pressing
          interest should fall not upon the minutia of production but rather the substance of expression.
        

      

      
        Three Reactionary Pillars


        
          The second inductive starting point is less a communicative practice than an overarching theme. In rhetorical
          terms, this concerns the canon of ‘invention’. Invention, for Aristotle, covers the available ‘means of
          persuasion’ for any case a rhetor may wish to make; and, within that, the matter of the selection of those
          persuasive means, or ‘appeals’ (Aristotle, 2004: II.i.1378a). The selection which
          reactionaries make, I suggest, and by way of a basic observation, have a tendency to revolve around ‘History’
          (which, in this instance, is well worth the capitalised ‘H’ as an amplifier). In the literature, this is not
          an observation without precedent. In his short study of reactionaries active in the public sphere (but
          reactionaries mainly at the higher end of intellectual sophistication), Mark Lilla, in The Shipwrecked
          Mind, headlines the shipwrecking analogy that conveys his thesis in a nutshell: the reactionary is the
          person who is left adrift and who ‘sees the debris of paradise drifting past his eyes’ (2016: xiii). To this extent, I extrapolate, the dominant
          self-understanding of the political reactionary entails standing on ‘wrong side’ of History. The original
          intuition, however, goes back to Marx. In The Communist Manifesto, Marx and Engels observed that
          reactionaries were those who ‘try to roll back the wheel of history’. Confronted with the movement of
          rhythmically ordered rotation, a force spinning ever forward into eternity, reactionaries – before they
          defend the past (or anything else) – defend their very existence (2002: 231). Marx meant his characterisation as satire and ridicule: he
          wished to draw attention to that which nobody in their right mind would believe. It is there that my
          proposition dissents and is in agreement rather with Lilla’s inflection.15 For reactionaries themselves, the image of a force spinning
          ever forward is genuine ideological self-conception. Only very inadequately, for instance, are such allusions
          to be accounted for as ironic appropriation in the face of ‘progressivist’ taunts. To the contrary, the study
          documents that time and time again, in manifold ways, reactionaries have told other reactionaries that
          to stand on the wrong side of History is what they have in common.
        


        
          I use the richness of Marx’s image to give an extra layer of sense to the three organising ‘macro’
          propositions of this book.16
          That these propositions are in triplet reflects the absence, to date, of an account that applies rhetorical
          analysis to the reactionary tradition in systematism and depth. Invention breaks down into three categories:
          logos, ethos, and pathos. Cockcroft
          and Cockcroft (2005: 15) have called these categories rhetoric’s structural principles. I redescribe them
          as ‘rhetorical pillars’, to tally with the use this study anticipates making of them. I suggest that there
          exist corresponding designators of these three generic modes of rhetorical appeal that will structure
          reaction by running right the way through it, in any and every guise. These will answer to further intuitive
          reactionary themes, each of them hanging off the über-theme of History (‘decadence’, ‘conspiracy’, and
          ‘indignation’). As pillars, they might be imagined as dug solidly into reaction’s foundations, as well as
          arranged in interrelationship. Hence, there emerges a solution to our problem: where the conceptual approach
          fails, recurrent performances of logos, ethos, and pathos supply reaction with the order
          and regularity in its internal contents that it is otherwise missing. These performances offer the starter,
          therefore, for explaining continuity and success:
        


        
          	Proposition A: Decadence is the logos of reaction.


          	Proposition B: Conspiracy is the ethos of reaction.


          	Proposition C: Indignation is the pathos of reaction.

            
              	
                Decadence is the logos of reaction.
                Reactionaries declare that History has a direction, which runs – should run – unbrokenly between past
                and present. Only the present is ill-fated: we are going badly off-track. ‘Decadence’ is the motif by
                which reactionaries dramatise that state of affairs and, in particular, denounce who or what ought to
                be deemed responsible. As a diagnosis of problems, decadence, therefore, holds together some standard
                possibilities. But the range of prescriptions it can support is varied, hence one reason why
                reactionaries can be so unalike. What has this combination of diagnostic and prescriptive capabilities
                got to do with logos? In Aristotle’s words, logos is the category of rhetorical appeal by
                which we engage in ‘demonstrating or seeming to demonstrate’ the truth and, as such, concerns the
                assemblage and audit of reasoning (Aristotle, 2004:
                I/ii.1356a). In rhetoric, a speaker is expected to sound reasonable to an audience; but note, the
                premium is not on the strict operation of the rules of logic (‘dialectic’), even whilst these rules are
                not dispensable. Although rhetoric provides for some more usual forms of argument (definitions,
                examples, abridged syllogisms, etc.) (Leith, 2011: 57–66), there is a
                background framework to all reactionary argumentation which belongs, still, to logos:
                storytelling. When reactionaries invoke a narrative of the broken present, they are hardly inviting
                audiences to reach conclusions in ways that are incontrovertible. Yet, they are not senseless either.
                As Charles Tilly (2008: 64) writes, ‘stories
                provide simplified cause-effect accounts of puzzling, unexpected, dramatic, problematic, or exemplary
                events’.
              


              	Conspiracy is the ethos of reaction.
              Reactionaries allege that guiding human affairs to a present state of woe are conspirators. Such
              conspirators are at work in History, meaning History is driven not by chance, not by impersonal
              structures, and least of all by benevolent human design. Conspiracy grants reaction a broad scope. That
              is because while only some may announce that ‘evil’ is a motive force – religious believers, or strong
              secular enthusiasts for moral absolutes – all may call up the presence of a secret plan to subvert
              goodness, which is the prospect that conspiracy talk holds out. Why should conspiracy relate to
              ethos? In rhetoric, what ‘ethos’ is about is the opportunity to showcase character. For Aristotle,
              this was character made manifest ‘in the course of the speech’, ‘not through the speaker’s being believed
              in advance to be of a certain character’ (2004: I.ii.1356a). Almost invariably,
              ‘trustworthiness’ is the principal trait which the speaker in politics will want to reveal, although the
              particularity of the reactionary is to proceed to do that by novel means (Cockcroft
              and Cockcroft, 2005: 16–17). The reactionary speaker’s fellowship with his audience will not
              characteristically rest upon sympathy, joviality, or self-deprecation (though it may include all of those
              things, as well as others), rather upon conspiracy. A peculiar relationship may be constructed between
              conspiracy and the speaker’s own voice.


              	Indignation is the pathos of
              reaction. Reactionaries express indignation at what they suppose History to have done and, in
              specifics, at the objects of concern they consider History to have created. That is, History is hostile,
              making victims of many; victims who are brought together by the disorientation of events. For
              reactionaries, there is always a ‘we’ whom a latest rotation of History’s wheel has placed under threat
              (enacted in revolutions, in the end of empires, in the end of nation-states, in the rise of women, and so
              forth). The ‘we’ is not united by common possession of an inert characterological state. In rhetoric, to
              quote Aristotle again, pathos is ‘bringing the giver of judgment’ – the audience – ‘into a
              certain condition’ by the use of speech: the hearer actively has to be put into the
              relevant frame of mind (2004: I.ii.1356a). The company with whom the hearer
              will share her concern is not a given: identification with a particular collectivity can be forged within
              the richness of speech and is frequently what makes for reaction’s strange bedfellows. Indignation is a
              very particular emotion: it is neither anger exactly (which is strong displeasure which is not
              necessarily embittered), nor resentment (which supposes a material, not soulful, loss). In reaction,
              indignation operates in tandem with a kind of collective self-pity, which may rouse and energise reaction
              for as long as the object upon which it is immediately focused is kept up a credible public concern.
              That, of course, will require not just the inducement of indignation, but the operation of the three
              reactionary principles combined.

            

          

        


        
          The main body of the book proceeds by organising the rhetorical analysis into three sections. Each section is
          dedicated to exploring one structural principle, functioning as rhetorical pillar: Part I to pathos, Part II to logos,
          and Part III to ethos. Although the propositions regarding
          reactionary logos, ethos, and pathos inform the analysis in advance, empirical
          investigation is left with ample opportunity to develop, amend, and refine the premises. Moreover, the hope
          is that case study explorations will generate conclusions about the ways in which, beyond the three types of
          appeal, reactionaries implement the further canons of rhetoric, especially under the remit of ‘style’. For
          instance, is reactionary communication typically grandiloquent or plain? Is it typically neither of those
          things? Or is nothing typical about reactionary rhetorical style at all?
        


        
          Within each of the book’s three sections, either two or three chapters appear, which are usually devoted to
          individual cases, but sometimes in combination if there is a rationale for so doing (Edmund Burke with Joseph
          de Maistre, succeeded by Sarah Palin with Donald Trump). I juxtapose historical and contemporary exemplars in
          each section to accentuate the reproduction of similar rhetorical substance in different eras (hence, in the
          middle part, Adolf Hitler is juxtaposed with one of the French ‘new reactionaries’, Éric Zemmour, followed by
          the sequence of Joseph McCarthy, Anders Breivik, Nigel Farage). Standardly, every chapter falls into two
          stages and consists of the greater part in textual reconstruction, which is then appended by a discrete
          section of interpretive argument. Textual reconstruction means offering readings of the selected texts from
          the viewpoint of all three principles combined, but with an enlarged focus depending on the part of the book
          in which the chapter appears. Decadence, conspiracy, and indignation are best seen as thematic ‘pegs’ off
          which specific and changeable content may hang, and it takes the textual reconstructions to draw out the
          ideological content of reaction which is specific, because that content will vary according to time and
          place. The purpose of the interpretive argument differs a little. In some chapters, the intention is to
          fine-tune a ‘macro’ proposition according to the evidence-base; in others, it is to showcase the value of the
          rhetorical theory being assembled, by using it to resolve some persisting misunderstandings about
          reactionaries. Regarding such misunderstandings, it is argued that, inter alia, reactionaries and
          conservatives are not the same, yet disentangle far less readily than conservatives may welcome; that
          reactionaries are not (uniformly at least) hooked on ‘nostalgia’ for the past; that they are not ‘post-truth’
          but do fetishise facts; and that it is not ‘charisma’ which accounts for reactionary leadership.
        

      
    

    
      Notes


      
        	
          A note on this book’s geographical coverage is that attention to
          right-wing politics is constricted to the North Atlantic. Texts examined are selected from Britain (Burke and
          Farage); France (Maistre and Zemmour); Germany (Hitler); Norway (Breivik); and the United States of America
          (McCarthy, Palin, and Trump). A broader geographic frame of reference is set aside, cautiously, on suspicion
          that the modern reactionary tradition that ‘we’ ought to recognise may transpire to be the distinctive
          cultural inheritance of ‘the West’. Plausible expressions in the Islamic world are, therefore, left
          unexamined. The most debatable exclusion of coverage is Russia, insofar as reactionary themes have seemed
          pronounced in both the regime rhetoric of Vladimir Putin and the political theorising of Alexander Dugin
          (Matthews, 2016: 22; Dugin, 2012).
        


        	
          Informing this is a grown-up idea of the ideological field as
          overlapping, criss-crossing, and multilayered. Methods in ideology study have recently opened-up, amongst
          other things to allow for micro- as well as macroscopic analysis; appraisal of ‘real-world’ political
          thinking of various kinds; and a pluralism of methodological toolkits (Freeden, 2016: 1–8; Leader Maynard, 2017).
        


        	
          For the dispositional approaches to contemporary reaction in US
          politics, see Parker and Barreto (2013). For European
          politics, see Capelos and Katsanidou (2018).
        


        	
          For an account of contemporary right-wing trends in media and
          communications (and which utilises a loosely post-Marxist, neo-Gramscian analytical vocabulary of
          ‘manipulation’, ‘hegemony’, and ‘neoliberalism’), see Mondon and Winter (2020). In effect, however, Mondon and Winter resist the recent Mouffean
          emphasis, since they caution, not welcome, the ‘populist hype’; and, likewise, they in fact resist Laclau’s
          summons to analyse ‘popular’ demands, since they are more interested to expose the discursive tendencies of
          elites (ibid.: 4, 7).
        


        	
          For strong criticism of identity politics from the Left, see
          Lilla (2017). For more sympathetic critique, see Appiah (2018: xi–xvi, 213–220), whose basic argument is that
          identities may pull in different directions, something that progressives may simply have to learn to cope
          with.
        


        	
          Eclecticism explains the omission of certain expectable figures; for
          example, Charles Maurras, Ernst Jünger, Julius Evola, and perhaps Nietzsche.
        


        	
          Attention is variable in depth, as well as odd, because King runs the
          risk of generalising not from the most high profile of his figures, rather from the least: Martin Heidegger
          is well known and is considered briefly; Joseph de Maistre is also well known but is considered very
          briefly; E.M. Cioran is at best a moderately well-known thinker yet is covered at length; Rene Guénon is for
          all intents and purposes unknown, yet he is covered at greatest length of all.
        


        	
          See King (2014: 2, 5; vii, 62, 53, 49;
          13; 116, 75; 78).
        


        	
          Judis, for instance, neglects content and instead separates right and
          left configurations of ‘the people’ according to structural-ideological function: left-wing populists ‘look
          up’ (the people versus ‘elite’), right- wing populists look down as well as up (the people also rejects an
          out-group).
        


        	
          See Shorten
          (2015) for an appreciation, and meanwhile critique, of Hirschman’s ideas on reactionary rhetoric.
        


        	
          For the treatment of ‘dog-whistles’ in epistemology, see the direct
          appraisal in Saul (2018); and for consideration of the broad problem of political language and manipulation,
          see Stanley (2016).
        


        	
          Rhetoric has, over the past two decades, received expanded attention
          within the academic study of politics. This comes from two directions, normative political theory and
          political science. In normative theory, the revival of rhetoric has produced a fresh appraisal of democratic
          deliberation: roughly, that normative statements are validated not by appeal to the general person
          (via reason and impartiality) rather the particular person (using rhetoric) (Garsten, 2011; Marion Young,
          2002). In political science, the focus has principally been on thickening out the role of ideas in political
          life, by promoting attention to successes and failures at a rhetorical level (see Finlayson, 2007). Most of
          this is all to the good. However, one problem is the slippage of aims from former to latter, which tends to
          have occurred unseen, whereby notionally interpretive and/or explanatory political science even outdoes
          political theory for prescription, since rhetoric is used to measure the legitimacy not of individual
          propositions, but of whole arenas of political life. This is to say, there appears a ‘good’ and a ‘bad’
          rhetoric, and by that standard contemporary politics tout court is judged negatively.

          
            For a particular example of cryptonormativism in the rhetorical appraisal of the contemporary right-wing
            politics, see Enough Said: What’s Gone Wrong with the Language of Politics (2016) by Mark Thompson, which contends that it was a decline in the
            quality of rhetoric in public discourse that, in the causal sense, prefigured both the British
            EU-referendum result and the election of Donald Trump.
          

        


        	
          The idea of the diatribe seems intuitively useful to the
          understanding of ‘real-world’ political expression and communication but strangely seems to have been
          overlooked in formal study. One rare exception is Theodor Otto Windt Jr. (1972) who, writing in the era of
          the Vietnam War, saw the connection between the stagyness of some protests against the war and the practice
          of the diatribe in ancient Cynic philosophy. In Cynic philosophy, diatribe was linked to shock value:
          perpetrating obscenity in the aim of shaking-up prevailing values. But obscenity – particularly obscenity in
          the cause of counter-cultural liberation – seems to violate one of the most useful commonplace meanings worth
          taking our bearings from: that diatribes strike an non-adversarial pose with regard to ‘ordinary’ opinion
          (even while there may be something indicative about reactionaries contained in other traits which the Cynics
          may have assigned to diatribe, such as humour and irony).
        


        	
          On the ‘pamphlet’ in the study of political thought, see esp. Floyd
          and Stears (2011).
        


        	
          The contribution of Mark Lilla to the literature on reaction deserves
          special acknowledgment. In recent times, Lilla has been a lone beacon in calling for expanded attention to
          the political language and imagery which reactionaries employ. For instance, Lilla (2012) mentions shifting
          the focus of analytical attention away from traditional political philosophy towards what reactionaries
          argue about, and with whom. What Lilla’s writings on reaction have not done to date
          (cf. Lilla, 2016) is engage in any careful methodological reflection about
          reaction and rhetoric in their precise relationship.
        


        	
          For the distinction between ‘macro’ and ‘micro’ aspects of rhetorical
          analysis, see Toye (2013: 45).
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      Part I of the book’s main body is dedicated to exploring the
      pathos in reactionary ideology. Part I itself divides into two
      sections. The present chapter is given over to two figures from the intellectual world of the European
      counter-Enlightenment: Edmund Burke and Joseph de Maistre. The next chapter looks at writings of two figures from
      the politics of the contemporary United States: Sarah Palin and Donald Trump. In each chapter, the expositions of
      the primary texts are intended to show the presence of all three of the reactionary themes being postulated
      (decadence, conspiracy, and indignation), but with an extended rendition of the theme identified as imparting the
      pathos, indignation, around which there is some additional commentary.
    


    
      Regarding the choice of the historical examples, why Edmund Burke and Joseph de Maistre? Apart from these two
      authors sharing the same principal subject – the fate of revolutions – the choice reflects the opportunity to
      execute one of this book’s main theses, by means of challenging one influential account of how these two
      counter-Enlightenment thinkers compare. In a well-known essay, the British historian of ideas Isaiah Berlin
      offers a vivid contrast. The ‘violent preoccupation with blood and death’ to be found in the ideas of Maistre,
      suggests Isaiah Berlin, ‘belongs to a world different from the rich and tranquil England of Burke’s imagination’
      (1991: 112). Berlin’s thesis sharpens up into a more
      general view. Specifically, this view says that a very clear divide exists between, on the one hand, a
      conservatism which is ‘moderate’ (and indebted to Burke as a founding figure) and, on the other, the mainstream
      Right’s more extreme counterpart, which allegedly has roots that are ‘continental’ (and is represented by
      Maistre) (see O’Sullivan, 1974). Yet this contrast is
      false – and certainly so in respect of the confidence with which the line of demarcation is drawn. This issue of
      blurred lines provides the subject for the interpretive argument pursued at the very end of the chapter, which is
      informed by the textual reconstructions preceding it. Whilst an argument of this book in general is that
      reactionary ideology is fairly continuous over time, a particular suggestion of this chapter is that it can also
      be expansionist across political space. In moments, Burke could be just as dark as Maistre, and although it may
      be comforting for conservatives to suppose otherwise, the boundaries that separate
      conservatism and reactionism (whilst they indeed exist) are very far from being firm and crisp. There is,
      however, a special benefit of rereading Burke and Maistre on the rhetorical perspective. That is exposing the
      ways in which slippage between conservatism and reaction may be the result of their internal patterning. By
      inbuilt tendency, the expansionist incursions of reaction into conservatism may only be temporary.
    


    
      Reflections on the Revolution in France


      
        Edmund Burke was born in Dublin in 1729. His political writings, however, very much express an affinity with
        England. In November 1790, Burke published his Reflections on the Revolution in France. Structurally,
        Reflections is a work which has often confused commentators; a feature which basically arises out of the
        fact that the text is some 250 pages in length yet ordered by no chapter divisions. Re-interpreted as an
        exercise in rhetoric along classical lines, Reflections does, though, gain some shape. It starts to look
        comprehensible as follows (see Reid, 2012). First, an
        exordium – lasting over 30 pages – constructs a distinct audience (Burke, 2014: 3–36). Second, a narration – over six pages – distils Burke’s case concerning what
        (instead of embarking on revolution) the French should have done (ibid.: 36–41). Third, a proof for this case
        lasts the whole remainder of the book and, as is expectable in the performance of deliberation by diatribe, is
        significantly extended (ibid.: 41–247). Fourth, the epilogue forms three pages and is notable for doing an
        extraordinary thing with the central emotion having been summoned up (ibid.: 247–250). Indignation, which is
        the main emotion Reflections showcases, finally relents. Superficially, this could be seen as softening
        the political message into one of forgiveness, but a less demanding interpretation is that by the point of the
        conclusion, strong reactionary emotion has simply become exhausted in author and reader alike.
      


      
        The exceptional length of the proof part of the book poses an interpretive problem in itself. That is only
        compounded by the absence of any chapter headings. The consequence is that it becomes sensible to break the
        proof down internally, so that it forms a series of three argumentative moves, with each stage building upon
        the last. In summary form, these three separate arguments concern: the nature of French Revolutionary
        principles to date, the stark contrast which the Enlightenment philosophy represents with the era before, and
        why the correct basis of the social order is the ‘spirit of the gentleman’ supplemented by the ‘spirit of
        religion’. Unmistakeably, there is much within the text to explicitly evidence the various properties of the
        pamphlet-diatribe: the repetition is frequent; the digressions are not only manifest, but oftentimes directly
        acknowledged (e.g. ‘I shall beg leave, before I go any further, to take notice of …’) (ibid.: 27); and with
        roughly 80 pages to go, there appears a discernible break in flow which seems to indicate the author resuming
        his manuscript after a salient gap in time.1 In fact, over a 40-page segment at halfway point, nothing significant
        whatsoever seems to happen – which even on rhetorical reading might be ignored without loss (ibid.: 123–167).
        But perhaps most strikingly of all, in one place there is a direct apology for revelling in wrongdoing, which,
        moreover, is likely genuine: ‘Excuse me, therefore, if I have dwelt too long on the atrocious spectacle …’
        (ibid.: 82).
      


      
        When it comes to the content of the ideology it expresses, Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in
        France is quite transparent, too. All three reactionary themes are articulated, albeit disproportionately
        in different places. Decadence, true to the expectation that it should appear within reactionary discourse in
        conjunction with a quasi-logical background story being sketched, is most developed in the earlier stages of
        proof, when Burke is drawing a line of descent from the Enlightenment philosophy’s allegedly false principles
        to the Revolution’s embryonic violence. Conspiracy, which classical rhetoric braces us normally to expect to
        find in the introductory part of discourse (when a speaker is affirming her credentials), is delayed; it does
        not appear until the third stage of proof, when Burke is expounding the proper basis of the social order, but
        when it does appear, it is both focused and has a special source, namely Enlightenment philosophers.
        Indignation is the reactionary theme which Reflections epitomises most of all and, although featuring
        throughout, has a special showing in a set-piece digression (appearing at the end of the second stage of
        proof), while Burke is portraying the French King and Queen as the Revolution’s representative victims. This
        ode to doomed monarch is therefore the particular segment below which will receive expanded commentary,
        especially in regard to how previous commentators, such as Tom Paine, Mary Wollstonecraft, and Christopher
        Hitchens, have chosen to interpret it.
      


      
        Introducing France to Englishmen


        
          In classical rhetoric, a twin function of the exordium was to arouse an audience’s sympathy and engender
          prejudice against any adversary (Aristotle, 2004: III.xvi.1417b).
          The first 30 pages of Reflections see to both of these tasks, but both audience and adversary need a
          certain amount of decoding. Curious straightaway is Burke’s use of the epistolary form (reckoned to be the
          longest example of such in the English language): Reflections is a letter which, among other
          consequences, goes some way towards exonerating the missing chapter breaks (Hampsher-Monk, 2005: 58). To whom is this letter addressed? This is the
          first clue to audience. Burke’s subtitle seems to make an addressee plain – ‘a letter intended to be sent to
          a gentleman in Paris’ – the real-life Frenchman being Burke’s earlier correspondent, Charles-Jean-François
          Dupont. This device is interesting in itself for approximating apostrophe: a figure understood to be
          rare even within early modern discourse, and which consists in detaching oneself from one’s subject in order
          to speak to a third party – an imaginary character in the discourse (Lanham, 1991: 20; Reid, 2012: 47). But the designated addressee misleads. The device affords Burke some advantages in masking the haste of
          his writing style – when Reflections does break off in flow, it is often by addressing the imagined
          gentleman that he is able to get back on track (‘… This, my dear Sir, was not the triumph of France’)
          (Burke, 2014: 68) – but previous commentators are right in refusing to be taken in
          by this nicety (e.g. Hampsher-Monk, 2005: 58). The intended audience is not French,
          whether collective or singular, rather it is English. And, it is worth noting, at this point in the text, it
          is not primarily along reactionary lines that Burke elicits the sympathy of this English readership, since
          there is only a single isolated claim to uncover conspiracy (a passing reference, by the rhetorical device of
          chiasmus, to ‘literary caballers’ and ‘intriguing philosophers’). In the main, and instead, Burke
          follows a stratagem both more conventional and muted; namely, the rhetorical tactic of self-abasement. That
          is exemplified in the following clause (which begins one the book’s better-known, stand-alone excerpts): ‘I
          flatter myself that I love a manly, moral, regulated liberty …’ (Burke, 2014: 8,
          12).
        


        
          The English, then, are Burke’s true audience. Who are his adversaries? They are named without much delay –
          contemporary radical circles in London, including the ‘Constitution Society’ and the ‘Revolution Society’ –
          circles which are just as quickly channelled into a single opponent who is, therefore, made emblematic: the
          Dissenting minister ‘Doctor Richard Price’, author of a recent sermon celebrating the principles then being
          set down by the French National Assembly (ibid.: 5). Richard Price, duly, is defamed; albeit, it is notable
          that he is defamed by creeping degrees. The defamation starts out from muted praise. For example, Burke
          remarks that Price’s sermon contains ‘some good moral and religious sentiments, and not ill expressed’
          (ibid.: 11). Only steadily does defamation trough in outright reproach (via an application of the device of
          gradatio, staged across three paragraphs): ‘No sound ought to be heard in the church but the healing
          voice of Christian charity’ (Lanham, 1991: 12, 36). The reason for picking out
          these specific paragraphs on Price is that at the end of them, the reader perceives for the first time in the
          book the emotion of indignation, and as inflected the distinctive, Burkean voice. That voice, as further
          reading will reveal, is disposed to haughtiness, insult and sarcasm, and, in Conor Cruise O’Brien’s phrase,
          amounts to ‘furious irony’ (1986: 43). But this
          distinctive voice of fury has not yet been given full rein. Moreover, one salient complication later arising
          is that the furious voice needs careful disentangling from some other communicative modes which Burke
          deploys.
        


        
          A first function of the exordium in classical rhetoric was to arouse sympathy and engender prejudice; a
          further function was to tell an audience, concretely, what an argument meant for them. The introductory to
          Reflections also attends to this further function of familiarising a message. Contesting what the
          French Revolution means for the English allows Burke, by the end of his first 30 pages, to have laid
          out what can be fairly regarded as Reflections’ central topic: allegiance to ‘the English
          constitution’. Contextualist historians of political thought have long observed that
          the meaning of Reflections can only truly be grasped by restoring it to Britain’s emerging ‘Revolution
          controversy’ (see Levin, 2013). As such, at the occasion of the
          centenary of England’s so-called Glorious Revolution of 1688, the text is said to be involved in a twofold
          rebuttal, whereby England’s own precedent of political upheaval is neither consistent with French aims nor
          susceptible to further revision on the French example. There is truth in this existing contextualisation. Yet
          there is simplicity – too much so – in how it is detailed. Overlooked is Burke’s more clamorous voice – his
          indignation – and hence his participation in the distinctive and enduring political tradition of reaction,
          above and beyond any strategic ends he may, in one part, have entertained. If the only thing
          possessing Burke were the need to take the winds out the sails of the more radical sections of his own party
          (on his alleged assessment, too susceptible to Price), then a puzzle emerges: why should so many of the moves
          he makes, so many the images he deploys, appear so disproportionate?
        


        
          To be sure, not all of what Burke has to say about the comparison of the French and English revolutions is
          disproportionate to achieving ‘strategic’ ends. It is when Burke is faced with the need to engage in some
          ‘forensic’ rhetoric in this connection – about past, not future, and in respect of really happened in
          1688 – that Burke assumes, perhaps appropriately, what O’Brien (1986: 7) calls his
          high, ‘Whig’ style. One mark of the higher style is to appear stately (accordingly, in the text, there is
          much throat clearing, whereby humility seems on show) (Burke, 2014: 7). Another
          mark of the style is to appear business-like (attested to inasmuch as Burke lets Price speak for himself – by
          means of plentiful citation) (ibid.: 15, 17, 21). The main hallmark of the high style concerns rationality,
          which is displayed, foremost, in the manner of the actual argumentation. The arguments that Burke assesses
          and presents in respect of 1688 have a logical arrangement, whereby Burke repeatedly presents his opponent’s
          understandings, before then drawing his own and contrary case (Aristotle, 2004:
          II.xxiii/1397b). Furthermore, Price’s case is frequently knocked down by means of exposing logical fallacies.
          A good example of the logical arrangement of arguments is where Burke carefully sets down his opponent’s
          claim – that England established a right in 1688 to elect its own king – before demolishing it totally
          (Burke, 2014: 21). A good example of the exposure of a logical fallacy is Burke’s
          retort that general principles are not drawn from special cases, in order to confirm that the instalment of
          William of Orange on the English throne was all but an one-off deviation from the ‘regular hereditary
          succession’ (ibid.: 18).
        


        
          However, in the course of critiquing the English reception of the French Revolution, mixed in with the
          ostensibly measured style is an altogether darker, more brooding register. This other style is perhaps
          describable as ‘Gothic’ (O’Brien, 1986: 47), and there is another point arising
          here contrariwise the extant interpretations. The darker, arational register must be distinguished sharply
          from the paradoxically effeminate and semi-concocted style which Mary Wollstonecraft associated with the
          prose of Burke (2008: 22, 28).
          On the evidence of the page, this see-sawing between styles also has a quite mundane aspect to it. What the
          reader may get the impression of is that for all Burke may aspire to model his prose as statesmanlike,
          worldly, and cogent, he can never quite hold himself in. As the introductory proceeds, this impression has
          further indicators. One such (and mundane) impression is Burke’s intermittent tendency to lose composure. For
          instance, the clunkiness of his rhetorical question pointed at Price’s radical circles flies in the face of
          his later reputation as a master of the concise period: ‘Do these theorists mean to imitate some of their
          predecessors, who dragged the bodies of our antient sovereigns out of the quiet of their tombs?’
          (Burke, 2014: 24). A rather more obvious indicator of unreliable control over
          message is basic alternations in the imagery; and hence the following passage, in the early part of
          Reflections, in which Burke places one scene against another: the enthusiastic welcome given to the
          French Revolution by the London societies as compared to reaction on the ground, of men with their eyes fully
          opened:
        


        
          
            Every thing seems out of nature in this strange chaos of levity and ferocity, and all sorts of crimes
            jumbled together with all sorts of follies. In viewing this monstrous tragi-comic scene, the most
            opposite passions necessarily succeed, and sometimes mix with each other in the mind; alternate laughter
            and tears; alternate scorn and horror.
          


          
            (ibid.: 11; italics added)
          

        


        
          The intrusion of the language of ‘monsters’ into Burke’s deflation of the revolutionary temptation (which the
          passage just quoted marks very precisely) is the last thing to note about the exordium. The most inventive
          Marxist critics rightly pick such tropes out. Although they can be thoughtful, such critics wrongly cling to
          the idea that what must lie behind Burke’s mention of the supernatural, the vampiric, and so forth is a
          generalised fear of the masses (Neocleous, 2005).
          Although Burke is reputed for it, there is actually scant allusion in Reflections to the ‘swinish
          multitude’. Here is an important point for returning to (since it undermines the interpretation that Burke is
          a mainline conservative). Recognisably, as a diatribe, Reflections is a text overflowing with
          accusation and blame. Only often it is not ordinary folk who are lambasted because, much more interestingly,
          that tends to be their ‘betters’.
        

      

      
        Narrating the Unfolding Present


        
          The transition from exordium to the narration segment of Reflections is effected very abruptly. In
          closing the former, Burke offers a summary of the English political settlement which he has just installed as
          the main topic. And it is in these terms that later conservatives have usually celebrated him: English
          liberty, announces Burke, has become a ‘noble freedom’, carrying ‘an imposing and majestic aspect’, with a
          ‘pedigree and illustrating ancestors’ (Burke, 2014: 36). Yet, from talking to the
          English about themselves, Burke spins around suddenly. He remarks, in the direction of Frenchmen (in the form
          of remonstrating), ‘You might, if you pleased, have profited of our example, and have given to your recovered
          freedom a correspondent dignity’ (ibid.: 36).
        


        
          Before taking reconstruction further, it is worth apprising ourselves of the historical facts. What, in
          respect of French actions, had Burke to be alarmed about at the time of publication of his text? By November
          1790, Frenchmen had done the following (and no more – certainly not elevated the guillotine into a technique
          of power): they had seized the Bastille prison; they had evolved a traditional monarchical intuition, the
          Estates-General, into the National Constituent Assembly; they had officially adopted the Declaration of
          the Rights of Man and of the Citizen; they had abolished noble privileges and confiscated Church property
          (Furet, 1998: 41–100). However, Burke’s frame for
          interpreting these facts suggests the presence of a curious temporal orientation. Excusing the
          anachronism, he gives the impression of speaking from within the trajectory of an unfolding present stuck on
          fast forward. In address of Frenchmen, his message is directed not so much at what ought to be done, rather
          what should have been done – upon which the window of opportunity has already closed. France should
          have sought to repair her ‘ancient’ constitution. But it is now too late. She is routed on a course, without
          chance to change to mind.
        


        
          In past interpretations, this stark turnabout of temporal orientation has provided reasons for construing
          Reflections as a prophecy. This is a frame which is not insensible because, in rhetorical terms, it is
          redolent of the impression of smug self-satisfaction which the text sometimes gives. However, perhaps the
          interpretation can be buttressed by thinking about rhetorical structure also. Traditionally, the narration
          part of a discourse exists to assist deliberation, doing so by indicating strong moral purpose and making
          compressed claims for expansion thereafter (Aristotle, 2004: III.xvi.1417b).
          Deliberation conventionally concerns future courses of action that are ‘open’. But, arguably,
          Reflections appropriates moral purpose in respect of blame and compresses claims in respect of the
          consequences that are preprogrammed to follow from a mistaken venture in political change. If this is a
          subversion of traditional rhetorical tasks, then it may nonetheless be a powerful one. Looked upon in one
          way, in place is now some vital intellectual scaffolding (including its emotional supports) upon which more
          thorough-going demonstration can be organised.
        


        
          Within this brief six pages of narration, then, it should not be minimised that Burke headlines the ‘fond
          election of evil’ in the (his) process of describing events yet to run their full course. This constitutes
          Burke’s furious voice – given to Gothic allusion – winning out over the more ‘stately’ voice (Burke, 2014: 41). Further evidence of reason losing out to passion here exists at the ‘micro’
          level of rhetoric. In the act of writing, Burke seems to forget his notional French correspondent altogether.
          When, at one specific point, he writes overbearingly – as though scolding a child – it
          is presumably not his imaginary learned gentleman acquaintance he is addressing, and, indeed, the tone is
          corrected into something gentler five sentences later (‘Would it not, my worthy friend, have been wiser …’)
          (ibid.: 37). Being carried away by his own case is likewise the impression to be taken from comparing how
          Burke describes the two courses of action he now has reason to comment upon. When he describes the course of
          action now closed to Frenchmen, and which, accordingly, they should rue, the commentary is ratiocinative. For
          example, his point is communicated by a fairly restrained use of the device of accumulatio (the use of
          ‘listing’ to heap up accusation, to support sentiments already expressed) (Lanham,
          1991: 1). ‘You would have had’ is a clause repeated, preceding a set of goods which were
          generously on offer, yet were foolishly squandered: ‘a productive remedy’, ‘a flourishing commerce’, ‘a free
          constitution’, ‘a potent monarchy’, ‘a disciplined army’, ‘a reformed and venerated clergy’, ‘a mitigated but
          spirited nobility’, ‘a liberal order of commons’ (Burke, 2014: 38). By contrast,
          when Burke is describing the actual course of action upon which Frenchmen are now set, it is by means
          of heavy sarcasm that reproach is communicated: ‘Compute your gains: see what is get by those extravagant and
          presumptuous speculations which have taught your leaders to despise all their predecessors’ (ibid.: 38).
        


        
          In a thematic sense, what can be seen here is the book’s foremost reactionary note, indignation, being
          combined with decadence in such a way that is mutually reinforcing. This feat of combination is achieved in
          the projection of exasperation and scorn onto the representation of things going awry. Again, there are
          indicators at the micro level of rhetoric, too. For example, metaphor is enlisted with the effect of
          attaching indignation to decline: Frenchmen ‘have seen the medicine of the state corrupted into poison’
          (ibid.: 39). So too is asyndeton (the removal of linking words) which, at least once within his
          extended lists of reproaches, Burke manipulates: ‘Laws overturned; tribunals subverted; industry without
          vigour; commerce expiring; the revenue unpaid …’ (Cockcroft and
          Cockcroft, 2005: 232; Burke, 2014: 40).
        


        
          In sum, by the end of narration, reactionary reasoning has acquired quite a comprehensive background story to
          refer to – one centred around deterioration. It should not, therefore, be too surprising that discussion
          across the remaining 200 or so pages of Reflections comes to revolve around the idea of decline very
          frequently. In reviewing this early juncture of the text, a final statement is worth citing, both because it
          offers an apt summary of accrued content and because it meanwhile emits a foreshadowing note, one which
          concerns censuring people, in particular, for alleged self-degradation:
        


        
          
            You had all these advantages in your antient states; but you chose to act as if you had never been moulded
            into civil society, and had everything to begin anew. You began ill, because you began by despising
            everything that belonged to you.
          


          
            (Burke, 2014: 37; italics added)
          

        

      

      
        Demonstrating in Three Stages


        
          The proof section of Reflections is tripartite. To convey its demonstration of a message which
          deserves (contrary to sympathetic interpretations) to be understood as ‘reactionary’, it is best broken down
          into three cumulative stages, by which claims are layered on top of each other. The overall content comprises
          Burke expounding on the semi-prophecy he has established; in other words, telling the reader why the
          present course of French politics is doomed. The first stage of proof is contained within a particular
          discussion (on emerging revolutionary practice). The second stage is distinguished by rising to a level of
          generality (in which Burke pronounces upon an entire new Enlightenment era). The third stage is a return to
          the particular (the topic is an explanation, in specifics, of the true nature of social order – an order
          there to be remembered, even if the odds are now stacked decidedly against it). A section that forms a sort
          of addendum to the second stage occupies special attention. That is where Burke places the set-piece ode to
          Marie-Antoinette. The contention is that this section has a good deal to teach about the nature of
          reactionary pathos, reaching down to some basic mechanics.
        


        
          Denouncing One’s Own


          
            The first stage of proof begins with an arresting statement: the statement is very often excerpted into
            standard textbook expositions of Burke’s political philosophy, but not so often remarked upon for its
            immediate organisational significance. It prods the reader away from preamble – that which has been there
            to grab attention – and steels her for the denser discussion about to start. The statement also indicates
            the typical habit in Reflections of using of the timely recall of facts and impressions in order to
            switch, quite discreetly, to the prophetic modality of voice. Notionally, the topic is the convocation of
            the so-called Estates-General; the spectacular meeting of representatives from all orders of French society
            to consider France’s future, held upon King Louis XVI’s request, in May 1789, and at which the Third Estate
            (‘Tiers Etat’) referred to the representatives of the lower orders. This, therefore, is the
            arresting statement, that is meanwhile couched as Burke’s recollection:
          


          
            
              After I had read over the list of persons and descriptions elected into the Tiers Etat, nothing
              which they did afterwards could appear astonishing. Among them, indeed, I saw some of known rank; some of
              shining talents; but of any practical experience in the state, not one man was to be found. The best were
              only men of theory.
            


            
              (ibid.: 41)
            

          


          
            It is ordinary, in the proof stage of a discourse, for logos to predominate. It is possible to say
            that Reflections makes recurrent use of two of the traditional techniques of
            logos, but that sitting behind those is a much greater driver of the reasoning, supplying nearly
            everything that is said with the impression of order. At the level of detail, Burke makes persistent use of
            the compression of claims into isolated maxims, which consist in proclamations appearing as the
            conclusions of reasoning, yet in the absence of the argumentative chains necessary to substantiate them
            (Aristotle, 2004: II.xxi.1394b). He makes persistent use also of
            enthymemes, which involve reasoning from propositions that are not at all axiomatically true, yet
            for particular reasons are powerful for an immediate audience (ibid.: II.xxii.1396b). It is fair, though,
            to suppose that maxims and enthymemes are merely the flesh on the bones, assuming their functionality only
            through the assemblage of a kind of skeleton in the background. This skeleton consists in
            Reflections’ variant on the general reactionary idea of decadence: virtue lapsing into vice. It is
            when understood as such – not, more sympathetically, as a salutation of the virtues of ‘pragmatism’ – that
            the statement beginning ‘After I have read over …’ should really be mined for meaning.
          


          
            Within Reflections, a decadence thesis is rendered not once, but three times over. This supplies
            sense to the tripartite division of demonstration. The first rendition of decadence is a tour across the
            Estates-General according to social composition, which works by associating malign behaviours with
            respective social actors. The bottom line is that France’s unravelling disaster is not only predestined,
            but also widespread. For all the established orders of French society participate: ‘When the National
            Assembly has completed its work, it will have accomplished [France’s] ruin’ (Burke,
            2014: 53). First, the Third Estate is at fault, which is not surprising since the bourgeois (or
            worse, sub-bourgeois) is simply the wrong sort of person to trust with power. Especially in evidence here
            is the haughtiness belonging to the modulated voice of furious irony: lawyers are disproportionate in
            representing the Third Estate, but, alas, these are not ‘distinguished magistrates’, typically just instead
            ‘the fomenters and conductors of the petty war of village vexation’.2 Second, neither is the ‘First Estate’, the clergy, exempt from
            the circle of blame, although it should be qualified that one item of complaint merely echoes the first,
            since counting against the participation in the Estates-General of the lower born type of clergyman is
            social snobbery again (ibid.: 47). Finally, the harshest appraisal is, though, reserved for the class which
            in principle Burke most reveres: the nobility, the ‘Second Estate’. The nobility, by exception, is suitably
            placed to direct public affairs, in view of possessing virtue, wisdom, and property alike (ibid.: 51).
            However, where it ought to possess a natural distinction and gravitas, it now surrenders that status.
            Crucial to grasping the way in which denunciation operates here is to recognise that noblemen are not
            denigrated – as the lower orders are – for behaving in accordance with their presumed social
            characteristics (in other words, for doing what is normal to them). Rather, they are condemned precisely
            for not doing. That is, they degrade themselves.
          


          
            In the sense in which the argumentation is being built up cumulatively, the main importance of this
            critique of France’s new governmental institutions is to get the basic idea of degeneration onto the table.
            Soon, degeneration will become much more symbolic, so that this very particular episode in French
            experience will become a token of modern experience as a whole. But there is more than just passing
            importance contained in the manner by which Burke is, in effect, censuring ‘his own’. One of the passages
            in which the nobility is denigrated serves up the turn of phrase for which Burke has become famous: ‘the
            little platoon’. This is a source of inspiration for his latter-day admirers (e.g. the progenitors of ‘Red
            Toryism’). Yet, once considered in light of the sentences appearing on either side of it, the phrase might
            assume vastly different implications. What is to be inferred is precisely this self-degradation of the
            nobility.
          


          
            ‘Progressive’ conservatives think ‘the little platoon’ is an admonishment to love local institutions and
            participate in the ‘Big Society’ (Blond, 2010: 290).
            Likewise, when Isaiah Berlin vividly distinguishes Burke’s vision from that of Joseph de Maistre, it is to
            this phrase that he looks especially, since he perceives it as indicating a form of conservatism more
            tender than the bloodier (but, reputedly, thankfully separate) strand of right-wing thought that lies
            beyond it (cf. Blamires, 2011). However, once
            restored to the text, being called back to ‘the little platoon’ is not gentle admonishment. It is severe
            and indignant reproach. Specifically, it is an accusation concerning betrayed loyalties. And thus, in
            apparent address of reformist ex-nobles, like Mirabeau, like Lafayette, Burke comments:
          


          
            
              Turbulent, discontented men of quality, in proportion as they are puffed up with personal pride and
              arrogance, generally despise their own order. One of the first symptoms they discover of a selfish and
              mischievous ambition is a profligate disregard of a dignity which they partake with others. To be
              attached to the subdivision, to love the little platoon we belong to in a society, is the first
              principle (the germ as it were) of public affections.
            


            
              (Burke, 2014: 47; italics added)
            

          


          
            Lest the intemperance of these clauses be suspected of being atypical, consider the follow-up remark:
            ‘Every person in your country, in a situation to be actuated by a principle of honour, is disgraced and
            degraded, and can entertain no sensation of life, except in a mortified and humiliated indignation’
            (ibid.: 49; italics added). And note, too, in the detail, Burke’s use of one of his favoured techniques,
            the isolated maxim, to explain why these noblemen’s treasonous course is delusional (simply hanging
            there, in pretended abridgment of reasoning, and leavening the prose): ‘Believe me, Sir, those who attempt
            to level, never equalize’ (ibid.: 50).
          

        

        
          Denouncing History


          
            The second rendition of the decadence thesis occurs after Burke has taken the reader through the make-up of
            the participants in the new National Assembly: the discussion now migrates to the symbolic and the general,
            but whilst the unravelling of the Revolution in France continues to be accounted for. In this new phase,
            the device of contrast which the text has established is maintained but is taken well beyond the contrast
            between nations that has, up to now, dominated; namely, between English and French societies. The contrast
            now transfers to a transhistorical plane of reference. Burke seems to ask, what is the character of
            contemporary philosophy? And how does it depart from the age it threatens to replace? The contrast is once
            more negative – which is unambiguous. But the relocation to the transhistorical plane might be easily
            missed. That is because, within the terms of Burke’s precepts, arguing in favour of the past and arguing in
            favour of England amount to the same thing: ‘England’ equals virtuous past, ‘France’ equals vice-ridden
            present.
          


          
            It is principally through the ode to the French Queen, Marie-Antoinette, that this phase of the text beats
            out a reactionary message. But ahead of that there is another contributor to Burkean reactionism. That is
            at risk of being overlooked – for the reason that it is often construed differently and, again, more
            sympathetically. The alternative construal entails locating hereabouts what is usually labelled the Burkean
            ‘critique of abstraction’. Supposedly, this critique consists in Burke’s identification of an elegant
            paradox: French ‘revolutionists’ follow the philosophes; and ‘these gentlemen value themselves as
            being systematic; and not without good reason’ (ibid.: 57). In other words, they construct neat and tidy
            intellectual edifices. Yet, while doing so, they invert faith and, furthermore, absolutism.
          


          
            Over the course of a roughly 25-page exposition, there can be no doubt that Burke does profess to identify
            such a paradox. Moreover, from a stylistic perspective, he identifies a paradox wittily. In addition to the
            epigram just quoted, Reflections deploys an accretion of one-liners which send up intellectual
            pomposity: other examples include ‘they despise experience as the wisdom of unlettered men’, or ‘their
            abstract perfection is their practical defeat’ (ibid.: 59). The issue, however, lies with whether the
            association of this critique with a dispassionate and ‘healthy’ scepticism is truly convincing. In some
            barebones elements, it may be so. For example, perhaps it is the more moderate incarnation of Burke who is
            speaking when the reader learns that what unites too many eighteenth-century men of letters with
            politicians in Paris is ‘theory’: mere, empty words. To provide another example, perhaps it is the same
            moderate Burke who muses that politics-armed-with-theory is many times more likely to bring forth
            fanaticism. In this respect, Burke calls up the old-fashioned religious sin of human pride: ‘They have “the
            rights of man”. Against these there can be no prescription […]’ (ibid.: 59). But the tipping point – out of
            mere anti-rationalist scepticism, and into something else – is when Burke reflects that freeing-up
            humankind from prevailing constraints will alone cause violence, and violence
            on a large scale. Thus, it is in this vein that Burke appears to be thinking when he suggests that throwing
            off ‘sufficient restraints upon their passions’ makes men dangerously prone to wish for everything within
            distant realms of possibility to have (ibid.: 61, 65). Likewise, it is in the same vein that he seems to
            suggest that (in constructing society upwards from such a tabula rasa) theory is the most dangerous
            tool of all to rely upon: ‘It is with them a war or a revolution, or it is nothing’ (ibid.: 64, 65).
          


          
            Outside of the text, this segment of argument harbours salience in broader terms, as a significant marker
            in intellectual history as traditionally conceived. What is to be found is an instance, an early instance,
            of the theory of perverse secularisation. This theory says, modernity secularises, in form of godless
            Reason, but at the end of a causal chain, the void ushered in prompts novel – and disastrous – attempt to
            re-sacralise the world. In Burke’s instance, the particular handmaiden is Enlightenment rationalism, which
            licenses the philosophes to do away with God yet, in his place, to build (to quote Carl Becker) ‘the
            Heavenly City’ on earth (Becker, 1932). The theory
            is not inherently reactionary: the motif of disabused illusions is attractive in a variety of
            ideological contexts (e.g. Crossman, 2001). But, on
            the examples of the slippages in the reasoning just given, it might appear highly susceptible to becoming
            so. As such, Reflections may offer a case in point of the quite free-and-easy ideological mutation
            of perverse secularisation between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ Rights.
          


          
            So, in this second part of demonstration, the point already laid down is that the arrival of the age of
            Enlightenment philosophy needs lamenting. Perhaps the set-piece addendum can be edged towards by drawing
            out the accompanying thought that this new age needs lamenting especially because it is creating victims.
            Victimhood is underscored in Burke’s ode to the doomed monarchs. And it can be described as a ‘set-piece’
            with some confidence because archival evidence points to the section having moved around in the duration of
            the planning stages (see Lock, 1985: 60). Equally,
            the section amounts to a fine exemplification of the tendencies in diatribe: it is an epitome of
            digression, of attack and blame interceding into more orthodox rhetorical means of persuasion.
          


          
            In specificity, the section concerns the recounting of what the author calls the events of ‘6th of October
            1789’ (Burke, 2014: 72). In historiographical terms, this is the so-called March
            on Versailles. Standardly, historians characterise the events connoted (actually encompassing the day
            prior) with the following key elements: the procession of a crowd from an eastern district of Paris,
            towards Versailles, which is composed mainly of women and motivated by bread shortages; the expression of
            grievances, which meshes together economic hardship and political reform; and after a confrontation and
            stand-off, the return of king and queen to Paris in accompaniment of this crowd, henceforth to be installed
            within the perimeter of the capital, presumed as safely so for the revolutionary project (Furet, 1998: 78–79). Why should there be anything fresh to say about this passage? It has,
            after all, been interpreted many times over. Detecting something new might be a
            matter of setting the start of the passage further back into the text than commentators ordinarily see fit
            to go.
          


          
            In appreciating the significance of an extended portion of prose, it is first of all apt to note how the
            special lamentation of victimhood may work with reference to a ‘we’. There is a special designate to whom
            Burke’s message about the March on Versailles is being conveyed. This is crucial to the emotional dynamic.
            Regularly, in contemporary settings and historical ones, reactionary communication features ‘we’ as a kind
            of prototype subject, and whereby ‘we’ signals a community of fellow-feeling. In Reflections, there
            is a broad conception of ‘we’ – coinciding with all of those who can be projected as being arraigned
            against ‘radicalism’, and whether in France or in ‘England’ (always Burke’s national referent – not
            Britain). A narrower conception is also present, which pertains specifically to the subjugated monarchs. A
            sort of act of identification, however, allows for a good amount of free association between the narrow and
            broad conceptions. In virtue of this act, fellow-feelers are invited to share sympathy with the
            monarchs – and sympathy in a particular form (really, pity) – because the monarchs not only comprise
            victims (as all those arraigned against radicalism are), but paradigmatic victims. Rhetorically, this
            digression of Burke’s therefore amounts to a variant upon synecdoche: the part represents the whole,
            so that the suffering of the royal couple manifests that of a greater pool of adherents and sympathisers.
          


          
            Various interpretations of Burke’s Reflections exist which may be called ‘mystification’ readings.
            These agree that the fate of monarchs is being constructed symbolically. But they subscribe to rather
            different understandings of the mechanics regarding the emotions in play. In a tradition of interpretation
            descending from Mary Wollstonecraft and Tom Paine and down to the contemporary critic Christopher Hitchens,
            the scenes which Burke evokes are insincere. The accent is upon instrumentalism. As such, fellow-feeling is
            something Burke consciously creates. Tom Paine, for instance, thinks of Burke’s broad designate of the
            ‘people of England’ as a contrivance – a ruse devised to promote the idea of harmony between different
            social levels (1995: 109–110). An instrumental
            reading of the text overall is misconceived, because it discounts the possibility that the author’s meaning
            may be far less closely marshalled (just as reactionary rhetoric tout court should not be reduced to
            the tactical only). To take issue with Paine on the evidence of the text, for example, one reason for
            disputing his point is that oftentimes in Reflections Burke’s reference to the ‘people’ can hardly
            be read as a romanticisation of cross-class harmony because the address is to a popular element alone and
            specifically. This is the case, for instance, of his take-it-from-one-who-knows revelation that ‘those
            democratists […] when they are not on their guard, treat the humbler part of community with the greatest
            contempt’ (Burke, 2014: 57). Another example would be his comment that ‘almost
            all the high-bred republicans of my time have, after a short space, become the most decided, thorough-paced courtiers …’ (ibid.: 64). But, it is with reference to Burke’s construction of
            the March on Versailles episode that the shortcomings of the idea of mystification can be exposed most
            consequentially. To make use of the episode, Burke plots it selectively, focusing on the particular element
            of confrontation and stand-off and, within it, the storming of the Queen’s private chambers. Standardly,
            what mystification readings suppose the author to be doing is pulling the wool over the eyes of the
            ordinary political subject. Thus, royalty is being presented in grandeur and splendour; and so by act of
            identification, the reader comes to invest vicariously, such that assault upon the dignity (let alone
            person) either of king or queen becomes assault open one’s self. Extracting, there are two emotions being
            posited as active. On the one hand, royalty solicits awe; on the other hand, its treatment calls
            forth pity. But, as we shall see, to reconsider Burke’s construction of the episode by zooming out
            (to take in a bigger surrounding part of the text) suggests pity not as complemented by awe, rather
            something more visceral.
          


          
            Looking at the central paragraphs in isolation of the prose surrounding, the apparent virtues of some of
            the conventional readings can be granted their due, certainly. First, Tom Paine’s comment about the nature
            of the evocation of Queen Marie-Antoinette as a young woman – a ‘tragedy-victim expiring in show’ – seems
            right (1995: 102). A recognisable tone is established in the opening move; and it
            is rhapsodic to a high degree:
          


          
            
              It is now sixteen or seventeen years since I saw the Queen of France, then the Dauphiness, at Versailles;
              and surely never lighted on this orb, which she hardly seemed to touch, a more delightful vision. I saw
              her just above the horizon, decorating and cheering the elevated sphere she had just begun to move in, –
              glittering like the morning star, full of life, and splendour, and joy.
            


            
              (Burke, 2014: 77)
            

          


          
            Second, in the sentences that follow, there seems proof enough that Burke intends a strong contrast between
            splendour and baseness. This meanwhile amounts to the reiteration of the contrast on the transhistorical
            plane (the past as an era of respect, the present as an era of contempt). Why, at the moment her rooms were
            entered uninvited, did a grand figure not receive the gallant defence she was due? Alas, Burke rues, it is
            a sign of the times; the present era has sunk low indeed:
          


          
            
              Oh! what a revolution! and what a heart must I have, to contemplate without emotion that elevation and
              that fall! Little did I dream when she added titles of veneration to those of enthusiastic, distant,
              respectful love, that she should ever be obliged to carry the sharp antidote against disgrace concealed
              in that bosom; little did I dream that I should have lived to see such disasters fallen upon her, in a
              nation of gallant men, in a nation of men of honour and of cavaliers. I thought ten
              thousand swords must have leaped from their scabbards, to avenge even a look that threatened her with
              insult.
            


            
              (ibid.: 77)
            

          


          
            Third, in respect of the passage’s apparent climax – on the traditional start- and end-points, that is –
            there seems appropriateness in the particular suggestion of Christopher Hitchens. This is that beyond the
            solicitation to deference, the reader is in the presence of high camp (Hitchens, 2006: 74–77, 93):
          


          
            
              the age of chivalry is gone. – That of sophisters, œconomists, and calculators, has succeeded; and the
              glory of Europe is extinguished forever. Never, never more, shall we behold that generous loyalty to rank
              and sex, that proud submission, that dignified obedience, that subordination of the heart, which kept
              alive, even in servitude itself, the spirit of an exalted freedom. The unbought grace of life, the cheap
              defense of nations, the nurse of manly sentiment and heroic enterprise is gone! It is gone.
            


            
              (Burke, 2014: 77)
            

          


          
            But now, by flicking the pages back ever so slightly, discern the corrective which becomes available for
            this established reading. How does the ode to Marie-Antoinette read when it is made to flow from the
            experience of reading the pages which immediately precede? It remains camp, yes, in lots of ways. But not
            in a way that is simply foppish. There is a much rougher ingredient which intrudes.
          


          
            The part of the passage that is paean to Marie-Antoinette has a distinctive register – it is laudatory (and
            tempered only by slightly dainty reproach of ungallant gentlemen). The seven paragraphs prior possess a
            rather different register. That is because, in sequencing those actions imagined as leading up to entry
            into the Queen’s rooms, they catalogue a series of atrocities. So, in proceeding from the one depiction to
            the next, the reader experiences a jolt. If, via the paean to the French Queen, the reader is prey to a
            rather unguarded effusion of human tenderness, that will only be after they have been forced to contemplate
            human awfulness. Hence, it will be respite at most.
          


          
            Over the earlier five or so pages, Burke recounts the real-life historical incidences selectively, but in
            such a way that headlines not only violence, but violence graphically rendered. This applies, for instance,
            both to the description of actions and the descriptions of states of mind. On actions, the dispatching of
            two of the king’s guards, for example, is rendered in these terms: the ‘most splendid palace in the world’
            was ‘left swimming in blood, polluted by massacre, and strewed with scattered limbs and mutilated
            carcasses’ (ibid.: 73). On states of mind, the text seems to ask, how could the queen have endured such
            scenes? In speculating, Burke imputes her with a mental state suspended between
            confusion and horror. He imputes horror to her with little circumspection: once the experience was over, it
            was as if she, along with her husband, ‘had been made to taste, drop by drop, more than the bitterness
            of death’ (ibid.: 73; italics added). He imagines her confusion in a more extended excerpt which is
            redolent of the contemporary genre associated with the airport crime novel, in view of the breathless
            rhythm, the heightened energy:
          


          
            
              From [her] sleep the queen was first startled by the voice of the centinel at her door, who cried out to
              her, to save herself by flight – that this was the last proof of fidelity he could give – that they were
              upon him, and he was dead. Instantly he was cut down. A band of cruel ruffians and assassins, reeking
              with his blood, rushed into the chamber of the queen, and pierced with an hundred strokes of bayonets and
              poniards [daggers] the bed, from whence this persecuted woman had but just time to fly almost
              naked, and through ways unknown to the murderers had escaped to seek refuge at the feet of a king and
              husband, not secure of his own life for a moment.
            


            
              (ibid.: 72)
            

          


          
            What is the upshot? Previous readings of Reflections have been too prone to playing the indignation
            down. Reversely, they play up ‘awe’ – which isn’t really even a negative emotion, since in affective terms
            it is a kind of derivative of amazement. And yet, there is a serious point to be found in the sharp jolt
            between emotional tones, about their interplay. Mawkishness and sentimentalism are not everything. And yet,
            there may be something significant in the idea of emotions in conflict. Perhaps interpretation needs to
            become better attuned to a reality of messy, conflicted emotions – both on the page and in the political
            mind? There is a brilliant re-imagination of Marie-Antoinette’s plight at this moment in Stefan Zweig’s
            biography, which provides a corrective to Burke’s presentation of her outward comportment as one of purely
            defenceless vulnerability. Zweig, instead, underscores the popular antipathy towards her, which may have
            existed partly on grounds of perceived sexual immoderation (2010: 256; cf. Darnton, 1971). And yet,
            suggests Zweig, at the moment of stepping out on the Versailles balcony to present herself to the crowd
            amassed beneath (and only a short time after forced entry to her rooms), she may have succeeded in mixing
            into this reaction of antipathy no small portion of admiration. But this would not have comprised an
            attraction to hauteur at all. Rather, it would have emerged out of a kinship in rebelliousness. Her
            ‘defiance’, pictures Zweig, her determination not to ‘woo their favour’, is what drew the crowd in (ibid.:
            336–337). Burke, indeed, is not the only one with mixed emotions. And perhaps one virtue of rhetorical
            analysis is pushing interpretation to better make sense of that.
          

        

        
          Remembering the Good Society


          
            The final stage of proof in Reflections is now arrived at, which comprises the return to a
            particular topic after the transhistorical discussion, and also the decadence thesis on a third rendition.
            There is a linkage which, by itself, is slick: the Revolution’s sharp departure from the existing order
            brings its proper foundations into high relief, such that Burke is not required to change to a new subject
            per se, rather is able to continue to distil the appropriate lessons from the treatment of
            the King and Queen. But notwithstanding, this large and late section of the book is organisationally
            undisciplined: the stitching together of many of the moves in clumsy; the commentary is permitted to drift;
            and there is no clear finishing point. The tendency of the diatribe to digress, to stray is perhaps nowhere
            more evident than at this point; hence Tom Paine’s contemporary riposte that Reflections was ‘all
            miscellany’, ‘a mob of ideas tumbling over and destroying one another’ (1995:
            166). There is an outside possibility that that the deviations are intentional – a tactic, maybe, for
            conveying a sense of confounded exasperation at just how far the political present has been allowed to
            worsen – but this is a possibility that seems even more remote, inasmuch as the breaking-off moments verge
            upon being utterly arbitrary.
          


          
            Burke’s contention that the good society rests upon two vital planks is outlined before these digressions
            reach full swing. The first plank is religion – a truth which, naturally, the treatment of embattled
            monarchs underscores. Burke’s own view of religion is contested: his most famous biographer, Conor Cruise O’Brien (1994), highlights his Irish heritage and mixed
            parentage (Protestant father, Catholic mother), and that Reflections has a heightened sensitivity
            where the Revolution’s perceived attack on Catholicism is concerned; another view says Burke’s attitude to
            religion is pragmatic, Christianity’s substantive truths being less important than its role in protecting
            social cohesion (Harris, 2012: 103). Both these
            readings look deficient when Reflections is exposed as an archetypical reactionary diatribe. Rather
            than consciously motivated by either sectarianism or pragmatism, Burke’s prose seems dragged along, indeed,
            by the escalating suspicion that the Revolution must be the work of atheists; proceeding, of course, from
            the inference earlier that only the faithless could have so rudely stormed the Queen’s bed chambers and,
            even before that in the text, the intimation that the retreat of revealed religion will clear the slate for
            some new ‘degrading superstition’ to arise. The second vital plank of the good society (which treatment of
            the King and Queen also lays bare) is the ‘spirit of the gentlemen’ (Burke, 2014:
            81). Some of the mechanics about how indignation operates can be enforced with reference to this section.
            Earlier, the indignant party – the ‘subject’ of reactionary rhetoric – has been identified as a ‘we’; in
            expansive sense, all those arraigned against radicalism, or the ‘people of England’, and in narrower sense,
            as focused around sympathy for the fate of the royal couple. Presently, the use of ‘we’ is concentrated,
            tallies with encouragement to be a combination of alarmed and incensed in equal
            measure, and is broadened out, but in several directions. Variously, the ‘we’ comprises: those who are
            ‘generous enemies’ and ‘faithful allies’; those who still ‘feel within us … inbred sentiments’; those who
            are ‘not converts of Rousseau’ and ‘not disciples of Voltaire’; those who ‘spurn from us with disgust and
            indignation the slanders of those who bring us their anecdotes’ from the late events in Paris; those who
            ‘fear God’ and ‘look up with awe to kings [and] with affection to parliaments’; those who have ‘real hearts
            of flesh and blood beating in our bosoms’ (ibid.: 68, 89, 86, 98, 89).
          


          
            This discussion of the spirit of a gentleman is also notable for implanting ‘conspiracy’ in the reader’s
            imagination. That conspiracy should make a substantive entrance so late plausibly signals that all
            semblance of organisational discipline has broken down completely. If there is a general lesson, it could
            be wondered: is the political reactionary sometimes drawn to conspiracy in spite of himself? Echoing
            the isolated precedents in the opening parts of the book, both a ‘philosophical cabal’ and also an intrigue
            of ‘political Men of Letters’ are described (ibid.: 92, 115). But there seems strikingly less method at
            work in the new allegation: that a ‘monied interest’ comprises a second type of cabal. Anticipated in some
            earlier allusions to ‘Jew brokers’, the accusation is now directed at ‘speculators’ and urban financiers
            (ibid.: 117–119), for which the charitable reading is that Burke is ahead of Tocqueville and Marx in
            attempting a semi-structural analysis whereby the Revolution’s origins are social and deep-lying. This late
            turn to conspiracy is not categorical anti-Semitism, but neither is it sure-footed political economy.
            Something else may be going on linking apparent expertise in fiscal matters to reaction. There is, to
            concede, a related, quite-sustained discussion of the assignats, which refers to the Revolution’s
            paper currency backed by the value of expropriated Church land but increasingly in danger of provoking
            unmanageable rates of inflation (Sonenscher, 2009).
            And the discussion of the assignats is interesting (interpretively, not literally, for the reading
            experience is the exact opposite), because over roughly 40 pages spent in pursuit of a tangent – notionally
            in the aim of shedding new light on the state of French finances on the eve of Revolution (and in reply to
            the misunderstanding that excessive public debt rendered reform within existing institutions unfeasible) –
            Burke opts for doing what reactionaries often do when feeling hard-pressed to justify their authority: to
            overwhelm the reader with statistics, in this case to cite figure after figure (2014: 123–167). Burke’s practice of conspiracy-alleging is not maximal relative to other
            instances of reactionary ideology. But serious hesitation is due before concluding that relative
            underemphasis is down to circumspection. More likely, what restrains Burke’s uptake of the conspiracy theme
            is not recognition of the sheer unlikelihood of shadowy, cerebral figures imperceptibly pulling strings,
            rather his being carried by a stronger conviction (no less bizarre) that the Revolution is a torrent,
            utterly indifferent to human agency, powered forward by its own internal momentum.
          

        
      

      
        Ending in Exhaustion


        
          The epilogue of Reflections is short. In aesthetic terms, it can be judged a failure – giving the
          impression of being rushed and hasty (ibid.: 247–250). The dominant tone is one of fatigue, and perhaps that
          is understandable, coming as the epilogue does in the wake of wearying inventory of crimes and errors, which
          has lately concluded in a final rendition of the chorus line – violence: ‘Massacre, torture, hanging! These
          are your rights of man’ (ibid.: 224).
        


        
          According to classical wisdom, the rhetorical speech will wrap up by enabling the speech’s dominant sentiment
          to be taken away. Why, then, does Burke allow indignation to soften, by way of both idiom and imagery?
          There are several interpretive possibilities. A first possibility is to take to the substantive message
          roughly on its own terms, and to edge it towards the solicitation of ‘forgiveness’. Forgiveness perhaps seems
          manifest in this ostensibly dispassionate note: ‘… let us be satisfied to admire rather than attempt to
          follow in their desperate flights the aeronauts of France’ (ibid.: 249). It is perhaps also manifest in the
          rather grandiose manner in which Burke performs recapitulation: his warnings come from a man whose entire
          public life has amounted to ‘a struggle for the liberty of others’, as well as from ‘one in whose breast no
          anger durable or vehement has ever been kindled’ (ibid.: 249). A second possibility is to recall the
          modulations in the Burkean voice that have seemed manifest throughout Reflections. Is the final Burke,
          who personifies reconciliation, the ‘stately’ Burke? Does timely reflection upon the original intentions for
          the book call the author back to such a voice? A third possibility, however, is the most plausible. The Burke
          who lastly appears is someone in whom all energy is now spent. In other words, the closing, softer emotion
          may indeed have to be taken at face value, but in full view of the work, and therefore as a culmination. If
          indignation has cooled, it has not expired. It has, for the time being at least, just let-up – and in the
          light of exhaustion.
        

      
    

    
      Considerations on France


      
        Joseph de Maistre was born in Chambéry, Savoy, in 1753. As with Burke, however, the place of Maistre’s birth is
        no simple indicator of affinities. Politically, since Savoy was then a province of Piedmont-Sardinia, Maistre
        was a subject of the northern Italian kingdom (Ravera,
        2011: 189). Yet, to a large extent, Maistre was French (just as Burke came to identify with England):
        French was the language Maistre spoke; Catholicism was the religion he partook in; he was fluent with the
        French writers of the day; and, above all, it was events in France to which his attention was drawn. Maistre’s
        famous pamphlet on the fate of the French Revolution is composed six years later than Burke’s
        Reflections, and from exile, in Lausanne, Switzerland (Lebrun, 2010: 26). Originally, Considerations on France was published in 1797 and, at 120
        pages, is only half the length of Reflections. It has the further distinction of
        being ordered into mostly evenly-spaced chapters. At the original time of publication, Considerations on
        France was forbidden for sale in France itself by the Directory (the body that came to lead revolutionary
        France after the fall of the radical Jacobin faction).
      


      
        Personally, Joseph de Maistre is an intriguing figure. He perhaps offers a test case for the value of a
        rhetorical approach to study over the dispositional one. Yet, the true worth of reflecting upon Maistre’s
        biography is not to reduce him to psychopathology, rather to bring to life some of the real-world dilemmas that
        reactionaries in this era would have faced. By personal circumstance, it is worth reflecting that Maistre
        resembles some of the characters in Giuseppe Tomasi di Lampedusa’s semi-autobiographical novel, The
        Leopard, in which the lead character, Don Fabrizio, is a nobleman in nineteenth-century Sicily, who has his
        mind fixed upon the inevitability of radical political upheaval just around the corner. In one part, Maistre
        would seem to resemble Father Pirrone: the family priest whose reaction to this prospect owes nothing to an
        inherited aristocratic worldview, and everything to an ultra-dogmatic, deeply Catholicised reading of History
        (di Lampedusa, 2007: 144–161). In another part, it is Lampedusa’s character of Tancredi he resembles: Don
        Fabrizio’s intelligent and forward-thinking young nephew who initially fights for Garibaldi but who, after
        witnessing the coarseness of the rising classes first-hand, leaves radical politics behind to take up a
        position in the army of the new king (ibid.: 102–143). These resemblances are relevantly noted because they
        correspond to interpretations of Maistre which, in the nineteenth century, liberals and conservatives
        preferred, respectively. Liberals liked to cast him as a man trapped into his beliefs by early Jesuit
        indoctrination (e.g. Laski, 1917) – a view that is
        flawed insofar as although Maistre’s prose is oftentimes visceral and austere, there are also times when he
        writes as an arch-realist (see Bradley, 1999).
        Conservatives, who have sometimes admired him, have preferred the notion that Maistre is a classic right-wing
        convert, the liberal ‘mugged by reality’ who turns his back on the convictions on his youth. But although it is
        true that Maistre’s life is interrupted by a significant maelstrom – the invasion of Savoy by the French
        Revolutionary Army in September 1792 – the problem with this view is that Maistre’s early reformism is
        overdone, since many of his most trenchant beliefs were actually long-standing, and also since his early
        convictions have to be measured against what was, in Savoy, a stubbornly absolutist regime (Lebrun, 2010: 106). Ultimately, therefore, it is better not to see Maistre as being the prisoner
        of some internal melodrama. The textual and rhetorical approach will serve interpretation more profitably.
      


      
        Maistre is not only instinctively comparable to Burke, the production of Considerations on France is
        also influenced by the prior production of Reflections. Both texts take up roughly the same
        generalisable, semi-timeless question of politics (why do revolutions fail?) and try to answer that question by
        reference to the same events; albeit, vitally, Burke writes before the Terror, while
        Maistre writes with the Terror fully in view. Maistre reads Reflections, sometime before 1791 (Greifer, 1961: 592), yet the nature of its influence upon him
        must be gauged carefully. Maistre had a habit of responding most enthusiastically to writers whose convictions
        mirrored his own (Lebrun, 2010: 102). Moreover, there exists an erroneous thesis
        whereby Maistre crudely reworks ‘Burkean’ arguments and, in the process, strips them of subtlety. In view of
        the need to challenge this vulgarisation thesis, in the account presented beneath, the logical appeal of
        Maistre’s argumentation (which may in areas actually surpass Burke’s) is deliberately played up. To condense
        the comparison, the two thinkers articulate the key reactionary themes as follows: Maistre delivers the
        decadence thesis in heavier form (portraying human reason as unreserved blasphemy, a move which Burke stops
        short of); he engages indignation in equally abundant quality (providing it with the same central pivot,
        concerning conduct towards the French King and Queen); and his appeal to conspiracy is similarly not maximal,
        comparatively lighter even, but which in his case raises the suspicion of being artificially dampened down (in
        exoneration of the Freemasonry he associated with).
      


      
        Considerations on France is, to repeat, a very neatly ordered text (which may suggest a very basic sense
        in which assuming de facto inferiority to Reflections is naïve). An opening chapter is titled ‘On
        Revolutions’ and contains, in tidy sequence, the exordium and narration. Next, a proof section appears (in
        chapters 2 and 3), and a special sign of order at work is that the proof flows smoothly into a series of
        self-conscious exercises in ‘refutation’: in chapter 4, the refutation of republican political theory; in
        chapter 5, the refutation of Enlightenment philosophy; and across chapters 6–8, the refutations of various
        schemes for constitution-making.3
        Lastly, an epilogue takes the form of asking, what is to be done?, and addresses the pressing contemporaneous
        question of ‘counter’-revolution (chapters 9 and 10). The well-orderedness of the ending is let down by
        extending over one more chapter than it ought. The author foregoes the chance to finish by efficient
        amplification of his material by including a strange fragment ‘A History of the French Revolution by David
        Hume’ (a pulling together of passages written about England in the seventeenth century by the Scottish
        philosopher, and re-presented as if they were a comment on France’s present). Considerations, thus, has
        a more aesthetically satisfying arrangement than Reflections. It is also marked by greater concision.
        But, perhaps, the messiness of the epilogue is evidence still that in the last instance it should register as a
        diatribe nonetheless.
      


      
        A contextual reading of Considerations requires some patient digging around to unearth. The bluntest
        address to appear in the text is buried in the course of the refutation of schemes of constitution-making
        (towards the end of chapter 7). In 1797, France is about to go to the polls. And anti-republicans are in
        confident mood, following the exposure of Babeuf plot in May 1796 (a quasi-communistic scheme aimed at reviving
        the Revolution’s flagging utopian energies, and targeted specifically against the Directory) (Furet, 1998: 177–183). How can royalist sentiment be strengthened? À
        propos of very little, striking is that Maistre remarks that success may yet be close at hand. Several
        years of counter-revolutionary agitation have so far come to naught, France remains at war with a collection of
        ancien régime foreign powers. And yet, remarks Maistre,
      


      
        
          No one feels more strongly than I that the present circumstances are extraordinary and that it is possible
          that what has happened before will not happen this time; but this question is irrelevant to the purpose of
          this work. It suffices for me to indicate the falsity of the argument that the republic is virtuous,
          therefore it will last. If it were absolutely necessary to prophesy, I would rather say that war keeps
          it alive, therefore peace will kill it.
        


        
          (de Maistre, 1994: 60; italics added)
        

      


      
        By tracing Considerations to an event-in-context, the impression should not be gleaned that Maistre is
        delicately executing an advance strategy. The strategic rhetorical move would be to appeal to French pride.
        However, in-and-around the passage cited above, his style is overtly declamatory. He reproaches Frenchman, loud
        and forcefully – a feature which, in light of Maistre’s own complex insider/outsider relation to French
        identity, should command attention.
      


      
        Introducing God to Frenchmen


        
          The title of the first chapter of Considerations (‘On Revolution’) would seem to communicate the
          purpose of the work from the start, but in fact purpose is established only obliquely. The opening paragraphs
          are, nevertheless, keynote. The very opening sentence is particularly eye-catching. In what would have been
          grasped by the literary public of the time (cf. Swenson,
          2000), the first sentence comprises a rhythmical inversion of the two clauses of the parallel opening
          sentence of Rousseau’s Social Contract – and hence, the principal adversary being established for the
          discourse is grasped.
        


        
          Maistre begins: ‘We are all attached to the throne of the Supreme Being by a supple chain that restrains us
          without enslaving us’ (1994: 3). Where Rousseau had it that man was ‘born free’, to the contrary Maistre
          replies that man is born bound to God-derived duties. Further, where Rousseau meant to persuade that men’s
          freedom had to be measured against a prevailing condition of being shackled ‘in chains’, once more Maistre
          turns the thought around: Maistre corrects that human existence is exactly as it ought to be, because God’s
          dominion is benevolent, and the free discharge of human actions is only interfered with if it pulls towards
          sinfulness. Classical rhetoric holds that the exordium will be the most effective place within which to build
          up prejudice against an opponent. In consequence, there is sense in Maistre’s method. For the knowing reader,
          if she finds herself in agreement with much else of what he has to say, then
          she, too, will acknowledge the same bête noire, the Genevan-born philosophe. Moreover, it is
          possible to find in the opening statement another classical tenet: one of Aristotle’s choice pieces of advice
          is that speakers usually gain by using ‘maxims in contradiction of remarks that have great popularity’
          (Aristotle, 2004: II.xxi.1394b).
        


        
          Next in the exordium, the sentence inverting the maxim from Rousseau is quickly followed up by the effort to
          establish a metaphor. This is the metaphor of God as the ‘Eternal Geometer’: all-present and regulating the
          spaces of earthy, human activity (de Maistre, 1994: 3). Then, over five short paragraphs, the ‘supple chain’
          purportedly binding men to God is explicated in greater detail. What Aristotle called ‘paratactic’ contrast
          forms an organising idea for the explication. Syntactically, this denotes the sort of contrast which can be
          described as pithy (Aristotle, 2004: III.viii.1409a), and which relies on imagery
          which is starkly dissimilar:
        


        
          
            In the works of man, everything is as wretched as their author … In divine works, the riches
            of infinity are openly displayed.
          


          
            (de Maistre, 1994: 3; italics added)
          

        


        
          It is relevant to pause to consider the ethos which this man/divinity contrast helps establish. Is it
          a reliable rhetorical move? It is certainly a bold one, in which the stakes are high. Man’s abasement (in
          contrast with the magnificence in which God appears) means that Maistre speaks from humility – because
          he, too, is a man. But this is an ambiguous basis for him to proceed upon – precisely because his readers are
          also men. This puts Maistre in violation of one of the standard rules of rhetoric. That rule says,
          normally, in instances of ‘display’ rhetoric (that is, as concerned with celebrating people and deeds), the
          listener must be made to think that she is joined in praise.
        

      

      
        Narrating Divine Punishment


        
          By the end of the five opening paragraphs which are framed by the reversal of Rousseau’s dictum,
          Considerations has reached the narration part. The bridge is smooth. ‘In revolutionary periods’, the
          ‘supple’ chain which (in place of Rousseau’s natural freedom) binds man to God is, if not severed, ‘abruptly
          shortened’ (ibid.: 4). The text has now moved from the realm of the eternal and universal to the question
          posed by the present time – to which Maistre’s answer will be strongly moralised.
        


        
          It is helpful to locate Maistre’s desire to strongly moralise his case in the ambit of possibilities for
          amplifying a moral aspect always inhering in logical argument. In rhetoric, logical arguments can begin
          either from premises which, with respect to the envisaged audience, are controversial or uncontroversial.
          Naturally, the latter option is safer. Maistre begins by remarking on the uncontroversial premise –
          then quickly discards it. He argues that ‘“I do not understand it [the Revolution] at all” is the
          fashionable phrase’ but that, while that attitude may be ‘sensible’, not to seek to go
          beyond astonishment alone is ‘stupidity’, because it amounts to accepting a ‘sterile despondency’ (ibid.: 4).
          One ‘moral’ problem which the author faces in discarding conventional opinion quite so robustly is setting
          himself up as an authority by which to pronounce upon an extraordinary event. It is perhaps therefore that,
          despite his confidence, he chooses to decorate his argument in similes and metaphors. These
          enable him to acknowledge the quality of extraordinariness notwithstanding: the Revolution ‘is like a tree
          fruiting in January’, ‘a whirlwind carrying along like light straw everything that human force has opposed to
          it’. Maistre’s trope of the reverse miracle is the complement to Burke’s trope of the tragi-comic.
        


        
          It is also notable that Maistre goes with, not against, the grain when it comes to overseeing another
          function of the narration. Beyond mere scene-setting, that is to get an agreed account of ‘the facts’ and,
          moreover, on a preferred version of those (Aristotle, 2004: III.xvi.1417a-b).
          Maistre declares that the Revolution is capable of being summed up in two important realities, and he states
          that both of these realities are generally appreciated by his contemporaries already. The first is that the
          revolutionary activists are effectively ‘dupes’:
        


        
          
            It has been correctly pointed out that the French Revolution leads men more than men lead it. This
            observation is completely justified … The very rascals who appear to lead the Revolution are involved only
            as simple instruments.
          


          
            (de Maistre, 1994: 5; italics added)
          

        


        
          Maistre rehearses evidence which is palpably anecdotal in order to reduce the revolutionists to ‘simple
          instruments’: regicide was never their aim; all that political figures like Mirabeau and Lafayette wanted was
          a reformed monarchy; yet regicide was what they were driven to, in light of the Revolution’s internal
          momentum. He does not pass up the opportunity to colour the interpretation with belittlement of the
          adversary: namely, the Rousseau-inspired Jacobins. The Jacobins were ‘extremely mediocre men’; they were
          ‘more surprised at their power than anyone else in the kingdom’ (ibid.: 6).
        


        
          The Revolution’s second reality, which he also presents as only minimally controversial, is that in light of
          their mediocrity, it cannot be talent which drives the Revolution, and so the main driver instead must have
          been the ‘revolutionary spirit’ – described by Maistre as a kind of aberrant ‘faith’. Maistre could not be
          more serious: it is what makes the Revolution into blasphemy. And with the idea of aberrant faith laid out,
          he is permitted – by association – to move to a crucial notion on which will rest a large amount of the proof
          thereafter: divine punishment. Divine punishment is one of those moves by which Maistre does exceed Burke.
          Yet, anticipating the middle part of his text, Maistre has now shifted the burden of demonstration to exactly
          where he wants it: into the realm of theodicy. How can we reconcile all the recent
          human suffering with a belief in God and his providence? In apparent response to the agnostic’s query,
          Maistre writes:
        


        
          
            never has the Divinity shown itself so clearly in any human event. If the vilest instruments are employed,
            punishment is for the sake of regeneration.
          


          
            (1994: 8)
          

        

      

      
        Demonstrating and Refuting


        
          The main body of Considerations contains a developed appeal to rationality. This is in contradiction
          to Isaiah Berlin’s idea that in Maistre there exists a writer wholly in thrall to his own entirely ‘terrible’
          vision of life (1991: 112). The sections of proof can be judged to begin at the
          head of chapter 2, entitled ‘Reflections on the Ways of Providence in the French Revolution’. Over chapters
          4–8 they morph into some quite systematically conceived refutations of imagined counterarguments. There are
          perhaps three issues worth pausing to describe: the clearer delineation of the audience whom Maistre is
          addressing, which dovetails with the notions of guilt and innocence; the evocation of the treatment of the
          King and Queen; and the range of the refutations.
        


        
          Admonishing Frenchmen (and Oneself?)


          
            Is Maistre’s audience a general one? Earlier, it seemed to comprise no less than modern man – the unsettled
            individual in dire need of being shaken back into the proper path of religious belief. However, it now
            starts to become apparent that the foremost audience intended is more particular and comprises Frenchman.
            Maistre has a curious relationship to Frenchman: he writes as if half on the inside, half on the outside
            looking in. For the purposes of explanation (and even if incongruous) perhaps a useful characterisation is
            that of a critical friend. While flattery of one’s audience is normal in rhetoric, Maistre’s flattery comes
            with a pronounced double-edge. France is extolled for possessing a ‘mission’, yet admonished for failing to
            fulfil to it (1994: 9). The backhandedness is not incidental. The same sting in the compliment is
            replicated later, when France is evoked as an ‘impetuous nation’ which, ‘after having exhausted error’,
            should at long last know ‘how to return to truth’ (ibid.: 72).
          


          
            This rhetorical addressee should also be seen in the context of the political emotions which Maistre is
            playing with. Locating the emotions is meanwhile a step towards identifying content. One such emotion
            present is pride – but evoked negatively: ‘the vile and corrupt man … to raise himself in his own
            eyes … looks down on the king of France’ (ibid.: 75). Others are disgust and shame, each of
            which Frenchman are called upon to feel. To have overthrown Jacobinism and to have replaced it with the
            Directory will not yet atone for wrongs, for Frenchmen ‘have nothing to boast about’
            (ibid.: 73). Further, Maistre states that ‘there is not an intelligent man in France who is not more or
            less disgusted with himself’ (ibid.: 75). Perhaps a general term covering all such solicitations is
            admonishment. Certainly, admonishment gets at the related categories of guilt and innocence that Maistre
            now builds on top of the divine punishment notion he has embedded. Maistre splits up human beings into two
            fundamental types: the ‘innocent’ and ‘guilty’ (ibid.: 9). And the essential claim is that the innocent are
            very few. That is why, metaphorically, ‘Robespierre’s axe’ has been so hard at work, having lately extended
            to taking the heads of the Revolution’s own: ‘all who have willed [the Revolution] have very justly, even
            according to our limited [i.e. mortal] insight, become its victims’ (ibid.: 9).
          


          
            It is instructive to spend time examining the exact stages of reasoning by which Maistre apportions blame.
            The ratiocination offered is imperfect, but it will not pay to depreciate it. Broadly, Maistre thinks that
            those who must shoulder the greatest part of the blame are ‘industrious scholars’ – philosophers of the
            Enlightenment – but he does not think their motives are to be identified simply. Their motives seem to
            bifurcate, whereby on side are the ‘consequentialists’ and on the other are the ‘idealists’.
          


          
            First, the mark of the consequentialist in the new revolutionary era is to justify political mass murder as
            the means so long as ‘freedom’ is the end. The thinking is flawed, says Maistre, unless the
            consequentialist is prepared to present himself beneath the axe – which Maistre assumes he will not (ibid.:
            10). But Maistre is sensitive that, although the thinking is flawed, it may nevertheless still persuade.
            Hence, he takes the precaution of constructing a fable (a technique that the ancient rhetoricians
            took to be one possible variation on the use of the example) (Aristotle, 2004:
            II.xx.1393b). This is a fable involving two methods of combat. Maistre suggests that, superficially, it
            might seem that two men each fighting by sword are honourable, whereas two men fighting by daggers are
            shameful. However, in reality, there is shamefulness alike, and men only fail to realise so because
            ‘brilliant crimes’ involving ‘likeable qualities’ are more easily ‘pardoned or even admired’ – and
            especially if ‘rewarded by success’. What is his point? The proper judgment ought to be that superficially
            honourable crime is worse. For far from being ennobled by his creative justification, the criminal
            may be ‘blackened by his best qualities’, making ‘his greatest crime’ into the abuse of his talents (de
            Maistre, 1994: 10). Philosophers, therefore, stand doubly indicted.
          


          
            Second, Maistre makes a separate attempt to undermine the idealists who justify the Revolution. Arguably,
            this is where Maistre is aware his talents of persuasion will have to be marshalled the most; since his
            supposition seems to be that Frenchmen hear declarations in favour of the ‘reform of abuses and the public
            welfare’, and they believe in that (ibid.: 11). Perhaps much of the main body of Considerations
            ought to be seen as drawn-out effort to upend the idealists’ case. The key accentuation is that the idealists are motivated by pride, which has already been evoked negatively, and as a
            fundamentally sinful quality in human beings. This is a good place to begin to rehearse the use that
            Maistre makes of indignation in the nuts-and-bolts.
          

        

        
          Comprehending Sacrifice


          
            The subject for Maistre’s reactionary message is lapsed Frenchmen. Frenchmen are lapsed in the sense that
            they must be called back to Christianity, and to Roman Catholicism in particular. (Maistre’s loathing of
            Protestantism is marked.) Only by returning to the true faith may the audience Maistre is admonishing grasp
            that pride is the human sin par excellence. Moreover, only then may the audience grasp the author’s
            overarching point: that the Revolution is fated because it is blasphemous.
          


          
            It was observed earlier that Burke’s comparable text of the counter-Enlightenment era contained frequent
            address to a first-person plural ‘we’. The same can be said of Considerations. Hence, when Maistre
            is describing contemporary mass-scale violence in the context of unravelling divine punishment, a Christian
            view of the world is the prerequisite for accepting that ‘we may admire order in disorder’ (de
            Maistre, 1994: 13), or that ‘we can pass by turns from sadness to admiration’ (ibid.: 13, 15;
            italics added). The saturation of admonishment specifically with Christian themes is evident. At one point,
            Maistre chastises reformists for exercising inappropriate and impious levity, writing that one shocking
            feature of the Revolution is to have witnessed a ‘new kind of atrocity that joked about its crimes’ (ibid.:
            39). But there is one particular Christian theme which is called upon. Sacrifice, in Considerations,
            becomes the vessel for understanding contemporary wrongdoing. How else would it be possible to make sense
            of the suffering of the executed monarchs?
          


          
            The treatment meted out by the Revolution to French King and Queen has the effect of focusing indignation
            in Considerations. Several facets should be borne in mind. First, unlike Burke, Maistre writes in
            the wake of the judicial executions of Louis XVI and Marie-Antoinette: he has no need of recourse to
            prophecy (and, of course, a bleak reality is manifold times more ghastly than a bleak prospect). Second,
            Maistre’s preferred and exact focus is the King, not Queen: aside from paying fleeting tribute to the
            King’s executed sister, ‘the saintly Elizabeth’, Maistre declines to ennoble the kind of innocence embodied
            in femininity (ibid.: 30). Third, and structurally, contemplation of the fate of the doomed monarchs is
            forced not via a single set piece, but on three separate occasions, extractable as three separate excerpts.
            What is the appropriate emotional response to contemplating Louis XVI’s treatment? In a word, pity. The
            guilt of a very wide circle indeed is portrayed; conversely, the innocence of the figure of the King is
            beyond question (ibid.: 11). The second occasion in which the executions are evoked is the most extended
            and, arguably, the most consequential. That is because it amplifies the sacrifice motif to greatest
            extent.
          


          
            In a first fragment, Maistre portrays the King’s treatment as an exemplar of the divine punishment he
            discerns and forecasts in general: it is a mark of its particular horror that ‘every drop of Louis XVI’s
            blood will cast torrents of French blood’ (ibid.: 13). This incorporates an argument about why Louis’
            execution should be such a special violation, in the particular form of reasoning from analogy: the
            comparison with the English execution of a reigning monarch in 1649, namely Charles I (ibid.: 11).
            England’s execution of King Charles I is raised as a possible analogy to the execution of Louis XVI. But no
            sooner than raised, this is an analogy which Maistre alleges would be false. What Maistre attempts to pull
            off is an exercise in the rhetorical manipulation of analogical argument. By basic property, the authority
            of analogies depends upon the inference that insofar as two objects agree in one respect, they might
            agree in others. Maistre floats one single respect in which the events of 1649 and 1793 could potentially
            be alike – the killing by a state of a deposed monarch – with the result of bringing out all-the-better
            those many points of profound disagreement, by which the proposed analogy therefore fails. On Maistre’s
            presentation, Charles I had earned the censure of his subjects; he was executed by a single nameless
            executioner; and his execution was opposed quite evidently by one part of his kingdom. Conversely, Louis
            XVI was innocent, was ‘marched to his death surrounded by 60,000 armed men’; and whilst his death was in
            prospect, ‘the provinces were as mute as the capital’, for his sympathisers disreputably defended their
            silence on the need to remain hidden. This attempt at implying wickedness of an exceptional kind is notable
            – and certainly takes up space on the page – yet should be interpreted as stressing innocence without quite
            getting to the idea of sacrifice.
          


          
            The second occasion, meanwhile, evokes sacrifice optimally. It also shows one of diatribe’s key properties
            in virtue of recognisably dwelling on the King’s death. In the manner of the presentation, Louis
            XVI’s execution is consciously juxtaposed with the contemporary – famously gruesome – execution of Damiens
            (the historical episode since made more infamous by Michel Foucault) (ibid.: 30). The identity of the
            perpetrators of these gruesome acts should be obvious enough, Maistre indicates: ‘all those who willed the
            follies’ (ibid.: 12). But a special mental effort is required to arrive at actual understanding. The truth,
            proposes Maistre, is that Louis’ journey to the scaffold represented ‘innocence paying for crime’. Hence,
            placing this act within a shared understanding ought to affirm the ‘old dogma’ that ‘the innocent suffer
            for the sake of the guilty’. To reinforce the point about a special mental effort being required,
            Maistre adds that ‘this dogma … is perfectly natural to man although appearing difficult to arrive at by
            reason’ (ibid.: 30). Concerning violence generally, Considerations is not sparing. An entire midway
            chapter (‘On the Violent Destruction of the Human Species’) is devoted to attesting to a general rule of
            existence whereby ‘war is the habitual state of mankind’ (ibid.: 23). That amounts to a lingering upon
            violence – genuinely obsessing with it – a refusal to let strong negative emotions go. In view of the
            cataloguing of atrocities which was noted earlier is an underappreciated lead-in to
            Burke’s idealisation of Marie-Antoinette, lingering on the unpleasant might start to be thought of as a
            hallmark of political reactionaries. A final fragment of evidence from the text may serve as conclusive;
            namely, Maistre’s acid impersonation of those politick Frenchman who, on his estimation, although
            they did not consent to Louis XVI’s execution, wasted little time in getting over it: ‘Very well, it was
            perhaps unnecessary to execute the king; but since the deed is done, do not mention it again and let us all
            be good friends. Madness!’ (ibid.: 12). The third and final occasion in which Considerations evokes
            the King’s death bridges to the more ‘constructive’ part of work, the elucidation of a case for
            counter-Revolution: ‘Have Frenchman not tested the blood of the Capets long enough?’ (ibid.: 69).
          


          
            It should not be neglected that, aside from indignation, the other two rhetorical pillars of reaction –
            conspiracy and decadence – also receive a strong showing across the proof section of Considerations.
            Furthermore, what is detectable is that all three pillars tend to be mutually enforcing and proceed in
            lockstep. The conspiracy entailed in the project of the French revolutionaries is complex because of
            Maistre’s contention that underwriting human sinfulness is God’s foreknowledge: men conspire, but as in
            much else are only ‘pawns in a much bigger game’ (ibid.: 13). Yet, when opportune, Maistre has a habit of
            invoking conspiracy explicitly, hence the revolutionaries’ republican calendar, dating time anew in
            commencement with Year I of the Republic, is a very evident ‘conspiracy against religion’ (ibid.: 39).
            Decadence is spelled out most plainly in respect of the meaning which French revolutionary violence might
            have for the general course human history. What, Maistre asks, are we to make of ‘Robespierre’s
            guillotine’? (ibid.: 14). Its innermost meaning, he confides, will only be revealed in the eventual, but
            looming, restoration of the authority of throne and altar:
          


          
            
              The great purification must be accomplished and eyes must be opened; the metal of France, freed from its
              sour and impure dross, must emerge cleaner and more malleable into the hands of a future king. Doubtless,
              Providence does not have to punish in order to be justified, but in our epoch, coming down to our level,
              Providence punishes like a human tribunal.
            


            
              (ibid.: 14)
            

          


          
            The decadence manifest in French Revolutionary actions is almost like a natural cycle. Human beings will
            need to step back from this cycle to patiently let the spiral of killing unravel: it will wear itself out
            by increments. Maistre himself borrows a simile to this effect from the natural world: a ‘black
            magic’ is currently at work in France that in due course will ‘disappear like mist before the sun’
            (ibid.: 17; italics added). Repeatedly, across the main body of Considerations, Maistre is led to
            the image of the present as acute historical lapse. The image of the lapse is also rendered graphically via the metaphor of decay in the human body. In reference to the
            Revolution, he states that no liberty can be permanent that ‘springs from gangrene’ (ibid.: 38).
            Naturalistic idiom, then, variously involving weather, time, and the universe, alternate with bodily
            metaphor.
          

        

        
          Three Refutations


          
            One of the ways in which Maistre’s Considerations indicates more adept organisation than Burke’s
            Reflections is that, in line with the classical understanding of all that the ‘proof’ stage of a
            speech should entail, the author takes the reader through some discernible exercises in the ‘refutation’ of
            the foreseeable objections. These are threefold.
          


          
            In the first of these refutations, Maistre takes up the topic of republican political theory. And his
            approach – which may be surprising in light of the heavily theologically accented account preceding – is
            largely ‘secular’. Summarising, it is to submit it to the type of critique that is both immanent and
            pragmatic. The second refutation has a related, but broader, target in Enlightenment philosophy. And at
            this point, the approach becomes an expression of the counter-Enlightenment era perverse secularisation
            thesis, critical of when reason is permitted to become zeal. Distinguishable is that this is applied in
            slightly heavier rendition than Burke provides. Human reason, when unshackled from Christianity, is now not
            only pathological, but unambiguously sacrilegious and profane, since ‘man cannot act the Creator without
            putting himself in harmony with him’ (ibid.: 42). The third refutation, however, comes the closest to
            engaging the ‘realities’ of political life – and for this reason is perhaps the most interesting for
            challenging the misconception that (as compared to Burke) Maistre has nothing moderate, sensible, or
            temperate to say.
          


          
            The third refutation concerns the contemporary case for constitution-making, and it occupies three
            consecutive chapters. The principal strategy is to render the illusion of constitution-making into the
            particular application of a general law: man, divested of God, may modify everything, but ‘creates nothing’
            (ibid.: 49). Is this strategy successful? Ultimately, probably not, since the appeal of the simplicity that
            is inherent in applying a law purporting to be general seems to be compromised, in practice, by Maistre’s
            decision to employ a long-list format of reasons: ostensibly strong reasons mix with far weaker ones in a
            total of thirteen numbered points which comment on the errors of constitutions by aspect (ibid.: 49–52).
            Nonetheless, moments of the implementation of the strategy are not without common-sense appeal.
            Constitutions are self-evidently illusory, he argues, because in the Revolution to date France has now
            tried three: the Constitutions of 1791 and 1793 both collapsed, and the latest – ‘the Constitution of 1795’
            – is, ‘like its predecessors’, made by man ‘for man’, when universal man is nothing more than a chimerical
            abstraction. Comedy mixes with insult here (‘already at this moment, how many signs of decay!’)
            (ibid.: 53). It is notable, however, that these elements of comedy and insult perform
            as ornaments in the argument, and that neither is permitted to eclipse rage.
          

        
      

      
        Ending Irritably


        
          How does the epilogue of Considerations fare? It is staged over two chapters. The titles of those
          chapters are indicative of the directly political message Maistre is trying to impart: ‘How will the
          Counter-Revolution Happen if it Comes?’, ‘On the Supposed Dangers of a Counter-Revolution’. In the France of
          the time, counter-revolution does come, but not until 1815: when the Bourbon monarchy is restored, albeit
          under the constraints of another constitution. So, in real time, what Maistre is addressing is an unclear
          prospect and no more.
        


        
          The manner of the argumentation is quite peculiar and is ostensibly a retreat from some of the perceptive
          pragmatism exhibited in the refutations. The tone is one of impatience and irritation. ‘Too often’, Maistre
          says, it is assumed that the counter-revolution will be the result of ‘popular deliberation’, but in fact
          just ‘four or five persons, perhaps, will give France a king’ (ibid.: 77). His justification for this
          semi-prediction is a curious counterfactual. He invites the reader to imagine a particular scenario: rumour
          grabs the provinces that royalists have seized Paris; republican resistance quickly melts away, for ordinary
          troops want nothing more than to eat; at first, due to their understandable distrustfulness, right-thinking
          citizens are reluctant to take arms themselves; however, rumours of further cities acknowledging the
          authority of the new king is enough to stir them, and for the counter-revolution to be secured (ibid.:
          78–79).
        


        
          This rather fanciful counterfactual is superseded by some more conventional features of an epilogue. Notably,
          Maistre amplifies his own prior material but also quite pointedly diminishes that of his opponents
          (Aristotle, 2004: III.xviii.1419b). Annoyance, contempt, and aggressiveness are
          each approximations of the assorted negative emotions rekindled. Are his opponents right to dissuade his
          contemporaries from action because it may invite yet more disorder? Frenchmen are gravely mistaken when they
          fear so, because presuming revolution and counter-revolution to be equally destructive is an ‘error
          spring[ing] from the misuse of words’ (de Maistre, 1994: 83). Alone, perhaps, that reply possesses the
          benefit of logic without benefit of emotion. That is soon corrected. He appears appreciative of a need to
          allay anxiety and calm ‘disquiet’ (ibid.: 15). He therefore allows a rerun of the bodily metaphor concerning
          decay: ‘the return from sickness to health’ – the counter-revolution – is not at all like events since 1789,
          which reversely comprise ‘the passage from health to sickness’ (ibid.: 83). Lastly, at the very end of
          Considerations, it is possible to detect the same transmutation of emotion that occurs at the end of
          Burke’s Reflections. Taken at face value, Considerations concludes on a note of mournfulness,
          mellower than the bulk of what has gone before. From the perspective of 1797, the highpoint of the
          revolutionary Terror, from September 1793 to July 1794, should now stand as like ‘a bad
          dream’, in which a strange ‘delirium … took possession of men’ (ibid.: 97).
        

      
    

    
      Why the Divide Between Reactionaries and Conservatives Is Blurred


      
        Burke and Maistre both end their texts in softer tones than the angry heights to which they seem to summon
        themselves along the way. That is just one of the interesting points of comparison and contrast to come out of
        viewing Considerations and Reflections closely alongside one another. The presence of the three
        reactionary pillars in variable combinations is confirmed, some added regularities at the micro level of
        rhetoric appear, and the insights to take into the more systematic analysis of the appeal to indignation are
        plentiful. But a particular problem emerging out of the pairing of cases is worth focusing attention upon
        presently. It has been noted that in Considerations and Reflections alike, there is repeat
        backsliding out of what could appear to be bona fide reactionary positions into attitudes, or sometimes
        linguistic behaviours, that more credibly resemble conservatism. The movement is not permanent and emphatic,
        since the textual impression is more one of ambiguity and periodic crossover. In the language of ideology
        studies what this pertains to is a boundary problem. At the same time, this boundary problem is closely bound
        up with the foremost aim of this book, which is to apprehend political reactionaries on the basis of an
        efficacious ideological theory. Without a clearer sense of the nature of the external demarcation – i.e. to
        complement the sense of internal pattern – the ideological definition of political reactionaries risks
        incompletion.
      


      
        Is the demarcation between conservatives and reactionaries particularly permeable? Is porousness greater than
        with other ideologies arranged in neighbouring proximity? An argument can be presented to confirm that it is.
        To illuminate this special porousness, there might be a number of ways by which to draw upon the evidence of
        Considerations and Reflections, but an argument can be made in the present juncture by revisiting
        the Isaiah Berlin thesis. In view of the textual reconstructions, the Berlin thesis is questionable, but even
        more striking is that disputing it seems to reveal an inbuilt tendency for ideology on the political Right to
        assume a shapeshifting form: more inherently than contingently, the lines between ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ Rights
        blur. Isaiah Berlin argued influentially but controversially that a strong line of separation existed between
        Joseph de Maistre and Edmund Burke (the latter represented conservatism simpliciter, the former
        participated in a more ignoble tradition) (see Mali and
        Wokler, 2003). Berlin was writing about Maistre directly and only secondarily about Burke, but his thesis
        is significant because despite broad and continuing acceptance that there are certain contents of Burke’s
        thought which ‘fit’ conservatism ideally, dispute about the overall classification of his thinking grows. That
        extends into uncertainty about the make-up of the counter-Enlightenment as a historical
        intellectual formation in general: some commentators, like Zeev Sternhell (2010), look to relocate the counter-Enlightenment into the hard Right wholesale (in the
        process radicalising the Berlin thesis); other commentators, like Graeme Garrard (2006), urge a more careful reading of divergent strands. Therefore, the case for
        (re)drawing only faint lines between Burke and Maistre, and seeing that as indicative of the only faint lines
        between reaction and conservatism tout court, has implications for how the history of modern Right gets
        written. More starkly, it has implications worth teasing out for current politics. The present case is made in
        three steps. First, it is worth going back to amplify those standout moments in each text when boundary
        crossovers have been observed. Second, something should be said about the ways the texts handle these moments
        of transition (sometimes acknowledging them, sometimes not). Third, it is appropriate to reflect not only on
        what it is within reaction that might enable special porousness but also within conservatism. That is where the
        most provocative political implications sit. To anticipate, given the right circumstances, conservatives may
        drag to reaction, for the reason that conservatism is ideologically incapable of policing its border.
      


      
        First, let us flag up some examples from both texts when slippage seemed evident. Two examples from Burke’s
        Reflections: the introduction struggled with maintaining composure when subjecting the arguments of
        opponents to forensic examination, and accordingly at various interludes surrendered the ground of careful
        ratiocination for intemperate polemic; ‘the little platoon’ looked less like a positive valuation of family,
        church, and locality and (when read against the longer fragment of text that contained the phrase) more like a
        negative tirade against fractured class loyalty. Likewise, two examples from Maistre’s Considerations:
        the introduction started in a rebarbative key, by admonishing an audience, but later took care to disentangle
        revolutionary motivations logically; the criticism of the Enlightenment as the outright iteration of human
        blasphemy became, thereafter, supplemented by some quite careful exercises in refutation, which in order to
        work required treating the premises of opponents in interpretive charity. The examples could be extended. In
        short, in both texts, the slippages were frequent, rather than one-offs. Greater or lesser amounts of slippage
        do not appear to be the difference. Rather, the only noticeable difference appears in the initial direction of
        the crossover: from opening manoeuvres, Considerations began in reactionary features (vilification of
        Rousseau, admonishment of audience), whilst, reversely, where Reflections began was in moderation
        (graciousness of address to foreign gentleman having solicited Burke’s advice).
      


      
        Second, then, we ask: what is going on at such moments of transition? It is worth honing in on the page with
        the sorts of points just listed. Perhaps more might be learned about the nature of ideological slippage by
        noticing clues within the surrounding rhetorical verbiage. Loosely, two distinct sorts of transition can be
        separated where, arguably, more searching questions about the reactionary/conservative
        borderlines are raised by the latter sort than the former. In the former case, transition is primitively either
        acknowledged or accounted for. Some more particular examples: Burke’s Reflections exemplifies this when
        surrounding prose features an evident ‘breaking-off’ point (witnessed several times in the act of the author
        suddenly turning about to address his notional correspondent, the recipient of his ‘letter’ resident in Paris);
        Maistre’s Considerations explicitly signposts a shift in his consideration of the Revolution from a
        ‘moral point of view’ to the point of view from ‘politics’ (1994: 31). In these examples, it is conceivable
        that authors are consciously projecting a change in audience, and thus slippage is potentially ascribable to
        tactics – since it might be in the author’s interests to serve different audiences with different messages.
        However, there is also a latter case, in which slippage is far more complex. That proceeds without apparent
        self-awareness on the author’s part whatsoever. And, amongst other implications, this casts grave doubt that
        what is at work is tactical dissimulation. It is difficult to equate unpremeditated speech with manipulative
        speech.
      


      
        Third, therefore, we come to the most provocative matter: the reasons for the special porousness between
        reaction and conservatism as ideological traditions. Recall that we think we know already what it is in
        reaction that facilitates movement: it will be definable by the three rhetorical appeals to indignation,
        decadence and conspiracy (perhaps with more classificatory features to be prised out across this book), and by
        nature rhetorical markers will be elastic, easily allowing for border violations in the one direction. So, the
        focus duly falls on the other side of the border: what is it in conservatism which enables ideological
        criss-crossing? Most likely, we may suggest, it is its own definitional uncertainty. Hence, externally,
        conservatism suffers from a basic incapacity to be able to police its borders responsibly; to demand much of
        ideological subjects in return for entering into its fold or, for that matter, for leaving it. The identity of
        conservatism is vague. That is not a controversial statement. Adherents of conservatism themselves contrive a
        virtue out of such – celebrating alleged resistance to dogma (Scruton, 2014), or romanticising mercurialness (Oakeshott, 1962: 407–437). Analysis confirms the
        emaciated definition: not just the analysis of marxisant critics, who, in view of the definitional
        slightness, seize their chance to reduce conservative beliefs to a cover for ‘organised selfishness’ (Honderich, 2005: 302), but also the analysis of those inspired
        to interpret political ideology by methods in political philosophy, who struggle to pinpoint those recurring
        valuations of concepts they are primed to look either to any real extent or specificity. Conservatives, for
        such commentators, hold to conceptual commitments that are no more than very few in number; and the problem is
        compounded by the resistance of even these conceptual valuations to easy generalisability (‘tradition’, for
        example, at first seems an eligible concept, but will have variable content according to place). In perhaps the
        nearest thing to a consensual assessment by political philosophers, conservatism pares down thus, to two
        valuations of concepts: concreteness over abstraction and particularism over universalism
        (O’Hara, 2011: 15–20).4
      


      
        So, with the emaciated self-definition noted, observe what happens when the most challenging moments of
        slippage within the two texts are re-examined. Can we start to account for it, from one direction, in terms of
        the properties of conservatism itself? Many times over there is regular interchange. Disentanglement becomes
        tricky, because the ideological back-and-forth between reaction and conservatism is so rapid and quick-fire.
        Lastly, hence, the most complex examples of all. Exhibits A: Within Maistre’s refutations of republican
        political theory, there is a heavy accent on pragmatism – he analogises building a republic to dice-rolling
        (the chances of success are far exceeded by those of failure), and he observes that a representative republic
        centred in Paris would be a ‘square circle’ (the vast majority of citizens would be far remote from
        decision-making) (1994: 33, 37) – but the pause that separates these moments from the reactionary threads being
        pursued is virtually nonexistent, since only three pages before the dice-rolling analogy he has been waxing
        lyrical on his radically pessimistic view of human history (‘… the effusion of human blood has never ceased in
        the world’) (ibid.: 28), and only two paragraphs after the ‘square circle’ point he will come a hasty
        volte-face implying he has temporarily forgotten God’s sovereign role but should not have (‘let us […]
        raise ourselves to a level that befits an intelligent being’) (ibid.: 38). Exhibits B: Burke’s
        Reflections manifests similarly unguarded slippage in one rendition of the critique of abstraction
        (English radicals like Price are mere ‘metaphysicians’, and thereby naïve, but equally ‘must be shamed
        out of their present course’), and also in discussing the legislative work of the French National Assembly
        (which is criticised for seeking ‘equality’ in universalist spirit but meanwhile, within the immediately
        surrounding prose, is equally criticised for representing the fulfilment of national decay) (2014: 63, 53).
      


      
        Ultimately, it is tempting to infer that the conditions of ideological transfer between conservatism and
        reaction are generous in view of the nebulousness of conservatism itself. If the reactionary is one who must
        persuade himself into his beliefs, the authors of Reflections and Considerations waver. But
        perhaps there is a push as well as a pull factor – insofar as there are inbuilt reasons as to why conservatism
        may struggle fail to command assent in depth and in permanence. In the vocabulary of ideology studies, transfer
        is often conceived in terms of single-directional ideological ‘adjustment’. Formally speaking, this entails
        that the belief-holder will undertake a reordering her core set of evaluations of key political concepts –
        altering their relative priority, altering their meanings – and will do so with the end-effect of vacating the
        political space that is occupied by one ideology to enter into that occupied by another. As such, if the
        belief-holder is a liberal, she may need to reorder her original concurrent valuations of individualism,
        freedom, and reason; or, if she is a socialist, she may need to reorder concurrent valuations of equality,
        community, and cooperation. But the conservative has no firm valuations to need to
        subject to such a process of thorough-going revaluation. By that token, the impediments to movement are
        slighter – and even slighter still in the particular direction of reaction – since reaction requires no
        co-option into conceptual units of belief at all, rather simply rhetoric. Accordingly, there is potentially a
        regular political phenomenon to confront, which, in view of open-endedness and multi-directionality, is better
        captured in a term like ideological ‘vacillation’ than adjustment. The present real-world stakes do not need to
        be looked for hard in order to appreciate. In many Western parliamentary democracies, centre-right political
        parties have (at least since the financial crash of 2008) been involved in such a tug of war with the push and
        pull of reaction.5 It is to one
        such arena that the book now turns.
      

    

    
      Notes


      
        	
          The resumption of the act of writing seems announced in the following
          phrase: ‘It was my original purpose to take a view of …’ (Burke, 2014: 167).
        


        	
          There is also some inelegant phrasal repetition, albeit with the
          effect of lingering on the social stereotype in question. For instance, only three paragraphs after having
          first used the phrase, Burke repeats: ‘from the moment I had the list I saw distinctively, and very nearly as
          it has happened, all that was to follow’ (Burke, 2014: 43).
        


        	
          The author has his own conception of the work’s coherence: he first
          of all considers the Revolution from a ‘moral point of view’ before turning ‘[his] speculations to politics’
          (Maistre, 1994: 31).
        


        	
          Further, see Vincent (1994), Freeden (1996: 317–416),
          Brennan and Hamlin (2004), Müller (2006: 317–416).
        


        	
          For a lively, interesting – and alternative – account of this divide,
          see Applebaum (2020), which underlines ideological defection to reactionary authoritarianism from within the
          ranks of the centre-right. For an account which (slightly surreptitiously) moves the responsibility from
          conservative party-politicians and intellectuals to ‘centrism’ and liberals, and through an elite-led process
          of ‘legitimisation’ via the ‘mainstreaming’ of the far right, see Mondon and Winter (2020: 6).
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        Alongside the historical exemplars such as Burke and Maistre, reactionary indignation receives rich expression
        in contemporary political life. In this next chapter, attention speeds forward to the early twenty-first
        century and to the area of the political Right that, in the American context, lies beyond mainstream
        conservatism. The chapter looks first at the figure of Sarah Palin, then at Donald Trump. Consistent with the
        timeline of the political success of these two figures, this ordering arrangement is consciously intended to
        evoke Marx’s aphorism: namely, that if a first time appears as tragedy, then a second time appears as farce.
        That aphorism, to recall, was not aimed at diminishing real-world consequences, rather at conveying imitation
        to the point of semi-absurd caricature.1
      


      
        The chapter consists for the most part in textual reconstruction. As with Burke and Maistre, specific political
        writings published in the names of Palin and Trump are identified, then those writings are elucidated so that
        the presence of a full set of reactionary themes is demonstrated, but with the particular theme of indignation
        accentuated. Within this a case is made for ideological continuity, only not an unqualified continuity.
        Conceptually, the ideologies communicated by Palin and Trump actually diverge. Whereas Palin’s worldview leans
        towards libertarianism and militarism, Trump’s is drawn to isolationism and protectionism. Yet, despite the
        differing conceptual commitments, Palin and Trump both invoke the same rhetorical pillars. They speak a
        language of decline, in which the circumstances are the same – the same entity of ‘the nation’ having fallen
        into disrepair – and in which conspiracy is high-up among the obstacles standing in the way of redressing
        decline. Yet indignation is the most arresting commonality. It is what makes Marx’s aphorism apt because, when
        juxtaposed with Palin’s discourse, Trump’s discourse has the appearance of being theatricalised most of all
        when the attempt is being made to impart pathos. What is offered in the interpretive argument concluding
        the chapter is to think a little more clearly about the specific nature of the emotion which reaction inspires.
        In it, clues are incorporated both from this chapter and the previous chapter, with the benefit of making it
        possible to locate reactionary indignation as a very particular type of ‘anger’. And meanwhile, the concluding
        part of the chapter is driven to note that the theatricality of Trump’s anger (which, to emphasise, does not preclude it from being genuine) indicates only the latest rendering of what is
        perhaps one of the definitive reactionary ‘styles’: namely, camp.
      


      
        America by Heart


        
          Sarah Palin’s America by Heart is the type of book that cleaves to the surface of political life. It
          does not, therefore, aspire to the general reflection aimed at by both Maistre and Burke. Specifically,
          America by Heart obeys the conventions of what, in American politics, is known as the senator’s book;
          only Palin sets out her message not as senator, rather as state governor, and, indeed, as state governor then
          in the process of stepping down from office, in her native Alaska. America by Heart possesses the
          alliterative subtitle ‘Reflections on Family, Faith, and Flag’. It was published in November 2010. On the
          contextual data, it thereby seems intended to (re)connect with an audience two years after the author’s
          failed run for the vice presidency, whilst she is still in search of a new role, but a role which will
          prospectively involve some sort of affiliation with the then-emerging Tea Party movement. Indicative of the
          genre of the senator’s book are both cover and table of contents. The cover features a perfectly made-up
          applicant for high office staged to give the impression of staring off meaningfully into the future. The
          table of contents signifies the big issues of the day which the author can duly be expected to pronounce
          upon. Those issues are in the range indicated in the subtitle and comprise, in particular, nation, military,
          religion, and community.
        


        
          Almost as closely as America by Heart follows the conventions of the senator’s book, it also conforms
          to the conventions of rhetorical structure. Overall, it comes to 288 pages (albeit really the book is shorter
          than page length implies, inasmuch as the lines are double-spaced, and the characters appear in larger than
          normal type). An exordium is explicitly separated in the introduction, which is headed ‘An American
          Awakening’. A narration is performed in chapter 1, which is
          effectively a homily on the Constitution and which, since the US Constitution is the central topic revisited
          in the epilogue, forms one end of the book’s rather tidy arc. Between narration and epilogue are eight
          chapters of proof. Each main-body chapter is discrete in subject matter yet has a very similar story to tell,
          in common with the others. That story comprises America by Heart’s variation upon the decadence thesis
          which, as we saw in the earlier era of the late eighteenth century, could be leveraged against Enlightenment
          rationalism. Palin’s variant on the decadence thesis is that in the last two years – that is, since
          Republican defeat to Obama and Biden (then serving as Obama’s vice president) – everything in America has
          been in steep decline, with no field of experience excepted. The epilogue includes what is explicitly
          presented as the book’s concluding chapter but, perhaps also, chapter 9 (‘Our North Star’), because it is at
          this juncture that the author begins, finally, to let up on the decline-oriented appraisal of issues, to move
          to enunciate some personal themes instead.
        


        
          It is clear that decadence infuses America by Heart via the persistent state-of-America motif. It is
          also clear that, although appeals to character are numerous in kind, conspiracy unmistakably is one of them.
          But there is good reason to think that the reactionary theme which the Palin text conveys most extensively –
          as well as most interestingly – is indignation. In accordance with the rhetorical mechanics of indignation
          identified in the previous chapter, America by Heart speaks to a ‘we’, a consistent construal of the
          reactionary subject. And this is a ‘we’ which, subjectively, should understand itself to be a victim. In
          virtue of overlapping in composition, the ‘we’ also bears strong affinities to the electorate to be
          associated with the ascension to the presidency of Donald Trump half a decade later: that is, it consists in
          America’s fed-up, native, blue-collar families. Palin’s constituency is different really only in a single
          respect, specifically making a special address to American women. This tacking towards a female audience is
          salient but, as we shall see, should not be exaggerated. Certainly, it does not eclipse Palin’s
          exemplification of the long-standing, modern reactionary tradition.
        


        
          Introducing by ‘Real’ People


          
            Making up the exordium of America by Heart is a preamble about Palin’s speaking tours across the
            United States: the people she has met, the things she has discovered. The arousal of the sympathy of an
            audience could be little plainer. This preamble, staged over thirteen pages, also foregrounds what is
            particular to each of her permutations upon decadence, conspiracy, and indignation (Palin, 2013: ix–xxii).
          


          
            First up is a recollection of her speech in the April of 2010, before a crowd in Boston (‘the home of the
            original American tax revolt’). Palin asks anyone standing before her who has served in the military to
            identify themselves. And right on cue – reportedly – the crowd raptures in response (ibid.: x). This is to
            begin a discourse with what some scholars of rhetoric would call ‘actualization’. The recollection serves
            as more than just an example, because it is an evocation of real people, real things – reliably effective
            for framing perception in terms that are simultaneously vivid and abstract (Cockcroft and Cockcroft, 2005: 61–66). What is going on, at the same
            time, is the construction of a specific form of appeal to character: authenticity. It is notable that up to
            this point, authenticity crowds out the invocation of conspiracy, which we are proposing is the more common
            measure by which reactionary speakers invite audiences to invest their trust. Conspiracy only gets a single
            outing, in the suggestion that behind the deprecation of such events are ‘the gripes of Washington special
            interest groups’ (Palin, 2013: xi). Authenticity, however, is underlined in the
            maxim which the recollected Boston-scene supposedly bears out: ‘If you love freedom, thank a vet’ (ibid.:
            x). Authenticity is an indicator of the broader extent to which the author will, in fact, depend upon
            pathos to do her persuading for her: it promptly pushes the assessment of personality out of reason
            and into the realm of emotion.
          


          
            Establishing this back-slapping bond with an audience early-on – in which content is not absent, but
            nevertheless light – is advantageous. The identity of the strongest emotions she is summoning up is
            nevertheless clear. For the warm camaraderie felt and shared by ‘real people’ – ‘the little guy’, ‘normal
            Americans’ – there is a flipside (ibid.: xiii, x), namely, the ‘spark of patriotic indignation’ which they
            feel – and should feel – at the ‘counter-protestors’ amassed at meetings like the one she has just
            described (ibid.: xvi). Accordingly, meanwhile that her projected constituency is being located, this
            constituency is equally urged to grasp its victimhood:
          


          
            
              These are the Americans who grow our food, teach our children, run our small businesses, help out
              those less fortunate, and fight our wars.
            


            
              (ibid.: xiii, italics added)
            

          


          
            Palin has another actualisation handy for her intended audience, to confirm that something like affront is
            the reaction they ought to be feeling and, moreover, to a very extended degree. This is interesting since
            it conforms to Aristotle’s observation about one of the ways in which emotions that are negative may work
            in speech. An audience, observes Aristotle, is moved especially to strong feelings at the sight of ‘those
            who speak ill of or despise the things about which they are especially serious’ (Aristotle, 2004: II.ii.1379b). Palin has (or so she claims) recently
            been sent a copy of the US Constitution by a ‘friend’; and printed on the back of the book is a ‘warning
            label’, to the effect that parents ought to discuss with their children how the content of the document may
            be discordant with evolved thinking on race, gender, and sexuality: ‘That’s right: a warning label attached
            to the Constitution of the United States! It’s outrageous …’ (Palin, 2013:
            xiv; italics added).
          


          
            Decadence assumes an interesting role within the exordium of hooking together this solicitation of
            indignation (which is overt) with the allegation of conspiracy (far more understated). The interconnection
            is basically as follows. ‘Real’ people regularly suffer being besmirched – for example, by the media’s
            insinuation that ‘they’re all racists and haters’ – but what separates them from the conspirators (and
            others) arraigned against them is being able to penetrate through the dissimulation to recognise America’s
            decline, such that ‘they want their country back’ (ibid.: xiv). She asks, why do people turn out in
            large numbers to her speeches? The answer is that they ‘are turned onto this movement because they love
            America and they don’t like what they see happening to her’ (ibid.: xiii). The implication is subtle, and
            an important platform is established for the later argumentation. Not only is America in decline
            objectively but, subjectively, the powers-that-be – ‘the Left’ – have lost confidence in America:
          


          
            
              They don’t seem to share the timeless values that so many of us hold dear: our
              belief in our God-given freedom, our faith in free markets, and our
              certainty that the truths of our American founding are the way to a more perfect union.
            


            
              (ibid.: italics added)
            

          


          
            For the first time in the book (the occasions will be many more), Palin can be witnessed making recourse to
            schmaltz. But reducing Palin’s rhetoric to mere phoneyness should be resisted. Although some studies have
            credited Palin’s success with the deliberate cultivation of an Alaskan pioneer girl image (e.g. Dunn, 2011), such accounts are too absorbed in the extent
            to which the personal credentials being flaunted by the author are objectively ‘true’ and, conversely, not
            interested enough in the independent convictions she may hold about herself (independent of reality).
            Overall, Palin’s prose certainly does tend towards the gooey, the simplistic. Another example – difficult
            to pass up on citing, because the schmaltz is so unmoderated – is the paragraph that bridges from the
            introduction to the first chapter:
          


          
            
              This is my America, from my heart, and by my heart. I give it now to children and
              grandchildren, and to yours, so that they will always know what it was like in America when people were
              free.
            


            
              (Palin, 2013: xii; italics added)
            

          


          
            Broadly, this is an aspect of Palin’s prose that warrants understanding as kitsch. In respect of her
            audience, it is not necessarily ill-judged, because yet another of Aristotle’s dictums is being followed,
            at least implicitly. For Aristotle observes that it will be easy to make a simple person seem ‘honest’.
            This ostensible truism may harbour a double insight for understanding contemporary ‘populists’: it perhaps
            also explains why, in an inverse regard, ‘elites’ will seem dishonest, because they, rather, engage
            complexity (Aristotle, 2004: I.ix.1367b). But, in addition to pointing to the
            possible benefits of simplicity, passages like the two just quoted point to a significant incongruity. This
            is that interspersed with clauses and sentences that sickly-sweet are clauses and sentences that read as
            hostile and vitriolic. Often, in fact, the latter appear either immediately before or after the former, so
            that there are changes in tone that appear both sudden and guileless. There will be more to say about this
            incongruity later on, once comparison with Trump is in view.
          

        

        
          Narrating ‘Confidence’ in America (and Self)


          
            In the rhetorical tradition, narration offers any author the opportunity to state the basic facts of a
            case, and thereby place their strongest material available at the start. America by Heart does this
            faithfully, for it rehearses what is the book’s fundamental argument: an argument concerning what is
            usually known as ‘American exceptionalism’. But narration in America by Heart also has a surprise in
            store, in respect of how much work character is made to do still, which is a surprise since appeal to
            character – the process of setting out one’s credentials – is classically more
            associated with introductions. Palin’s presentation of self is inseparable from a substantive message being
            conveyed.
          


          
            Valuing ‘American exceptionalism’ is often a cornerstone of what is required in US public discourse. To
            different people, it can mean different things. The thing which America by Heart intends American
            exceptionalism to mean is palpable: America’s founding is in equal proportion libertarian and biblical –
            and so America should remain (Palin, 2013: 10). This particular thought supplies
            a kind of overall scaffolding for the text. In respect of various spheres of national life, America’s
            regression from this original, true identity can be measured and affirmed accordingly. The basic ‘facts’
            recalled are these. Purportedly, the US Constitution anathematises big government (ibid.: 16, 17): in
            virtue of recognising the biblical idea of original sin, it disavows that ‘humanity’ either can or should
            be changed (ibid.: 10). But seeking to change human beings is the cardinal error of ‘progressives’, who
            ‘exist, their name implies, to “correct” America and to “correct” all of us in the process’ (ibid.: 17).
            Is, therefore, America well and truly lost? Not quite. The reader is relieved to learn that belief in
            America’s values lives on in the country’s less fashionable parts, even if lacking in ‘Washington, D.C.’:
            ‘I hear from and meet Americans every day who have a very different view’, Americans who express a
            ‘tremendous, unshakeable love … for their country, even when times are tough’ (ibid.: 8, 9). Of course, the
            book does not use the technical idiom, but Palin’s case is not frivolous, not at all devoid of logical
            basis. What she validates and, more to the point, what she finds her fellow citizens validating already, is
            a particular philosophy of constitutional interpretation: not ‘loose constructionism’, which allows for
            adaptation according to changing societal norms, but ‘originalism’, which priorities the actual intentions
            of the late eighteenth-century writers of the document.
          


          
            The celebration of the Constitution in this part of the book sets parameters for the more issue-oriented
            arguments to come. Yet notwithstanding, the importance of this framing device is arguably exceeded by
            another feature of chapter 1 (‘We the People’), which is the continuing entreaty to put one’s trust in
            Palin; namely, as a suitable spokesperson for ‘real’ people. The communication of ethos is renewed
            in chapter 1 by three separable modes of appeal.
          


          
            The first invitation for an audience to place their trust Palin is by alleging conspiracy, which the
            introduction, to recall, has left understated. Chapter 1 begins with a five-page vignette underscoring the
            point about why big government is not desirable and revolving around the interwar-period film, Mr Smith
            Goes to Washington (ibid.: 1–5). The plot of this film is thus: Jefferson Smith is an unsophisticated,
            regular guy who enters the US Senate; senior party figures are confident they can control him, but Smith
            refuses to be manipulated; he fights valiantly for his major policy aim, which is to establish a national
            boy’s camp. The film provides Palin which an easy and undemanding representation of how it is that the
            conspiratorial nature of power works, so that patriots reading her account are called
            to appreciate the battle against corruption in which outsider politicians – like Palin – continue to have
            to be engaged. Standing in the same lineage of Palin and Jefferson Smith is, in particular, President
            Ronald Reagan (‘the Gipper’) – an accreditation which is important because once having been mentioned for a
            first time, President Reagan remains a favoured fellow traveller enlisted in Palin’s cause (ibid.: 6, 7).
            Reagan is not only a reprise of Smith’s lone-voice heroism because, in having stood up against late-era
            Soviet communism, he is also an ally in lionising the right type of constitution: the constitution which
            exists to protect the people (the American template) versus the constitution which empowers government
            against the people (the Soviet model) (ibid.: 6, 7).
          


          
            The second invitation to trust is by renewal of the appeal to authenticity, which again places ethos
            firmly in the realm of emotion rather than rationality. When Palin is not hectoring, the authorial voice is
            one of gentle familiarity, inclined to the aforementioned quality of appearing sickly-sweet. And of this,
            all the following are good examples: to conclude the Mr Smith vignette, Palin recounts that
            growing-up ‘[she] shared a love of this movie with my maternal grandfather’; after quoting from the
            Declaration of Independence, she confides that ‘I still get a chill when I read these words’; and
            after praising Reagan, she adds – pithily, colloquially – that ‘as usual, the Gipper absolutely hit the
            nail on the head’ (ibid.: 3, 11, 18). A different way of conveying what is normally described as
            authenticity is to say that Palin makes a convincing stab at embodying her beliefs. Existing
            interpretations have made much of the ‘authenticity’ of her regional affinities: indeed, the American life
            she hails in America by Heart is unambiguously outdoorsy, and emblematised in her Alaskan background
            (the ‘Last Frontier’) (Palin, 2013: 144; cf. Busby, 2012; Hatzisavvidou, 2019).
            But, arguably, gender is foremost to her embodiment of her beliefs. Gender even envelops the endorsement
            she makes of symbolic ‘Alaskan’ rough-and-ready-ness. When she describes the Mr Smith film, she
            draws out a perhaps unobvious lesson about the ‘nature’ of men and women (unobvious because available
            readings of the film would leave the message out):
          


          
            
              Senator Smith doesn’t want to build a camp so that boys can discover their inner selves or learn to
              worship Mother Earth. He wants to build a boys camp to help produce young men willing and capable of
              living together in freedom.
            


            
              (Palin, 2013: 4)
            

          


          
            For the first noteworthy time within the text here, Palin makes her enactment of gender important to her
            politics. That is in the guise of her tradition-focused, nuclear-family-oriented (anti-feminist?) feminism.
          


          
            Palin’s third means of showcasing her personality within the remit of American exceptionalism is the most
            peculiar. It is the depth of belief in the basic story she is laying out. This is definitely
            unorthodox, counts as dogmatic, possibly, yet has its most evident expression in
            earnestness (which now complements all the earthiness). Earnestness is what characterises the self which
            she discloses via such locutions as a ‘dream for ourselves’, ‘a hopeful view of America’, ‘my first memory’
            (ibid.: 32, 33). Conventionally, expression of unassailable self-belief might risk alienating an audience
            by the impression of narcissism. But, certainly in the present instance, that would be to misapprehend. The
            crux of what is being communicated concerns the value of ‘confidence’ not only as manifest in the author –
            but also in the whole community. Earnestness is a way of conveying generosity towards others. By it, Palin
            is inviting members of an audience to share a confidence in capacities of their own and, what is more, in
            their country. The singular thing of which there is absolutely no indication of her possessing is any
            bone fide extraordinary qualities (cf. Bowden,
            2010: 86). That is important since it ought to guard against conflating authenticity with charisma.
          


          
            Is this uninhibited, upbeat presentation of the self exclusively female? Should it require a rethink
            whether Palin is really a reactionary at all? In order to be successful, female politicians are sometimes
            thought obliged to avoid aggressive displays. But when she oscillates between registers that are hostile
            and much more positive, Palin may be conforming not to a ‘rule’ of the relationship between politics and
            gender, but rather to a certain detectable rule of reactionary discourse. She is not alone in being a
            political reactionary who modulates their anger. It is one of the reasons, as we shall see at the end of
            this chapter, for apprehending reaction partially through a theory of camp.
          

        

        
          Demonstrating Through Repetition


          
            Proof occupies the main body of America by Heart, from chapters 2 to 8. According to the rhetorical
            model of the diatribe we proposed at the start of this study, across these chapters ought to be on show up
            to three special characteristics: digression; the lapse from logical demonstration into attack and blame;
            and repetition. Repetition is extremely pronounced. Lapse and digression are not. Why not?
          


          
            Perhaps the real reason why digression does not come across as being especially characteristic of the main
            body is that it precedes the stage of ‘proof’, as opposed to being contained within it. Already, within the
            homily to the Constitution performed in chapter 1, discussion has been allowed to divert from advertised
            topic twice over: initially, by drifting into a repudiation of ‘Obamacare’ (the 2010 overhaul of the US
            healthcare system); later, by diverting into the dissociation of the Tea Party from the allegation of
            racism (Palin, 2013: 20–24, 24–30). Similarly, attack and blame is characteristic
            of the text from a very early point, which, in its case, points to feasible explanation in respect of
            Palin’s longer record of publication. Put differently, perhaps America by Heart is not a diatribe
            commenced, so much as a diatribe renewed. America by Heart (which, roughly, is a confession of political faith) comprises a follow-up text to Palin’s prior venture into the
            book market, the memoir-themed text Going Rogue: An American Life (Palin, 2009). This is an ordering
            of works into two distinct genres which, intriguingly, imitates the publishing history of one of the very
            objects for Palin’s attacks: Barack Obama. (Before he took up presidential office, Obama published two such
            comparable volumes: Dreams from my Father followed by The Audacity of Hope.)
          


          
            So it is pronounced use of repetition that might well capture most of our attention about the main body of
            America by Heart. Repetition characterises the main body of the book in a twofold sense: at the
            macro level of arrangement and at the micro level of style. Regarding ‘arrangement’, chapters 2–8 express a
            single configuration of argument, which can be summarised in abstraction, but which yields a more relevant
            lesson through exhibiting a kind of a multipurpose nature: the basic argument is one that can be modified –
            as appropriate – with the effect of coming to illuminate whichever issue is immediately under
            consideration. Regarding ‘style’, repetition features most notably in two respects: foremost in citation
            and to a lesser extent in mimicry.
          


          
            A Multipurpose Argument


            
              The full case put across in America by Heart is not built up incrementally: it is rendered for a
              first time, then repeated (with due variation) six times more. All in all, Palin covers seven themes,
              each of which – perhaps excepting the fourth – is relatively normal to American right-wing ideology, both
              inside and outside of a conservative mainstream (cf. Hawley, 2016): the military, the nation, the family, strong women, self-reliance, religion in
              the private sphere, and religion in the public sphere.
            


            
              The following are four elements of the standard configuration of the argument. First, there is a report
              on subjective experience. Second, a premise is stated that whatever qualities will rank as excellence in
              a given field are in decline. Third, there is a valorisation of a particular public figure who,
              symbolically, may have been the last to confront decline meaningfully. Fourth, the concluding part is a
              general declaration of what it is America needs more of. Factually, not a great deal is offered to
              support the premises that build from the subjective reports, since the premises tend to arise rather out
              of beliefs that are culturally specific and tribal: that is, will resonate with the things which Palin’s
              audiences are liable to think they know already.
            


            
              Exposing the generic configuration of the argument reveals how consequential is the denunciation of
              decadence to the book. But the argument also conjoins to the emotions which are stirred and, in virtue of
              the repetition, maintained: because American decline engenders victims (standardly, ‘the little guy’)
              (ibid.: xvi), indignation is a natural accompaniment. Almost invariably within the individual chapters,
              the marshalling of emotion follows a routine pattern: indignation will begin in the censure of elites and climax in exaggerated affront, when the reader is invited to contemplate the
              actions of elites (whether these actions are real or imagined). The complementarity of two groups is
              essential: without elites, conferral of victim status on ‘the little guy’ will not be successful, for
              victims are not comprehensible without perpetrators. An additional feature of the communication of
              negative emotion is not coming across as contrived: the prose does not appear crafted enough to be
              deliberately calibrated and is also often expressed in a variant upon hyperbole whereby,
              unusually, it is not self-evident that the overstatement is meant to be understood non-literally (cf.
              Lanham, 1991: 86).
            


            
              For the sake of illustration, it is necessary to give no more than a sample of how these formulaic,
              mutually affirming central chapters of the book work. Consider how the four stages of multipurpose
              argument about decline cash out within the chapters on military, nation, and self-reliance. For the
              subjective reports: the military discussion begins with her son’s enlistment in the army; the nation
              discussion opens with Palin’s amazement at discovering a state law making it illegal for police to
              question suspected criminals on their immigration status; and the self-reliance discussion starts with
              the snippet, ‘I come from a family of runners’ (Palin, 2013: 61, 159). For the
              standards of excellence (and their failure to be met in practice), the military is both unloved and
              unprotected, since liberal film-makers produce films critical of war even while US troops are ‘still
              fighting in the field’; the nation is led by ‘people who think America has something to apologise for’;
              and America’s children are currently let down by a public culture devaluing hard work, deferred
              gratification, and discipline (ibid.: 42, 65, 167). For the symbolic individuals who represent heroes of
              a bygone age, the since-deceased Senator John McCain, who is lauded here for actions in Vietnam,
              symbolises lost military valour2; lost national leadership is represented by Reagan, who is the embodiment of American
              pride; and Theodore Roosevelt, who in his early capacity as Governor of New York reputedly recognised the
              rootedness of American ‘greatness and life’ in landscape and wildlife, represents the loss of American
              self-reliance (ibid.: 50, 67–68, 162).
            


            
              There is, then, a rigorous dedication to this task of demonstrating decline according to a standardised
              formula. But what must be underlined equally is just what an effective ‘carrier’ the multipurpose
              argument meanwhile proves for the articulation of Palin’s anger. To take merely one example, the
              following is a sideswipe at relevant adversaries contained within the account of decline in the military.
              The example also exemplifies the technique described earlier of censuring elites, in supremely
              exaggerated terms, for committing acts only imagined to have occurred. Here, the opponents are chastised
              for an imagined pretension to uniquely know the ‘truth’ and are censured for hypocrisy in the process:
            


            
              
                I wonder if this irony ever dawns on the self-described truth-tellers of Washington, the mainstream
                media, Hollywood, and academia: all of the values they hold dear –
                their ability to speak freely, to criticise and caricature the military, to demonize
                Christianity and America’s traditional values – mean nothing unless they are defended by these
                courageous men and women.
              


              
                (ibid.: 50; italics added)
              

            


            
              Palin’s formula-driven coverage of some quite formulaic right-wing themes provides little to startle. But
              there is special reason to pick out the very middle sections of the book. These are the adjacent chapters
              on family and strong women (chapters 4 and 5). At first glance, the treatment of family begins from the
              exaggerated censure which is typical (and in which, as usual, ‘real’ people serve as the guide). Palin
              declares: ‘Self-described feminists talk a lot about how family and children hold women back and limit
              their professional choices. Betty Friedan memorably called the family “a comfortable concentration camp”
              …’ (ibid.: 93). Likewise, the record of modern America on families is not something that breaks too
              noticeably with pattern: that ‘families matter’ was ‘something that our Founders took for granted, but
              it’s a truth we common sense conservatives are increasingly forced to defend’ (ibid.: 113). And yet, even
              if not laboured, when it comes to the treatment of gender themes and, in particular, to the treatment of
              strong women, there is an exception to the book’s general thesis of declinism. And the reason for this,
              feasibly, is that confidence in self, confidence in America, and confidence in women are
              rhetorically bonded together – and bonded together whereby kitsch serves as a kind of lubricant.
            


            
              In tackling the issue of strong women, Palin gives space to ‘the rise of mama grizzlies’. On this score,
              it seems, the nation has not gone entirely awry, since Palin finds tribute due to a ‘new generation of
              American women leaders … tough, serious, formidable women …’ (ibid.: 127). The category includes herself,
              of course. What reinforces her membership is not only her own womanhood (and especially motherhood), but
              also her affinity to region; since, as she says, ‘in Alaska, the only thing we take more seriously than a
              grizzly bear is a mama grizzly with cubs to protect’ (ibid.: 126). But there is a self-identified
              ‘conservative feminism’ outlined in the midst of all this, which is genuine and salient in its own way
              and which is by no means just a sop to male traditionalists on the American Right in order to gloss over
              the anomaly of (her) female leadership. It is an effort to extend the vision of American exception that
              scaffolds America by Heart as a whole. Palin’s positive valuation of self-belief, having been
              apparent previously, is now inserted into the very substance (not just ‘presentation’) of the belief
              system she is promoting. Female empowerment is of a kind with the value of individual self-realisation
              which grounds, or should ground, the American right-wing affirmation of the American dream overall. Hence
              Palin’s nativist, blue-collar reactionary subject – her ‘we’ – is especially a female ‘we’. ‘Left-wing’
              or ‘radical’ feminists stand discredited accordingly. And so do those traditionalists who would not
              endorse Palin’s foray into politics. Palin has refuted the contention that women
              with small children should not seek high office. But she has also, so she thinks, refuted her true
              adversary – those sorts of women in politics (but not her!) who negate self-realisation, because they
              invest too much in ‘the idea of women as powerless’ (ibid.: 130).
            


            
              This strange corollary of Palin’s political thinking about the strong and free nation perhaps represents
              the optimal point of encroachment into the banal. There are contradictions between idea and reality which
              are left unrefuted: nothing whatsoever is said about the material and social goods, the resources, and
              opportunities, which might be necessary to make empowerment meaningful. Instead, papering over this
              lacuna is the entreaty for any American woman (just as for the American citizen generally) simply to
              believe-in-oneself, which serves as a sort of mantra. If the nuts and bolts of the demonstration around
              this section of the book are inspected, they will be found resting upon such things as quite clumsy
              attempts at metaphor: ‘these woman are like America itself: strong and self-sufficient’. It will
              also be found that when overt reasoning does appear it is, by any standard of logic, demonstrably faulty.
              Not too long should be spent illustrating so. The following fragment ought to suffice:
            


            
              
                Women have a unique perspective. Typically, they are less ambitious for superficial power than men and
                more focused on providing for the needs of others. I think we appreciate, more than some men, the
                fullness of American life, everything from raising decent kids to protecting our national security.
              


              
                (ibid.: 132; italics added)
              

            


            
              Variously, within this fragment, the truth of the premise is questionable (‘unique’ perspective, or just
              ‘different’?); the conclusion is ambiguous and imprecise (what is the ‘fullness of American life’?); it
              is unclear whether what is being referred to is either some or the whole of two classes (all men,
              all women?); and if the consequent is meant as deduction from the antecedent, then any necessary
              relationship seems absent.
            

          

          
            Over-Citing and Often ‘Mimicking’


            
              In America by Heart, how repetition manifests at the level of ‘arrangement’ is in the recurrent
              employment of the same basic shell of an argument, but at the level of ‘style’, repetition is manifest
              most of all in citation. It is feasible that the book leans so much on citation due to an irregular
              instance of self-awareness on the author’s part: that, by themselves alone, neither the argumentation
              chains having been constructed nor the empirical evidence having been marshalled will be sufficiently
              convincing. As such, quoting from others may arise as an easy option for providing authorial authority
              with ballast (see Atkins and Finlayson, 2016).
              Another possible explanation is contextual: in the wake of a widely viewed, uncommanding showing in
              the televised vice presidential debate two years earlier, it may be that the heavy
              use of citation is in defiance of the perception of being stupid (cf. McKinney et al., 2011: 231). Irrespective, America by Heart is
              brimming with quotation, to the extent of even scanning as a kind of anthology of the author’s favourite
              works. Not that citation entails the mistake of disappearing into an inaccessibly highbrow realm, since
              the selection of sources quoted spans the whole range of gradations of cultural refinement; and the
              manner in which the quotations are deployed equally avoids undermining the ‘folksiness’ of her stance.
              For example, one chapter, after having cited the ancient Greek philosopher, ends with an earthy (if
              otherwise bemusing), ‘Thanks, Plato’ (Palin, 2013: 257). The main-body chapters
              tend to cite liberally whenever the standard configuration of argument demands (in other words, to
              illustrate subjective experience, to corroborate decline, to sanctify a forgotten hero, and to detail a
              prescription for future policy).
            


            
              And yet, there are at least two reasons for thinking that a strategy of citation backfires in execution.
              First, citation is so regular that it simply becomes overwhelming. This can be shown by genre. In total,
              America by Heart evidences no less than six categories of citation: predictable right-wing
              paragons (Reagan, Gingrich, Bush), films with a conservative message (Mr Smith Goes to Washington,
              The Forty Year-Old Virgin), unlikely philosophical inspirations (Plato, Tocqueville), national
              landmark texts (the Declaration of Independence, Martin Luther King), non-specific practitioners
              of various vocations (one economist, one entrepreneur, one pilot), and self-help books (It’s Not About
              Me, Somewhere More Holy – affirming the kitsch quality). Second, the citations almost
              invariably meander (just as in a related way Palin’s speech style confirms a meandering tendency). Nearly
              every quotation runs on for several sentences longer than a more assured writer would have allowed, so
              that rather than to emphasise, the effect on the reader is to side-track (one commentator on her speech
              style likewise refers to her ‘utter subjectivity’) (McWhorter, 2010). Arguably, there is a broad lesson here for understanding the relationship
              between diatribe, reactionaries, and ideology. For what might be witnessed is the behavioural propensity
              not to formulate ideas about impressions in advance of articulation, but to comment on impressions
              fleetingly, as they enter and leave one’s head.
            


            
              ‘Mimicry’ is what provides style in America by Heart with a second repetitive element. Similarly,
              this is a trait of written language probably carried over from speech since, cross-culturally, spoken
              utterances tend to be more segmented than either sentences or paragraphs set down on the page (ibid.).
              Palin frequently takes up the chance to put imagined words into the mouths of friends and foes alike,
              breaking up her prose in the process. Frequently, this seems to be in preference to attributing
              interlocutors with determinate positions either by precision or forethought. Here is an example in
              reference to Hilary Clinton:
            


            
              
                Remember Hilary Clinton’s famous rant, when her husband was running for president, that she wasn’t, in
                her words, ‘some little woman standing by my man like Tammy Wynette’? … She told
                us in no uncertain terms that she ‘could have stayed home and baked cookies and had teas’ but preferred
                to pursue a serious career. Well, Hilary (many of us wanted to say at the time), some of us
                like to bake cookies. Some of us also think we can do that and still have meaningful careers.
              


              
                (Palin, 2013: 136; author’s italics)3
              

            


            
              Mimicry is an extension of folksiness: it is casual, conversational. It may thus prompt the retort of
              manifesting the sort of thing that, by the standards of contemporary mediatised US public discourse, may
              be more de rigour than exceptional (see Lim,
              2008). But its relevance may also be specific. This is for the reason that mimicry is instructive for
              connecting the dots to further features of Palin’s writing. One corollary seems to be an enlarged use of
              demonstratives (adjectives or pronouns which, in the technical linguistic sense, indicate the person or
              thing referred to), such as ‘this’, ‘that’ or ‘these’ (Lakoff, 1974). Demonstratives are not nearly as sustained as in her speech discourse (Acton and Potts, 2014: 5), but they remain prevalent
              (and have been underlined several times in the foregoing). It is notable that, often, America by
              Heart uses such connecting words with the effect of expressing intimacy: sometimes what is insinuated
              is privately shared knowledge (‘we’ve all heard of Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” …’); at other
              times, it is the transparency of an intended reference (‘to me, that is appalling’) (Palin, 2013: 69, 89; italics added). So, in its own small way, intimacy plays its part in
              the delineation of the victim group, native-born, blue-collar American families. Because the relevant
              common ground is simply presumed, the onus upon supplementary persuasion is lesser.
            

          
        

        
          Ending by Flat Anecdote


          
            The epilogue of America by Heart has a small quirk: it is performed not over a single chapter, but
            over two. The part of the conclusion explicitly titled so revisits the Constitution motif which has
            provided the book with its overall scaffold. But prior, an acutely personalised chapter appears, headed
            ‘Our North Star’, in which the author’s life is now not the illustrator, but the main topic, and very
            directly indeed. According to the classical thinking on rhetoric, there may be some value to using
            individualised anecdotes to close a discourse: personal anecdotes offer a good way to end by favouring
            re-disposing an audience (Aristotle, 2004: III.xix.1420a). But, while in
            principle ‘personality’ can perform effectively both in recapitulation (restating material) and in
            peroration (re-inciting enthusiasm), it is not manifest that Palin uses the technique wisely. Even for an
            audience valuing honesty over complexity, rawness over impassivity, the conjuring of subjective
            circumstances is distinctly mal adroit.
          


          
            Palin’s concluding individualised anecdote is an attempt at an analogy between ‘America’ and her own
            disabled son. And commenting upon it, admittedly, runs the risk of being in no less bad taste than is using
            it. The analogy is stated bluntly – which is not the impediment to success – but what
            is the impediment is the ambiguity, respectively, of ‘source’ and ‘target’ of the analogy.
            Extrapolating is difficult. But what appears meant is that, on the one side, there is America’s
            ‘north star’, which comprises the founding and constitutional principles that must guide it; and on the
            other side, there is (for Palin personally) her son, Trig. But, in the course of the actual explication
            offered, these two items do not really join up. That is because, first, the source of the analogy switches
            between being Palin’s mother/son relationship itself and instead the right arm which (the reader is told)
            as an infant, her son would raise in the air and stare at, ostensibly to gain comfort from (Palin, 2013: 255, 256). Second, another deficiency is more basic. There are not really even
            just two factors (one source, one target) – essential to the very idea of analogy – but three, whereby the
            third is ‘Alaska’, whose state flag features the north star image, and from which the image is really being
            borrowed (Palin, 2013: 284; cf. Aronovitch, 1997).
          


          
            More effective closing comes from outside the attempt at analogy itself, but whereby the material still
            focuses upon constitutional values: the American exception. The final part of the discussion in America
            by Heart involves that, uniquely, the United States has a mission, which in political-philosophical
            terms is essentially libertarian, but the religious constituent of which turns a mission more accurately
            into ‘providence’ (Palin, 2013: 257). Fittingly, the discussion does not miss the
            opportunity to recall the adversary of the mission: President Obama (whose term has seen the mission
            stall) (ibid.: 261–263). Also recalled precisely is Palin’s preferred forbear: Reagan, whose ‘morning in
            America’ vision is reprised (ibid.: 261, 264–265). Detecting so is subtle, but the most interesting aspect
            of recapitulation emerges in the key quality for which Reagan is praised:
          


          
            
              We had a wonderous period of renewal under Ronald Reagan’s visionary leadership. Thanks to the
              president’s unfailing belief in our country.
            


            
              (ibid.: 261; italics added)
            

          


          
            Reagan’s ‘unfailing belief’ is, for Palin, his foremost quality worth remarking upon. Hence, in the course
            of concluding, this refrain enshrines the emphasis that has been manifest throughout upon self-belief – and
            which warrants inscribing into the very substance of Palin’s political thought.
          


          
            American in 2010 is at a crossroads. But Palin has a good say for being at the forefront of future
            directions. Why? Because of the self-belief which she, and Reagan, share. Emotion is now expressed thickly,
            but in strictly sublimated form – divorced from the angry portion of the feelings stirred earlier. There is
            optimism of the sunny kind. In pursuit of their nation’s mission, Americans are implored to steel
            themselves, by courage alone, to overcome any kind of adversity. Yet another instance, then, gestures at
            kitsch. To finish with, there is another solicitation of the type the reader has
            grown used to: ‘… we can’t let go of this amazing mixture of tradition and innovation’ (ibid.: 256).
          

        

        
          Crippled America


          
            Donald Trump’s Crippled America is published in 2015, five years after the Palin text. The
            similarities by genre are numerous – and often in quite unexpected ways. First, in place of Palin’s
            emulation of the senator’s book, Crippled America follows the model of the policy primer, but which
            doubles up likewise as a campaign text. Second, as in Palin’s case, the standing of Crippled America
            is eclipsed by a better-known, prior biography: which in Trump’s case is The Art of the Deal (a text
            that commentators have milked for rather for more than it is worth, by treating it as though it were a
            ready-made enumeration of Trumpian statecraft). Third, as with Palin’s front cover, Trump’s cover is also
            strong on the visual dimension of rhetoric; and, if anything, the visual rhetoric is stronger still, for so
            intentional is the angry portraiture which the front cover features that it is referenced in the first
            paragraph of the book’s prose. Fourth, as with Palin’s short title supplemented by longer subheading, the
            subordinate title of Trump’s book – ‘How to Make America Great Again’ – is fundamental to the message. It
            comprises the slogan which, famously, an entire election campaign revolved around.
          


          
            In terms of structure, Crippled America appears as follows. The exordium part is simple to grasp: it
            is contained in a five-page ‘Preface: You Gotta Believe’ (Trump,
            2015: ix–xiv). The narration part is less self-explanatory: over two short awkwardly aligned chapters,
            it compares badly with the neat scene-setter on the US Constitution provided in America by Heart at
            a parallel point, yet does at least some of the things classically recognisable as narration (ibid.: 1–17).
            The proof part conforms closely to the expectations of a diatribe template (and more so than America by
            Heart). It is extended in length and can be taken to cover chapters 3–16 (amounting to all but 35 of
            the book’s 176 pages). And across these chapters, the format of the demonstration is in close keeping with
            policy-book conventions: again, in a manner similar to Palin’s text, most of the chapters are assigned to
            discrete policy areas. Outwardly, these policy-book conventions generate an impression of robust
            organisation for Crippled America, but what disrupts organisation in actuality are the digressions.
            Heavy showcasing of the quality of digression is the counterpart to America by Heart’s heavy
            showcasing of repetition. On the smaller scale, relatively minor digressions are scattered throughout – and
            the semblance of order is usually swiftly clawed back. But it is the bigger scale digressions, which
            feature in two extended phases, which catch the eye: one is an oddly self-standing chapter dangling halfway
            and titled ‘Nice Guys Can Finish First’ (inserting a dubious innuendo, but which seems only partially
            committed to, since it is not followed up in the prose); the other is longer in comparison, a clump of
            three consecutive chapters having little to do with justifying policies and more with endorsing, sometimes exonerating, Trump’s character (ibid.: 89–100, 127–150). The epilogue is
            straightforward, other than that the choice of heading is disingenuous. Chapter 17, ‘Making America Great
            Again’, reintroduces the centrepiece campaign slogan but implies – misleadingly – that by this point a
            simple demand has been converted into a fully-fledged programme (via taking the verb ‘to make’ and
            substituting the present tense simple for the present tense continuous – ‘making’).
          


          
            One overall mark of the ideological comparison of the Trump and Palin texts is that they speak different
            conceptual languages. Parts of the content of America by Heart are held together by libertarianism
            and militarism; parts of the content of Crippled America are held together by protectionism and
            isolationism. But meanwhile the three reactionary pillars suffuse each. A possible objection to
            apprehending Trump in ideological terms at all is the impression of forsaking ‘ideology’ for streetwise
            wheeler-dealing (Kranish and Fisher, 2016), for
            system ‘disruption’ (O’Toole, 2018), for managing factions (Holloway, 2018), for ‘Machiavellian’ lying (Zuckert, 2018), or perhaps the thrill of power itself (Woodward, 2018). The record in office certainly reveals fitfulness – stated intentions
            preceding antithetical actions and so forth. But, in fact, fitfulness itself may be highly apt to the
            question of ideology – in revealing a farcical dimension that the indicators within the Palin text only
            gesture so far towards. The contribution made by some ‘insider’ accounts of Trump-in-office steers the
            emphasis away from the weightier cultural reference points, which include the temptations of demagoguery in
            1930s America,4 and instead
            onto the trivial, often unintentionally comic. In Fire and Fury, Michael Wolff intimated anger in
            the presence of vaudeville. Irresistibly, in reference to the allegation that the Trump campaign was
            orchestrated to not-quite win – yet in the event manufactured a show so outlandish it succeeded – Wolff
            alludes to the plot of Mel Brooks comic film, The Producers (Wolff, 2018: 15).
          


          
            In and out of office, both within the case-study text and beyond it, there is abundant evidence of Donald
            Trump having taken up the three vital reactionary themes. The themes vary in their referents and
            intensities. Yet seldom have they been remote. Conspiracy, within Trump’s discourse, has had various
            targets, some of which have been constant and others more evolving. An early accusation far predated the
            2016 election campaign and related to Obama and his US citizenship status. Until confronted with
            unassailable evidence otherwise, Trump was – and remained – a ‘birther’ who contended that Obama had no
            legal right to sit as President, being equipped only with forged documents (Oborne and Roberts, 2017: 47–93). In the process of the campaign
            itself, prominent accusations related, first, to Trump’s rival candidate, Hilary Clinton (supposedly an
            ‘enabler’ of her husband’s abuse of female associates) and, second, to climate change (purported to be a
            globalist myth, perpetuated to make American manufacturing non-competitive) (ibid.: 169–229). Within the
            campaign’s very last stages – when it looked as though defeat was likely – allegations switched to the
            integrity of electoral mechanisms (identified as ‘rigged’) (Stanley, 2016: 16); and once installed in the White House, seemingly in
            anticipation of the challenges that assuming office might present, the conspiracy claims refocussed upon
            the ‘deep state’ (an abstract noun ostensibly referring to an imagined cabal of senior operatives in the US
            intelligence community) (Wolff, 2018: 41). The fluctuations in the decadence
            theme in Trump are more at the level of potency than the referents. At the very moment of assuming office,
            the inauguration speech was full-on doomsday prognosis (‘this American carnage stops right here […] and
            stops right now’) (The Guardian, July 23, 2016: 38), while in the State of the Union Address twelve months
            later the shrillness was allowed to subside, the notion of a preferable past being invoked much more softly
            (‘this is our new American moment […] there never has been a better time to start living the American
            Dream’) (Daily Telegraph, February 1, 2018: 14). However, the most distinguishable theme is indignation. At
            the time of Trump’s shock electoral victory, political commentary from all parts of the ideological
            spectrum coincided in judging that the campaign’s dominant emblem was ‘anger’ (cf. Freedland, 2016: 29; Gray, 2016: 14–15; Murray, 2016).
            Consistently, for the duration of his presidential term from 2016 to 2020, the potency of Trump’s anger was
            strong. For example, over just the first year of his presidency, anger was variously honed upon Muslims
            seeking to enter the United States; upon denigrators of confederate statues; and upon black sportspeople
            protesting racially profiled police brutality.
          


          
            Is there a method in the Trumpian operation of anger? Focusing on Crippled America, the pre-office
            policy primer, and paying heed to its plausibly farcical elements, suggests some patterns.
          

        

        
          Introducing Anger (in Word and Image)


          
            The exordium of Crippled America is not complex: crude, yet not necessarily misjudged. It is attuned
            to Aristotle’s suggestion that dispelling any prejudice that may have built up against a speaker will be
            wise (Aristotle, 2004: III.xiv.1415b). In view of his prior incarnations – as
            successful real estate broker, as husband to multiple younger wives, as television celebrity – the notional
            author comes up with baggage, even if on balance existing renown is for better rather than worse. But it
            being is prudent to ensure that the good outweighs the bad, the scales are tipped in the opening
            discussion by candid reference to ‘my critics’ – as is offset by fairly blunt statement of the most salient
            virtue Trump wields over his detractors, which is unsurpassable possession of business acumen
            (Trump, 2015: xiv, xi). The preface follows a further of Aristotle’s suggestions
            in making clear what the overall purpose of a speech is. That is achieved by a concise listing of arguments
            to come – each in short paragraph form – described as ‘details of my vision’; and in view of the appearance
            of being roughly thrown together, these paragraphs make no mistake of imposing upon the reader anything too
            demanding (ibid.: xii, xiv). But it is with reference to yet another precept of Aristotle’s that
            indignation enters in. Aristotle opined that, ideally, introductions should resemble
            a musical prelude; in other words, should set up evocative moods, or establish certain rhythmical motifs,
            to be emulated thereafter. This is where the significance of the book’s front cover lies. The cover’s image
            features Trump himself, as photographed and assuming aggressive facial expression: furrowed brow, piercing
            stare, pursed lips. This facial expression is then the topic of the first sentence; the topic is extended
            afterwards (all the way over two paragraphs); and, in consequence, a tone for emulation has successfully
            been established:
          


          
            
              Some readers may be wondering why the picture we used on the cover of this book is so angry and mean
              looking. I had some beautiful pictures taken in which I had a big smile on my face … But I decided [that]
              wasn’t appropriate … I wanted a picture where I wasn’t happy, a picture that reflected the anger and
              unhappiness I feel.
            


            
              (ibid.: ix)
            

          


          
            Because devoid of all subtlety, this opening gambit risks scanning merely as mock anger. Undeniably,
            it scans as hammed-up. Placed against Palin’s ever-present earnestness, it has a tongue-in-cheek feel. But
            it would be foolish to rush to equate theatricality with rhetorical ineffectiveness. Even at this very
            earlier juncture of the text, theatricality plays its part in permitting Trump to identify his version of
            the reactionary subject – the ‘we’ – his variant of the victim group. An identification of this sort,
            ostensibly highly hammed-up, occurs when, a short time after, the reader is being told why a happier
            photograph wouldn’t have suited:
          


          
            
              Because we are not in a joyous situation right now. We’re in a situation where we
              have to go back to work to make America great again. All of us. That’s why I’ve written this book.
            


            
              (ibid.: ix; italics added)
            

          


          
            There is a narrower specification of this ‘all of us’ overleaf. That is twofold: ‘the middle class’ (‘the
            bedrock of this country’) in alliance with the poor (‘those 45 million Americans stuck in poverty’) (ibid.:
            x). But although it may be the most explicit marker, the economy (including economic justice) is not
            everything in this rhetorical pitch. There is also something to be said about the ‘whiteness’ of the ‘all
            of us’. That is due for unpacking shortly. But for the time being, it is enough to note at which point this
            colour-of-skin aspect creeps into view. Appearing just ahead of the short-paragraph form summary of
            arguments to come is a portion of text in which, relatively speaking, Trumpian eloquence soars. Four
            successive sentences perform a tidy repetition by syntactic parallelism (that is, repetition in
            sentence structure):
          


          
            
              I knew the relentless and incompetent naysayers of the status quo would anxiously line up against me:
            


            
              The politicians who talk a great game in the campaigns – and play like losers when
              they actually try to govern.
            


            
              The lobbyists and special interests with their hands in our pockets on behalf of their clients.
            


            
              The members of the media who are so far lost when it comes to being fair that they have no concept of the
              difference between ‘fact’ and ‘opinion’.
            


            
              The illegal immigrants who have taken jobs that should go to people here legally, while over 20 percent
              of Americans are currently unemployed or underemployed.
            


            
              (Trump, 2015: x)5
            

          


          
            The above five sentences provide a set of four variations upon one singular thought. The single thought is
            that against ‘me’ (us) are foes. By virtue of the variations, the audience is enlightened about the range
            of objects against whom their animus should be directed. And all these objects are depersonalised via the
            prefix ‘the’ (‘the politicians’, ‘the lobbyists and special interests’, ‘the media’,
            and ‘the illegal immigrants’) – the most likely impact of which is to remove inhibitions to
            ill-feeling. But are these parties equivalent in standing? Do any of them deserve special opprobrium (for
            Trump)?
          


          
            It can be submitted that there is a rank-order in the censure communicated. The category of ‘the illegal
            immigrants’ is special. The reasons to be found explicitly on the printed page are meagre. Yet they should
            not, perhaps, be ignored. Two textual clues may be enough for inferring that one out-group is in front of
            the others. The first clue is that, as compared with a previous text, Time to Get Tough – leftover
            from an aborted Trump campaign for the presidency in 2012 – migrants appear to take up a position earlier
            occupied, but since vacated, by the category of welfare recipients (and a category admonished similarly –
            for cheating the tax system (Trump, 2012: 41, 79,
            112, 136)). The second clue is that within Crippled America alone, it will be noticeable that by the
            point when the actual discussion of policy begins, ‘immigration’ is the topic treated at the head of a
            series. Possibly, of course, this is coincidental. But nevertheless, the act of foregrounding a topic is
            liable to cement what will be certain in what readers take away: that is only plainest in not requiring
            them to read on right the way until the end (Trump, 2015: 19–30).
          


          
            It can be speculated, therefore, that the indignation which in Crippled America seems especially
            ramped up owes a good amount to disorganisation, yet without being arbitrary: politicians, lobbyists, the
            media – they are each threatening the country’s interests (and perceptions created of these parties are
            wrong and need changing), but it is only undocumented migrants who are actively taking America for a ride.
          

        

        
          Making EVERYTHING Great Again (without a Plan)


          
            Narration in Crippled America is less orderly than exordium: it moves on from pathos to
            ethos, yet negative emotion continues to saturate the page. A chapter titled
            ‘Winning Again’ focuses on the conventional task of narration of stating the facts of the case (ibid.:
            1–6). Previewing a case is not done badly, but does fall short of the standards generally deemed required
            for a policy book to be successful. The focus appears steadily to peter out. Nevertheless, before it does,
            a combination of related points are stitched together to précis a case: America is not
            winning (currently); this state of affairs should be overturned to ‘make America great again’ (going
            forward); the best-placed person to lead in this effort is Donald Trump himself (one salient reason being
            that he is ‘not a politician’) (ibid.: 6).
          


          
            The switch to ethos, then, comes with the endorsing of Trump himself. Accepting the persuasiveness
            of the state of ‘not winning’, why should the reader place trust in Trump? The several parts of an answer
            are threefold. A first explanation is the default one just indicated: as the text states, ‘I’m not a
            politician taking to the polls to see what I should “believe” or be saying’ (ibid.: 6). A second
            explanation recalls the reputed business acumen, which has served the text before in dispelling prejudice
            against the author and now serves a more positive function: it is proposed that voters should invest their
            confidence in Trump on the unrivalled capacity in commerce he possesses. (Significantly, this capacity is
            manipulated in the definitional criteria so that, sometimes in the book, it refers more broadly to
            ‘experience in winning’, or, even more broadly still, to an unparalleled aptitude for negotiation) (ibid.:
            39). A third explanation is, however, the most interesting part of an answer – and also where farce
            intrudes. It boils down to shock value. Legitimating his own credentials by business now connects up with a
            kind of blanket conspiracy claim regarding ‘politicians’. The claim is hazardous (it exceeds the classical
            advice that mere dry and ‘mathematical’ arguments should be superseded) (Aristotle,
            2004: III.xvi.1417a). But it has a high pay-off. In short, Trump knows politicians are
            corrupt. How so? Because he buys them as part of his business.6 This idea is only insinuated within the text. Nevertheless, the
            point is suggestive. One interpretation would be that Crippled America walks a fine line here with
            whatever advantages may accrue in coarseness. A more ambitious interpretation, however, might make the
            connection from coarseness to full-on farce. That would make insinuation of one’s own corruption resonate
            with the ‘off-the-cuff’ quality that his oratory, as well as tweets, often seem to possess, which come
            equipped with a sort of in-built get-out clause, and are near-enough nonsensical when judged against the
            conventional vocation of the politician: that claims can always be retracted by means of being attributed
            to spontaneous, and hence inchoate, trains of thought (Leith, 2017: 26).
          


          
            Worldliness, combined with a coarseness bordering upon farce, may transpire to succeed in practice of
            course. But it bears restating that (irrespective of success in getting it to invest in Trump’s character)
            an audience will not have had the opportunity to invest in an actual, determinate programme. The reason why
            narration in Crippled America fails against the policy-book standards is fundamentally that nothing
            recognisable as a ‘platform’ is set out. Ordinarily, a policy platform denotes a co-ordinated,
            action-guiding set of principles by which electorates can choose between candidates and parties. But in
            ‘Winning Again’, there is no detail of how the proposals forthcoming will join up – and particularly so in
            respect of envisaged, practical implementation. This omission, however, may acquire significance in what
            the reader gets instead. Seemingly, the absence of a willingness to proffer much policy detail is what
            takes the author instead into some sustained flights of introspection – too chaotically, surely, to be by
            design. From herein, flagging up excellence-in-business now slips into boastfulness (‘I’m not bragging when
            I say that I’m a winner’, ‘I have proven everybody wrong. EVERYBODY!’) (Trump,
            2015: 5, 10). There is a perfect encapsulation of this tendency to boastfulness a short while later
            in the text, which is perfect because it is unintentionally comic: ‘Nobody can build a wall like me’
            (ibid.: 23). Ostensibly, boastfulness is in violation of a rhetorical rule that sounding authoritative must
            be balanced by avoiding the impression of arrogance. Yet it is interesting at the ‘micro’ level of the
            rhetoric which is deployed. Some typical habits of the Trump style are featured in connection with
            boastfulness. Like other elements of the prose, the self-praise is repetitive. The vocabulary in which it
            is expressed in constricted, issuing in the preference for the one-sentence paragraph which, similarly,
            makes for monotony in the prose’s rhythm. And the norms of decorum are also pointedly transgressed
            (‘if I ran my business that way, I’d fire myself’) (Trump, 2015: 1).
          


          
            But the most consequential aspect of this bombast for an understanding of the ideology on offer is seeming
            to have an equally pronounced flipside: insecurity. In this sense, the flights into introspection are
            double-edged. The insecurity is manifest in a series of ‘yes, but’ formulations. For example, one such
            formulation is basic, as well as contrarian in the extreme: ‘people call me thin skinned, but I have a
            thick skin’ (ibid.: 12). In another instance, the typical qualifier is difficult to spot because it is
            delayed. Only three paragraphs after the confession ‘I don’t mind being attacked’ does the interjection
            finally come, ‘… but there also are a lot of times I believe the media is being abusive, both to
            people like me and the process’ (ibid.: 12; italics added). This interrelationship of extreme boastfulness
            and acute vulnerability has a particular low point within the text when the furore precipitated by Trump’s
            public remarks about Fox News journalist, Megyn Kelly, is being revisited (‘… blood coming out of her eyes,
            blood coming out of her wherever’) (Washington Post, August 8, 2015). The backlash, he suggests, has been
            unfair, because:
          


          
            
              The fact is I give people what they need and deserve to hear … Our country is in a mess right now and we
              don’t have time to pretend otherwise. We don’t have time to waste on being politically correct.
            


            
              (Trump, 2015: 8; italics added)
            

          


          
            This is not the sort of utterance (unfathomable without the contextual detail) which
            is usually mined for ideological significance. But what is going on may be crucial; namely, Trump
            solidifying his own place within the ‘we’ he has been addressing. The author is a wielder of money,
            power, and privilege. But he is victim, too – of the media, most obviously, but of all those who would
            demean or belittle him. Disclosing vulnerability, or so it would seem, is one possible route by which the
            audience may come to recognise their own hardships in his.
          

        

        
          Demonstrating by Digressing


          
            The outstanding feature of the main proof part of Crippled America is digression. And buried within
            these digressions might be said to be the text’s special play to whiteness and colour-of-skin. It is
            important to recognise the presence of this pitch albeit without over-interpreting it, which would be to
            purport to detect affinities not truly there. Organisational failings in the demonstration are screened by
            adherence to the policy-book format, whereby most (if not quite all) of the main-body chapters comprise
            commentaries on discrete policy fields. Attention spans across: immigration (at the head of a series);
            foreign policy; education; energy; healthcare; the economy; the military; gun ownership; the building
            industry; and tax reform. This selection is similar to Palin’s, though religion represents one notable
            exclusion whereas, oppositely, construction represents an inclusion which is rather niche (seemingly
            present to facilitate yet more tall tales of business accomplishment) (cf. Johnson and Stuckey, 2020). In the absence of an overarching plan (or
            ‘platform’), the commentaries offered of the policy areas are rough in detail. Nonetheless, it is relevant
            to acknowledge where they do gain some unity – which is consistent invocation of decadence. As such, a
            recurring pattern of this argumentation can be divided into diagnostic and prescriptive parts. The part
            which is diagnostic is the clearest: it can be summed up in the characteristically bare locution, ‘our
            country is in big trouble’ (ibid.: 9). The prescriptions are more varied, are unsurprisingly sketchy, yet
            concur in proposing that the best solution will be the solution arising out of ‘simplicity’ – to be
            contrasted with the types of solution endorsed by ‘experts’ (ibid.: 5).
          


          
            Up-close, and before we turn to the pertinence of the digressions, it is worth remarking upon where, from
            the perspective of logic, the weaknesses lie. The chapters appear too short to do justice even to some
            avowedly simple ideas. The conclusions within the chapters are arrived at hastily – and give the impression
            of a haste to get to the end of a reasoning chain. The conclusions are, however, deftly styled in
            inflection of the basic campaign tagline, which duly becomes one further element of the repetition. Hence,
            in final paragraph of chapter 7: ‘If we follow my logic, our health care system will be well again’;
            or, at the end of the chapter on the building industry: ‘in this case, we can make America beautiful
            again’ (ibid.: 76, 126; italics added). The reasoning rises in quality a little when the book is on the
            home turf, which encompasses not just construction, but also the subject of tax
            reform, when the argumentation required is fiscal (ibid.: 159–171). Contradictions in the reasoning are
            nevertheless still present even when on familiar ground; for example, the assertion that federal
            expenditure on infrastructure needs increasing, while that simultaneously savings are necessary (ibid.:
            126).
          


          
            Blaming Perceptions


            
              In Crippled America, digression operates at both a large and small scale. At the small scale, what
              is evident of many main chapters is that one sign of losing their way is to slip, very quickly indeed,
              from demonstration into blame. The lapse in the education chapter, for instance, is fast, since
              discussion turns to blaming ‘the teacher unions’ after just five pages, which are themselves only taken
              up by biographical reminiscence (ibid.: 55). At the larger scale, digression can be said to feature in
              two extended phases. Both phases can be accurately pictured as re-manifesting the touchiness on show
              before. A recurrent insistence is that the perceptions perpetuated of Trump are wrong.
            


            
              The first wholesale phase of digression (contained in the single chapter headed ‘Nice Guys Can Finish
              First’) spends four pages upon a very specific refutation: that Trump is only a latter-day convert to the
              Republican movement and is at heart a Democrat (ibid.: 89–101). Within the refutation offered, the
              overall tone of tetchiness is betrayed appropriately in the sentence that begins, ‘Let’s review the
              conservative scorecard and check my grades …’ (ibid.: 99). Blame here finds a target in the most obvious
              disseminators of erroneous information, the mainstream media. The second digression (which lasts over the
              three late chapters) brings together thoughts ostensibly upon ‘Values’, ‘A New Game in Town’, and
              ‘Teaching the Media Dollars and Sense’. Together, these chapters do include some material of the kind
              conventionally relevant to a campaign text. (Mention is made of the author’s personal religious beliefs,
              in the absence of religion being included as a policy field per se.) In the main, though, they
              constitute an exercise in responding to perceived slights. These responses to criticism usually come
              across as unprompted and unnecessary – and also counter-productively over-elaborate – since whatever
              message is intended tends to disappear along the way in randomness. One journalist, for example,
              for having somewhere ventured a critical remark (precisely where is unclear) is singled out and labelled
              as ‘truly odious’, ‘his usual incompetent self’ (ibid.: 127–150). In this second phase of extended
              digression, a gamut of ‘elites’ invite attack and blame: not just the media, but also politicians,
              judges, and lobbyists.
            


            
              So much of this is drift, then. But that should not be mistaken for the absence of meanings being
              communicated and received. Commentators are right to find in Trump’s appeal the extension of ‘identity
              politics’ – the ingredients of which may be enabled, rather than precluded, in the vagueness, the ambiguities, the half-pursued thoughts. Joan C. Williams describes the
              habitat of contemporary American ‘white working class’ consciousness as apt of this extension. She is
              adamant that class consciousness does not reduce to income-based terms of group allegiance and, rather,
              is cultural, such that catalysts can include the objection to being spoken down to (2017: 4, 9–10). Elites’ complicity is something that Crippled
              America has so far spoken to. But why should the emotional messages be colour-coded? To appreciate
              that, it is necessary to zoom in on those parts within the chapters where attack and blame turns towards
              migrants.
            

          

          
            Blaming Migrants


            
              How does whiteness feature in the central parts of Crippled America? The presence of it should not
              be over-interpreted – and two versions of that are shown in a moment. The play to whiteness operates in
              connection with the deployment of a conceptual language of protectionism and isolationism (which itself
              is likely only semi-self-aware, and definitely marshalled without evenness or great distinction). It
              begins in the foregrounding of the policy area of immigration mentioned before. To add, the policy area
              of tax reform obtains similar status in virtue of being not first, but last: appearing last in a series
              has a similar effect as starting will in cementing what it is which the reader takes away. As themes,
              immigration and tax reform work together. The result can be said to be to provide Crippled America
              with a single object of indignation to raise above others: foreigners. And the reason the two issues
              intermesh is that, in crude form, the commitments to protectionism and isolationism come together to
              serve up a message roughly thus: too many foreigners come into the country, and once there put an
              insufferable drain on the tax system, by contributing too little and taking out too much.
            


            
              The most authoritative assessments of Trump’s appeal to skin colour decode it subtly. The concomitant
              position is nativism – not racism, not quite – although the critical temptation to go there is certainly
              defensible. Nativism is the desire to protect native-born or established inhabitants against newcomers in
              employment, benefits, and cultural recognition (Betz,
              2019). To the extent that in Crippled America ‘making America great again’ means ‘making
              America white again’, this is never categorical. The message that forms out of the loose synthesis of
              protectionism and isolationism has a historical ideological precedent in American ‘Jacksonianism’.
              Traditionally, a Jacksonian vision designates an antipathy to global engagements, but not on grounds of
              pacifism or democratic self-determination, rather on grounds of national interest – and as may, on
              occasion, actually admit exceptions to the rule of non-engagement, where interests that are truly vital
              are at stake (Mead, 2017; see also Mead, 2002: 218–263). In Crippled America, a kind of
              vulgarised complement to that vision coincides with the protectionist counterpart: America’s established
              inhabitants are white, the new arrivals are not; their accession to citizenship is
              unearned because they have not acquired the skills to be useful and/or they jump the queue ahead of more
              deserving entrants to the country, who do possess those talents. The semi-committal, perhaps
              half-hearted, fairly inept reinvention of the preceding national tradition of Jacksonianism can be
              observed in these following two features of the text.
            


            
              First, there is the matter of the historical pivots which the text has a habit of picking out in
              executing its own version of a decadence thesis. When was America great? Answer: before the era of the
              Cold War. That was, on the one hand, a time before isolationism gave way to a global orientation on
              foreign policy (and in partial consequence, inciting greater numbers of refugees). It was also, in
              relation to protectionism, an era before the United States started to pay for extended international
              commitments, and before it ‘lost’ China (to Mao Tse-Tung and communism); in retrospect, the beginning of
              a surrender of economic ascendancy in America’s own backyard (Laderman and Simms, 2017: 2, 6, 8–11). Within Crippled America, these turning points
              can just about be discerned. But they are not the exact same turning points that would be liable to be
              flagged up in flatly racialist narratives of the nation, which would presumably be such watersheds as
              defeat of the Confederacy, the ending of segregation practices, and so forth.
            


            
              Second, it is telling where the accentuation of the conspiracy theme often tends to feature. China is one
              of these referents. China – whose majority population is not white, of course – is now a fully-fledged
              rival to trade, which unremittingly produces a low-priced supply of goods from which US workers need
              protecting. Accordingly, Trump’s audience is implored to understand that there are ‘two “sets” of China’;
              on the one hand, the ‘good China’ that ‘has built great cities’, and on the other hand, the ‘bad China’
              which is ‘most hidden to outsiders’ and which is ‘all the while […] building up its military
              strength’ (Trump, 2015: 41–42). A further observable insinuation of conspiracy
              relates to an alleged influx of cheap immigrant labour from Central America (predictably included in the
              text, given the campaign pledge to ‘build a wall’). As with the example regarding China, the allegation
              of conspiracy could be more explicit but is signalled in the general markers such as intrigue and
              collusion. Thus, the matter of entry into the United States from across the Mexican border is described
              in bewilderment:
            


            
              
                I speak to border control guards, and they tell us who we’re letting across our borders … We don’t
                know what’s happening. It’s got to stop, and it’s got to stop quickly.
              


              
                (ibid.: 20; italics added)
              

            


            
              In attaching a vision to loose nativism and to updated ‘Jacksonianism’, Trump – in Crippled
              America and elsewhere – flirts with a full-on racism. But it would be inaccurate to say he embraces
              it. That is to disagree with the case of over-interpretation that occurs in at least two variants. A
              first variant is backward-looking and constructs alternative ideological provenances to the one just described. Sarah Churchwell (2018) makes a case for one such provenance and does so quite compellingly, even
              if there is reason to disagree in the last analysis.7 She finds a long-term continuity for Trump’s vision in ‘America
              first’ ideology. She is convincing about the ideological headlining of ‘America first’: it is one of the
              iterations of the synthesis of protectionism and isolationism in Trump rhetoric (albeit not an iteration
              that Crippled America features all that prominently). But the issue is with insufficient
              sensitivity to ideological differentiation under the ‘America first’ banner. Churchwell connects ‘America
              first’ to historical scientistic racism, which favoured eugenics; and to the vigilante racism of the Ku
              Klux Klan, which also oversaw enthusiastic adoption of the phrase (2018:
              113–139, 149–169). But only by building ‘associative chains’ does she get these tendencies to coincide –
              stretching the evidence thinly (ibid.: 5, 303–308). Perhaps the strongest connection she is able to
              document concerns the marked animosity in the early twentieth-century towards ‘hyphenate’ Americans
              (ibid.: 46). But that is precisely because the concerns about German-Americans, Irish-Americans, and so
              forth were not about race – crudely, most were white, also Christian. Instead, it was about loyalty and
              assimilation.
            


            
              A second variant of over-interpretation rests upon a variegated multihued picture of the ideological
              present. It hones in on the ideological phenomena of the ‘alt-Right’ and makes room for Trumpism in its
              orbit (e.g. Morantz, 2016; Andor, 2016). What alt-Rightism comprises in itself is not manifestly
              self-evident. But ultimately this association must be moderated, too. The elemental reasons for attaching
              Trump to the so-called alternative Right are twofold: alt-Rightists loudly championed his cause early on;
              ideological proximity was the impression given by the centrality to the early administration of the
              maverick political strategist, Steve Bannon (Hawley, 2017:
              13; Main, 2018: 214). But really, it is only in a
              particular, if hard-to-state, performative dimension that such an overlap is meaningful. Both Trump and
              the alt-Right appear to take delight in perceived ostracism from a ‘establishment’ conservatism – a unit
              of reference each construct alike. Ostracism from mainstream opinion is one of the grounds which the
              alt-Right presents for wearing racism as a defiant badge of pride. Trump’s equivalent instinct is towards
              anti-political correctness. A way of relating these behaviours is to say that they are, in common,
              exercises in appropriating victim status by means of engaging in a particular kind of ‘vice-signalling’.
              Yet, ultimately, perhaps both should be seen as augmentations of the contemporary capital of identity
              politics, although in variant directions. Trump’s discourse provokes and needles, as the alt-Right’s
              discourses do. However, on the one hand, the alt-Right’s racism is fierce: as George Hawley (2017: 3–5) observes, there is only a pedantic regard that prevents the
              classification of the alt-Right under ‘white supremacism’, namely, that their representatives profess to
              want an American nation which is ethnically homogenous, in which case, there would be no inferior groups
              left over whom whites could exercise their dominion. On the other hand,
              alt-Rightism’s adaptation of identity politics makes a strange cult of wounded masculinity: in apparent
              subversion of the postmodern Left, it epistemologically privileges the experience not only of particular
              skin colour, but also of maleness over female-ness, so that thereby legitimated, in principle, is a
              vanguard of oppressed white men (see Gray, 2018;
              Kelly, 2017). Though it is by no means to his
              credit, Trump’s ideological adaptation to reaction will belong in a different sorting box.
            

          
        

        
          Ending by Brash Anecdote


          
            The epilogue of Crippled America is a mixed success. It implements several of the rhetorical
            functions to be expected at this stage of composition, but it also undercuts itself. A single,
            slogan-inspired final chapter, ‘Making America Great Again’, is the relevant section (Trump, 2015: 159–170). Altogether, this chapter scans as a supporting letter for a
            presidential job application – which is suitable. But the problems inhere not in design but implementation.
            There are perhaps three weaknesses: the chapter makes a ham-fisted job of leaving the audience favourably
            disposed; it recapitulates material in a way that turns to bombast; and it squanders a crisp ending that is
            otherwise accomplished via the inclusion (in appendices) of additional, superfluous matter.
          


          
            The epilogue begins with an attempt to reconnect with the reader on the basis of personality, which in
            itself is sensible, but (as with the attempt in America by Heart to sign-off by personal anecdote)
            has a shortcoming in heavy-handedness. Trump’s version recounts the feat of his very first construction
            project, expressed by way of a synecdoche (ibid.: 159–161): a hotel represents New York, and New
            York represents America. In New York in 1974, Trump recounts that he took on a dilapidated hotel – ‘a dying
            building, in a dying neighbourhood, in a struggling city’ – and made a success of it, and so 40 years later
            there should be no doubting his capacity to (re)make America (ibid.: 116). Why this is a conceit only to be
            ruined in the implementation is, once again, braggartry: in 1974, ‘I had total confidence in my ability to
            get things done’, whereas ‘today I have the added benefit of truly great experience’ (ibid.: 160;
            italics added). The element of recapitulation is perhaps not so unsatisfactory and, in particular, Trump’s
            status as an outsider to conventional politics is usefully restated – but in complete absence of the
            proviso regarding humility (‘… Then the American people spoke/The crowds started coming to my rallies in
            droves’) (ibid.: 163). The book’s parting sentence is appropriately concise (minimising the conjunctive
            elements in the syntax) and also allows a finish on an appropriately optimistic chord:
          


          
            
              America’s best days are still to come. Why? Because of our people. Together we can Make America Great
              Again.
            


            
              (ibid.: 169)
            

          


          
            But the reason this parting sentence flops is that it turns out not to be, not
            really. Seventeen small-print pages follow describing Trump’s lifetime achievements in infinitesimal detail
            and utterly destroying the impression of having achieved a tidy closure (ibid.: 177–193). This is not the
            first time our study has witnessed efficient peroration diluted by excess. The previous chapter, to recall,
            found Joseph de Maistre extending Considerations on France by strangely inserting a long portion of
            text originally composed by the contemporary philosopher, David Hume.
          

        
      
    


    
      Getting Reaction’s Emotion Right


      
        There has been plenty of evidence of anger in the Palin and Trump texts. That comes with a slight caveat
        regarding the purity of anger’s expression: kitsch in Palin’s case, theatricality in Trump’s. Nevertheless,
        although these features are indicative in their own right – speaking to an enjoyment of breaking ‘feeling
        rules’ (Hochschild, 2012) – neither detracts from
        sincerity. Further, the relevant communications have repeatedly been addressed to the same party: a
        first-person plural ‘we’, roused not only to anger but to shared self-pity (in light of victimhood), and
        describable as the subject of reaction emotion-claims. Additionally, these claims also have regular
        objects – parties not ‘to’ but ‘at’ whom anger is directed – which authors have let fluctuate in the
        detail but with basic, anchoring features. Hence, Palin and Trump modulate the object of anger from groups
        fluctuating from migrants to liberals, but at all times in the name of a ‘we’ of native, blue-collar Americans
        (meanwhile to be pitied). Hence, likewise, Burke and Maistre rouse the anger either of a ‘people of England’ or
        a unity of lay Catholics; in the latter case mostly towards ‘enlightened’ France, and in the former case
        repeatedly, but not uniformly, towards demeaned ‘gentleman’. All these findings so far seem valid from textual
        reconstruction alone. But the questions they imply bear on more open-ended issues of interpretation. They seem
        worthwhile pursuing in view of a general confusion whereby it is alleged that, concurrently, the right-wing is
        taking over politics and politics itself is being taken over by emotion (Davies, 2018). So, what is reactionary emotion exactly? What are the characteristic impulses?
        And why should it be possible to specify a common denominator of anger into one modality: indignation?
      


      
        To get reaction’s emotion right, it may be helpful to reflect initially on the appropriate work that emotion
        may do within a rhetorical conception of ideology. The relationship between ideology, emotion, and rhetoric
        might be construed in a number of ways, but a compromise between an approach that is simultaneously worldly yet
        practical might stipulate as follows: first, that notwithstanding the possibility of individuated emotional
        responses (particularly in the extent of emotional ‘investment’) (Aminzade and McAdam, 2001: 27), political ideologies attach to discrete aggregative emotions;
        second, that while emotions are immensely variegated, and therefore constituted differently in distinct
        historical eras, they can nevertheless be recognised with reasonable accuracy over
        finite historical periods, such as the era of modern political ideologies (Plampner, 2017: 1–33); third, that viewing emotions as rhetorical (as pathos) entails
        that they cannot be reduced to their physiological elements, rather are intimately tied up with appraisals of
        the social and political world cognitive in nature (Solomon,
        2004: 76–90). Aristotle thought in similar terms, because he understood in speech there was a close
        connection between getting an audience to share one’s own feelings and bringing about an alteration of men’s
        ‘judgments’: doing so likewise by means of redescribing people, actions, and circumstances (Aristotle, 2004: II.i.1378a).
      


      
        On top of these stipulations, it may be particularly useful to take on board William Reddy’s understanding of
        the dynamics of emotional statements within texts. Drawing, like Quentin Skinner, upon J.L. Austin’s notion of
        the performative speech act – speech which not only reports but does things – Reddy takes the idea of the
        ‘performative’ utterance and rechristens the emotion-claim as the ‘emotive’. To the simple sense of what is
        going on in emotional political language, this adds something more complex. At a basic level, authors disclose
        feelings; at a complex level, language produces extralinguistic effects. Among these extralinguistic effects,
        persuasion of an audience is the most obvious potential effect – but persuasion contains within it sort of
        sub-effects. Consider what happens when a person is persuaded to share anger. Namely, this person might be
        liable to be caught in a process of overwriting simultaneous impulses to other emotional states:
        inter alia, to calm; to sadness at the commission of an act; or to relief that its consequences were not
        worse (Reddy, 2001: 63–111). One corollary of Reddy’s
        analysis is that full appreciation of performative, emotional language will require drilling down to the
        minutest level: to paragraphs, sentences, and clauses, to indicators that are grammatical and syntactical. Two
        grammatical considerations have been picked out already (subject and object). In order to look again at the
        case-study emotives in greater attention – and to expound on why rhetorical analysis supports confirming
        indignation as reaction’s aggregate emotion – three more considerations can be added: ‘intensity’, ‘duration’,
        and, most important of all, ‘texture’. Intensity concerns the strength of the feelings described; duration asks
        how long they will last. But texture is the most vital, largely because it entails a qualitative consideration.
        Texture might be an apt label for implying the sensitivities of surfaces of the human body to touch. Hence,
        feeling is pinpointed in delicacy. In the below, all considerations are weighed up to work through four
        alternative aggregate emotions before determining that indignation is the specific emotional texturing getting
        reaction right.
      


      
        First, the common denominator emotion of reaction is not fear. It is important to state this
        emphatically because fear is often brought in to prop up the sociological approach to reaction (e.g. Wodak, 2015). Commentary in this vein typically imagines
        insidious scapegoating, on the model of the ritual described in the Old Testament: intentionally turning
        certain people into the objects of negative emotion, and burdening these people with
        liability for the sins committed by others. The descriptor apt of the reactionary speaker, then, would be the
        person who likes to fear-monger: implying preconceived, manipulative, interest-based speech. The problems with
        trying to turn fear into the aggregate emotion of reaction therefore go back to the issues of theoretical
        approach. But the empirical analysis bears the limits out also. Chiefly, in respect of duration, the emotives
        that have been extracted from the case studies point, on balance, to persistence not transience. Variations on
        the past-tense-continuous – where the action described is long-standing and still ongoing – appear
        archetypical. Palin’s complaint of her adversaries in America by Heart is representative: ‘they don’t
        seem to share the timeless values that so many of us hold dear’ (Palin, 2013:
        xiv). This is important due to the texture of fear. Fear is an emotional state of high intensity, but
        short duration. Fear is not an emotion anyone feels permanently – unlike its satellite emotion, anxiety – since
        it is acutely focused on the immediate moment and rests on a judgement of absolute risk (unlike anxiety, which
        is more shapeless, non-object directed, and often, if not always, experienced at a lower intensity) (Kirkegaard, 2014). In addition, very many of the emotives
        extracted wear traces of authorial confession and intimacy, which seems odds to a state of paralysis by
        absolute risk. Lastly, it is worth re-iterating the nature of the subject usually being addressed: sometimes
        gendered, sometimes not. The supposed hysteria of the ‘feminine’ crowd is a stereotype – deeply rooted in
        cultural history (Bourke, 2005: 62) – played to
        (deliberately or not) in accounts headlining fear. A qualifier is to say that discounting fear as an aggregate
        emotion of reaction does not prohibit it from playing a walk-on part, particularly in symbiosis with anger,
        which has been noted on occasion. For example, an audience invited to contemplate Burke’s rhetorical image of
        revolution as ‘monster’ is free to feel either fear or else anger-mixed-with-loathing: the difference would be
        to recoil either in terror or in horror.
      


      
        Second, and more briefly, hatred is not the aggregate emotion of reaction. Hatred does not, and cannot,
        get reaction right due to the relationships that reactionary emotives construct between subjects of a message
        and their objects. The subject is invited to assent to blame being attached to an object. Blame requires
        parties that are accountable. Duly, speech becomes bitter and abusive proportionately that someone, or some
        group of people, is responsible for some-thing. Hate in politics, as Jon Elster (1999: 65) observes, is fundamentally not like that. The hallmark of
        the hater is to direct negative emotion at certain people for who they fundamentally are, in a way that
        touches down to the core of their presumed characteristics. Trump, as we saw, edged close to fostering negative
        feelings towards ‘immigrants’ on account of who they were, but never quite got there: taking America for a ride
        was the blameworthy thing immigrants actively (and collectively) did. Palin could only be said to convey hatred
        for liberal elites only in the quotidian and non-technical sense – which Elster rules out as meaningless –
        whereby one may profess to hate somebody for ‘what they have done to me’. Although,
        therefore, hatred is an emotion characteristically of long duration – compatible with the habit of reactionary
        emotives to describe actions in past-continuous-tense – there is another pattern going on, meaning that it must
        be asymptomatic of reaction in the main. Once again, however, that does not entail that in certain incarnations
        of the reactionary tradition hatred cannot exist on a kind of parallel track with anger. Ethnic nationalists,
        for example, generally both hate and are angry in their proper senses (and in such cases, hatred and
        anger may overlap in virtue of exercising the same predictable effect in cementing in-group loyalties, i.e.
        giving the reactionary subject yet more tangible identity in the eyes of participants) (cf. Ahmed, 2004: 43, 49). But it is worth reflecting that who
        reactionaries hate and who they are (merely) angry at may not necessarily coincide.
      


      
        Third, after eliminating the plausibility of the other main negative emotions, next is anger in its most
        rudimentary sense. That is rage. Generally speaking, modalities of anger are distinct in both intensity
        and duration. Everyday language concerning the emotions is sensitive to these factors. At a far more rarefied
        level, so too are the discussions of normative theorists concerning anger’s ethical desirability. In the
        everyday sense, a regular metaphor is the ‘flare-up’. This captures rage, in one dimension, in its especially
        high degree of intensity and, in another, in inverse proportion, in its especially short-lived duration. Rage –
        like a flare-up – is potent, raw, but temporary: prone to subsiding quickly, partly in view of the immense
        energy its upkeep requires. The textual evidence having been drawn out affirms that reactionary authors are
        not able – presumably any more than anyone else – to maintain anger on red alert. Rather, anger within
        written reactionary discourses ebbs and flows, appearing to give way to warmer feelings either in intermission
        or at later points, out of apparent exhaustion. For instance, warmer feelings interject in America by
        Heart when Palin affirms ‘I hear from and meet Americans everyday … who love their country’; both
        America by Heart and Crippled America end on notes of hopefulness; the epilogues of
        Reflections on the Revolution in France and Considerations on France soften anger, respectively,
        to forgiveness and mournfulness. What do the discussions of the normative theorists add? That, should one be
        minded to throw the baby out with the bathwater, reflection is due that anger becomes proportionately less
        defensible the longer it fails to subside and, rather, persists (Nussbaum, 2014; Chakravarti, 2014). That is
        why, in attributing anger to reaction, the implication is not the need to expel anger from politics in
        totality. Anger’s historical role as a driver of landmark social change, for example, is widely recognised:
        most accurately, the specific modality of anger in politics like Martin Luther King’s campaign for civil rights
        is rage. As Martha Nussbaum conveys, it is the ethically least desirable kinds of anger that stick around,
        which people cling to: the prospectively commendable ‘protest’ aspect gives way to the ‘payback’ element,
        fixating upon the recompense for insult or suffering that is unlikely to be forthcoming, and certainly in the
        quantity that the person is liable to deem sufficient (Nussbaum,
        2014: 14–56). Reactionaries, then, may not be best emblematised by rage. And that is not because
        their anger is more diminished – but, pivotally, because it is not let go of. Reactionary anger is
        archetypically simmering: revisiting the flare-up metaphor, it does not come to the boil, rather perhaps goes
        up and down in intensity over an extended duration of time, but always maintaining at a heat of one kind or
        other. In what is arguably more troubling rather than less, therefore, the relevant anger is ‘ugly’, to the
        extent that it is suppressed and allowed to fester, threatening to calcify into near-permanence (see Ngai, 2007). Sometimes, reactionaries pay tribute to warm and
        enduring emotions, speaking in the past-tense-continuous (hence Burke: ‘In England … we still feel within us,
        and we cherish and cultivate, those inbred sentiments which are faithful guardians … of all liberal and manly
        morals’ (2014: 89)). But it should not be lost sight of that such articulations will
        tend to match to brooding counterpoints: when the reactionary pays tribute to the longevity of feelings in
        people, he is allowing mutual acknowledgement of their state of being suppressed.
      


      
        Fourth, resentment is one of the modes of simmering anger, but it is not yet the mode apt of reaction
        most of all. Although both refer to types of anger having the tendency to stick around, the differences lie in
        the materialism which resentment leans towards, and which indignation does not. The contemporary commentators
        on reaction who have looked beyond anger to its variations in greater discrimination have usually alighted on
        ‘resentment’ (Connolly, 2008; Demertzis, 2006; Engels,
        2015; Mishra, 2017; McVeigh and Estep, 2019). But it should be understood, most strictly
        speaking, as the material counterpart of indignation. Aristotle, in effect, gave this the label of ‘envy’. He
        associated it with the feeling of grief over one’s material situation: over misfortune, as he understood it
        (Aristotle, 2004: II.x.1388a). There is confusion about what resentment does and does
        not mean because theorists of the hard Right who ground it partly in resentment imagine they are calling up the
        authority of Nietzsche. Nietzsche, indeed, recognised not a grief in relation to material situation but an
        existential estrangement that led people, he thought, to an unsatisfying resolution by means of a
        vindictiveness in politics, masked by humility. But theorists of the hard Right who cite popular resentment do
        not normally have in mind the vindictiveness of those who are materially impoverished. Rather, they imagine a
        marxisant reinvention of the term, which associates resentment with being pushed bottom of the ladder of
        social opportunity – perhaps relative to elites, perhaps relative to societal newcomers – but in which case,
        regardless, loses the existential purchase that was the motive to going to Nietzsche in the first place (Scheler, 2010: 110–113).8
      


      
        Fifth, then, indignation simmers like resentment. But it possesses, still, something like a genuinely
        soulful quality. Reactionaries, on our extended textual analyses so far, overwhelmingly describe their anger in
        these terms. Aristotle sharpened up the difference between the two by saying that while envy (i.e. resentment)
        involved a response to personal misfortune, indignation was, strictly speaking,
        indifferent to it. People are moved to indignation by contemplating the ‘good fortune’ of others. Indignation
        may in fact not be dissolved by coming to enjoy better fortune oneself. There is something righteous
        about this response, therefore: a key feature of the response is that those enjoying good fortune are pictured
        to be undeserving. Aristotle brings out another feature of indignation by noting its technical contrast with
        pity. Amongst the evidence of our case-study illustrations, the reactionary feels pity when, vicariously, he
        pictures the victimhood of the vanquished monarch; or when, equally vicariously, he perceives the
        business-mogul-turned-political-leader who is belittled for his rough edges.
      


      
        When indignation pours out, it pours out because it cannot, or will not, fester any longer. There are signs of
        exasperation, but there may also be surges of joy. The exasperation often speaks to the belated recognition of
        impropriety. Hence, on the one hand, Maistre: ‘Have Frenchmen not tested the blood of the Capets long enough?’
        (Maistre, 1994: 69). Hence, on the other hand, Trump: ‘When I spoke
        up, the media squawked, the politicians cringed, and the special interests realised their days were numbered’
        (Trump, 2015: 163; italics added). This moment of release is one of the
        characteristic moments of reactionary ‘camp’ (cf. Sontag,
        1967: 275–292). In the Trump era, reactionary speakers grant their audiences license to explore fantasy: to
        take delight in transgressing the bounds of the socially permissible by participating in the destruction of the
        progressivist totem, ‘political correctness’ (cf. Weigel,
        2016). In the face of overreaching progressivist ‘virtue-signalling’, to take another contemporary term,
        reactionaries signal their vice. Meanwhile, the signal affirms that their victimhood matters, too.
      


      
        The Phillip Roth novel titled Indignation itself is a brilliant exposé of some of these sensibilities.
        Roth’s novel charts the plight of its central protagonist, the college-student Marcus Messner, and follows the
        journey of his incitement to indignation. Marcus is a model student and son: unflinchingly loyal to his
        working-class parents, educational attainment without the slightest blemish. But, after moving away from the
        family home to study, his life unravels, via an unpredictable ‘series of mishaps’. These mishaps are mostly
        trivial and unintentional in themselves, but all the while he witnesses his peers prosper. That prefigures a
        dramatic reckoning. The long-stewing negative feelings that suddenly pour out when he is summoned to justify
        himself before the college’s principal authority is, ultimately, like the reactionary’s after that person has
        discovered their long-festering anger suddenly validated in the text: ‘I wanted to take the word “sin” and
        stick it up his ass’ (Roth, 2009: 91).
      

    


    
      Notes


      
        	
          See also Gervais and Morris (2018).
        


        	
          McCain was Palin’s presidential running-mate in 2008.
        


        	
          Even God gets treated to same mimicry later: ‘It’s as if God said to
          me, Here, Sarah Palin, I’ve got a few things to add to your plate. You’d better have your compass pointed
          due north’ (Palin, 2013: 256).
        


        	
          Journalistic accounts across 2016–2017 frequently cited the 1935
          novel by Sinclair Lewis, It Can’t Happen Here.
        


        	
          This list of foes does continue further on this page and on the next,
          but at ‘illegal immigrants’ the tidy syntactic parallelism breaks down.
        


        	
          Trump made this claim about ‘buying politicians’ most explicitly
          during the televised debates to secure the Republican Party presidential nomination (cited in Rolfe, 2016: 203–206).
        


        	
          It is persuasive ahead of the shorter-term contextualisation that
          places Trump within the 1960s Republican inception of a ‘Southern strategy’ (Dionne Jr., 2016; Abramovitz,
          2018).
        


        	
          Or, alternatively, they mix the existential and material meanings
          quite indiscriminately (e.g. Mishra, 2017: 109–112).
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      With a clearer understanding of reactionary pathos in place, Part
      II turns to focus on logos or, in other words, the part of the ideology which persuades by reason. The
      proposition started from is that reasoning within reactionary ideology revolves principally around decadence.
      That is because appeals to decadence enable reactionaries to get into certain habits of thinking about the
      historical background to their immediate perception that life is awry. Reactionaries declare that the present is
      broken – and broken since it has gone badly off-track with the futures that were once anticipatable within the
      past. ‘Decadence’, in virtue of dramatising the end-state thereby reached, allows reactionaries to prepare
      audiences to audit explanations for this predicament sympathetically.
    


    
      Chapter 3 centres on the case of Adolf Hitler and Mein Kampf. Mein Kampf is reconstructed in all
      generic stages of rhetorical arrangement but with expanded attention upon the middle part of proof, which is
      where, on the rhetorical analysis, the greatest concentration of argumentation ought to be located. In the
      rhetorical analysis of any ideology, the logos part will isolate the foremost models of argument that are
      being appealed to, but with no necessary expectation that discourse will adhere to the strictest rules of logic.
      Close-up scrutiny of the main body of Mein Kampf is used to draw out the ways by which, in reaction, the
      foremost argument will interact with smaller scale argumentation, which may either have its cracks covered over
      in view of the success of the larger argument, or appear differently in result of the adjacency. Decadence in
      reaction assists what amounts to a rhetorically powerful ‘narrative’. It may also draw plausibility from a
      caché of ideas in the wider culture. Hence, the cultural imprint of decadence ideas in Germany before the
      Third Reich is intentionally taken as case in point. The interpretive argument in the postscript to the chapter
      not only explains how it is reactionary appeal to decadence entails the narrative fallacy but also details the
      literary devices for amplifying effect that are concurrently opened up. The implications for reactionary
      communication reach far.
    


    
      Mein Kampf


      
        In many ways Hitler’s Mein Kampf (‘My Struggle’) needs no introduction. Nowadays, it is known as an
        important marker in a movement’s evolving plan to commit genocide. Only universal revulsion at where National
        Socialism led to obscures the contingency behind the text. Appreciating the contingency – restoring the text to
        its most ‘worldly’ dimension – is meanwhile a tenet of the rhetorical analysis which may, in the present
        chapter, free up an understanding of how one component even of this text’s appeal will have been persuasion by
        reason. The contingent aspects of Mein Kampf belong to at least three areas: context of formulation;
        publishing history; and presentational layout.
      


      
        Adolf Hitler is born in 1889 in a border town on the edges of Germany and Austria (the nearest major city being
        Linz), and, at the time he begins working on the manuscript that becomes Mein Kampf, he would appear to
        have been 35 years of age. The manuscript is begun during incarceration at Landsberg Prison, in southwest
        Bavaria, in a sentence being served for treason, in the aftermath of the failed putsch of the National
        Socialist and German Workers’ Party (NSDAP) in Munich in 1923. That putsch was itself partly conceived in
        imitation of the successful ‘March on Rome’ in the previous year, undertaken by the Italian National Fascist
        Party, led by Mussolini. In context, and according to Ian Kershaw (1987: 21–25), Hitler has instrumentalist purposes that centre on political leadership,
        both within and outside the movement: within the movement, he aims to better secure the role of party leader,
        against rivals such as Anton Drexler, the railway worker who had founded NSDAP’s forerunner in 1919; outside of
        it (and reaching far beyond the party’s original home in Munich), he aims to secure NSDAP’s ascendancy within a
        competing array of political forces prospering on the nationalist Right. Comments inside Mein Kampf
        about the strategic ends of communication can perhaps be understood in relation to these party-political ends.
        That perhaps covers the manifold instances of repetition in Mein Kampf, for Hitler (1992b: 170) writes that, for the speaker facing an audience, if
        they ‘do not seem convinced of the soundness of his argument’ he should ‘repeat it over and over with
        constantly new examples’. However, in counterbalance, it should not be imagined that Hitler’s recommendation of
        purely tactical rhetoric is consistent. A good example is his counsel concerning the approach to reading which
        is appropriate to the person in public life, since at one point he advises that such reading should be
        end-directed, highly selective, consciously directed to what needs to be said and how to defend it, while only
        six pages later he is confessing the opposite, commending the insight apparently afforded by his own very close
        reading of rival Social Democratic literature (Hitler,
        1992a: 33–34, 40).
      


      
        Publishing history is even more contingent than the demands made by party-political manoeuvring. The bare facts
        go something like follows. In Landsberg, Hitler reads enthusiastically, making avid pencil marks in margins, most likely centring this reading around German race theorists and historical
        nationalist biographies – and notably, not upon the German philosophical greats (like Kant) he would later
        claim to have spent his time engaging with (Ryback,
        2010: 68–71; Sherratt, 2013: 18–20). In parallel, he
        starts a manuscript (using a typewriter and paper the prison authorities obligingly provide), doing so
        initially in his own company alone, but at some point early in his sentence being joined in prison by fellow
        founding NSDAP member, Rudolf Hess, who duly takes over transcription duties (Kalder, 2018: 123). That is a transfer of task that could be seen as having
        had consequences in conflicting directions, since on the one hand it will likely have allowed the manuscript to
        proceed more rapidly but by the same token have enabled trains of thought to be pursued entirely without
        inhibition, ensuring the unregulated stream-of-consciousness quality of the prose. Some evidence is the
        contrast between the opening paragraphs and the remainder: archival fragments suggest that the manuscript’s
        initial paragraphs (rhetorically quite accomplished) were redrafted several times over, while the remainder
        scans as might be expected, as the sentences of a man thinking aloud but committed to the page. In due course,
        since the search for a mainstream publisher fails, it is the official Nazi press vehicle, Franz Eher Verlag,
        which puts the manuscript into general print circulation in July 1925 (six months after Hitler’s release)
        (ibid.: 128). That book is since known, specifically, as the first volume of Mein Kampf but can occupy
        the entirety of our analysis since, rhetorically, there is interest in the rhythmical patterning of a discourse
        composed in a single sustained sitting-cum-setting. To note, in initial sales terms the book defied
        Hitler’s expectations. Not until the Wall Street Crash in 1929 did the far bigger sales emerge. The readership
        of the text is a belated one.
      


      
        The particularity of presentational layout in Mein Kampf concerns the relationship between the emulation
        of two genres: the exposition of political philosophy and autobiography. On balance, the autobiographical
        function trails in rank-order importance; and it is specifically a political philosophy of race Hitler means to
        expound. Nevertheless, the mutual relationship is telling. The familiar subtitle of Mein Kampf, volume
        one, is ‘A Reckoning’, but Hitler’s proposed alternative was ‘A Four-and-a-Half-Year Battle Against Lies,
        Stupidity and Cowardice’. That is unwieldy but does accurately capture both personhood and a self-imposed
        commission: namely, for the author to assess the misfortunes of a country extending over a finite period,
        dating back to Great War armistice and surrender, and continuing in the activities of the fledgling democratic
        republic at Weimar. In short, Mein Kampf, volume one, is the statement of a belief-system into which
        each heavily interwoven are life story, early NSDAP history, and recent German ‘collapse’.
      


      
        The result is a long, winding and often circuitous act of communication appearing structured as follows. The
        introduction (likely worked over several times) is contained in chapter 1 – and is palpably autobiographical:
        it has the heading ‘In the House of My Parents’. Chapter 2 represents narration and is
        also largely competent in the conventional terms of rhetorical composition, managing to compact some main
        claims from a theoretical standpoint before finishing in a strong synopsis bringing together claims
        unexpectedly. The presentation of that synopsis then offers a moment for pause – after which the reader is
        poised to receive substantiation of a case. Yet, anything resembling adequate demonstration is not forthcoming
        (or, most charitably, is substantially delayed). Chapters 3–9 keep pace with the life story. But to an extent
        not so far witnessed in the study, these main body chapters wander – and not so much out of an obstinacy to get
        life story exactly as the author wants it to be understood, as out of an insistence upon holding court on so
        many tangential topics and issues. However, as will be suggested, that extreme digressiveness may not
        necessarily constitute a failure in rhetorical reasoning terms, to the extent that a repeated message is liable
        to be a remembered message. The drift offers so many ripe opportunities to extemporise on ‘decadence’. Towards
        the end of the book, something of the tighter manner of exposition achieved in the first two chapters returns.
        In chapters 10 and 11, Hitler decamps to a far more abstract plane of reference. The epilogue seems to
        correspond to the twelfth and last chapter (‘The First Period of Development of The National Socialist German
        Workers’ Party’) and suffers from being slightly disjointed, as opposed to delivering one single, considered
        final statement.
      


      
        Introducing Destiny (and Sacrifice)


        
          The first chapter of Mein Kampf opens with a tale of Hitler’s own journey to maturity – more or less
          uninterruptedly – albeit ending with a light-touch transition stage out of personal development to the
          genesis of a broader, political outlook. This arrangement is characteristic. It entails that while both
          structuring and dictating much content, biography will nevertheless play accessory to the larger message. The
          opening pair of sentences is exemplary of the transitioning between personal and political life:
        


        
          
            Today it seems to me providential that Fate should have chosen Braunau on the Inn as my birthplace. For
            this little town lies on the boundary between two German states which we of the younger generation at least
            have made it our life work to reunite by every means at our disposal.
          


          
            (Hitler, 1992a: 3)
          

        


        
          Although it looks low-key, this opening is careful, and successful for two reasons. First, and explicitly,
          one of Mein Kampf’s primary themes locks into place: what Hitler usually first-letter capitalises as
          German ‘Destiny’. Second – and discreetly – the opening gambit exonerates Hitler’s non-Germanness, strictly
          speaking. For the reader who notices, birth outside Germany’s extant territorial bounds is instead turned
          into an advantage, insofar as Hitler becomes a personification of nationalism of the revanchist
          and revolutionary kind: German destiny and Hitler’s selfhood inextricably intertwine.
          Uniting Germany and Austria as the ‘two German states’ is thus one immediate aspect of destiny; and its
          importance, Hitler communicates, cannot be understated:
        


        
          
            Never will the German nation possess the moral right to engage in colonial politics until, at least, it
            embraces its own sons within a single state.
          


          
            (ibid.: 3)
          

        


        
          It is also in relation to this imperative of embracing all Germans ‘within a single state’ that, for the
          first time, a high rhetorical style is attempted in Mein Kampf. Why is German-Austrian longing for
          unity with the ‘mother country’ so deep? Because ‘in it lies a well which never grows dry; which, especially
          in time of forgetfulness, transcends all momentary prosperity and by constant reminders of past whispers
          softly of a new future’ (ibid.: 13). In greater proportion, style in the exordium (and most of the way across
          the book) is starker and sparser. Used already twice is the indicative device of a very crude
          antistrophe, whereby successive clauses repeat words at the end (Lanham, 1991: 16): Is reunion simply a prudence of economics? ‘No, and again no …’
          (Hitler, 1992a: 3). Did Hitler want to acquiesce in his father’s command and become
          (like him) a civil servant? ‘No, and again no …’ (ibid.: 8).
        


        
          In Hitler’s career terms, Destiny is written into his peculiar talents, manifest at an early age. By the end
          of chapter 1, Hitler has retraced his upbringing through his school years (ending in fallout with father over
          artistic ambition); has allowed the reader to take note of his ‘oratorical talent’, supposedly often
          displayed in rivalry with schoolmates; and has reported that ‘school work was ridiculously easy’ (ibid.: 5,
          8). That fortunately left him plenty of time, even during adolescence, to penetrate some of the essentials of
          ‘world history’; an extraordinary feat, for ‘even today’ instruction in this field ‘in the so-called [!] high
          schools’ is in ‘very sorry condition’ (ibid.: 13).
        


        
          Destiny is probably the showcase theme the reader will take from chapter 1. The next most important theme is
          sacrifice, to which it is related. Commentators going back to Orwell have recognised the value of sacrifice
          within Hitler’s rhetorical armoury. Understood broadly, it encompasses the titular motif of ‘struggle’. The
          sacrifice at issue is mostly Hitler’s own: Orwell
          (1970) noted in his contemporaneous review that in Mein Kampf Hitler is always ‘the martyr’, ‘the
          victim’, and the ‘hero who fights single-handed against impossible odds’. On other occasions, it is that of
          the German people (Hitler, 1992a: 4). The contradiction between the two types of
          instance might be telling. There are reasons as to why any politician addressing potential supporters
          might wish to describe past sacrifice, and to hail it as an example: it is likely to encourage more
          sacrifice in the future, and perhaps in greater amounts (cf. Stern, 1975: 28–34). But ordinarily, it would be a mistake to let the
          praise of popular sacrifice become vastly exceeded by praise of one’s own. Yet nevertheless, that is largely
          what Hitler does – and the feature is not confined to this part of the book alone: later, he will labour
          Aryan ‘humility’, which is an ambiguous compliment,1 and at times he will even appear to despair of the capacities of the
          German people. Authorial self-aggrandisement within the sacrifice theme is, then, incongruous. But rather
          than perforce rhetorically inept, it might be wondered: does it indicate a distinctive style that, up to a
          point, Hitler makes works for him? On some earlier clues from Burke, Maistre, Palin, and Trump, one of the
          portable rhetorical styles of reaction – exemplified by this introduction in Mein Kampf – could relate
          to the reactionary affectation of bombast.
        


        
          Lastly, the introduction to Mein Kampf includes indignation – and, for our purposes, duly offers an
          aspect of the confirmation that Nazism participates in the reactionary tradition. The particular appeal to
          pathos possesses the hallmarks in grammar and syntax discussed in the previous chapter: there is a
          dominant grammatical subject, ‘the German people’, on the receiving end of hostile attitudes and acts
          (Hitler, 1992a: 14); a mutable object of indignation, currently the dynastic
          structures of the old, imperial Austria-Hungary; and there are inflections of the past-tense-continuous,
          marking long and ongoing duration. The ‘burdens’ imposed on the German people are described as protracted and
          silently borne (ibid.: 14). The particular prospect of sacrifice going to waste seems to connote
          previously suppressed (but simmering) anger that is now suddenly and righteously vented.
        


        
          But even within the exordium are signs of the commingling of emotions that mark Mein Kampf overall.
          What is a specific cue to indignation, to echo, is the prospect that sacrifice might go to waste. But
          thereafter, the mood music which helps take Hitler’s writing into its stride is not wholly negative. Notably,
          when he is busy recollecting his own past emotions from childhood, the register is usually far warmer. This
          presents a counterfactual to the dispositional account of Hitler’s ideology. The most well-known variant of
          the dispositional account traces Hitler’s political thought back to roots in childhood experience at the
          hands of a disciplinarian father (see Mailer, 2007;
          also Gatzke, 1973). But, in actuality, even here the
          recollected youthful emotions are not uniformly hostile, not remotely. Criticism of his father for possessing
          ‘a domineering nature’ juggles with admiration for ‘energy and iron discipline’ in the face of his own
          ‘lifetime spent in bitter struggle for existence’ (code for his father’s sacrifice before his) (Hitler, 1992a: 7).
        

      

      
        Narrating ‘the Social Question’ and ‘the Jewish Question’


        
          Chapter 1 has trumpeted some individual credentials. Chapter 2 – headed ‘Years of Study and Suffering in
          Vienna’ – ensures that, by the end of it, the foremost argument that the reader’s rationality will be asked
          to audit has been erected into place. The recalling of life story continues, but in a
          way that now transforms into personal plight. That has rhetorical effects in its own right but is crucial
          most of all for the author for managing to get his greatest trials to coincide with the occurrence (to him)
          of the two issues bearing most gravely upon Germany’s future. Chapter 2 thus ends explicitly in the fusion of
          two divergent thought-trains.
        


        
          In personal plight, sacrifice now inflects to disappointment. Having received a description of his school
          years, the reader now begins to learn about Hitler’s time in Vienna (leaving chapters to come to cover the
          war years building to present-day tumult in Weimar). The section is headed by the indignity of rejection:
          Hitler is turned down for enrolment at the Vienna Academy of Fine Arts in 1907. Rejection, apparently, struck
          the twentysomething Hitler as a ‘bolt from the blue’ (ibid.: 18). Yet, on his retelling, the period of
          suffering it prefigured – both material and emotional – was also the path to profound revelation. The
          grandiosity should not be mistaken for interpretive licence: it is Hitler’s own. He declares, ‘what then
          seemed to be the harshness of Fate, I praise today as wisdom and Providence’ (ibid.: 19). This represents one
          of those intermittent forays into high style in Mein Kampf that ought not to overshadow that the
          standard expression is starker and sparser. Indeed, on the very next page, he reaches for another
          metaphor to summarise his experience that is not only more prosaic but also lacking in sense: for five
          years, he says, hunger was his ‘bodyguard’ (Hitler, 1992a: 20). Concerning the
          veracity of the facts Hitler relies on, biographers suggest that his impoverishment at this time was real, if
          overstated: he received small inheritances (Ullrich,
          2018: 13–50). But the apt point concerns where Hitler wants it to be understood his personal
          forbearance took him. Namely, in conjunction with ‘enormous’ reading (more bombast) it got him to his
          schematic way of thinking, from which henceforth he could attract recruits to the cause: ‘in this period
          there took shape within me a world picture and a philosophy’ (more bombast again) (Hitler,
          1992a: 20). The rhetorical allusion to Damascene conversion is most probably deliberate, especially
          since it is not a one-off: ‘my eyes were opened’ becomes a favourite idiomatic expression for falling back
          upon whenever hesitation about which particular words to use arises (ibid.: 20–22, 25). Importantly, in the
          phrase there is a flavour of the variegated emotions of Mein Kampf and, in particular, the commingling
          of hope.
        


        
          The portent of lost Destiny would not have the resonance it does without prior exposure to what the National
          Socialist utopia has in store. By subject matter, it is volume two of Mein Kampf that deals the most
          in policies for a future National Socialist state, the discussion there ranging from party organisation to
          foreign policy and Lebensraum (living space). But, although neutered in volume one, there are places
          within Hitler’s recall of his time in Vienna where, despite the exposition mainly being keyed to suffering
          and despair, glimpses of utopia are afforded nonetheless, via compressed clauses and sentences. Indicative
          clauses are these: ‘the deepest sense of social responsibility for the creation of
          better foundations for our development’, ‘healthier channels for a future development’ (Hitler, 1992a: 27, 33). An entire passage (which the author italicises for effect) begins that
          ‘[t]he question of the ‘nationalisation’ of a people is, among other things, primarily a question of
          creating healthy social conditions …’ (ibid.: 31). Utopian language is limp by comparison with volume two
          and constantly kept in check by interspersion with negative sentiments, but recognising the presence of
          qualified hope amid expectations brought to life for an audience is important. Two key properties of a
          utopian political theory are manifest: first, Hitler elicits a collectivist project; second, he gestures at
          perfectionism. The projected community is a curiously ambiguous ‘ethnic fundamentalism’ – ambiguous because,
          as Claudia Koonz (2003: 13–15) notes, use of the
          German term ‘völk’ (which Hitler uses assiduously) allows for flexible interpretation either as the
          common inhabitants of a homeland or the ethnically defined nation. Perfectionism is present insofar as
          hardships are written about as though they must, necessarily, foretoken both national and personal rebirth.
        


        
          With sacrifice and further suffering having allowed chapter 2 to segue to a glimpse of utopia, it is next
          that Hitler arrives at the more impersonal questions arising. The Socratic terminology is first-hand: the
          presentation initially considers ‘the social question’ and thereafter ‘the Jewish question’ (Hitler, 1992a: 222, 48). The order of consideration is important: they are sequenced. On the
          one hand, Hitler gets to the race topic only through the mediation of the topic of social injustice (and so
          has all the passion inspired by social injustice for calling upon by time of reconsidering the understanding
          of race). On the other hand, it is race which is permitted to have the final word, to which no
          counter-response from the viewpoint of ‘society’ is allowed.
        


        
          First of all, consideration of the social question is occasion to rouse more indignation. Indignation here
          has a subject stable from before (ordinary ‘German people’) but an amended object. Hitler’s personal
          suffering in Vienna now affirms his kinship with the poorest elements of society, despite, he admits, his own
          ‘petty-bourgeois upbringing’ (ibid.: 22). The economy is among the targets attacked; but so, too, is Vienna
          itself – and more in the arena of culture. ‘Vienna’ serves as topographia, the rhetorical term for
          place-portrayal (Lanham, 1991: 153). Vienna symbolises ‘the metropolis’. Its
          portrayal thereby evokes the decadence theme for one of the first times in the text, and in reference to the
          concept, as opposed to the actual word. Decadence can be defined as ‘the process of falling away or declining
          from a prior state of excellence, vitality, prosperity’ (OED,
          2020). In the topographia of Vienna, it is the process of human decay in sprawling, urban
          dwelling-places which is portrayed:
        


        
          
            The more I witnessed it, the greater grew my revulsion for the big city which first avidly sucked men in
            and then so cruelly crushed them.
          


          
            (Hitler, 1992a: 25)
          

        


        
          The manner of Hitler’s engagement of the social question is important for the Marxist
          interpretation of Nazi ideology. In the detail hereabouts on the page, Hitler does at one point contemplate
          the ‘cleft’ between the petty-bourgeois and the manual worker; and he also touches on the ‘fear’ which the
          former social group might possess for quickly falling back down the ladder it has only just risen up (ibid.:
          21). The thesis of lower middle-class support is the insignia of marxisant accounts of fascism in
          general. In the Nazi case, for orthodox Marxists Hitler becomes a champion of a fatally squeezed middle
          strata caught between monopolising big business and an increasingly organised proletariat (Mason, 1993). However, on the authority of what he says, Hitler’s
          pitch is not only as much sociocultural as economic; it is also cross-class. This is another occasion in
          which the collectivism is apparent. To find a specific appeal to the lower middle class would require an
          enormous selectivity – omitting the evidence that the addressee of Hitler’s rhetoric explicitly
          includes the manual worker. In recalling political conversations he participated in within the taverns
          and building sites of pre-war Vienna, Hitler reports being ‘infuriated’ by exposure to countless hours of
          Marxist dialectical sophistry: ‘“capitalistic” (how often I was forced to hear this single word!)’
          (Hitler, 1992a: 37). Yet he was, he says, steadfast in his belief that, excepting a
          degree of naivety, the average German worker bore no blame for the treachery to nationality that Marxism
          otherwise stood for: ‘only a fool can behold the work of this villainous poisoner and still condemn the
          victim’ (ibid.: 39).
        


        
          What is really key about the contribution that consideration of the social question makes is to establish a
          particular device of antithesis. An antithesis, basically, is a constructed opposite, a false
          choice. From this point on, Hitler will use a sharp contrast very often indeed: there are ‘victims’ and their
          ‘seducers’ (or victims and their ‘corrupters’) (ibid.: 41). Thus, ‘Marxism’ becomes the latest amended object
          for directing indignation toward. And workers are an integral part of the reactionary subject which is being
          summoned to express this. The inverted commas for ‘Marxism’ are well advised, because Marxism has
          open-ended meanings in Hitler’s discourse. In a simple respect, Marxism is interchangeable with ‘Social
          Democracy’ – despite the later Weimar rift between the German Social Democrats and German Communist Party
          (Kershaw, 2001: 286). Meanwhile, there is a smooth run-in from
          indignation to decadence – which, this time around, is manifest in the word directly. This is Hitler’s
          attendant summation of the Marxian doctrine:
        


        
          
            Only our decadent metropolitan bohemians can feel at home in this maze of reasoning and cull an
            ‘inner experience’ from this dung-heap of literary Dadaism.
          


          
            (Hitler, 1992a: 47; italics added)
          

        


        
          Consideration of ‘the Jewish question’ comes after consideration of the problems of society – and with
          consequences in the unfurling reading experience: the emotional registers judder. The
          new registers are less permutations of anger combined with irritation and annoyance than loathing and
          disgust; in other words, the particular emotions surrounding hate. Here, perhaps, the most commonly inhabited
          territory of reaction is vacated, and Nazism shifts into the very far reaches of the ethnic variant of
          nationalism.
        


        
          Examining Hitler’s discourse in the period of Third Reich, the linguist Victor Klemperer got the measure of
          this particular aspect of pathos very precisely. He noted that Hitler’s predominant way of talking
          about Jews was in terms of ‘scornful derision’: essentially, hatred as refracted through contempt (2006: 162). The metamorphosis of indignation into hatred is
          accompanied by a discernible refinement of the antithesis of victim/seducer. Beginning at this stage
          of Mein Kampf, the Jew is not (like the Marxist) just the other of the German nationalist: he is the
          other of ‘humanity’ (Hitler, 1992a: 52). Similarly, there emerges a new
          synecdoche: in Hitler’s repudiation of Marxism, and partial imitation of its critique of capitalism
          nevertheless, ‘finance’ is rarely finance alone, it is ‘Jewish finance’ (ibid.: 175).
        


        
          The first dawning upon Hitler of the significance of the Jewish question is described as having taken place
          in his pre-war time in Vienna. However, in respect here of the facts (rather than the logic), the incident is
          apocryphal (Kershaw, 2001: 62). Hitler reports that for the first time in his life,
          he came across an Orthodox-dressed man in the street. Allegedly, shortly after thinking to himself ‘is this a
          Jew?’, he asked himself further and (to his mind) more saliently, ‘is this a German?’ (Hitler, 1992a: 52). The Jews he claims to have met in Vienna excelled, supposedly, in
          disingenuous debate, and, in this regard, they are described as having exemplified the habits of political
          Marxists: ‘I didn’t know what to be more amazed at: the agility of their tongues or their virtuosity at
          lying’. Hence ‘gradually’, he says, ‘I began to hate them …’ (ibid.: 58). Across the thirteen pages that
          constitute this segment, Jews are said to represent ‘pestilence’, ‘filth’, and ‘evil’ (ibid.: 53–55). Note
          that the scapegoat theory for this embrace of anti-Semitism is an extension of the marxisant account
          already discussed but is no more authoritative (cf. Adorno
          and Horkheimer, 1997: 176–179). The selection of ‘the Jew’ within the thought system is not arbitrary:
          indeed, at some length, Hitler himself credits the activities of the anti-Semitic Christian Social Party in
          Vienna in the 1890s, led by Karl Lueger (Hitler, 1992a: 51). Equally, to think that
          the figure of the Jew is being conjured up as a site of so-called false projections requires ignoring the
          thick cultural history behind anti-Semitism.
        


        
          Crucially, by the end of narration, Hitler has got to his unexpected synthesis – and out of contemplation of
          ostensibly different topics. What is it that connects the social question with ‘the Jewish question’? So far,
          certainly, this is not made explicit at any deep level of reasoning. Nonetheless, the audience comes to learn
          at least two things. One is that Marxism is a ‘Jewish doctrine’ – and, in virtue of the sequencing, not the
          other way round (i.e., Judaism is not a ‘Marxist doctrine’). The other thing learned is that there exists a conspiracy – the remaining reactionary pillar – ordered such that it is the
          figure of the Jew pulling the strings behind Marxism (not vice versa): there exists a Jewish plot for world
          domination, simultaneously animating international finance and Soviet communism (ibid.: 40). An aspect of the
          synthesis is a vast opening-up of audience. Mein Kampf is no longer specifically keyed to addressing
          the NSDAP affiliate, i.e., in view of the pitched street battles of the 1920s, the reader for whom vilifying
          the figure of the ‘Marxist’ will make greatest sense. Rather, any German Aryan can oppose the Jew – and,
          moreover, is precisely called to.
        


        
          The synthesis is stated in most direct form in the last page of chapter 2. It is also stated in the form of a
          warning – about thwarted History:
        


        
          
            If, with the help of his Marxist creed, the Jew is victorious over the other peoples of the world, his
            crown will be the funeral wreath of humanity and this planet will, as it did thousands of years ago, move
            through the ether devoid of men.
          


          
            (ibid.: 60)
          

        


        
          That is the scene-setting note for demonstration: the scale, truly, is ‘planetary’.2 What sort of explanation for a broken present
          will be required in this variant of reactionary ideology? It will be one that can show why German destiny –
          so essential to Hitler’s ‘world-picture’ – presently stands on the brink of being lost. Hence, in respect of
          wider interpretations (e.g. Griffin, 2011), Nazism’s
          participation in the confident optimism of utopian theory and practice needs to be kept within bounds. The
          skew is negative.
        

      

      
        Proof of Collapse


        
          Proof in Mein Kampf is called upon, then, to explain looming German collapse. As with the moment of
          logos in all reactionary expression, the author does so by the hook of a large-scale reasoning
          construct. Here we get to the reasoning rhetorical pillar for ideology that Part II of this book is explicitly concerned with. Faced with the rhetorical choice to select
          from among a range of available argument types – argument from definition, similarity, testimony,
          association, and so forth (Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca,
          1969) – Hitler opts for the powerful (but in rhetorical theory usually less formalised) argument type
          which is ‘narrative’. Argument from narrative has the vital feature of placing occurrences in human affairs
          in chronological order, and from out of the order the illusion of strict causality is generated. Argument
          from narrative is therefore an extension of causal reasoning. It can appear in varying degrees of
          speciousness. Conceivably, it can also be unintentional: the key point is the causes and effects which the
          audience perceives, which either may or may not be identical to those that the speaker projects.
        


        
          An interesting feature of reactionary argumentation exists, it might be suggested, whereby a large-scale
          narrative commands the reader’s first point of attention over miscellaneous smaller
          scale argumentation liable to surround it. Drilling down to the minutest level of rhetorical argumentation of
          all, Aristotle considered that the lifeblood of deliberative reasoning comprised such things as
          example (comparing to previous events), maxims (epigrammatic declarations), and
          enthymemes (syllogisms of probability with either refutable premises or contentious deductions)
          (2004: II.xx–xxii.1393b–1402b). It is with different
          technical aptitudes that reactionary speakers may make use of such devices. But irrespective, it is by
          referral to the larger construct that the reader is likely to make her judgments concerning veracity.
          It has been noticed already that one of Hitler’s recurring, smaller scale devices is the antithesis
          (the constructed opposite). As will be shown shortly, Hitler runs together versions of this antithesis
          that in the strict sense are logically incompatible. Another regular, small-scale argumentative technique is
          unattributed, vague citation: typically, one or other adversary is attributed with a quotation which, usually
          unaccompanied by much other supporting information, then serves as a cue to express indignation, typically in
          the form of exaggerated disbelief (an affectation Victor Klemperer refers to as ‘ironic inverted commas’)
          (2006: 67). Vague unprompted citation, like changing and incompatible antitheses,
          may garner little obvious veracity in themselves. Nevertheless, prior presentation by narrative may be doing
          important (and perhaps discreet) supporting work. Once referred to the narrative, the reader’s intellect is
          pressed upon: if you are convinced of looming collapse, you will see the smaller things differently.
        


        
          In terms of presentation, there is repeat evidence that one more pattern of narrative construction in
          reactionary texts is the adoption of the two-step process of the physician’s procedure. That is to say,
          first, there are ‘symptoms’ observed; and, in the absence of their treatment, a disorder is liable to
          exacerbate, potentially becoming fatal. Second, there is an active ‘diagnosis’ of the causes for that
          disorder which are the most underlying, which is the necessary (but not sufficient) condition for doing
          something about that disorder. The main body of Mein Kampf – which is long, especially digressive, and
          circuitous – can be read as a fragmented, 150-page observation of symptoms (roughly, chapters 3–9), which is
          then succeeded by a more precise rendering of diagnosis, for what in this instance is pending ‘planetary’
          disaster. This is the shape by which the main body of Mein Kampf, volume one, will be (re)presented
          now.
        


        
          From Vienna to Berlin (Some Symptoms)


          
            Anything approaching conventional demonstration is conspicuously lacking in the middle sections of Mein
            Kampf. Some of the reasons are prosaic. First, there is digression by regular personal anecdote, which
            may be supposed a side effect of participation in the autobiographical genre. Second, there is digression
            by the aspiration to cover wide-ranging topics. In barebones organisation, the chapters seem intended to go
            through Hitler’s relocation to Munich in 1913 (in preference for serving in the
            German, not Austro-Hungarian, army in any upcoming conflict); the First World War itself (down to the
            moment of surrender and, moreover, republican revolution in November 1918 – when ‘the shame of indignation
            [sic] and disgrace burned my brow’) (Hitler, 1992a: 187); and the early
            organising years of the National Socialists. But, within these barebones, topics are engaged speculatively.
            They lack obvious relevance to the case – and extend to architecture, landscape, and fashion. Tellingly,
            they amount to very clear lapse from the declaration of intent which the author makes at the head of the
            main body: ‘I shall not lose myself in details … for that is not the function of this book’ (ibid.: 68).
            There is a striking flightiness from topic to topic. The reader’s attention is tested severely.
          


          
            And yet, latent within ostensibly ineffective demonstration is the dramatisation of decadence, which
            proceeds, along those lines described, from the compiling of symptoms. Symptoms are not at all evenly
            spread in Mein Kampf – they feature in intense, sporadic bouts – but, almost invariably, whenever
            circumstances of German decline are intimated, the rendering of ‘decadence’ (by word or by concept) allows
            for dramatisation. Observing the symptoms of decadence begins from chapter 3: ‘General Political
            Considerations Based on My Vienna Period’. Chapter 3 picks up life story in pre-war Vienna and seriously
            stutters by undue length (65 pages), cutting to and from topics sloppily, and frequently getting lost in
            detail. Nevertheless, starting with parliamentarianism, the symptoms very quickly pile up. A rhetorical
            trope very clearly on show is metonymy. Take the example from parliamentarianism itself. Hitler
            starts engaging the topic of parliamentarianism with a self-serving maxim: no one should enter into
            politics before the age of 30 (i.e., when he did). The elaboration of this maxim is interesting at one
            level because it serves up one of Mein Kampf’s very few bon mots: the person who enters
            politics too early will not have made up his mind properly, will acquire a reputation for changing it, and
            will therefore be in danger of ‘turning into a “politician”; in other words, the kind of man whose only
            real conviction is lack of conviction’ (ibid.: 61, 62). But the elaboration is also interesting for
            presenting a first item in an equivalential series3: namely, ‘politician’. That substitution is imitated several times
            over. By the passing of ten pages, ‘politician’ has become ‘parliamentarian’ – without explicit
            redefinition (ibid.: 72) – and within the same section, there is reference to ‘democracy’, and to
            ‘pacifism’ (ibid.: 102). Although Hitler does not explicitly redefine the terms ‘politician’, ‘democrat’,
            ‘pacifist’, ‘parliamentarian’, he does seem to present his rough idea of what hooks them together: namely,
            ‘the obvious absence of any responsibility in a single person’ (ibid.: 73). As for the German people
            themselves, Hitler attests – ungenerously (ditto bombast) – that ‘… a large part of the people moved
            blindly through the manifestations of decay’ (ibid.: 68).
          


          
            The following chapters repeat the pattern: miscellany, but incidentally arising dramatisations of
            decadence, where what helps thread otherwise unrelated points together is the mention of decline.
            Individualism is decadent – a corruption of community; intellectualism is decadent –
            a corruption of physical health and vigour. Formally, the iterations of the argument can be in mutual
            contradiction. For example, the regular device of antithesis – ‘Jew’ versus ‘Aryan’ – is submitted
            to inconsistent adaptations. Mostly, community is the Aryan virtue, individualism the Jewish vice; but in
            fact, simultaneously a ‘law of survival of the fittest’ governs life entailing that all people need
            to be sifted on the basis of individual capacities (Kalder, 2018: 126).
            Similarly, although in one direction ‘healthy’ athleticism is the fetishised distinction of Aryans, in
            another Hitler insists upon the exceptional Aryan gift of ‘intellectual genius’ and attests to the Aryan’s
            unique ‘culture’-sustaining capacities (ibid.: 125).
          


          
            Historical context provides Hitler with an added background caché by which to mobilise decadence.
            This is worth remarking upon first of all in a sociocultural sense (there is a more rarefied philosophical
            history to turn to later to appreciate the rhetorical mobilisation in all its dimensions). Not
            coincidentally, pre-war Vienna (which Hitler has already engaged in geographic particularity) is a highly
            recurrent reference point in socioculturalist studies of decadence. Although its roots go back to the
            ancient world, the modern reintroduction of the concept gains special momentum in Europe in the late
            nineteenth century. For David Weir (2018: 81–103), Vienna was a
            pre-First World War centre of decadence in qualitatively bourgeois form: the representative figures of
            Viennese decadence were the repressed, conflicted urbanites analysed by Sigmund Freud. Hitler has
            particular reasons for despising Vienna (capital of the soon-to-expire Habsburg empire, considered
            illegitimate for maintaining within its bounds suppressed Germans separated from any fatherland). But the
            relevance of the sociocultural history is that Hitler is not shy of playing upon the wider imaginary. In
            the fin de siècle, ‘decadence’ was a celebratory term simultaneously as it existed for censure:
            modernist personalities like Charles Baudelaire and Oscar Wilde rejoiced in aesthetic inferiority as
            compared with a former era and revelled also in sexual subversion (Weir, 1995). Although his use is exclusively censorious, Hitler employs a breadth
            of senses, the availability of which is equally the product of the inverse celebratory strand. Use of this
            breadth of sense is what gets his defamation of Vienna to shine. Some such senses are political: by
            metaphor, the imperial legislature situated in Vienna represents the ‘Babel’ of voices to which
            parliamentarianism must tend – the aimless drift and in-fighting (Hitler, 1992a:
            38). But other senses veer beyond politics and do not specifically concern representation of the life of
            state institutions. Across the run of the chapters, the relocation of the action in Mein Kampf from
            Vienna to contemporaneous Weimar Germany is especially what allows Hitler to mobilise the further
            resonances. Culturalist studies of decadence cite the symbolic ‘massification’ undergone by decadence in
            Weimar-era Berlin (which moved the phenomenon on from its notionally bourgeois incarnation in
            representative Vienna). Each of the following remains popular, mass-based leitmotifs of the time and
            place, especially Berlin by the later 1920s, that it is credible to imagine Hitler
            speaking to. Though they are neutral on the description here, it is feasible to see Hitler’s decadence
            allusions appealing to all of them – and reprovingly: novel forms of transportation symbolising the
            frenetic pace of contemporary life (cars, buses, and trams); an energetic and transformed capitalism
            (brightly lit, imposing billboard adverts); a flourishing, experimental night scene (cinemas and cabarets
            in which participants attended in fancy dress); and a surprisingly large proportion of citizens drawn into
            the activity of prostitution (an estimated two-and-a-half per cent) (Weitz, 2007).
          


          
            Are there systematic pointers to take away for better understanding the rhetorical possibilities of
            decadence appeals? As with the case of indignation appeals, it is perhaps possible to set out, then tease
            apart, grammatical and syntactical variables. Hitler’s creative usage attests to at least three such
            variables. First, decadence appeals can be varied in range. That may concern the scope of
            application of the term and the use accordingly made of it. In principle, the external, real-world
            phenomena to which decadence might apply are malleable, from domains of human experience extending from
            politics and society through to philosophy, science, and art. In practice, Hitler’s range of application
            is, in relative terms, actually quite constrained (mostly, he is concerned with politics, a contrast
            we shall be able to draw out in the next chapter). Second, decadence appeals can be varied by
            complexion. This concerns not the scope of application, but the moral meaning. Hitler in fact does
            state broad variations in complexion (even if he does not do so much with range). Consider some
            descriptions lifted out of chapter 3 of Mein Kampf. At one point, he describes the population of the
            late Habsburg Empire as moving through ‘the manifestations of decay’. When he does so, most likely he is
            implying the particular moral meaning of ‘world-weariness’ (boredom or cynicism as a result of a long
            experience of life) (Hitler, 1992a: 68). At another point, he suggests that
            majority rule ‘must be counted among the symptoms of human degeneration’. That seems to evoke a more
            particular moral meaning which is subtly distinct: namely, ‘depravity’ (corruption pushing towards
            perversion) (ibid.: 72). By the way of a last example, in another case still within chapter 3 he describes
            democratic culture as comparing unfavourably with proper ‘aristocratic’ political leadership, as thereby
            opening up political office to ‘the general degeneracy of the rabble’. That most likely conveys the
            particular moral meaning of ‘retrograde’ (a backward move in position or time) (ibid.: 62). In full terms,
            Richard Gilman (1979: 24) has very ably listed a
            large number of the variable moral emphases available. In addition to world-weary, depraved and retrograde,
            these switchable emphases, for Gilman, include ‘self-indulgent’, ‘over-refined’, ‘debauched’, ‘effete’, and
            ‘hedonistic’. Lastly, the third variable is the weight of decadence appeals. These weightings might
            be pictured, certainly heuristically, on a spectrum extending from ‘light’ to ‘heavy’. All the symptoms
            just described are already heavy. But they get heavier still, to see next, in the chapters that ease
            towards bringing Mein Kampf, volume one, to a close.
          

        

        
          The Mixing of the Blood (a Diagnosis)


          
            Firm, medically analogous diagnosis of German decline – decline, to recall, which in one place has been
            purportedly ‘planetary’ – is finally delivered in the penultimate two chapters of Mein Kampf. That
            is just prior to a de facto chapter of conclusion. There is much evidence on the page from which it
            is possible to corroborate that diagnosis is Hitler’s own conception of what he is doing. In chapter
            10, ‘Causes of the Collapse’, and chapter 11, ‘Nation and Race’, Hitler trims down the verbiage markedly
            and engages in far more direct demonstration. Thematically, the threatened utopia of Aryan collectivism is
            now, late in the day, overtaken by the trump card authority of science (or rather ‘scientism’ – dogma
            masquerading as reliable set of techniques for knowledge acquisition) (Shorten, 2012: 150–189). Science is a prop to ethos. That is connoted in the use
            both of methodical-sounding words (such as ‘intrinsically’ or ‘cognisance’) and formulaic abstractions that
            in themselves imply objective impartiality (Kalder, 2018: 124). More importantly,
            science runs into logos, insofar as the argument now integrates some of the content of coarsened
            social Darwinism. Social Darwinism is connoted in some of the most persistent formulaic abstractions, such
            as ‘Nature’, ‘Laws of Nature’, and so on.
          


          
            The evidence that Hitler’s co-opting of diagnostic procedure is self-knowing is several-fold. In the text
            now is even more direct reference to the ‘symptoms’ of decline (Hitler, 1992a:
            242); in general, the discussion implies penetrating beyond surface to depth; and, in the most explicit
            instance, Hitler adopts a systematic approach to ruling out other potential causal explanations for
            German decline. Rhetorically, in a noteworthy passage within chapter 10, the author is able to amplify the
            force of his own explanation by incrementally building to it: specifically, by using the laddering device
            of gradatio to roundly eliminate every alternative explanation to the social Darwinian one. First,
            he eliminates that the root cause could be economics – despite it being the case, he says, that ‘most of us
            primarily see the German collapse only in the general economic misery’. Second, he eliminates that the root
            cause could belong to politics itself – though taking the opportunity to confirm, nevertheless, that ‘the
            aimlessness of German domestic and foreign policy was apparent to everyone’. Third, he eliminates that the
            root cause is culture; adding the complaint, though, that today’s art exceeds the mere ‘occasional
            aberrations of taste’ of the past. (Art will be a special focal point for evoking decadence in the period
            of the Third Reich itself) (ibid.: 244). The gradatio leaves a fourth explanation as the only
            explanation standing – explanation from racial science. That is what he summarises, most tersely of all, as
            explanation by ‘the mixing of the blood’.
          


          
            On the most abstract plane of reference attempted in Mein Kampf, Hitler explains that there exists a
            ‘rigid law of necessity’. By it, history follows an ‘eternal struggle’ between races (ibid.: 262). By
            nature’s design, it is the Aryan who ought to come out on top in the pursuit of this struggle. That is because the Aryan is the ‘founder of culture’: not the mere ‘bearer’, and certainly
            not the ‘destroyer’ (ibid.: 263). And yet, in the ‘sin’ of race-mixing – the miscegenation and the
            ‘mingling of Aryan blood’ that is ‘contrary to the will of Nature’ – the weakening of breed threatens to
            result. It may be significant to underline that this elucidation just given is a stitching together of
            discrete assertions that actually appear in some separation in the text – as divided by stop-start
            single-sentence paragraphs; by longer paragraphs; and sometimes by the use of the multiple-asterisk section
            breaks, when more natural transitions in the reasoning cannot be made to work. Possibly, this is indicative
            of the jagged-edged style that Hitler’s writing exemplifies but which might a tendency of reactionary
            expression in general – a style potentially describable as ‘brutalist’. A suitable example of a fragment so
            ugly in construction that it has been parodied, by the satirist Timur Vermes (2015: 144–146), as the quintessence of Hitlerian style, is this:
          


          
            
              Even the most superficial observation shows that Nature’s restricted form of propagation and increase is
              an almost rigid basic law of all the innumerable forms of expression of her vital urge. Every animal
              mates with only a member of the same species. The titmouse seeks the titmouse, the finch the finch, the
              stork the stork, the field mouse the field mouse, the dormouse the dormouse, the wolf the she-wolf, etc.
            


            
              (Hitler, 1992a: 258)
            

          


          
            One result of the delivery of the diagnosis seems to be to make it viable to re-render the symptoms of
            decadence in the strongest weighting within the book. Although, in one unrepresentative instance, Hitler
            does make use of the one of his lightest, most Pooterish enunciations – under Weimar, Germany ‘has gone to
            the dogs’ (ibid.: 21) – the dominant weight is far heavier. More particularly, the complexion changes too
            as the weight increases. The final moral meaning contrived for decadence is a refinement of the meaning of
            ‘decaying’ into the ‘syphilitic’. Multiple meanings gravitate around ‘syphilis’. Syphilis works as
            synecdoche – disease in one part representing disease in the whole:
          


          
            
              The struggle against syphilis and the prostitution which prepares the way for it is one of the most
              gigantic tasks of humanity, gigantic because we are facing, not the solution of a single question, but
              the elimination of a large number of evils which bring about this plague as a resultant manifestation.
              For in this case the sickening of the body is only the consequence of a sickening of the moral, social
              and racial instincts.
            


            
              (ibid.: 233)
            

          


          
            In an eleven-page, intense bout of denouncing decadence, there appears a near perfect encapsulation of why
            digression is not the same as the absence of effect. At length, Hitler vents on the
            ‘syphilisation’ of cultural life; the ‘syphilisation of our people’; and by the use of similar neologisms
            and portmanteau terms (ibid.: 224–235). In a technical sense, and in short, these final symptoms expressed
            for decadence seem prised from three specific idioms (all held together by a social Darwinian conception of
            ‘Nature’): the zoological, the biological, and the carnal. A zoological idiom is organised around the human
            inhabitation of an animal world; a biological idiom is organised around the human body; and a carnal idiom
            is organised self-evidently. Taken all together, they call up an idea of animalistic sexual depravity that
            threatens the reproductive-cum-demographic health of the nation. Hence, they prove easily possible
            for the author to attach to the Jews who, allegedly, poison the blood. The representative fate is that
            belonging to the Aryan individual who is being lured – seduced – into Jewish ‘infection’. At the risk of
            indelicacy, the images that syphilisation conjures up for reader – human genitalia, sores, ulcers – impress
            upon the reader very specifically, in range, complexion, and weight alike.
          


          
            Moreover, something else should not be overlooked. This is the consideration that syphilis speaks – in
            acutely sensationalist fashion – to the prospect of dying. It seems appropriate that one recent commentator
            having looked at the vast corpus of Nazi texts concludes that the question ‘what must be done to keep
            Germany from dying?’ is the ideology’s common denominator (Chapoulet, 2018: 17). Theorists of fascism who cite Nazism’s unqualified ‘revolutionary’ nature
            (nearly entirely akin to the Marxist project) are wrong, it may be suggested, to the extent that they do
            not follow the thread of the implications carefully enough (Roberts, 2010; Griffin, 2011). Hitler writes explicitly of a
            ‘historical mission’ (Hitler, 1992a: 258, 260) – but this is a mission with
            absolutely no assurance of success – absolutely none. Within his explication of the race theory, Hitler
            holds out the following scenario as probable:
          


          
            
              The man who misjudges and disregards the racial laws actually forfeits the happiness that seemed destined
              to be his.
            


            
              (ibid.: 263)
            

          


          
            There is a second kind of imprint of ‘decadence’ in the wider culture Hitler is able to draw on, that
            transcends the sociocultural, and amounts rather to a philosophical history. It should be appreciated, too,
            even at this late point in the reconstruction, since whatever the crassness and jagged-edges of Hitler’s
            expression, the prior philosophical stream will have made it trickier to prick the balloon that is his
            contrived impression of profundity. Unlike Oscar Wilde and Charles Baudelaire, the relevant philosophical
            figures in this pre-Weimar history all detested ‘decadence’, but, notably, in slightly different ways.
            (Perhaps, their resonance in Nazism should, contra certain academic cults, pose retrospective
            questions about such figures.4) In its essentials, this philosophical history can be said to start with Friedrich
            Nietzsche; to pass through Max Nordau; and to lead into Oswald Spengler. Nietzsche
            used the term ‘decadence’ directly. He opined that modern society had symptoms of decadence in the loss of
            the ‘will to live’, which amounted not just to possessing, but actively wanting, ‘weakness’. And,
            proceeding accordingly, he stripped back the layers of historical meaning, to determine that where
            something went wrong in Western civilisation was very early indeed, in the Socratic then Christian
            devaluation of instinctual life (1997: 86). Nordau
            argued, too, that decadence had symptoms especially in cultural and artistic life, but, instead, he pushed
            down to physical deformity (which to small credit Nietzsche did not). When artists produce bad works,
            Nordau declared, what they ‘perceive’ – actually and not figuratively – is ‘the phenomena of nature
            trembling, restless, devoid of firm outline’ (1968:
            27). Spengler, writing far nearer to the Nazi era in 1918, found symptoms in art once more (and also in the
            late experience of annihilatory war). But he found them, especially, in the spread of atomised, large urban
            spaces, which he called ‘daemonic stone-deserts’. Such spaces for him pointed already to the ‘winter’ of
            history, which represented the modern steep deterioration from the vibrancy of a medieval epoch ‘spring’
            (see Spengler, 1991; Rajek, 2018). This representation of decline according to the natural
            cycle of seasons of the year is fecund. It has proven remarkably resilient in reaction.
          

        
      

      
        A Defiant Ending


        
          Lately, in the explicit race theory chapters, conspiracy is a reactionary theme that has risen in relative
          prominence. This declamation, naturally, of purported conspiracy by Jews extends into concluding chapter. And
          it is perhaps remarkable – in view of reputation – that the effort to corroborate conspiracy by reference to
          the notorious ‘Protocols of the Elders of Zion’ only features so late (Hitler,
          1992a: 279). That begins with refutation. In response to the contemporary exposure of the ‘Protocols’
          as a forgery, Hitler shifts the burden of proof away from empirical kinds of evidence: if forgery is alleged,
          then this in fact (he says) is the ‘best proof’ of validity, for ‘Jewish cunning’ is at work in the press
          (ibid.: 275). After the refutation, substantiation of Jewish conspiracy is conspicuous for continuing in the
          presentation format of a list.
        


        
          Although trying to extrapolate from Aristotle’s criteria for an epilogue is challenging, it is roughly
          credible to say that, split up into discrete sections, Hitler’s final chapter performs a number of
          appropriate tasks. First, an initial recapitulation segment rekindles pathos: in view of present ‘deep
          discontent’, it is understandable that Germans manifest, on the one side, ‘despair and hopelessness’ and, on
          the other, ‘ill will, anger and indignation’ (ibid.: 300). Second, a later segregated section fits another
          criterion, by recalling context-specific purpose (ibid.: 320–331). As at other periodic moments in the book,
          context-specific purpose (when recalled) seems to involve addressing the audience-within-an-audience: not the
          German mass public, but the early NSDAP membership. Hence, Hitler offers a re-summation of why he, not a rival, is fit for leadership: he recounts that he had originally joined a small
          group (‘all nameless poor devils’); that he immediately stood out for his ‘great oratorical gift’, and that
          measured against that talent his colleagues (some named now!) accepted his authority, apparently without
          grudge (ibid.: 323). Third, the criterion of amplifying aspects of previous content is also met. The
          diagnostic part of the story is re-presented, but with special focus on the active intervention to combat
          decline. The defiance of the attitude expressed should not be mistaken for confidence. To this extent, the
          ‘open’ note of the ending entails one last major antithesis: either, he says, German power is to be
          ‘regained’, or else a völk will forfeit its historical mission. To secure the former, ‘death-defying
          courage’ must be the order of the day (ibid.: 302). And, within this call-to-arms aspect, further interesting
          is that zoological, biological, and carnal idioms segue to a militaristic idiom: a particular issue posed
          becomes ‘how shall we manufacture the spirit which enables people to bear arms?’ (ibid.: 302).
        


        
          However, it must not be overlooked that at least two manoeuvres of the epilogue seem rhetorically mistaken.
          One mistake, paradoxically, is to somewhat draw the sting out of amplification by hiding the restatement of
          the diagnosis in the section arranged midway. Another is to risk finishing in a formal manner which, in this
          case, probably counts as artificially stiff: there is another list-format presentation, this time of
          particular and focused organisational tasks for NSDAP laying ahead (ibid.: 305–320). More generally, an
          ostensible failure is that presentation of an epilogue smacks of disjointedness: jagged separations as
          opposed to smooth transitions. However, to leave a door open to the integrative analysis at the end of this
          study, it is not impossible that disjointedness in style is something that the reactionary can make work for
          him. From Mein Kampf, ‘brutalism’ was suggested before in the satirist’s gift of the titmouse
          fragment. Reactionary brutalism may also appear in more extended format in rhythmical patternings of prose
          that are jolty and otherwise abrasive. The pattern will be worth contemplating at later points in the study.
        

      
    

    
      Why Reactionaries Are Not Illogical


      
        If one wants to substantiate that political reactionaries, for all their quirks, never leave the terrain of
        reason entirely, Hitler’s Mein Kampf is the hard case. And yet, reactionaries are not illogical. There
        are obvious stakes in this claim. There is an understandable, moralised response that says reactionaries –
        fascists especially – cannot (must not) be reasoned. But in the process there is a mix-up, between ways of
        knowing the world and more-and-less amiable attitudinal states: the engagement of reason is not the same as
        human reasonableness. However, there is meanwhile a tightrope to tread. Overcorrecting for a moralised
        derogation of reactionary reason is equally mistaken.
      


      
        At an opposite end of extremes, there is an interpretive view which, in the case of Nazi ideology,
        overestimates the rationality severely. The provenance of this view goes back to the
        magisterial account of Hannah Arendt; although this transpires to be a rare occasion when Arendt’s conclusions
        were premature. Arendt, likewise in trying to fill in blanks to comprehend Nazism’s appeal in a particular
        context, considered that Nazi political thought possessed a ‘fierce logicality’ (1973: 472). Subsequently, more document-oriented commentators have taken up
        the view, and codified it into a more precise suggestion: namely, that in Hitler’s ideas there is a distinction
        between the quality of the premises (irrational) and the chain of deductive inferences proceeding from such
        premises (coherent) (Jäckel, 1981: 108–121). In the terminology of rhetorical theory, this suggestion of
        political historians can be redescribed: the Nazi appeal to logos is in the remit of the syllogism with
        the unsupported premise, whereby the conclusions proceed perfectly logically and the relationship between
        different units of thought is seamless (Leith, 2011:
        59). But that view – as much as the view that says reactionaries are utterly devoid of reasons – seems wrong on
        the evidence of our textual reconstruction. Why? To be clear about this, the logical coherence – the pristine
        transitioning through inferences – is illusory. The movements between claims are off. Assertions are in
        tension. How instead, then, do reactionaries solicit rational consent? The balancing act on this tightrope
        points to insight.
      


      
        Reactionary reasoning is perforce messy. Accordingly, the ‘worldly’ analysis of rhetoric that needs advocating
        is in its element. To recall, in logos, any speaker in politics has a range of available argument types
        open to him from which to choose. A variety of types of argument might be engaged, and the evidence, indeed, is
        that is what Hitler does. However, the key dependence is upon a single, mainline large-scale reasoning
        construct. This construct allows for the emulation of diagnostic procedure that reactionaries rely on to
        enliven the threatened link between present and past – or, more accurately, the future that was foreseeable
        once in past. Around that central construct, everything else is detail, although not, importantly, detail which
        is independent of the construct. Hence, our textual reconstruction has brought to light that Mein Kampf
        features recurring, flawed small-scale types of argument: factual inaccuracies (the apocryphal tale of an
        encounter with Jews in pre-war Vienna); careless unattributed quotations; and, most of all, inconsistent
        iterations of the antithesis good Aryan/bad Jew. But in the cases of each of these instantiations of
        argument, the reader does not assess validity and take away meaning in detachment from what might be
        understood as the background ‘frame’ (de Bruijn, 2019): which is the diagnosis of something in the process of
        going disturbingly wrong. Think, as such, about the inconsistent valuation of Aryanness: when the reader is led
        along one path – but then afterwards sent back in another – concerning whether (in order to avoid the mark of
        Jewishness), she should value the active life solely or else pay some credence to the intellectual life as
        well, there may be a particular reason why the inconsistency is tolerated: namely, the reader has her attention
        fixed elsewhere, on the singular idea that the-völkisch-community-is-in-decline. Think, similarly, about
        the apocryphal tale of Hitler encountering an orthodox Jew, allegedly a Damascene moment
        prompting Hitler to abruptly reorder (in his mind) the racial terms of political community. This is an episode
        which, in view of participation in a bigger whole, may not only be elevated in importance but also in intrinsic
        plausibility.
      


      
        The issue, then, is with the nature of the large-scale construct seemingly at the heart of the appeal to
        logos, which Mein Kampf participates in, and that can be pictured as being integral in general to
        reactionary thought and expression. To grasp this, and to assign the construct to a category within the
        possible permutations of rhetorical argument, it is necessary to look beyond the work of Aristotle’s that has
        been leant upon most often in this study, the Art of Rhetoric, and instead to his Poetics. For in
        the Poetics, Aristotle theorises narrative.
      


      
        What is narrative? What is the precise use made of narrative by reactionaries? And what is the relationship to
        reason and logic? Each of these questions is apt for present purposes. In the first place, one problem – quite
        a serious one – is how to retain a sense of specificity: it is suitable to rein in the scope of some
        contemporary understandings of narrative, which make for seeing ‘narratives’ everywhere; basically, whenever
        some rudimentary sense-making mechanism in a discourse should happen to be discernible. Aristotle’s account is
        attractive because, in comparison with the contemporary inflation of the term, his conception is
        discriminating. Using the organising notion of ‘plot’, in a key statement Aristotle specifies that ‘a whole is
        that which has a beginning, a middle and an end’ (1996: 50b). In
        the narrative, for Aristotle, there is sequential order; there is containment; there is compactness. Human
        affairs thereby take on a sense-making shape that is not loose rather is highly particular. The area which must
        be whittled down (to bring Aristotle’s analysis of narrative to bear upon the interpretation of reaction) is
        the articulation of ‘declensionist’ narratives: that is, foremost, narratives in which sequential order matches
        with decline. This can be illustrated in several of the reactionary slogans of the current era: ‘take back
        control’, ‘nous sommes chez nous’, ‘make America great again’. Appropriately for rhetoric, these are not
        declensionist narratives set out in full. Rather, they are their ‘abridgements’ (Perelman, 1982: 34). And respectively, they would seem to focus decline in
        respect to three distinct senses of reference: from sovereignty, from demographic uniformity, and from
        standards of national excellence.
      


      
        What is the reasoning on show? Crucially, narrative can be related to processes of reasoning that occur (and
        are contested) in an everyday ream of experience. That is because speaker and audience are not de facto
        liable to be disinterested so much as seeking explanation for quite specific perceptions of experience – for
        which the narrative presented then supplies purpose. Indeed, the speaker himself might not need to spell out
        all the words, for, as Aristotle says, the audience to a speech is very often there before the speaker is and
        ‘takes pleasure in themselves for anticipating the point’ (2004: II.xxiv.1401a). In
        Why?, Charles Tilly (2008) expounds that causal reasoning in everyday social contexts may permit high amounts of acquiescence in both
        logical contradiction and factual inaccuracy – which are two of the ratiocinative problems of Mein Kampf
        that we have just paid witness to. The degree to which each is tolerated, moreover, may depend on the relative
        sophistication of the explanation and, also, the expectations in exact rhetorical situation. Demand for
        sophistication, Tilly suggests, extends along a spectrum with two poles, with ‘technical accounts’ at one end
        and mere ‘stories’ at the other (ibid.: 130). The potential differences are intriguing (and are anticipated in
        the allocation of the next chapter to a case study text which is plentiful in technical ambition). But that
        ought not to mask that both more and less sophisticated types of account are likely participate in narrativity
        – and hence ‘storytelling’ in the meaningful sense.
      


      
        The relationship of reasoning to verisimilitude can be taken further by bringing in the idea of the ‘narrative
        fallacy’. There is nothing exceptional about the use of narrative as a rhetorical argument type being prone to
        fallacy: politics is not an arena of iron-clad certainties and, across the board of ideological positions,
        reasoning which is faulty by the high standards of philosophical logic is prevalent – and without necessary
        detriment to success. But the fallaciousness of narrative when masquerading as an explanation of
        cause-and-effect is distinct. If occurrences in human affairs are arranged for a reader in order, connection
        and compactness, the fallacy is so: she presumes cause-and-effect is what she is being told (i.e., that
        the chronological ‘after’ reads ‘because’), and that is since the specific thought occurs to her that why,
        otherwise, would she be being presented with particular pieces of information? Responding to reactionary
        narratives may therefore involve succumbing to a quite normal impulse. The impulse is to organise the past into
        coherence, not least of all because future expectations will be imagined to be conditional upon that basis. As
        Daniel Kahneman (2012: 200) says, ‘the human mind does
        not deal well with nonevents’, one of the many applications of the rule that people’s thinking tends to work
        ‘fast’ rather than ‘slow’. This is a way of updating Aristotle’s contention that sometimes a hearer may get to
        a point before a speaker. Yet, to be clear, that does not necessarily entail that reactionary political
        thinking is irretrievably irrational. It is just reasoning going wrong in view of a special source of cognitive
        bias; namely, a bias towards the logic embedded in a story.
      


      
        The rhetorical possibilities that narrative opens up for reactionary communication are the final point of
        interest. Here, broadness is the keynote. The rhetorical possibilities of framing the reactionary declensionist
        narrative in particular ways are truly wide-ranging – more wide-ranging than is generally understood. They are
        listed only inchoately for the time being; with more attention to the literary imagination, it is envisaged
        that the possibilities would extend further. Provisionally, it may be proposed that participation in
        declensionist narrative enables reactionaries to dramatically enrich the appeal to decadence by playing upon at
        least three literary devices: the selection of episodes; character viewpoints; and plot
        lines (see Polletta, 1998).
      


      
        First, episodes are primary in the assignment of ‘beginning’, ‘middle’, and ‘end’. But many more secondary
        episodes are feasible around these discrete points. Hitler’s imagined recall of a chance encounter with a Jew
        in Vienna is made into an event, as opposed to non-event. Anytime that decadence is ‘symptomised’, it might be
        pictured as becoming a (mini) episode in decline. And characteristic differences in the amount of episodes
        included in any particular reactionary discourse seem likely on the basis of the split in technical
        sophistication: roughly, the greater the sophistication, the broader the range of human actions fitted into the
        ‘whole’.
      


      
        Second, reactionary speakers may select characters and, in quite specific ways, construct their viewpoints. In
        part, that is decided in Mein Kampf by the underlay of the exposition of racialist political philosophy
        with stage-by-stage disclosure of life story. Hence, Hitler, as author, gets to cast himself as the ‘hero’. He
        also gets to vivify his own character’s viewpoint via extrapolation from memory. But not in the least is he the
        only character: not only since there are obvious ‘villains’ (starting with Marxists; overtaken by
        omnipresent Jews) but also because, seen in a certain way, there are also significant walk-on parts given to
        his two projected audiences – the German people and the NSDAP membership. Again, the greater the technical
        sophistication, the more likely wider will be the cast of characters. Moreover, as well as to real
        flesh-and-blood people, long cast-list of characters may extend to institutions.
      


      
        Third, the availability of manifold generic plot lines is the most significant feature of all. Typical plot
        lines assumed in reactionary declensionist narratives can thought of simply or in a more complex sense. In the
        simple sense, human stories carve up into imagining different orderings of ‘Rise’ and ‘Fall’ for main
        characters. Necessarily, decline orders ‘Fall’ in succession. In so doing, that allows for the attractive
        metaphor of the natural cycle – autumn not spring – which owes to Spengler. But, even in this simple sense,
        there is scope for variation, because the ending of a Fall can be left either ‘open’ or ‘closed’ (McKee, 1999: 47). If the ending is ‘open’, for example, the reader
        comes away with something unanswered, something to go away and think upon for herself. Mein Kampf seems
        contained within such an ending, since the epilogue’s dominant tone is defiant: hoping, rather than expecting,
        the völk will ‘bear arms’ to set ‘historical mission’ back on course.
      


      
        However, thinking about the possible mutations of plot lines in a more complex dimension is where the richest
        benefits to interpretation may lie. That, saliently, may include the combination of multiple plot lines in a
        single text. For example, from cues we have seen at various points in this chapter, Rise–Fall in Mein
        Kampf is not prompted solely by the plot line of a single generic Fall story. Intimations of at least two
        other plot lines might stimulate reader-response. On the one hand, the reader of Mein Kampf could
        perceive a ‘rebirth’ plot: two key protagonists – prospective national leader and
        racially pure community – will, after undergoing a metaphorical death, potentially be reborn (Booker, 2007: 193). On the other hand, perhaps for the sort of reader
        with special appetite for the personal, there is meanwhile also a ‘quest’ story going on. Figurative treasure
        is being hunted down (Hitler, 1992a: 69–83). At the beginning of Mein Kampf,
        the reader learned that there was a mystery in need of solving – by our hero: the mystery of ‘world history’,
        so readily apparent to Hitler even in school. By the book’s end, in the text’s discovery of pseudoscientific
        racism, the mystery has, at long last, been solved.
      

    

    
      Notes


      
        	
          Aryan ‘humility’ is presented in rhetorical antithesis to
          Jewish ‘arrogance’. See the compelling analysis in Burke (1974).
        


        	
          See esp. Snyder (2015: 1–11).
        


        	
          For the idea of ‘chains of equivalence’, see Laclau (2007: 79).
        


        	
          On the potentially Nietzschean sources of contemporary reaction,
          see Beiner (2018).
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      The previous chapter found that a mainstay of reactionary logos is a large-scale construct resembling a
      diagnostic structure. In detail, it was suggested that the presence of a diagnostic structure enables
      reactionaries to censure ‘decadence’ by enlivening what amount to symptoms, in respect of at least three variable
      components: weight, complexion, and range. Moreover, there are additional ways in which reactionaries may do so
      by virtue of laying claim to the properties of narrative, such as episodes, character viewpoints, and plot lines.
      The chapter ahead switches some of the attention away from censure in reactionary logos to the moment of
      political advocacy. Put differently, the interest falls upon that part of reactionary argumentation, which picks
      up where the explication of a broken past and present ends: the prescriptive, or perhaps merely prognostic, part.
    


    
      The specific text to be examined comes out of contemporary France and is Le Suicide français (2014),
      written by polemicist Éric Zemmour. This is an opportunity to balance the reliance, so far, upon Mein
      Kampf for insights into reactionary argumentation, by surveying a ‘technical’ account in which the standard
      of philosophical competence is raised considerably. But, in regard to political advocacy, this chapter is
      likewise an opportunity to achieve balance of coverage, because whereas Hitler’s text terminates in a defiant
      ending, Zemmour’s terminates in an ostensibly fatalistic one: the ‘suicide’ of his title suggests so already. It
      is widely understood that reactionary advocacy is woefully unrealistic: either there is quietism (practical
      proposals are abstained from) or else hyper-activism (proposals are wildly out of the kilter with the times). The
      options may actually disaggregate into much more nuance in any case, but the special interest is in splaying out
      Le Suicide français in full in order to explode some myths concerning reactionary nostalgia. Zemmour is
      obtuse – but possibly also representative – when he evokes nostalgia ambivalently. Even if identifying him as a
      nostalgist remains fair, then he is certainly not a quietist. And, in fact, in evoking nostalgia, he might be
      doing nothing specific to mark himself out as a reactionary. Nostalgia is a regular motif in the contemporary
      articulation of nearly all ideologies.
    


    
      The intellectual milieu Zemmour’s text emerges from also needs some explication. At the time of
      publication of Le Suicide français, Éric Zemmour was identified with contemporary
      France’s nouveaux réactionnaires (‘new reactionaries’). Over the early 2010s, this was a media-inspired
      term which possessed much currency, though by the later 2010s was displaced by interest in les gilets
      jaunes (‘yellow vests’), commentary around which tracked with a growing concern to understand ‘la France
      périphérique’ (see Guilluy, 2018).1 Nevertheless, the nouveaux réactionnaires
      present a very interesting phenomenon. They are testimony to this study’s understanding that reactionary
      political success can often be short-lived: manifesting in peaks, but never disappearing in entirety. At the
      phenomenon’s height, three prominent French public intellectuals allowed themselves to be associated with the
      grouping: Éric Zemmour himself, the philosopher Alain Finkielkraut, and the more elusive libertarian-associated
      thinker, Michel Onfray. In addition to displaying some more regular features of the contemporary reactionary
      scene, the grouping also expressed some quirks: a ‘media-savvy’ nature, but which stopped a long way short of
      operating solely through the internet (Christafis, 2015:
      19); and an impatience with la bien-pensance (‘political correctness’), but in specifically
      intellectualised form (Marnham, 2015: 18).
    


    
      Le Suicide français


      
        Of all the new French reactionaries, Éric Zemmour is the figure who is read most widely (Polakaw-Suransky, 2017: 289–290). While, as will be seen, immigration is
        one topic of his rhetoric, he is the child of immigrants himself. He was born in the Paris suburb of Montreuil,
        in 1958, to parents of Jewish descent who were fleeing the Algerian war. His upbringing had the background of
        the so-called trente glorieuses – the three decades after 1945 when France experienced continuous
        economic growth – which represents another of his key topics, one touching especially on the vexed issue of his
        nostalgia. His education confirms his academic credentials: he studied at the elite grande école,
        Sciences Po Paris. Yet, where other new French reactionaries – Alain Finkielkraut, in particular – have
        restricted themselves to the terrain of high culture, Zemmour has been less deferent to intellectual
        hierarchies, having found fame first by writing for Le Figaro, then serving as a popular pundit on
        current affairs. The book of his for scrutiny was published in October 2014, achieved a national bestselling
        status, yet six weeks later he was sacked by France’s 24-hour news channel, i-Télé, for remarks about
        ‘deporting’ France’s Muslim population, a word which in France, far more so than in Anglophone contexts, has
        unassailable connotations of the Holocaust (Lichfield,
        2014).
      


      
        Le Suicide français has an important context which aspects of the reception of the book obscure. In the
        first place, this concerns the critical reception given to it by the more familiar parts of the commentariat,
        which alighted on a very particular issue: the book’s coverage of France’s historical, collaborationist Vichy
        regime (see Stille, 2014; Robb, 2014: 20; Caldwell, 2014; Lilla, 2015: 43–44). Such an emphasis
        was likely less compelling for the ‘lay’ reader. For critics, though, the emphasis may
        have been encouraged by events simultaneous in literary life; notably, the receipt of a Nobel Prize for
        literature by French author Patrick Modiano, whose novels explore France’s relationship with its occupation
        years from fundamentally different perspective (see Modiano,
        2015). The problem with the critics’ reading in relation to Vichy is to excerpt meaning in independence
        from an unravelling whole. The comments on Vichy are tucked away in the middle of Le Suicide français.
        Once apprehended in the bigger picture (as for the sympathetic reader), they not only take on a different
        meaning, but they also start to look like the enactment of a quite common complaint upheld by contemporary,
        right-wing French intellectuals: that ubiquitous – increasingly tokenistic – acclamations of French (sometimes
        ‘Western’) guilt have simply become de rigueur (cf. Bruckner, 2010).
      


      
        Yet a second line of reception is primarily what may block appreciation of the meaning which the book
        originally took on for a sympathetically inclined readership. This derives from brass tacks, real-world events,
        but which only came after publication and initial sales. Together they are summarisable as the ‘Charlie Hebdo’
        effect. In January 2015, France suffered the Charlie Hebdo shootings themselves, in which, in the capital,
        Islamist gunmen killed eleven employees of the famous satirical magazine (as well as one police officer of
        Arabic descent). In November 2015, there followed the devastating attacks, including on the music venue, the
        ‘Bataclan’, killing over one hundred people. And right the way across summer 2016, media coverage in France
        lingered on the controversy of Muslim tourists and/or citizens wearing so-called ‘burkinis’ on French beaches,
        together with the municipal response to that challenge to institutionally grounded French secularism and, to a
        point, public order. In the view of Emmanuel Todd, the main feature of the Charlie Hebdo effect was to relax
        the inhibitions of the French middle class (for risk of perceived vulgarity) toward embracing anti-Muslim
        sentiment; in other words, closed the gap with the familiar working-class electoral constituency of the
        Front National (Todd, 2015). But it may in fact
        be misleading to situate Zemmour’s text too closely to this trajectory, for there was a separate trajectory
        that lay in the background. Preceding, not trailing, Le Suicide français was an alternate mobilisation:
        a mobilisation not spirally from perceived assault from extremist Islam, but of traditional French Catholic
        sensibilities, and to which Zemmour’s book can be seen as speaking.2 In May 2013 (and after months of parliamentary wrangling), the Socialist
        administration of François Hollande finally passed a law approving gay marriage and, across much of 2014, in
        the so-called ‘Manif pour tous’, large crowds of unconventional, authority-minded protestors were still
        being brought out into the Parisian streets to demonstrate it, the scale and significance of which should not
        be underestimated, since on a low estimate, the crowds reached half a million (Knapp, 2014: 473). One further reason not to collapse Zemmour’s message
        into the ideological remit of the Front National is an awkward fact: at the time, the leadership of the
        Front National was at the end-stage of Marine Le Pen’s project of
        dé-diabolisation (‘detoxification’) – which would finish in the rebranding of the movement as
        Rassemblement National (‘National Rally’) – and which, in the embrace of national secularist traditions,
        would impair the capacity to speak for right-wing French Catholicism. One aim was to cultivate, and certainly
        not alienate, France’s gay vote (Halliburton, 2015:
        22–23; see Mondon, 2015).
      


      
        By genre, Le Suicide is a very particular exercise in history-writing – and not because it deserves to
        be understood as ‘popular history’, drawing upon the author’s cultural capital acquired from prior television
        and radio exposure (notwithstanding the sufficient academic credentials, he possesses for playing to when he
        chooses). The book tries to tell France’s national story and asks crucially, where is this story currently at?
        The fashioning of this story leaves precious little space for people whose own personal stories interact with
        cultures beyond le Hexagone, as Zemmour tends to refer to France. Nothing should be deemed innately
        reactionary about the decision to indirectly practice political advocacy by theorising national history. Two
        years after publication, Le Suicide will vie in bookstores with another coffee-table bestseller
        Histoire mondiale de la France (‘World History of France’), telling a very different story of the
        nation: not excluding, but consciously highlighting, the contribution to French life of external peoples,
        ideas, and inventions.
      


      
        The back cover of Le Suicide promises ‘an analysis without taboo’. Yet, very saliently, Zemmour is a
        chic writer, who evades any entrenched dichotomy between ‘high’ and ‘low’ rhetorical style: he is a master of
        mixing the two up. Hence, the plentiful shock-value in Le Suicide seems cushioned by delivery in
        beautifully crafted prose. Of all the writers examined in this study, Zemmour gives the greatest impression of
        being a rhetorician who is self-aware – which poses an initial hurdle for incorporating his book within the
        pamphlet-diatribe template. Are the compositional features of diatribe present at all? The repetition element,
        to admit, seems undeniably intentioned: the formal arrangement seems explicitly to work-in repetition.
        The structure by which Zemmour imparts his national story is tidy, multilayered and intricate, but is labouring
        – likely consciously so. Over a duration of in excess of five hundred pages, the book tidily subdivides three
        times over. First, there are three overall sections, which serve to chronicle France since the 1970s; they
        loosely match up with the political terms of three past presidents (Giscard d’Estaing, François Mitterrand, and
        Jacques Chirac). Second, these approximate decades slice up individual years. Third, within the individual
        years themselves appear the separate chapters – not numbered, rather listed by calendar date – which seek to
        capture any given time in vignette form. These vignettes are usually given headings that optimise
        hyperbole, such as ‘The week that changed the world’, ‘Dallas or the changing of the soul’, or
        ‘Paris will not always be Paris’.
      


      
        The digression element, conversely, seems not to be present at all. The apportionment of topics and issues into
        vignettes is a model of disciplined consistency: seldom is a norm of six pages significantly strayed from.
        Hence, while one tell-tale sign of digression in other reactionary texts thus far
        sampled has been chapters varying in word length, here that does not seem to apply. Zemmour’s digressions are
        only discernible on the closer kind of inspection. There are a small number of vignettes in which the author
        does deviate from advertised purpose: an initial point gets a chapter going but is not perfectly
        compatible with where the discussion gets to. In fact, subtle deviation from the overall thesis is the facet of
        the Vichy chapter, a chapter which revisits the French fascination, starting from the late twentieth century,
        with re-living the Vichy era.
      


      
        Introducing the National Story


        
          Ahead of the intricate, multilayered main structure of Suicide français is a ten-page ‘Introduction’
          which can be understood to perform both exordium and narration together. Rhetorical self-awareness seems
          acute in the matter of presentational layout: a typographical line break succeeds five initial paragraphs and
          implies a separation between the two phases.
        


        
          ‘France is the sick man of Europe’ (Zemmour, 2014: 9).
          The opening statement straightaway installs decadence as diagnostic device for developing the book’s ideas.
          Zemmour sets up a parallel ethos appeal less conspiratorial than cultivated. He confirms his opening
          judgement in the discourses of various specialised fields of knowledge, each of which he is comfortable
          appraising. In the statement that conveys this, he also manages to slide in a helpful, but unexamined,
          premise. This is that ‘France’ – personified as ‘her’ and ‘she’ – is a singular, not multi-constituted,
          unity. Hence, when France rises or, rather, falls, it is as one that she does so:
        


        
          
            The economists evaluate her loss of competitivity. The essayists discourse on her decline. The diplomats
            and soldiers silently complain about her strategic decommissioning. The psychologists alarm themselves at
            her pessimism. The pollsters measure her despair. The beautiful souls [belles âmes] denounce her
            withdrawal into self. The young graduates exile themselves. The most Francophile foreigners inquire into
            the degradation of her schools, of her culture, of her language, or her countryside, of her food.
          

        


        
          The tone-setting appeal to the authority of so-called experts is sincere. It lacks the appearance of sarcasm
          (otherwise replete in Zemmour’s mixing up of styles). Extrapolating, it also suggests that while Zemmour can
          probably classify as the outsider’s intellectual – many times across the book, he will be happy to appeal to
          commonplaces about intellectuals’ flaws – he nevertheless resists the mould of the reactionary
          anti-intellectual.3
        


        
          The first paragraph continues to use a light touch to move between clever wordplay and blunt signalling.
          Already, this also involves some pathos. That is notable because the emotion which seeps into the
          decadence diagnostic is not primarily anger. Instead, it seems to be one particular
          texturing of sadness: melancholy. The following pair of sentences appeal outwardly to fear but hide sadness
          within that. The message is reinforced by combining elements of anaphora and antistrophe;
          respectively, initial repetition and terminal repetition:
        


        
          
            France frightens; France is frightened. France is less and less likeable; France likes herself no longer.
          


          
            (ibid.: 9)
          

        


        
          Melancholy is an interesting presence in reactionary emotionality. It has an intimate connection to the
          nostalgia that will be examined at the end of this chapter. It seems instructive that at this point in the
          book Zemmour pays testament to a contemporary French mood by naming it explicitly on the page. In addition to
          the disciplinary judgements he has surveyed already, he cites one particular academic historian and remarks
          that the nostalgia of his work finds an ‘echo’ in popular sentiments (Bainville cited in ibid.: 9).
          Melancholy, qua emotion, is also something that brings forth consolatory pleasures – which Zemmour
          does not overlook, though does invoke scabrously, and in doing so establishes a motif to have fun with later:
          thankfully, even with decline all around, ‘the legs of Parisian women still turn heads’ (ibid.: 9).
        


        
          In respect of the quality of the argumentation, the diagnosis is also tightened up a little in the second
          paragraph; that is, in respect of steering the reader to some particular argumentative resources:
        


        
          
            The French do not recognise France any more. Liberty is becoming anomie, Equality, egalitarianism,
            Fraternity, the war of all against all.
          

        


        
          Notionally, this couplet is an appeal to the ‘values of 1789’, and to their alleged corruption – hence
          decadence – in the present (ibid.: 9). But, as will be seen, this proves to be disingenuous. Or, at least,
          the heritage of secular, originally revolutionary republicanism which the appeal invokes is held
          inconsistently.
        


        
          Stylistically, within the exordium the greatest grandeur is probably reached when the author sheds
          authorisation by second-hand appraisal of specialised knowledge to establish an independent voice. French
          decline now becomes a matter of his own judgements alone – expressed in freely flowing examples, and
          in partial syntactic parallelism:
        


        
          
            the President of the Republic presides, but he no longer rules; the politicians talk, but they no longer
            hear. The media no longer listens … one ‘does Church’, when one doesn’t go there any longer; one ‘does
            family’, when one divorces; one ‘does France’, when one no longer feels French.
          


          
            (ibid.: 10)
          

        


        
          But more essentially, this authorisation of Zemmour’s voice issues from stance; it is
          a matter of his epistemic vantage point, in effect. He implies possession of a special aptitude: for seeing
          things from up close (‘de près’), while others can only see them ‘from afar’ (‘de loin’). And
          ‘up close, everything is devasted’. There is a lavish simile accompanying this verdict of devastation:
        


        
          
            France resembles those ancient buildings, the façade is intact, because she is classed as a historical
            monument, but where the interiors have been turned upside down in order to conform to modern tastes and
            because the developers worry about monetising space.
          


          
            (ibid.: 9–10)
          

        


        
          This simile is key. That is because forthwith, it gathers the national story under the auspices of the broken
          connection between past, present, and future. The utility of coding reactionary decadence appeals in respect
          of ‘weight’ can be illustrated. At stake is not a broken ‘Destiny’ (in the exceptionally heavy terms, we saw
          Nazism had evoked decadence). Comparatively, Zemmour’s weighting is lighter. At stake is what appears a
          frustrated ‘History’: ‘une Histoire altérée, falsifiée, dénaturée’ (ibid.: 10). There is a second
          reason for finding the simile salient. It implies the blurring of the lines with conservatism. The
          implementation of the simile contains at least three reverberations of the moderate voice of Edmund Burke in
          Reflections: the allusions to hollow participation in customs, damaged buildings, and philistine
          economy.
        


        
          The exordium ends in a sublimation of emotions. Having moved from latent then explicit sadness, to a certain
          amount of anger, the book’s opening five paragraphs culminate in loathing, in the following partial
          chiasmus: ‘we have taken to liking that which we detest and detesting that which we love’ (ibid.: 10).
        

      

      
        Narrating the Death of the Father


        
          The reader is still in Zemmour’s ‘Introduction’. But the switch to narration – that is, the condensed account
          of a case to come – is crisp indeed. After the typographical line break, a single-sentence paragraph hovers:
          ‘How did we get here?’ (ibid.: 10).
        


        
          Narration remains a model of rhetorical efficiency. Over just six pages, the ground has been prepared for the
          long disquisition ahead into the failings of the recent French past. This ground-clearing proceeds in at
          least three vital manoeuvres. First, by setting up an adversary’s case. Second, by formalising a keynote
          theme – concerning gender and sexuality – which has been touched upon already. Third, by offering an
          easy-going justification of method.
        


        
          First, an adversary’s case is set up so categorically that there is a case for reading the whole of Le
          Suicide as one long exercise in refutation. The case of an adversary is turned
          into the thesis of the ’68ers. They are deemed responsible (in local context) for entrenching the
          progressivists’ story. This serves as more than a shorthand labelling device, since ‘les
          soixante-huitards’ are elevated into a central set of characters; and the year itself becomes a key,
          episodic turning point in the plot. Meanwhile, the device also insinuates the book’s greatest hero (within
          the book’s small band of them): Charles de Gaulle.
        


        
          In scoring a telling electoral mandate in June 1968, de Gaulle first of all rescued the French from riots and
          anarchy, before then bequeathing to France a legacy, both to mourn and imitate. For critiquing the ’68ers’
          thesis, the ground is set by the syntactic device of contrast. This also becomes satirical. Antithesis
          is a chance to lampoon the dogma of the ‘new evangelicals’: before 1968 (he mocks), France is black and
          white, patriarchal, and xenophobic, and after, France is colour, ‘of every colour’ (ibid.: 11). Decoding an
          exercise in dog-whistle politics – disguising one meaning inside another – is not required: the provocation
          is plain for all to see. In the overall scheme of chronology-cum-plot, the events of 1968 – in tandem
          with de Gaulle’s legacy (he dies two years after) – supply a regular temporal frame, which seems imposed by
          conscious repetition: ‘we have been repeating for forty years’; ‘there are forty years of …’; ‘… it is now
          time to tell the forty years which are the defeat of France’ (ibid.: 10, 11, 16). There are also already
          glimpses of the plot line to the progressivists’ story serving as the foil to bring better out the author’s
          own. Zemmour’s tale inverts the progressivist one, but it resists taxonomic simplicity: the ’68ers are
          recognised not only for fostering personal liberation but also for the rise of global capitalism (which they
          would not recognise themselves, presumably), and, further, for promoting anti-authoritarianism, but while
          equally embodying some more ambivalent incarnations of individualism, such as personal selfishness. Lastly,
          on the side of the ’68ers feature some characters who are unexpected but who are made to appear undesirable
          very easily: underhand bankers, overzealous judges, and the like. There is also ambivalence (but unstated)
          when Zemmour returns himself to the ground of the republican heritage of the French Revolution. A passing (if
          obscure) reference to de Gaulle’s heroic riding-to-the-rescue in 1968 reveals slippage from genuflecting
          before classical principles of liberté, égalité, and fraternité. Why was the General
          victorious? Because he ‘made no stop at Varennes’ – an allusion to the revolutionary period, but to the
          royalist side, specifically to the ill-fated stopover of King Louis XVI in 1792 while deserting for the
          émigré, counter-revolutionary forces in Austria (ibid.: 11).
        


        
          Second, the narration cements the gender and sexuality theme in Le Suicide français. That is meanwhile
          rendered lyrically in the refrain ‘the death of the father’. To surmise, when it comes down to it, this
          all-that-is-wrong-with recent France derives from de-masculinisation. The ’68ers’ project breathes new energy
          into France’s institutional life; this energy counts as feminist and libertarian (ibid.: 13). The condensing
          of a case moves here to more complex, probably more controversial terrain. Engaging in what amounts to some ideological decoding of his own, Zemmour invites the reader to see how
          deep-seated have become feminism’s effects – which ought, he suggests, to have been logically predictable
          from first principles: the feminist movements ‘announced the end of patriarchy’, and in so doing pronounced
          ‘the death of the father and of all authority’ (ibid.: 13; italics added). Thus, placing
          de-masculinisation at the very centre of our rhetorical analysis of decadence in Le Suicide is not
          unreasonable. In actuality, the idiom of de-masculinisation is many times more prevalent inside the
          text than is the trope of suicide of the title. Symptoms of de-masculinisation can enrich our scheme for
          comprehending the allure of decadence appeals. So far, Zemmour has communicated decadence in weightings that
          are light (in the simile of dissolute ancient buildings, and also in his apparent entreaty to
          countrymen to find things in France still to cherish in ‘the ruins’) (ibid.: 13). Shifting the idiom from
          buildings to de-masculinisation alters the complexion of appeals, but with room still for further changes in
          gear. Most strikingly, the first juxtaposition of decline with gender and sexuality was sepia-tinged:
          melancholic reminiscence of women in knee-length skirts – semi-chivalrous and semi-roguish. Henceforth, the
          tropes are both heavier and rougher (even if stopping short of the syphilitic metaphors in Hitler). One
          recurrent trope is loss of ‘virility’. Another is ‘impotence’ – handily adaptable to censure the
          misapplication of political power (ibid.: 13). The drum-beating of de-masculinisation begins within
          these first seven pages, because one hallmark of recent French society is said to be the ‘revenge’ of
          femininity on virility (ibid.: 13).
        


        
          Third, within narration, the author develops the epistemic standpoint to convince the reader that
          contra adversaries he has a more rounded historical perspective – although never mistaking his
          audience for a popular history with a scholarly pedantic one. What approximates method depends upon the
          paternity idea. Recent French history is the loss of legitimate paternity: a cascade of illegitimate
          offspring succeeds one another. The motif of the ‘death of the father’ can be understood to amount to a
          particular manifestation in reactionary logos of the performance of the ‘narrative fallacy’ that is
          generic to reactionary ideology.4 In Zemmour’s exactingly chronological construction, one event normally begets the next
          and, in the process, illegitimately fathers it. He as much confesses to this fallacy on the page:
        


        
          
            it is time to deconstruct the deconstructers … Year after year, event after event, president after
            president.
          


          
            (ibid.: 16)
          

        


        
          Illegitimate paternal descent is a narrative fallacy because it is prey to at least one methodological
          problem concerning historical deductivism: the illusion that chronology means causality (Fischer, 1970: 166–167). It may even be subject to a second, looser
          complication derivable from the witticism attributed to Voltaire on the subject of cause-and-effect
          reasoning: that not all possible parents have children, in other words, that no event in Zemmour’s chain necessarily must go somewhere rather than nowhere (cited in Cobban, 1960). The notion of a crisis of legitimate paternity not
          only buttresses epistemic standpoint. Beyond methodology, it forms a substantive normative idea: domination
          by men was one constituent element of the traditional authority-minded society. And as a caveat to
          methodology, it enables Zemmour to call up an upended Great Man school of history. In his account, there are
          no great men left, hence ‘devastation’ in their wake: the earlier men of note – Louis XIV, Richelieu,
          Napoléon – have ceased to be produced; Charles de Gaulle comprised the last; but de Gaulle has no heirs,
          alas. Hence, the following is the illustrative synopsis for the book’s case:
        


        
          
            The waves of feminisation and post-Christian universalism broke the dams of a more patriarchal France,
            resting on the authority of the father, at home and at the head of state.
          


          
            (Zemmour, 2014:15)
          

        

      

      
        Proof of Diminishment


        
          In Mein Kampf, Hitler said that German society had all but collapsed. In Le Suicide français,
          Zemmour only says France has diminished. However, proof rests on the same narrative fallacy: the succession
          of apparent events in a determinate chain, the events themselves being stages of decline in a fixed
          pathology. The other difference, though, is the level of argumentative sophistication. The storytelling
          aspect of Mein Kampf was, while perhaps composite, really quite basic: with separation of plot (a
          mystery of ‘world history’ that needed solving), limited character viewpoint (the hero’s own life story,
          anticipating rebirth), and straightforward ending (discovery of scientific racism). Zemmour’s sophistication
          is much greater. For example, he deploys regular attributed citation from respected sources – and,
          unlike Hitler, not mainly to vent rage, rather either to confirm or sometimes just clarify views of his own.
          Nonetheless, aspects of technical proficiency do not withstand participation in a recognisably reactionary
          plot line.
        


        
          The power of Zemmour’s narrative fallacy derives from fairly rapidly getting the reader into a certain habit
          of thinking. The formal arrangement of the text is liable to inspire confidence in the reader: the evenly
          distributed main structure (signposted in the table of contents) which is neatly broken down into decades,
          years, individual events. The habit of thinking is the ruse of post hoc ergo propter hoc (‘after this,
          therefore because of this’) (Pirie, 2006: 41). Zemmour
          impresses on the reader that she should take any particular event in recent national life, discard however
          trivial it may look ‘from afar’, and start to appreciate how preceding events enabled it to happen and with
          consequences that, still, inexorably flow. But yet, while comprehensiveness of coverage of France across
          changing decades is probably the greatest claim to technical proficiency, the reasoning is not impervious. In
          a way, Zemmour lacks Hitler’s rabbit-out-of-the-hat moment: he never gets the
          diagnosis for decline quite clear enough (while Hitler was, lastly, able to pull out scientific racism). It
          is the decline of men that at first seems to constitute the underlying problem. But, as the book’s
          encyclopaedic reach proceeds, the themes move on – gender is swelled by themes, including religion, empire,
          migration, and supranationalism. In the telling of the later parts of the national story, decline especially
          reflects national circumstances of postcolonialism. Zemmour seems to be trying to get postcolonialism to
          tidily layer onto his pre-standing thesis, but – judged at the highest standards – the attempt is not
          successful. He ends up with an unsatisfying imitation of a mere functionalist explanation. He spotlights
          immigration to France from North Africa; one of the ways in which the consequences are portrayed is the
          substitution of Arab and black masculinity for the virility that the indigenous French have come to lack. If
          so, Zemmour’s chic sense of irony has got the better of him because, by that measure, the political solutions
          that would seem adequate become even more opaque. Yet more conflicting senses of direction are left to
          supposed nostalgia.
        


        
          Reconstruction of the demonstration in Le Suicide in full is precluded by length. Indicative sections
          are picked out for special comments.
        


        
          From Sex to Football to Vichy (Some Symptoms)


          
            Main content follows straight on from narration and begins with the coincidence of de Gaulle’s death and
            the start of the traction of the post-‘68 innovations. By subheading, an opening pairing of chapters –
            deliberately arranged adjacently – are ‘Death of the father of the nation’ and ‘Death of the father of the
            family’. Fatherlessness is the first trope deployed from out of the idiom of de-masculinisation. It may not
            be too hard to view fatherlessness still through the prism of nostalgia in a basic form: fond remembrance
            for times past, for innocence of childhood.
          


          
            The early chapters are especially worth reconstructing for Zemmour’s principal argumentation techniques.
            Zemmour opens with reference points that are institutional. Charles de Gaulle’s legacy has been squandered
            by Gaullists. To emphasise, Fifth Republic politics in France has been dominated by governments
            alternating between the Socialist party and the successive parties of the Gaullist Right – Union of
            Democrats for the Republic, Rally for the Republic, Union for a Popular Movement (Gaffney, 2010: 5–11). On society, says Zemmour, after 1968 ‘Gaullists
            speak like de Beauvoir’ (Zemmour, 2014: 30, 33): it is not only the ‘young hairy
            rebel’ to blame for the new feminist and libertarian energy. On the economy, policies emerging after de
            Gaulle signify diminishing resistance to American economic ascendancy and increasing disfavour with a
            long-standing national model of central planning (vaguely synonymous with state capitalism) that Zemmour
            calls ‘colbertisme’ (cf. ibid.: 42–47, 48–51, 57, 64, 82, 86).
          


          
            Can the argumentation be distilled as Zemmour trying to call the Gaullist Right back to its roots?
            Therefore, is there further blurring of the lines between reaction and conservatism?
            The material fits with reaction on balance. But that at least some of the concerns aired about sex and
            gender bend to conventional conservatism must be conceded. He makes particular use of appeal to
            probabilistic reasoning – around the idea of the unintended consequences of change – in a technique often
            associated with conservative arguments. Why was the progressivist attempt to increase women’s freedom a
            mistaken gamble in retrospect? Because measures like attaining abortion rights, expanding rights within
            marriage, and promoting sexual liberation have confounded intentions with perverse effects: such measures
            incentivise predatory male behaviour – men can disown the consequences of their actions on a whim. However,
            the reason why the argumentation does not on balance fit with conservatism is that, across this opening
            series of chapters still, Zemmour is very often on far darker ground. Examples are some of his statements
            about post-‘68 trends in both heterosexuality and homosexuality alike. And possibly revealing, the
            argumentative technique here is not reasoning by probability but appeal to paradox. Paradoxes are
            usually employed in Le Suicide to make formulations that are otherwise hyperbole – as well as
            frequently ironic – stick. Appeal to paradox is mostly stated explicitly (great paradox, double French
            paradox, supreme paradox, ultimate paradox) (ibid.: 226, 340, 475, 91); sometimes the reader is steered to
            it gently. Sudhir Hazareesingh (2015: 290, 306–307) suggests
            that in using devices like paradox, Zemmour’s writing participates in typical modalities of French
            philosophy. But it bears emphasising that regardless of their intellectual authority, Zemmour’s use of
            paradox is not strictly equivalent to their usage in continental philosophy: Zemmour uses paradoxes to
            entertain, which continental philosophers do also, but for continental philosophers, paradoxes have to
            involve puzzles whose irresolvability is intrinsic, not happenstance. Zemmour does not mean that at all: he
            regrets the happenstances that occasion not really a bona fide paradox rather a subjectively
            imagined contrast.
          


          
            Concerning heterosexuality, paradox presents in the discussion of evolving marital ethics in the post-‘68
            era, which Zemmour suggests short-change heterosexual men and women alike. Male readers are partly
            presented with a nostalgic impression of the past – to attract them – but in greater quantity, they are
            given something to be repelled by: namely, anxiety. In marriage, men have a need ‘to dominate – at least
            formally – to be sexually reassured’. Meanwhile, women readers are also appealed to by means of negative
            emotions, by the sullying of pride: in order to give herself ‘without shame’, a woman has a need ‘to be
            admired’ (Zemmour, 2014: 33).
          


          
            Concerning homosexuality, there are at least two paradoxes: one resting on disingenuous republicanism, the
            other being allowed to roll into spite. First, supposedly, when gays were closeted, homosexual life in
            France was safer and more authentic: gay people withheld from public expression of affection and, in fact,
            self-directed closeting was performed freely out of principled commitment to state secularism:
          


          
            
              It’s a bit like religions in which the rules of laïcité require discretion
              in the public space in order not to provoke others. No discrimination, let alone persecution, rather the
              guarantee of true freedom.
            


            
              (ibid.: 70)
            

          


          
            A second paradox is more implicit and is expressed by way of a casual aside, since it appears à
            propos of a discussion of environmental politics circa 1972, when Zemmour remarks that placed against
            increasingly environmental protections, the promotion of gay marriage or adoption must be anomalous:
            ‘defenders of the precautionary principle for nature … but not for man’. France has come to protect
            ecology, but not the future of suitably virile masculinity (ibid.: 79).5 Notice, too, that the complexion of decadence appeals has now
            morphed entirely from fatherlessness to sexual prowess. The overall register has now become too sour to
            speak, unproblematically, of the presence of nostalgia.
          


          
            There is also a whole thread of chapters on football in Le Suicide, which are dispersed across all
            three decades covered. They are worth commenting on to reveal the extraordinarily broad range of Zemmour’s
            decadence appeal, reaching down into the rituals of French life in their most quotidian. Zemmour prepares
            the reader with another of his stylised, entertainment-directed quasi-paradoxes: ‘everything is war,
            especially football’ (ibid.: 425, 228). The symptoms of decline that French football attests to are largely
            an echo of de-masculinisation. But they also bridge to new territory: specifically, regarding national
            ethnic identity.
          


          
            Intriguing in the first place is that scene-setter for the football thread is one apparent evocation of
            nostalgia. Yet, when contemplated, it is not nostalgia on a strict understanding. On the one hand, Zemmour
            stirs up national pride in football. But, on the other, he explicitly declines to give it deep roots –
            compromising the ability to convey an idealised past. At odds with his hero de Gaulle’s famous evocation –
            France’s ‘constant character’ as descended ‘from the mists of time’ (de Gaulle, 1970: 1) – national pride
            in football is, according to Zemmour, only of fairly recent vintage:
          


          
            
              For a long time the French do not like football. It was a sport too simple for intellectuals, too popular
              for the bourgeois, too English for the patriots …; too collective for the aesthetes who prefer tennis,
              not virile enough for the rugby amateurs, not epic enough for the fans of la petite reine [slang
              for cycling].
            


            
              (Zemmour, 2014: 152)
            

          


          
            This paragraph is interesting for suggesting that the author is not constructing an idyll to appeal back
            to. Rather, he is raising a topic purely opportunistically – here, sport – for the purpose of scoring
            points independently.
          


          
            Certainly, in the five vignette chapters on football provided (ibid.: 152–156, 228–232, 390–396, 374–379,
            424–433), the lamentations are not noticeably softened by praise of past glory.
            Rather, combined meaning amounts more to squandering of last-ditch chance to keep the solidaristic nation
            alive. He includes, for example, vignettes from the 1970s about the over-marketing of AS Saint-Etienne and,
            from the 1990s, about financial corruption and match-fixing at Olympique de Marseille. The most
            attention-grabbing of Zemmour’s chapters is the vignette ‘Verdun at Seville’, concerned with semi-final
            exit from the football World Cup in 1982: the opposition was Germany, the tournament was staged in Spain
            (ibid.: 228–232). Zemmour deduces – in deliberate hyperbole and overstatement – that this
            represented ‘the death knell of French illusions in the century’ (ibid.: 230). Why did the national team
            lose? In part because of undue effeminacy: they succumbed to a team playing a more aggressive style of
            football than their own (ibid.: 229). But that does not exhaust the meanings transmitted, because Zemmour
            allows the reader to take delight in his saying-the-unsayable: offending bien-pensance. He playfully
            presents a further reason for defeat: that the referee who failed to penalise the German goalkeeper for a
            head-height tackle on a French forward did so deliberately, because he was a Dutchman, and therefore an
            ancestor of William of Orange, ‘sworn enemy of [King] Louis XIV’ (ibid.: 229). The xenophobia sheds its
            playful, tongue-in-cheek quality in a later chapter on football when Zemmour argues to the contrary that,
            when it did come finally in 1998, victory in the World Cup finals was empty. In reference to the racial
            composition of the side, he decries that ‘our three colours were no longer blue, white, red but
            black-blanc-beur’. So, in the media and political representations, ‘it was no longer the victory of
            the best team in the world’ but the triumph of French multi-ethic unity. Why was the triumph of diversity
            and integration illusory? The answer is revealing, because it is one of the occasions when Zemmour’s being
            troubled by the circumstances of postcolonialism is allowed to burst through to the surface. What is
            intended as the clincher in the argument is that just three years later, ahead of an abandoned friendly
            match against the former colonial relation, Algeria, ‘La Marseillaise’ was jeered when played in front of
            ethnically mixed home crowd.
          


          
            In noting the immediate reception, it was explained that the Vichy topic was a magnet for criticism of
            Le Suicide from France’s established intellectual strata. The criticism is not unfair, but is
            overdone, since Zemmour engages some very reputable scholarly literature and is not entirely discordant
            with some discussions in political ethics (cf. Rorty,
            1989: 189–191; Geras, 1995: 7–46). More vitally,
            criticism misses meanings inferable from entering into the prose on its own terms. The vignette
            chapter that has the most controversial things to say about Vichy is (like with the topic of football)
            stitched into an interwoven thread. Seeing it as such helps bring into light something specific about the
            way reactionary pathos is being handled. In what amounts to an ongoing discussion, Zemmour reflects
            that ‘la Shoah’ is now ‘the official religion of the French Republic’ (ibid.: 383). Thus, concern
            with Holocaust memory is made to integrate into Zemmour’s emotional appeal to indignation. French ‘guilt’
            is an imposed form of self-hatred. Moreover, that is a hypocritical promotion of
            self-hatred, since the ‘bien-pensants’ who perpetuate an obsession with guilt actually ‘love and
            estimate themselves a great deal’ (ibid.: 506).
          


          
            The particular chapter upon which critics at the time focused is addressed, very specifically, to the
            research on fascism of the American historian Robert Paxton, circa 1972. In approaching the chapter upon
            the basis of the foregoing (not in isolation, in other words), it could be expected that Zemmour will do
            roughly as follows: push back just a little bit on the Paxton thesis, prop up a beleaguered Gaullist
            legacy, and call travellers on the Right back to an interpretation of the war years that throughout the
            trentes glorieuses had successfully served French state institutions. For de Gaulle, from 1940 to
            1945, the real France was in London, in colonial possessions in Africa, in the anti-Nazi resistance, and
            not in Vichy (Jackson, 2019: 774).
          


          
            Zemmour recalls that Paxton’s thesis is that anti-Jewish policies on French soil were not only initiated by
            Nazi officials rather had a domestic origin. Zemmour then challenges this thesis with contrary but serious
            sources – including the work of the doyen of Holocaust historians, Raul Hilberg – to suggest that senior
            Vichy politicians played a careful double game: they sacrificed ‘foreign Jews’ in the end of saving the
            lives of French citizens with Jewish descent (Zemmour, 2014: 90). Zemmour is not
            completely out on a limb in the effort to deflate the importance of Holocaust memory in France. In the
            1990s, Henry Rousso (who Zemmour does not cite) found compelling evidence suggesting that France had come
            to suffer from a Vichy syndrome: in other words, it was overcompensating for the past suppression of
            historical memory with a surfeit (Rousso, 1991).
            Another deft move of Zemmour’s seems the tailoring of an argument to undermine an American-style pluralism.
            Zemmour arranges his inferences to endorse one normative model of society over a rival one: not
            multiculturalism, but the more robust assimilationist model that will better support the continuation of
            his insular, holistic national story. He concludes (by way of another paradox) that universalist French
            citizenship supplied Jews with enviable protection during the war years: what kept the number of victims
            markedly low was the weakness of Jewish community life inside France (Zemmour,
            2014: 91).
          


          
            However, to an extent that needs to be appreciated, the particular chapter does end up comprising
            digression – unintendedly – which, in this instance, puts a question mark against the author’s chic
            composure. The inference is a deviation from expected objectives. In the demolition of Paxton’s case, it is
            not the original Gaullist position that has been vindicated, rather the France of Vichy – which de Gaulle
            despised.
          

        

        
          Revenge of the Colonials (in Lieu of a Diagnosis)


          
            By roughly halfway point, it can be conjectured that for most readers, the effect of Zemmour’s chronicle –
            ‘from event to event’ – will have gone one of two ways. Either it will have achieved the sort of cascading
            effect Zemmour probably desires – repetition confirming a rule – or instead, it will
            have become overwhelming and dizzying and thus counterproductive. There are so many vignettes in the 1970s
            that, in fact, the decade takes up the book’s whole first half. After this rough halfway point, the
            discussion is perhaps not quite so ordered.
          


          
            Coverage henceforth tracks with France’s changing demography in the last part of the twentieth century.
            That proves opportunity to address the topics of Islam and immigration. To note, present-day France has a
            Muslim population of upwards of five million, the largest of any European country, and the majority of whom
            are the descendants of the former colonial subjects of the territories of the Maghreb – Algeria, Tunisia,
            and Morocco – coming to France after the independence struggles of the 1950s. The issues are ill-separated,
            but a general simplifier running through pages roughly 200–500 is the impact of postcolonialism. In
            Zemmour’s continuing assessment of changing French life year by year in vignettes, now hovering in the
            background is the transmutation of former relationships between coloniser and colonised. On a side point,
            bear in mind that it does not hover hugely discreetly: Zemmour’s brand of reaction is not traceable to
            supposed ‘unacknowledged trauma’ in either sense – the effects of decolonisation are maligned loudly on the
            page (i.e., not unacknowledged); and the emotional inflections are not panic and confusion (i.e., not
            trauma), but more indignation. The strongest acknowledgement of postcolonial dispossession comes when
            Zemmour is picturing ‘vengeance’ upon the former colonisers (Zemmour, 2014: 146).
            The bien-pensants are the objects for indignation, again. On top of World War II guilt from the
            Vichy interlude, they impose postcolonial guilt.
          


          
            One chapter headed ‘Lord of the Flies at Minguettes’ chronicles disturbances in 1981 in a housing
            development in the district of Vénissieux, South Lyon. Foremost, this chapter engages an issue associable
            with immigration. The chapter is an occasion for some more ambiguous nostalgia: apparently, the memory of
            that bastion of traditional institutional life, the French Communist Party, is to be cherished, because
            where once in places like Vénissieux it was a vital service provider for municipal life, it too is
            powerless in the face of mass immigration (ibid.: 210). More centrally, the evocation of events at
            ‘Minguettes’ emblematises the narrative construct, the fallaciousness of which is covered up in the
            familiar rhetorical grandiosity: the children of immigration from the Maghreb had won, ‘power had changed
            hands’ (ibid.: 211). Although the chapter is notionally on the topic of immigration, there should be no
            doubt that, really, it is about empire: the references reveal it. The rioters at Vénissieux sought
            ‘counter-colonisation’: ‘the conquest of territory on the soil of the old master’ (ibid.: 211). The end of
            the authority of the French Communist Party marked ‘the Dien Bien Phu of the red century’; that is, the
            last battle before the French empire ceded Indochina in South-East Asia (ibid.: 211).
          


          
            Zemmour’s logical proposition – which high style softens, but which methodological metaphor of illegitimate
            descent makes present – is something like follows: large-scale migration from North
            Africa means fewer citizens who are of either indigenous or Christian heritage; governments do not appear
            to mind; and yet anything like harmonious coexistence that will preserve the fundaments of national life is
            unthinkable. To this extent, Zemmour echoes a quasi-respectable thesis already in the public realm –
            namely, the thesis of ‘the Great Replacement’ associated with the author Renaud Camus – albeit Zemmour does
            not rely (as Renaud Camus does) upon statistical indicators such as birth rates (Camus, 2011). Instead, what appears intended to be the empirical crux
            for his own variation upon the thesis is the public policy of ‘le regroupement familial’ (family
            reunification), referenced repeatedly in the second half of Le Suicide. This is a policy introduced
            and maintained from the early 1970s and authorising family members to be reunited in metropolitan France
            once a principal with dependents becomes settled in work (cf. Hamilton et al., 2004). Many of the things Zemmour finds a way of saying concerning this policy
            indicate the blending of postcolonialism with the heaped-up gender and sexuality messages.
          


          
            Projecting the inevitable clash between communities does not occur independently of Zemmour’s interest in
            de-masculinisation themes. Another instance of ‘paradox’ features. ‘In the name of progress’, women and
            children must be liberated from the French family, but according to the terms of the policy of family
            reunification, the traditional structure of the North African family must be treated as inviolable: the
            ‘Western family’ alone faces destruction (Zemmour, 2014: 70). What is the nature
            of this familial structure? It is male-dominated, hierarchical, geared to child-rearing and raising.
            Zemmour does not miss the chance to lampoon bien-pensant asininity. In supporting immigration
            unquestionably, progressivists turn out to have picked strange allies for their libertarianism:
          


          
            
              the Maghrebi children were used to a patriarchal education, rude and often violent, which the French
              society born in May 68 was trained to reject.
            


            
              (ibid.: 208)
            

          


          
            Why do families come in such large numbers? Zemmour implies the usual postcolonial ambivalence: for North
            Africans – and in view of the bitterness of the independence struggles – the French remain the enemy, yet
            France meanwhile represents the Promised Land (Hussey,
            2015: 255). Next, the most explicit of the crypto-functionalist reasoning appears. The immediate
            subject in the sentence is high levels of biological reproduction – hence population regrowth – but Zemmour
            also means the shameful emasculation of French males is being compensated for when he says,
          


          
            
              the Maghrebi family … is invited to take the place. To come to the rescue. To fill places that remain
              vacant. To replace.
            


            
              (Zemmour, 2014: 142)
            

          


          
            For his reader who grasps it, indignation that North African men – but not they –
            should still enjoy the dominion of women is justifiable. Should the reader take the nudge, that might
            comprise a twofold injustice, since colonialism can meanwhile be imagined as a lifestyle affording the
            coloniser a similar dominant status wherever he so chose. Zemmour’s sexual politics of postcolonialism are
            not as strong as those of Michel Houellebecq in his contemporaneously published novel Submission
            (which was frequently discussed alongside Le Suicide)6 but remain very perceptible. Houellebecq’s indigenous French
            characters let loose repressed white male fantasies about the ‘submission’ of Muslim women to erotic desire
            (Houellebecq, 2015). By contrast, Zemmour merely
            allows indignation to find further fuel in contemplating routine pleasures owed to French males, but now
            stolen. For instance, he sympathises with the plight of indigenous males in the towns and cities who ‘find
            it hard to seduce girls who prefer the glibness of students’ or worse still ‘even the ostentatious virility
            of the “scum” from the banlieue’ (unsubtle code for immigrants from second or third generation)
            (Zemmour, 2014: 500).
          


          
            Another chapter pertinent to the overlaying of gender and sexuality themes with postcolonialism chronicles
            an issue arising in 1989 (ibid.: 320–330). That is the so-called ‘headscarf affair’, concerning not only
            the appropriateness, but the very legality, of women in France wearing the particular head- and
            hair-covering artefact of religious affiliation when participating in public institutions and,
            particularly, when attending public schools. In his reconstruction of events in 1989, Zemmour includes a
            similar provocation as before. He exaggerates uncertainty about what to call the article of clothing at
            issue: ‘… A veil. A chador. A scarf. A piece of cloth. A damn … scarf’ (ibid.: 320). The divulging of
            different possible terms is not trivial, for they can trigger different responses: a ‘veil’ implies more
            covering than a mere ‘scarf’; a ‘chador’ – with Persian association – calls up Iranian-style theocratic
            revolution (Wallach Scott, 2007: 16, 23). Zemmour
            continues the vignette by recounting how the affair began – in the decision of the head teacher in the town
            of Creil, just outside Paris, to expel from school three Muslim girls who had started to attend in
            headscarves – and by tracing how politicians tried vainly to avoid dealing with it head-on, seeking to
            square the principles of laïcité (keeping the state free of religion) with the principle of
            individual liberty until, to Zemmour’s mind, an unsatisfying and indirect ban was sanctioned in 2004
            (Zemmour, 2014: 322–323). Zemmour chooses his grounds deliberately: ‘the question
            posed was not that of secularism, but assimilation’ (ibid.: 324). He reproaches politicians for failing to
            publicly recognise that Islam was the problem, not religions in the round, and decries the overtaking of
            the debate by ‘feminist incantations’ (feminists have since been more cautious about the necessary fit
            between laïcité and gender equality) (Wallach Scott,
            2018: 3, 11, 20). In re-fastening the headscarf affair to assimilation, Zemmour is able to make it yet
            more grist to the mill of the holistic national story which is under threat:
          


          
            
              to ‘integrate’ Islam, it would be necessary for France to renounce a thousand
              years of History, renouncing Philip the Fair, Richelieu, Louis XIV, Napoléon, de Gaulle.
            


            
              (Zemmour, 2014: 330)
            

          


          
            Consideration of the affair is another occasion for implying repossession of a vacated space. Zemmour
            positions the affair as another crypto-functionalist response to the fallout from 1968, this time from its
            ‘nihilistic individualism’. In this spiritual void, ‘Islam rushed to impose its holistic, imperious but
            warm-hearted model, binding but reassuring, using the fierce will of the children of Maghrebi immigrants to
            use their religion as a manifesto of identity’ (ibid.: 325).
          


          
            To address lastly, conspiracy is the least developed of all three pillars in the main body of Le
            Suicide. It is pressed (but pressed gently) in the key proposition of government connivance in mass
            immigration after empire. And government is not the only actor censured. For the cultural world is accused,
            also:
          


          
            
              the media, literary and cinematic lenses on immigration never stop trying to linger on the individual
              fates of immigrants, their wives, their children, their emotions, their resentments … intentionally
              ignoring their collective, historical side as a people with their own roots, their own culture, their own
              religion, their own heroes, their own dreams of post-colonial revenge.
            


            
              (ibid.: 146)
            

          


          
            Elsewhere in the book conspiracy appears intermittently; for example, in relation to the homosexual lobby,
            the American lobby, and the Jewish lobby (ibid.: 69, 263, 264). Conspiracy never appears nicely – a point
            which is not trite: embittered expression means that with it indignation is re-summoned. At some points, it
            appears there are rhetorical reasons for conspiracy to be downplayed. For example, when describing the
            takeover in Vénissieux, Zemmour muses, ‘there was no plan or grand conspiracy; simply life moving forward’
            (ibid.: 211). This deriding of human design is a helpful way of bolstering the cascade effect: there is no
            grand conspiracy because infinitesimally small choices and decisions participate in an impersonal
            ‘suicidal’ directionality overall. That being said, if the reader sees it, he might pick up on the
            insinuation – by the intricacy of the book’s organisation – that everything-is-connected: that the
            undesirables within his cast of characters all know each other (from women’s rights campaigners to figures
            in the media, literature, and cinema).
          


          
            Tentatively, it could be said that conspiracy does feature in greater proportion in the later parts, also
            when Zemmour is discussing commerce. For example, the abandonment of the Gaullist practice of central
            planning is partly described by alleging the conspiracies of businessmen and, in one individual case, is
            given very precise stipulation in the French notion of pantoufler (literally,
            ‘revolving door’). Accordingly, by example, Louis Schweitzer is singled out as a political chief of
            staff who in 1986 left his post to run the car firm Renault and, in so doing, committed at least two
            egregious acts: taking sensitive inside knowledge with him and taking advantage of his previous role to
            allocate himself greater pay before leaving. An additionally incongruous feature is the nature of appeal to
            evidence: a half-page footnote reports – in verbatim – a private phone-call dialogue between Schweitzer and
            an apparent crony (‘I asked myself why I couldn’t have more money’/‘I’ve been thinking that too …’) (ibid.:
            289).
          

        
      

      
        A Fatalistic Ending?


        
          The end of the long disquisition is now reached. There appears what might be taken to be an epilogue proper:
          a self-standing ten-page postscript headed ‘Et depuis …’ But it is also discernible that the final
          series of vignettes already expresses an incremental creep towards addressing policy issues that are live and
          ongoing. In the least, material now starts to relate much more explicitly to institutions and issues à la
          mode: the European Union in particular. The final chapter is titled ‘See Lisbon and Die’, an allusion to
          the 2005 national referendum on a European constitution, which was rejected, but renamed a treaty, and signed
          up to regardless.
        


        
          ‘Et depuis..’ performs all the conventional tasks of an ending smartly (just as the exordium and
          narration departed little from Aristotle’s prescriptions). But should it count as prescription? It falls
          short. It is less of an intervention to avoid impending final disaster and more a sketch of foreseeable
          developments from a current stage: in other words, a prognosis.
        


        
          First of all, the recapitulatory element is tidy. In a segment positioned midway – so as to appear only after
          some more demonstrative material – the ‘68 story is rehearsed for a last time, but in concision, and notably
          in a such a way that orders the straightforward de-masculinisation aspects (‘gays’, ‘feminists’) in front of
          immigration, Islam, and empire (ibid.: 523–527). Second, the book’s dominant emotions are appropriately
          re-summoned. There is indignation in simple form: ‘the future of our dear Hexagon lies between a vast tourist
          amusement park and Islamic fortress, between Disneyland and Kosovo’. There is also more complaint about
          imposed self-hatred: elites regard the cultural coherence of the French as suspect (ibid.: 525–526).
        


        
          The way in which Zemmour’s conclusion addresses advocacy, however, is unorthodox. At the top of ‘Et depuis
          …’, Zemmour tweaks his question. There exists the question notionally expected of him, and he knows it –
          what to do? But he amends this to a question he prefers to answer – why isn’t something being done
          already? His initial response to the redefined question is a recapitulation of his most relevant material:
          ‘France’ isn’t doing something already because she is no longer a sovereign country – the supranational EU
          increasingly tightens rules (ibid.: 516–520). On first view, then, he has nothing to say to advocacy at all.
          At most, he can experiment in testing the boundaries for what can be achieved –
          rhetorically – in the striking absence of anything resembling concrete solutions. The most arresting sentence
          is an anaphora: ‘France is dying, France is dead’; alike, Right and Left have ‘abandoned her’, have
          ‘betrayed her’ (ibid.: 523). There are repeat variations on this assertion. Suggestively, though, the
          symptoms of national decadence are recalled in weightings both lighter and a little heavier, respectively,
          ‘France is being felled’ – inertly, like a tree; France is a ‘festering corpse’ being trampled on (ibid.:
          520–527). He goes as far as to conclude that not only are the ‘reforms’ and ‘models’ unforthcoming but also,
          by now, too many tried-and-failed attempts to revive France have only left a situation only more
          ‘incoherent’: ‘too many remedies kill the sick’ (ibid.: 522–524).
        

      
    

    
      The Myth of Reaction’s Essential Nostalgia


      
        It would be possible to turn Zemmour’s Le Suicide français into a representative case of reactionary
        nostalgia, but not very convincingly. The implications pan out from the particular to the general. At some
        moment, reactionaries in politics are called upon to address issues of advocacy. By general reputation, they do
        so badly. But to code that to nostalgia as a result (and by default) misses the powerful force that nostalgia
        is in ideology across the board and also fails to catch the nuance in what reactionaries are doing where
        advocacy is concerned, reducing them to one more caricature: specifically, the time-travel fantasist.
      


      
        Reactionaries engage logos in such a way that resembles a diagnostic structure because they possess a
        self-understanding in relation to History and think that History has drifted off course. In Le Suicide,
        this has articulation in the idea of getting France’s integral national story back on track, of recovering a
        future that was once expectable but which, since the 1960s, has been steered away in another undesirable
        direction. This is a general reactionary orientation to advocacy. A key difference lies in which of two poles
        any expression of reactionary ideology pulls toward: does diagnosis of what is wrong resolve in strong, but
        perhaps unsuitable, prescription for what would put that right (a kind of hyper-activism)? Or does it shade
        into mere prognosis, whereby the exacerbation of problems can be forecast but little mitigated (political
        quietism)?
      


      
        With Mein Kampf, it was noted that a reactionary discourse culminates in a defiant ending – the
        quasi-utopia of collectivist racial perfectionism. Le Suicide seems more prognostic: indeed, as the book
        concludes, various panaceas have apparently been offered, none have worked, and may only have hastened the
        fatality ahead. It is tempting to think that a linkage could exist between the strength of prescription and the
        rendering of simultaneous decadence appeals in the three key variables of weight, complexion, and range.
        Certainly, Mein Kampf’s variant of hyper-activism coincides with decadence appeals that are heavy,
        syphilitic, and focused upon a specific source in Jewry; prescription in Le Suicide français is weaker,
        where meanwhile decadence appeals are varied but relatively lighter, sexualised but not
        syphilitic, and scattered (such as implicated in everyday sporting rituals). However, this association only
        seems loose. Moreover, in any case it omits to mention that even if Zemmour’s prescriptions are not
        forthcoming, the label of quietism is hardly apt, because of the point that there are likely rhetorical actions
        performed in the absence of explicit recommendations concerning policies or institutions: discrediting the
        prescriptions of others; validating supporters’ experiences; and repudiating acceptance of present society, in
        aspect or total.
      


      
        A better way to start separating means of reactionary advocacy might revisit the finding that reactionary
        argumentation trades in narrative and stories. To recall, reactionaries symptomise social ills by rhetorically
        performing decadence; and they prove the existence of those ills by constructing specifically ordered
        declensionist narratives. While doing so, there may be variation in the human stories they can draw on,
        imitate, and blend together. Previous accounts of the Right have not dealt with what one recent commentator
        calls the ‘science of storytelling’ (Storr, 2019) in much depth but have nonetheless often made use of two
        notable genres: the ‘elegy’ and the ‘jeremiad’. Each appropriately accents decline but are strongly keyed to
        nostalgia (which is the mistake of previous accounts), as well as, particularly, grief and regret. In senses,
        they overlap with the rhetorical model of the diatribe, but what they lack is purchase upon the significant
        reactionary property of attack and blame: what we may crudely term the thing-done-ness, whereby particular
        people are alleged to be at fault for having done particular things.
      


      
        The ‘elegy’ referred originally to the poem, which was extended in length and addressed to the subject of loss.
        By custom, it was the oral delivery of elegy that became known by the related term of ‘lamentation’ (Weisman, 2010). Elegy therefore captures mournfulness well –
        there might well be a ring to it in what the science of storytelling would call the ‘tragedy’ plot line that
        Zemmour accentuates in the epilogue: events do not unfold in the main characters’ favour – France’s chances of
        a happy ending are slim because, variously, her sovereignty is annulled, all major political parties have
        abandoned her, and she is depleted by failed reforms (Zemmour, 2014: 153). But
        although reactionaries convey mournfulness on occasion, it does not seem ineliminable to its expression; and
        that is not to mention that some moderate conservatives are also relaxed about adopting communication in this
        format (e.g. Scruton, 2006). The jeremiad stems from a
        biblical template. And, perhaps, because its modern use became established with the Puritans, the jeremiad has
        held particular appeal for commentators trying to make sense of the reactionary temptations of conservatism in
        America (Murphy, 2008).
      


      
        The ‘jeremiad’ is named after the prophet who, after the destruction of Jerusalem, instructed the Hebrews that
        they needed to return to a time before they had broken God’s trust, when they granted him obedience fully. But,
        as a general descriptor, it is compromised again, partly because the religious
        connotations skew it, and possibly also because ‘progressive’ jeremiads are conceivable (progressive jeremiads,
        for example, have been the communication form of successive generations of Christian reformers in the United
        States who have, in their own ways, urged the recovery of the original founding, the ‘city on a hill’).
        Certainly, the recovery of the lost ideal is an ambivalent reference in Zemmour. In the thread of football
        chapters in Le Suicide, idealisation of a lost footballing golden age was a false flag: French love of
        football was admitted to be of recent vintage. The purpose of raising the topic was to do something else than
        recover: it was to censure one more field in which French men had become less manly, and in which blacks and
        Arabs had taken over symbolic national institutions.
      


      
        ‘Nostalgia’ is, by etymology, ‘homecoming-pain’. It is a compound word formed of two parts: nostos (for
        homecoming) and algos (for pain) (Turner, 1987:
        149). In allusion to a lost home, it makes its reference to a lost time and/or place, which is connected to
        both elegy and jeremiad. But there is no neat way in which it may map onto reaction. There is confusion in the
        popular depictions of reactionary nostalgia because nostalgia is frequently conflated with ‘retro’ – a cultural
        fad prevalent enough in contemporary Western societies for there to be one more reason for reaction to be
        overdiagnosed (Becker, 2018).7 Beyond cultural zeitgeist, there are other
        sources of confusion, one of which is where to place it as human experience. Most likely, nostalgia is
        constituted by elements of cognition and affect combined: the thought-element might be construed as the
        alluring past (probably in preference to a present deemed unsatisfying); the feeling-element is hybrid, and
        potentially inherently unstable, because two of the primary emotions are entailed, one negative, but one also
        positive (on the one hand, joy, but, on the other hand, sadness). The sadness is for something lost – and is
        what the popular depictions mainly have in mind. But the joyful component should not be overlooked – the
        pleasure to be had in reminiscence – and consists more specifically in ‘melancholy’. Indeed, the positive
        element of nostalgia – which balances the negative – could be one reason to intuit that nostalgia is actually
        much more ideologically neutral than is often supposed. There were a number of times in Le Suicide when
        the apparent use made of ‘nostalgia’ did appear balanced by joy: the dominant tone in the book’s
        introduction is case in point (there is foregrounding of loss, but the entreaty to ‘cherish’ the remnants of
        institutions beside it). In reminiscence, Zemmour transmits melancholy’s affective quality of bittersweetness:
        likewise early in the book, thinking about attractive female legs on Parisian streets – not on show as
        abundantly as once before, but still appreciable – is a gesture towards melancholy’s consolations. However,
        while these instances in the text may (at least in their own way) appear convivial, it is not too long in the
        text for the constructions of the relationship between past and present to turn nastier. Quickly, the
        bittersweetness is overtaken by decadence appeals according to which women ought to rue the passing of time
        much more bleakly – because their exercise of sexual freedom brings them shame.
      


      
        There is no reason to suppose that, applying the quasi-science of storytelling, Le Suicide can be
        reduced to animation by just a single transposable literary plot line. But, by way of an alternative candidate
        to, say, the elegy or the jeremiad, it might be feasible to point to one such transposable plot line that
        predominates: the inverted ‘David and Goliath’ plot. There is a secular equivalent (perhaps inheritance) of
        this plot line: protagonists learn about the existence of a super-powerful opponent, full of evil, which is
        dangerous and threatens the land, and against all odds manage to quash it (Booker, 2007). But a biblical version adds particularities: the story of David and Goliath is
        that of the humble shepherd, armed only with stones and leather sling, who pits himself against the giant,
        accomplished in battle, and equipped with full suit of armour, javelin, spear, and sword. As per any
        reactionary storyteller, Zemmour is obliged to work a Fall into the narrative ‘whole’ (with sequence,
        containment, and compactness). But the reversal which is relevant is not in fact in the ending – i.e., without
        inevitable triumph in prospect – but in the orchestration of reader’s sympathies. He conjures the impression
        not of minority, but majoritarian, victimhood. He co-opts (but subverts) the public sanctification of standard
        ‘David’ figures. Hence, by way of example, he describes, in the eyes of the ’68ers, the ennobling of ‘les
        pauvres Arabes innocents’ (Zemmour, 2014: 27). Zemmour inverts the character
        viewpoints to affect sympathy for Goliath. Le Suicide turns sympathy for Goliath in the remits both of
        sexual politics and postcolonial politics. First, in the sexual politics, the ‘Goliath’ that Zemmour is trying
        to wrest sympathy for is the formerly virile and potent French male (also usually indigenous and determinedly
        heterosexual): the consolations of time vis-à-vis reminiscing on Parisian legs are conspicuously not
        gender-neutral. Second, in postcolonial politics, ‘Goliath’ is the descendants of the former colonisers now
        subject to reverse colonisation: there is a sorrowfulness to the ending of the trente glorieuses, but
        also spite, since it was the prompt to inviting waves of North African immigrants ‘to replace’, to master in
        turn. In many places, the sexual and postcolonial politics blend together and, accordingly, the image of
        Goliath, too. In one vignette, Zemmour marks the year 1973 with the iconic film of that year, ‘Elle court,
        elle court la banlieue’. He does so, first, to fondly remember the relations between the sexes in an
        earlier era (he cites the lingering image of the hand of a bus driver on a passenger’s ‘charming female
        backside’) but, second, to highlight a film-based contrast: lascivious bus drivers are preferable to the
        grittier urban realities as shown in 1995 in La Haine (ibid.: 96–98).
      


      
        Some present accounts of reaction go down the direction of softening nostalgia to make the picture more
        plausible. Nostalgia, as they say, is not what it used to be. Yiannis
        Gabriel (2017) separates ‘aggressive’ from ‘sentimental’ nostalgia; as such, he expands the feeling-element
        in the concept. Alternatively, Mark Lilla (2012)
        separates familiarly understood ‘restorative’ nostalgia from ‘redemptive’ nostalgia – a redeeming of the past
        without concretely expecting to get there – and thus he is responding to the practicability problem. Svetlana
        Boym, who has scrutinised the concept in its own right, likewise sees the value in
        clarifying what she identifies, very carefully, as a ‘reflective’ nostalgia: the point is the contemplative
        model which is offered (2001: 49–55). However, by this
        point, the corollary starts to look less like reactionaries are nostalgists in a qualified way than that
        nostalgia is a possible pathway in all ideological traditions – notably, on the Left as well as Right.
        Perhaps there is one other appropriate conclusion. Reaction, at base, has no monopoly on the politics of
        memory. Rather, memory is a practice which all traditions of political thinking might be expected to
        periodically engage in (cf. Kenny, 2017: 260). Rhetorical appeals to nostalgia take their place among the
        various channels open. In an ethical dimension of politics, then, nostalgia is value-neural: it may be
        practiced in good ways or bad, either for causes that are noble or ill.
      

    

    
      Notes


      
        	
          The revolt of the gilets jaunes originally began outside of
          France’s main conurbations in response to high fuel prices, raised by carbon taxes.
        


        	
          For a critic’s unusual focus in this direction, see Lilla (2015).
        


        	
          In this guise of the outsider’s intellectual, Zemmour appears –
          deliberately – to resemble Raymond Aron, who is cited, favourably, several times over (Zemmour, 2014: 14, 24, 29, 88, 170, 178–181, 195, 244, 264).
        


        	
          Even the dedication in Le Suicide is ‘à mon père’.
        


        	
          Defence of homosexual rights is also associated, by Zemmour, with
          ‘affluent “prolophobia”’ (2014: 73).
        


        	
          E.g., Sand
          (2018: 203–264)
        


        	
          For the fetishising of wartime memorabilia then 1950s fashions,
          see Hatherley (2017).
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      Having finished providing the understandings of pathos and logos in the ideology, the study now
      devotes Part III to grasping the structural principle remaining, which
      is reactionary ethos. Part I suggested the archetypical anatomy
      of the emotion claim; Part II suggested the anatomy of the decadence
      appeal, which, in view of the narrative properties, might obtain more transparent meaning if referred to
      henceforth as the decadence ‘dramatisation’. Ethos refers to the disclosure of the speaker herself in the
      act of persuasion. Thus, it raises the issue of how it is that the political reactionary showcases character.
    


    
      The proposition begun from is that appeal to conspiracy is rarely (if ever) the sole ethos pitch of the
      reactionary. Yet, appeal to conspiracy is nevertheless a constant and ineliminable manoeuvre closely bound up
      with the presentation of the self. In what is presented over these final three chapters, applying the earlier
      findings to the case study texts allows the reconstructions to proceed a degree more rapidly: the indignation and
      decadence appeals are simply pinpointed and identified in their particular variations according to time and
      place. That leaves the bulk of attention for determining how it is reactionary conspiracy allegations function.
      There are three case study texts, spanning two historical epochs – the 1950s and the present – and three
      country-contexts. In order, the analyses centre upon Joseph McCarthy’s The Fight for America; Anders
      Breivik’s 2083 – A European Declaration of Independence; and Nigel Farage’s The Purple Revolution.
      Three interpretive puzzles are addressed in the chapters’ postscripts: the first puzzle is the relationship
      between reaction and conspiracy in the precise aspect, relating to grammatical and syntactical patterns; the
      other two puzzles concern the indispensability (or not) of ‘truth’ to the allegation of conspiracies, and then
      the merits of a rival explanation for the success of reactionary ethos, which is ‘charisma’.
    


    
      The conspiracies invoked by the three speakers begin as appreciably different in focus. Farage spotlights a
      political establishment (morphing out of an earlier spotlight of his solely on the EU), Breivik spotlights a
      purported design for ‘Islamisation’, while the spotlight we start from, however, is Senator Joe McCarthy’s
      infamous appeal to conspiracy by undercover communists: ‘Reds under the bed’, as the slogan of the era had it.
      By the end of the present chapter, the McCarthyite rhetoric of conspiracy will have helped
      to expose the vital explanatory mechanism of reactionary ethos. That is labelled the reactionary
      conspiracy-alleger’s ‘virtuous circle’. On one side of this circle, knowledge of a conspiracy is what will make
      the speaker credible. On the other side – and in reciprocal influence – the credibility of the speaker’s
      character is what will validate the original knowledge claim (hence is ‘virtuous’). McCarthy’s discourse reveals
      the ‘virtuous circle’; Breivik and Farage’s discourses confirm it; and, in general, reactionaries will be spotted
      more efficaciously, it is suggested, if political analysis is attuned to it.
    


    
      The Fight for America


      
        ‘McCarthyism’ was a name invented by the American liberal press (and meant critically) – which the man Joe
        McCarthy himself came to look favourably upon – but for which, in the most strongly Cold War ‘revisionist’ view
        of the period, the proper name ought really to be ‘Hooverism’, in reference to the FBI founder and director, J.
        Edgar Hoover, and in acknowledgement both of the longevity of the phenomenon in question and, specifically, the
        understanding that it not only may have preceded McCarthy’s rapid (but short-lived) rise to national
        prominence, but also outlasted him (Schrecker, 1998).
      


      
        Ellen Schrecker suggests that the true origin of McCarthyism in the United States was the ‘Red Scare’ of
        1919–1920. Then, in the wake of the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia (and under the instigation of Hoover’s
        Bureau), the federal government rounded up thousands of foreign-born radicals for deportation (ibid.: 1). The
        post-war repressions were less physically violent, yet had a clearer basis in enacted legislation – which is
        reason to qualify Schrecker’s view (notwithstanding that these later contributions still preceded the entrance
        onto the scene of McCarthy the individual). A first legislative prop was the Smith Act of 1940: a de
        facto sedition law, aimed at the Communist Party of the USA (CPUSA), making it illegal to belong to
        organisations advocating the overthrow of the American government by force. A second legislative prop was the
        Taft-Hartley Act: passed in 1947, while the post-war Soviet expansion into East and Central Europe was actually
        in motion, under Truman’s Democratic administration, and requiring all trade union leaders to officially
        disavow communist affiliation (Caute, 1978: 18, 32). The
        strongly revisionist view is the New Left view, and it spreads wide, too wide, the circle of complicity for
        authoritarian Cold War anti-communism. The view suffers from a convenient amnesia: it was reality, not a myth,
        that the CPUSA took its lead from Moscow (Tanenhaus,
        1999: 44–47). However, what is credible is that the actions McCarthy the politician initiated in the early
        1950s were dependent upon an institutional apparatus having been in assemblage over several years in advance.
        Already in existence was a relevant nest of forums and practices. Inter alia, such forums and practices
        included congressional investigations, loyalty board hearings, and criminal trials. The
        iconic example of the congressional investigations was on the template of those conducted by the House
        Un-American Activities Committee; loyalty board hearings were run in non-governmental sectors, as well as for
        public servants; and criminal trials came complete with an established practice of calling up firebrand
        ex-communists as star-turn witnesses.
      


      
        McCarthy’s The Fight for America is published at a particular point in the timelines both of
        McCarthy-ism and McCarthy the historical individual. Laying the biography on top of the wider narrative, then
        after a delayed return to secondary education in his early twenties, McCarthy is, by his later twenties,
        swiftly practising as a circuit judge in his native Wisconsin. World War II intervenes, after which he
        successfully stands for election as the Republican senator for the same state (a party fit which is not wholly
        self-evident, since pre-war he had stood unsuccessfully as a prospective district attorney for the Democratic
        Party) (Oshinky, 1983: 42). From 1947 to 1950, his
        record in Congress is largely nondescript. Seemingly, he struggles to find the single issue around which to
        make his mark in the task falling to new senators. That changes when he makes a remarkable speech at Wheeling,
        West Virginia, in February 1950, which hurls him to public attention. The speech at Wheeling alleges the
        presence of active communists inside government on a truly large scale. There are very specific events in the
        emerging Cold War struggle that are background points of reference in the speech: Soviet detonation of an atom
        bomb; the loss of China to communism; and the prosecution of Alger Hiss, ostensible Soviet spy in the State
        Department. The most consequential event to follow those is American participation in the Korean War. In
        respect of the conflict in Korea, McCarthy’s ire is particularly triggered by the dismissal from command of US
        forces, by President Truman, of General Douglas McArthur, when in order to win the war, McArthur was pressing
        for extending the battle to China. In the newer connection, McCarthy makes a further spectacular speech, this
        time on the floor of the Senate, when in June 1951, he vividly alleges the operation of ‘a conspiracy of infamy
        so black that when it is finally exposed its principals shall be forever deserving of the maledictions of all
        honest men’ (cited in Hofstadter, 2008: 7). This
        allegation represents an escalation of the seriousness. That is because it no longer leaves untouched
        government office at the very highest echelons: alleged to be integral to pro-communist conspiracy is no less
        than Truman’s own Secretary of Defence, George C. Marshall, name-bearer of the well-known ‘Marshall Plan’
        programme of aid for West European economies.
      


      
        Thus the immediate setting. By 1952, when McCarthy is obliged to seek re-election to the Senate, his public
        standing is to say the least controversial. His standing is mired by apparent overreach, as well as accompanied
        (less graciously) by speculation about his private life, as a single man pursuing an extended bachelor
        lifestyle into early middle-age. The Fight for America is his campaign book in particular circumstances
        – and by such standards, it is aesthetically undistinguished: ab initio, it must
        be recognised, bluntly, that more than half of the content comprises verbatim-reproduced prior speeches and
        other miscellaneous statements. More interestingly, though, the text also participates in a second genre, not
        so far encountered within the appraisal of reactionary literature: the apologia. The Fight for
        America reviews the justifications for McCarthy’s actions up to the time of writing – and defends them
        (with retractions that are only occasional and selective). In the process, the reader gets a de facto
        retrospective on his career. The opportunity is also taken to settle old scores. Crucially, participation in
        the apologia has to be set within the marketing of McCarthy’s character. In rhetorical practice, the apologia
        is decidedly not the same as the ‘apology’. More robust, it does not work from an acceptance of fault and
        responsibility, and aims at neither atonement nor reconciliation (Storm
        Villadsen, 2012: 231). It is been described by rhetoric scholars as a ‘speech of self-defense … not so much
        of an individual’s policies or ideas’, but his or her ‘worth as a human being’ (Ware and Linkugel, 1973: 274). There are some variations in emphasis within
        the evolution of the genre of the apologia over time: loosely, moving from the ancient to late-modern period, a
        defensive emphasis is supplemented by an offensive one, so that ‘exoneration’ is combined with ‘self-service’
        (Downey, 1993: 54). McCarthy’s text fits the evolution
        of this genre neatly.
      


      
        Fight for America possesses developed hallmarks of a group-thinking document. The author in the literal
        sense is understood to not actually be McCarthy himself, but Jean Kerr – uncredited, but lately his fiancé.
        Kerr was of a more socially distinguished background than McCarthy (who was of Irish descent, and the son of
        farmers); she was a Washington, DC insider, who could thereby supply the Republican bone fides to make
        up for McCarthy’s lack of them. She served as McCarthy’s chief staffer and, beyond authoring the new sections
        of prose now joining up the verbatim-reproduced pieces, is likely to have written some of the originals (Herman, 2000: 200). There are other conceivable sources of
        group production that will have gone into the text’s composition (beyond Kerr’s co-thinking). Formally,
        McCarthy relied on a staff of 25 to support his congressional work. But informally, his biographer estimates
        that hundreds of government workers – across all branches and departments of government, and all levels –
        worked to keep ‘the senator well stocked with rumours, classified documents, and ideas for new investigations’
        (Oshinsky, 1983: 256). Moreover, while the ideology associated with McCarthy is not
        reducible to Hooverism, McCarthy’s thinking is liable to have been influenced by a mutually beneficial personal
        relationship he came to enjoy with Hoover; with whom he dined in Washington and shared an earthy hobby in horse
        racing (ibid.: 257). Ultimately, Hoover was distressed by his friend’s indifference both to caution and playing
        the institutional game. McCarthy was never in favour with Eisenhower (the Republican President who replaced the
        Democrat Truman in office). The comparatively rougher edges of his anti-communism are caught well in one of the
        protagonist’s own definitions for McCarthyism: ‘Americanism with its sleeves rolled’
        (cited in Rovere, 1959: 8).
      


      
        The Fight for America is 206 pages in length (with a professional-looking five page index). It is made
        up of fourteen chapters, plus a foreword. Conspiracy is the largest reactionary theme, unsurprisingly. But
        iterations of indignation and decadence drive the discourse as well – and already each appears (in subtle
        synchronicity) amongst the copyright matter across the front pages: ‘Dedicated to all those Americans who,
        under seemingly hopeless odds, are still carrying on the fight for America’ (McCarthy, 1952: v). Despite successful re-election subsequent to
        publication, his second senatorial term is blighted. After flying too close to the sun once too often, his fall
        from grace is a speedy as his rise. In December 1954, he is officially censured by vote in the Senate – a
        sanction which is symbolically significant since it was (and is) so rarely used. By May 1957, at the age of
        only 48, he is dead, by suspected cirrhosis of the liver brought on alcoholism (Oshinsky,
        1983: 486).
      


      
        Introducing by Compère


        
          By contrast with other reactionary pamphlets, the foreword of Fight for America has a striking
          curiosity, namely, it has an explicitly attributed guest author. This represents a further thickening of the
          group-thought product. And, in view of what is presented, the guest author can be likened to playing the role
          of the compère: a master of ceremonies, an official host who presents primary performers and keeps
          their contributions moving forward. There are at least two reasons for seeing this guest contribution as
          intrinsic to the diatribe. First, all the tasks expected of exordium within the classical model of rhetoric
          are performed. Second, and following from the identification of the text with the genre of apologia, the
          impression is given that the reason why a notionally independent – and scholarly – voice is being called up
          to announce another person’s candidacy for continued office is that the primary person has an extant
          reputation which is heavily impaired. Advertised at the bottom of the foreword, in text in right-side
          alignment, are the credentials of an ostensibly estimable ‘William M. McGovern/Professor of Political
          Science, Northwestern University’.
        


        
          The foreword sees to the central task of an exordium by establishing the purpose of the communication to
          come. In the particular case, political purpose of text – pursuit of anti-communism – is inextricable from
          character: threat from communism justifies not only what McCarthy is doing, but who he is. The first
          statement establishes the topic of communism’s threat to America and, commensurately, the need for
          leadership: the country’s ‘facing a major crisis’; in 1945, most Americans ‘were living in a fools’ paradise’
          (McCarthy, 1952: 1). There is a particularly fluent translation of the scholarly
          credentials into good effect through the deployment of precision. The topic of communist threat, for
          instance, is broken down into salient issues: the coming-to-power of Mao Tse-Tung’s communists in China; the conduct of the Korean War; the successful activities of the atomic spies (only a
          small amount of whom have been brought to trial). However, this does not replace, rather screen and house,
          overtures to the basic reactionary themes. In other words, assisted by the authority of scholarly precision,
          the rhetoric is tidied, though not noticeably softened. The nutshell version of indignation imported is that
          the American people are misled; the war with Japan was a sacrifice ‘made in vain’; and the in-process war is
          a conflict in which effectively lions are being led by donkeys (‘ill-trained and ill-equipped troops’)
          (ibid.: 1). The nutshell version of decadence is that security has been seriously eroded – the titular
          ‘fight’ is being lost – and an institutional villain for perpetrating decline is allocated to the ‘State
          Department’. The allocation of a villain is propitious because it calls naturally for the allocation of a
          corresponding hero: Senator McCarthy himself, of course (ibid.: 2). It is in such a manoeuvre that the
          exoneration of character rises up into the modern offensive mode of the rhetorical genre of apologia. More
          display of scholarly precision is piled up in the discussion of the causes of the security failures, which
          transmits decadence. Imputed causes are, specifically, picked apart by bifurcation: compromising the
          ‘leadership in international affairs’ is, first, ‘incompetence’ and, second, ‘disloyalty’; of the latter, the
          agents of disloyalty divide into, first, ‘active members of Communist cells’ and, second, ‘fellow-travellers’
          – to wit, persons who ‘joyfully’ follow a ‘Communist party line in their advocacy or rejection of causes and
          policies’ (ibid.: 2–3). This singling out of the category of the fellow-traveller is neat. But it is also
          pregnant with rhetorical possibility. Significantly, in the remainder of the text, it paves the way for
          contraction and, more so, expansion of the category at will – in the direction of creeping communist-baiting
          (which goes well beyond the plausible agents of Sovietism to encompass the non-communist Left and liberals).
          Conspiracy enters into the compère act just beneath the nutshell renderings of indignation and
          decadence. The guest author’s generally robust, but strenuously neutral (i.e. non-vernacular), exposition is
          elided in the particular description that fellow-travellers in positions of influence are guilty of
          ‘hoodwinking’ the general population (ibid.: 3).
        


        
          The foreword meanwhile takes up several of the techniques which the rhetorical tradition recommends for
          countering opposition built-up against a speaker. In particular, these techniques include, on the one hand,
          undermining the slanderers themselves, and, on the other, excusing the motives of speaker (i.e. so
          that anything dishonourable previously uttered or done by McCarthy was unintended) (Aristotle, 2004: III.xiv.1416a). In the softer of these techniques, what is bestowed upon
          adversaries – the slanderers of McCarthy – is the unattractive quality of limited imagination: in
          their present leadership of international affairs, adversaries show a ‘refusal to believe’, a ‘refusal
          to admit’. In the use of the tougher technique, adversaries are reproached for going to great lengths to
          ensure McCarthy’s allegations are ‘twisted’ and, even more egregiously, to ‘smear his private life’
          (McCarthy, 1952: 3). Reversely, McCarthy’s own motives are
          excused in that, although some ‘matters of detail’ may escape him, he is both sincere and courageous (ibid.:
          4). A more positive complement is that the audience is reminded why they first came to trust in McCarthy’s
          character: he has ‘expos[ed] the messy situation’; he has ‘proved’ that he possesses ‘the faculty of
          commanding public attention’, ‘a dynamic personality’, ‘an ability to speak directly and to the point’
          (ibid.: 4). On this cue, the guest academic author begins to shuffle offstage: exiting, he simply expresses
          delight that McCarthy has taken the opportunity to clarify his position and to clear up misrepresentations
          (ibid.: 4).
        


        
          But this introduction by compère is not quite so perfect. One reason is that, along the way to this
          ushering ‘Senator’ McCarthy forth, there are stumbles. For instance, the guest author ought to be
          laying the ground for the distinguished trustworthiness of McCarthy’s own voice. But he cannot resist – not
          quite – extending the praise to include himself: ahead of McCarthy came ‘a number of clear-sighted people’
          trying to indicate that national foreign policy was based on ignorance and incompetence, not least of all, in
          academia, himself and a close colleague (ibid.: 3). Even worse, the audience he ought to be buttering up is
          in one lapse outright slighted: while many embarked on this task or similar, ‘the public refused to be
          aroused’ (ibid.: 3). Another stumble precedes what the guest author says and concerns rather his own
          character (and how his own character, therefore, transmits in what he says). For those in the know,
          McGovern’s scholarly credentials would not have been pristine. McGovern was been a maverick figure, who
          combined his academic expertise with a separate and colourful life as an explorer. The obituary record of his
          own institution records him making a passable (if lower calibre) prototype for the bookish adventurer from
          the movie world, Indiana Jones (Danzig, 2010).
        

      

      
        Narrating by Big Reveal


        
          The commencement of McCarthy’s own inferable voice (i.e. really, his fiancé’s) starts in the first
          substantive chapter, which begins on the fifth page. The nature of the breach can be captured in a second
          contrivance from the entertainment industry. What is made to work on top of the compère device is
          something like a cinematic device of the ‘big reveal’. The reader (vis-à-vis apologia) is braced to
          start to appraise a retrospective defence of actions, for which chronological order will seem the most
          obviously suitable way of proceeding. However, in chronology, the text gets ahead of itself. Like the film
          that begins not at the start but somewhere in the middle or even later (but with the viewer’s expectation
          that it will peddle back with the action in due course), chapter 1 starts with the incident – recalled, but
          dramatically re-rendered – of McCarthy being called before the so-called Tydings Committee on March 8, 1950.
          This is, almost certainly, the occurrence which the authorial team decided made for the most appropriate
          spectacle, the moment of highest drama. The Tydings Committee had emerged as one of the most vital
          institutional forums for monitoring the ‘loyalty’ of state officials (prior to
          McCarthyism unbound). In respect of the objective facts, it is due to the incendiary impact of the
          allegations he has just made in the Wheeling speech (i.e. the allegation of the large-scale presence of
          fellow-travelling communists-in-government) that McCarthy is called to give evidence towards Tydings. From
          the objective facts to the page, the rendering of these events is very designedly theatrical; not merely in
          word and imagery, but down micro-level plotting. Repeated use of a flashback conceit arranges the events –
          real and imagined. That is, within some of the flashback moments, the action recreated is not even purported
          to have taken place in an external world, but is simply imagined in the protagonist’s own mind. The effect is
          not really perceptible without a degree of the surreal. It consists in a kind of repetition of thought
          bubbles.
        


        
          The segment begins where McGovern has immediately left off. Following up on Professor McGovern’s gesture
          towards casting McCarthy in the hero role, it is the virtue of courage which is first made into the thrust of
          the ethos appeal. About the extent of that courage, there is no concession to subtlety whatsoever. An
          inscription invoking the very grand authority indeed of Abraham Lincoln heads the chapter by hovering in the
          space over the first paragraph: ‘to sin by silence when they should protest, makes cowards of men’
          (McCarthy, 1952: 5). Use of this epigraph seems to risk appearing overcooked.
          However, when imitation of the apologia genre is borne in mind, it is perhaps not so inappropriate. The
          apologia has one foot inside the epideictic branch of oratory concerning praise and blame (so a
          narration that advance signposts not a preferred version of the facts per se, rather a preferred
          version of facts about the self, makes some sense) (Storm
          Villadsen, 2008). More crucial, regardless, is that the opening drama now grafts a further virtue of
          character onto McGovern’s template of the hero who is brave: specifically, the lone-ranger mystique, taking
          on large forces against difficult odds. The scene is arranged by a series of three flashbacks (the discussion
          is then allowed to roll into the more conventional).
        


        
          The first of three flashbacks transports the reader to ‘the night before’. Professedly, McCarthy spends the
          night before the committee hearing busy at work, dictating statements to members of his core coterie. A trope
          of loyalty (first introduced by the guest author in his foreword) is reinforced in a passing tribute to ‘my
          loyal and efficient staff’ (McCarthy, 1952: 5). But what is foregrounded – ahead of
          loyalty – is a sense of the intimately personal, not communal: the image of the noble – isolated – stand.
          Hence, the vivid reconstruction of the morning after the night before, the symbolic meaning of McCarthy’s
          trudge from desk and office to committee room floor:
        


        
          
            It was to be a contest between a lone Senator and all the vast power of the federal bureaucracy
            pin-pointed in and backing up the Tydings Committee.
          


          
            (ibid.: 6; italics added)
          

        


        
          In the richest of details, there even seems an actualisation of the noble and isolated
          stand – via a single physical object – McCarthy’s briefcase. This is notable for recurrent mention. ‘My
          briefcase’ held within it, the reader in one place is told, a careful collection of documents, photostats,
          and other exhibits – ‘a picture of treason’ (ibid.: 5–6). The personal briefcase is an intriguing symbol. At
          one level, the object (and its contents) conveys a mixture of diligence, dogged perseverance, and a refusal
          not to be intimidated. At another level, it is privacy and secrecy which are conveyed – special access to
          knowledge. Conspiracy obtains sense in each. But perhaps it gains the greater meanings in the latter. There
          is an additional remark which is revealing. This is that there ought to be a ‘general pattern’ discernible in
          what is (not) happening; namely, the extraction of communists from government. Why do all Washington
          legislators not detect this pattern? (ibid.: 6). The answer is some ill-will, of course: fellow-travelling.
          But part of the answer is also some general ignorance – cue to parade of McCarthy’s next distinction of
          character (in addition to courage and, in particular, individual fortitude): in order to parse secretive
          information, a special ability of intelligence is required – and fortunately, it is implied, McCarthy
          possesses that special ability. This amorphous special ability is in fact questionable concerning its merits:
          less the ability to sift information to find pattern (a genuine skill) than the determination to find pattern
          at all costs. The jump from former to latter is, from linguistic clues, a common feature of
          reactionary conspiricising: a kind of obsessive, ultra-attentiveness to pattern detection.
        


        
          The second and third flashbacks are plainly less credible as real remembered events. They are things that
          ‘crossed my mind’ as ‘I walked towards the hearing room’ (McCarthy, 1952: 6). They
          are, for this reason, imitations of the cartoon thought-bubble: not flashbacks of what McCarthy did, but of
          what went on – supposedly – in his head. The second flashback is a mental memory of frontline wartime
          heroics; the third is of a wartime stint working in military intelligence. Each is levered into the text
          without delicacy. And all while, throughout, the same long walk to hearing room is still being recreated.
        


        
          The legend of ‘tail-gunner Joe’ (mocked earlier by parts of the press) is restimulated by the timely memory
          of the first part of McCarthy’s war and is bludgeoned into the text thus: ‘… in a few seconds I relived the
          first trip which I had taken in the rear seat of an SBD to divebomb Japanese aircraft’ (ibid.: 6). The later
          role in military intelligence (after purported wounding in action after 1942) is then recalled whereby
          display of the character trait of intellectual acuity is sharpened-up: apparently, it was while seconded to
          the intelligence staff of the US Army and Navy that McCarthy first developed his foreign policy insight and
          judgment. Furthermore, the very slightest of chances to keep alive the lone-ranger image alive is not
          waived, and even though it does not seem remotely on the same beat. It was against the background of the
          particular geography of south western United States that McCarthy carried out his intelligence role. Hence,
          ‘in a split second my thoughts shifted [!] from the Pacific to the Arizona
          hills and I found myself riding a long-legged black mule rounding up cattle in the hills and canyons of the
          rim-rock country beyond Young, Arizona’ (ibid.: 6; italics added). By the impression conveyed within this
          thick description, McCarthy is a conveniently muscular figure, temporarily rejuvenating in the wilderness. It
          would be possible to interpret such ethos as instrumental manipulation (the gist of some contemporary
          accounts critical of McCarthyism) (e.g. Rovere, 1959). And yet, the gaucheness
          would not seem ideally judged for maximum effect. Another sign of clumsiness is the element of ad hoc
          adaptation: the crude auto-correction of mistakes. Perhaps, in the course of the flashbacks and their
          continued lavishing of McCarthy, the authorial team realise it has been a mistake to omit to praise audience.
          As such, an extended part of the panegyric to the ‘Arizona hills’ continues by reconnecting – conspicuously –
          with ‘real Americans without any synthetic sheen’:
        


        
          
            All these things crossed my mind as I headed toward the Senate Caucus room. And thoughts of those real
            people who are the heart and soul and soil of America; thoughts of the young people in my office,
            toiling night and day, some of them not even fully understanding the fight, but knowing that this fight was
            their fight; thoughts of the many young men, friends of mine, who went to their death in the Pacific for
            what they thought was a better world – those thoughts convinced me that this fight I had to win.
          


          
            (McCarthy, 1952: 8–9; italics added)
          

        


        
          When the rather drawn-out initial scene does finally give away to re-enactment of the congressional hearing
          itself, the ornamentation is shed. The exposition switches to matter-of-factness. Within the remainder of
          chapter 1, the standout section efficiently separates three sets of adversaries – whom are pictured as
          splayed out in the Senate room – and significantly, as sitting directly facing opposite the lone individual
          portrayed. Their opposition (and spatial separation) intensify the isolated stand because they are new
          enemies, drawn from three spheres from outside the formal and constitutional political world: press, radio,
          and television. To the extent that the errors of each new opponent are redescribed methodically, McCarthy is
          able to come across as a reasonable interlocutor (bolstered by choice clauses: ‘I patiently explained to
          them’) (ibid.: 15). Further emphases include the bias of these extra-political spheres (inclined to ‘twist’,
          ‘distort’, ‘misrepresent’). The continued extemporising on character traits also seems telling. Quite
          explicitly, the iniquities of the ‘dishonest’ compare badly with the virtues of the ‘honest’, ‘the trusting’
          (ibid.: 8, 14). In a specific relation to the conspiracy theme – and by pointed linguistic conceit – there
          are frequently things that adversaries in the press, radio, and television worlds ‘hide’. In an analogy from
          the human senses emerging as a favourite for conveying conspiracy, those who are disreputable keep items from
          sight. For instance, newspapers conceal within the want-ad space even those lamentably
          few exposures of pro-communist activity that do manage to succeed (ibid.: 8).
        

      

      
        Proving and Refuting by Q&A


        
          After having entered into the career retrospective at mid-point – the big reveal – the main body, from
          chapter 2 onwards, now winds back in the action. For the next few chapters at least, the reader knows where
          the recreated action is leading up to. Having reverted to standard order of chronology, the first
          redescription in a series of those is the Wheeling speech. That said, the speech is cast as ‘Round I’, so
          that the reader may understand that among McCarthy’s earthy hobbies – like horse racing, like gambling – is
          also amateur boxing (Oshinsky, 1983: 10, 12). The chapters throughout the main body
          basically follow the career timeline. The exception is that, by their titles, a few of the final chapters
          promise (albeit do not deliver) engagement with more meditative topics: ‘guilt’, ‘loyalty’, ‘genius’. Ahead
          of extracting special insight from the aspects of repetition and digression, McCarthy’s typical variations on
          the indignation claim and the decadence dramatisation can each be enumerated.
        


        
          Reactionary anger has some fleeting, as well as extended, moments of emphasis. Sometimes the linguistic
          reference to ‘hiding’ is re-invoked – and chiselled further to convey more specific meaning: when communists
          are kept hidden from exposure by government officials – who duly become the reactionary object – they are
          said to be ‘coddled’ (McCarthy, 1952: 25). Coddling implies the overprotection of
          infants and implies indulgence over a long period of time: in the normal use of the metaphor, beyond the age
          of maturity. Railed against, therefore, it gets spot-on the low-intensity, but enduring, simmer that part I
          of the study attributed to indignation. Consistently, the reactionary subjects who are identified in emotives
          scattered across the text tend to appear as victims par excellence. And, to craft the broad category
          of victim into the more particular representative victim, the familiar semantic device of the
          synecdoche is used; for example, in the failure of officials to bring the treason of Alger Hiss out
          into the open earlier, the text regrets that it is the death warrant of a ‘vast number of American boys’
          which may well have been signed (ibid.: 110). To cite a more extended passage over which indignation is
          roused, one retracts the earlier implication (now posited as accidental – all too plausibly) that personnel
          of the State Department were treacherous en masse. This passage of retraction can be dissected into
          the various elements comprising the generic reactionary emotion-claim:
        


        
          
            I am well aware of the fact that the vast majority of people working in the State Department are good,
            loyal, honest Americans. Some of them have unstintingly devoted their entire lives, and at meager salaries,
            in the interest of America. I know perhaps better than anyone how painfully aware those loyal boys are of
            the minions of Stalin who have been betraying this nation. I have positive knowledge
            that they are heartily in favor of my fight to remove the traitors from their midst.
          


          
            (ibid.: 162)
          

        


        
          In assorted cogs, the passage dissects thus: a diametric opposition of reactionary subject and object (‘vast
          majority’ versus ‘traitors’); extended duration (‘unstintingly devoted their own lives’); simmering intensity
          (‘painfully aware’); and particular texturing to the sensation of feeling anger which indignation defines
          (spiritual, righteous, non-material anger, summoned out of contemplation of betrayal).
        


        
          Decadence, as the mainline anchor for the reasoning claims that are enacted in Fight for America (and
          as unpacked in part II of our study), takes a while to grow to its fullest. Early on, in the foreword and in
          reconstruction of the Tydings hearing, the reference-point against which present decline should be measured
          has been national security – security is the first meaning of a ‘fight’ in danger of being lost. Later, the
          gauge of measurement ratchets up in portentousness: decline becomes truly civilisational. The text describes,
          for example, what must be concluded by ‘anyone watching our civilisation plunge so rapidly towards the abyss
          of oblivion’, and in just slightly more subdued form, it reports ‘the enormity of the impending disaster’
          (ibid.: 22, 19). In the change of gears from early to later in the text are correlating changes in the
          ‘weight’, ‘range’, and, most significantly, ‘complexion’ of decadence: the appeals get heavier; range widens
          – decadence is increasingly manifest socially, no longer confined to the narrower remit of political
          institutions; and complexion is initially relatively neutral, but by later far from it. Steep decline in
          national security is decadence according to the ‘retrograde’ meaning of the term; civilisational decline is
          corrupt and, in even richer complexion, ‘effeminate’. One indicator of the effeminate complexion given to
          decadence by the later point consists in the many sideswipes against ‘cowardice’ (serving equally as
          counterpoint to selling bravery as one constituent of McCarthy’s ethos). Another indicator – and
          related – is a lingering upon homosexuality (‘perverted’, ‘abnormal habits’, ‘morally weak’) (ibid.: 32).
          Denigrating gay men occasionally provides sharper focus to the dramatisation of the decadence of present
          historical moment: for example, ‘in addition to the security question, it should be noted that individuals
          who are morally weak and perverted and who are representing the State Department in foreign countries
          certainly detract from the prestige of this nation’ (ibid.: 20). Homosexuality is indeed criminalised at the
          time – and it was legislative and executive actions independent of McCarthy’s own initiating that already
          spotlighted the idea that homosexuality could pose a security risk (discriminating policies already operated
          during the Second World War (Shibusawa, 2012)). But
          within parts of Fight for America, the percolation of homosexuality into McCarthy’s script is telling,
          plausibly distinct from the normative stigmatisation of homosexual behaviour prevailing at the time. The
          sexuality-focused rhetoric is made into one way of evoking the grandiose idea of civilisation.
        


        
          Lining-Up Rogues, Repeating the Question


          
            Moving from content to form, the diatribe features of Fight for America are thus. Digression works
            in two kinds of ways (with different degrees of intention apparent) – which in each case can be summarised
            as a process of lining-up rogues. Repetition has a macroscopic level which is the most salient –
            summarisable as repeating the question – but which can also, in detail, peel back to reveal interesting
            quirks of expression at the microscopic level. Consider digression first.
          


          
            First, there is digression over a series of chapters which is probably self-aware while; second, in a way
            that is probably less self-aware, there is one single noticeable chapter so extended in length that it may
            count, in the wholly unplanned sense, as a digression-within-a-digression. The several chapters’ long
            digression comprises four midpart chapters which are reserved to censuring very particular individuals. In
            other words, probably quite consciously, they allow a case in support of senatorial re-election to be
            dragged off the ground of political deliberation (i.e. where it should be) and into
            reactionary default territory of accusation and blame. By heading, these chapters are: ‘The Record of Dean
            Acheson’ (dealing with the reasons why China fell to Mao’s Communists under the watch of Truman’s Secretary
            of State); ‘Ambassador Philip C. Jessup’ (dealing with charges that this national representative to the
            United Nations was a fellow-traveller); ‘The Evidence of Owen Lattimore’ (concerning the activities of the
            academic and China specialist who had been consultant at the State Department); and ‘General George C.
            Marshall’. The more implicit digression within the sequence is the particular chapter addressed to the
            wrongdoing of Dean Acheson: while other chapters in this mould are kept to a rough fifteen-page norm, the
            Acheson chapter is allowed to carry over 65 (McCarthy, 1952: 43–108). It is seems
            plausible that unplanned prolixity is succumbed to in Acheson’s case because he proves such an irresistible
            bête noire: not only the driver of Truman’s foreign policy, but also, in the rougher edged dimension
            of the pitch, a scion of the East Coast elite.
          


          
            Repetition has some revealing quirks at the microscopic level as follows. Repeated clausal phrases warrant
            mention initially. Indicatively, one repeated phrase is especially regular: ‘McCarthy’s fight against
            communism’. Key is presentation of the self in the third person. This is a high-stakes move but, if the
            audience takes it the right way, will be a confidence alert (ibid.: 20). Also regular is the phrase is ‘the
            testimony of …’. This indicates a tendency, in support of truth, to appeal to testimonial evidence (i.e.
            the evidence of witnesses). Sometimes the insinuation is added that the allies of anti-communism not only
            have the merit of talking accurately but also plainly (ibid.: 46). A further interesting recurrence
            comprises variations on the linguistic splinter ‘parrot over and over again’ (ibid.: 39, 41, 58). This is
            the inverse of plain, witness testimony: the adversaries of anti-communism ‘parrot’ since they speak hollow
            truths, words that are not their own, for the purposes of protecting either actual communists or themselves. After the relative flourishes of the foreword and narration, the use of
            decorative aspects of rhetoric are at a minimum, though an exception is a proclivity for using various of
            the rhetorical list-devices (lists featured include indicted individuals from US governmental office,
            actions by the main accused, foreign nations languishing under communist control) (ibid.: 27, 43–55, 65).
            There is also a repetitive feature of the punctuation which (though minutely microscopic) is not absent of
            telling meaning: use of single terms placed in inverted commas. Often the impression that inverted commas
            convey is petulance. A case in point would be the suggestion that the ‘liberals’ of the day are
            self-proclaimed or ‘phoney’ (McCarthy’s term, and probably a culturally apposite term – 1950s America is
            the decade of J.D. Salinger’s Catcher in the Rye).
          


          
            The aspect of repetition which is the most striking of all, however, is macroscopic, because it consists in
            the specific presentational format. The presentational format of Fight for America has not so far
            been mentioned, but is without doubt the single thing which would leap off the page for the person picking
            up the book and perusing at random. From page seventeen onwards, all efforts at literary craft come to an
            abrupt end. Henceforth, the text no longer appears in continuous paragraphs, but is constrained within
            permanent question-and-answer structure. All questions appear in bold type; answers are of variable length
            and in non-bold. Perceptually, what the Q&A format dictates is that the largest part of the book now
            assumes the form of a running interview. Pragmatically, efficient completion is presumably facilitated.
          


          
            Within the structure adopted – and by use of the previous materials – the answers are copied in direct.
            Breaking up the pasted insertions is fresh, but usually briefer, commentary. Variously, the newer
            commentary confirms views; adds sources of proof on top of one another; recovers earlier views and
            selectively retracts. It should be underlined there is no effort to deceive in the strategy of
            reproduction: frank acknowledgement is offered in the ubiquitous footnotes. What, from the classical
            rhetorical perspective, would be the appropriate way to make sense of this adoption of a Q&A format?
            The classical Latin term for question-and-answer is subjectio (Cockcroft and Cockcroft, 2005: 236), which was what ancient writers understood as posing
            one’s own questions and then immediately answering them. (In rhetoric, it is one option from within several
            amenable ‘questioning’ devices. And there is a near-equivalent from theology of the ‘catechism’) (Lanham, 1991: 87). What successful subjectio might
            achieve is essentially twofold: first, the disarmament of any opponent in such a manner that is
            exceptionally swift; second, the attainment of affinity and connection with an audience on the basis of
            working through, step-by-step, all the components of an answer transparently and patiently (Cockcroft and Cockcroft, 2005: 236).
          


          
            Is use of this Q&A format in Fight for America successful? Two apparent shortcomings of
            application of the rhetorical device comprise lapsing systematism and self-evident artifice. Systematism,
            both in posing questions and excerpting answers, is present at the start, but breaks
            down, such that by the end the most glaring instance of a lapse from discipline is (in order to answer just
            a single question) a dry three-page regurgitation from an old newspaper report (McCarthy, 1952: 145). Self-evident artifice is entailed in very many questions being leading:
            often, an answer is assumed in premise, so that posing question can easily be decoded as self-serving. Two
            examples: What about the State Department’s excuse that we withdrew aid from Chiang Kai-Shek because his
            government was corrupt? (The possibility that motive is noble is discounted). What is the reason for the
            vicious smear attack which has been waged against you since you started to dig communists out of
            government? (The possibility is discounted that responses amount to within-the-rules refutation) (ibid.:
            76, 169). Other impressions of artificiality come close to utter parody of the format. More than once, the
            reader is asked to imagine she is interested in an answer to a question whose interest seems unlikely to
            arise:
          


          
            
              The year 1949 marked the Communist conquest of China. Will you list a few of the events which might help
              explain the victory?
            


            
              Most Americans know the significance of Formosa [Taiwan]. I don’t. Will you tell me about it?
            

          


          
            (Indicatively, the start of an answer to the second question simply tells the reader that Formosa is an
            island about 250 miles long and 70 miles wide) (ibid.: 78, 88).
          


          
            There is still plain-speaking, then. But this is no longer a merit. The effect is not rapid enlightenment
            at all: it is delay. No bones should be made about the point that intermittent passages of Fight for
            America are utterly anodyne. Lurching spells of boredom must not be left out of the account. And at
            stake in this may be more than faithful textual reconstruction for its own sake.
          

        

        
          Fallacies of Conspiracy


          
            Anodyne is anodyne. Even the anodyne, however, can possess regular aspects of detail that are impactful. It
            takes a non-conventional analysis to see this – but is crucial to McCarthy’s variant of conspiratorial
            reasoning in the text’s main body. Some inferable fallacies of conspiracy follow, to a degree, recognisable
            models of argumentation. But, periodically, one curiosity is getting conspiracy appeals to work by evoking
            a special rhetorical style that we noted in the study previously, namely ‘camp’.
          


          
            First, the appeals to logic that are standard are not the most interesting part of the reasoning but do
            allow us – turning to generalities – to start to ponder how it is that reactionary conspiracy allegations
            may work. A condensed segment to mine for pointers is the opening of the main body in chapter 2. This is
            concerned not exactly with demonstrating conspiracy so much as retracing the steps of going public with it:
            ‘whistleblowing’, in other parlance (and parlance which, as will be spelled out shortly, is analytically
            apt). Three appeals to logic are tried out in turn – and in much more tangled assortment than extrapolation
            will suggest. In the strictest of senses, each amounts to a fallacy (not devastating in itself – fallacies
            are normal, not exceptional, to political argument). One logical appeal is an argument by damning the
            alternatives: in retrospect, McCarthy did what he did because a Democratic administration was not only
            ‘unwilling to act’ but obstructive by volition. Another logical appeal comprises an argument from last
            resort: because neither petitioning government nor stacking up the evidence pile had worked, the sole
            option remaining was ‘digging out and exposing’ wrongdoers publicly. A further logical appeal comprises an
            argument from cowardice (bridging to the category of appeals to emotion, but constituting – in the
            lexicon of philosophical logic – a version of the ad hominem argument): being approving of
            McCarthyite aims, but disapproving of the methods, is ‘a completely safe position to take’ (ibid.: 17, 18,
            20). One reason to suspect this reasoning is not maximally effective is that its construction overlooks
            some of the stronger material available, in preference for pressing the weaker cases instead. A more
            obvious strategy, surely (but which is neglected), would have been to plead the consequentialist’s case, on
            some adaptation of Benthamism (that is, judge me not by the inherent rightness or wrongness of what I do,
            rather by the greater number of lives I shall save). Yet the obvious case does not feature.
          


          
            Beneath such tactics of argument which are broadly familiar to canons of logic, there are manoeuvres of
            either a more imprecise or hybrid kind. Prominent instances of such are charges of guilt-by-association and
            cover-up insinuations. An example of the former is a chapter itself titled ‘Guilt by Association’. This
            distends reasoning which is convoluted at best and which, in the terms of logic, switches between, on the
            one hand, denying the principle but affirming the particular case, and, on the other hand, shifting the
            ground of the argument. To explain, it is argued that there is no such thing as ‘innocence by association’
            but, by imputation, this is the principle to which Hiss appealed, insofar as each morning he
            ‘chummed and walked’ with Dean Acheson (ibid.: 161). In order to make Acheson guilty by association in this
            convolution, the arguer has to make an exception to the very rule he is in the act of establishing and,
            meanwhile, in order to invert that rule from guilt to innocence, has to shift the ground to the matter of
            friendship. Imprecision (not hybridity) is the hallmark of cover-up insinuations. And yet, they are
            interesting for suggesting an unmasking gesture – affirming the significance given earlier to the sensory
            analogy of keeping from ‘sight’. An example is the late chapter devoted to refutation of character
            besmirching, ‘The Smear’. In this segment, the reader learns that communist officials and publications have
            been very open in their primary task ‘to discredit and destroy McCarthy in the eyes of the people’ as well
            as allies who are less in the public spotlight but nevertheless doing important work (ibid.: 173). The
            cover-up insinuations feature especially beside character appeal: appreciably, the prose in this chapter
            evokes penetrating secrecy, the most-used verb along such lines being ‘exposing’.
            For instance, ‘I did not “attack” […]; I “exposed” …’ is one concise qualifier in reprimand of a liberal
            newspaper for its reports and editorials (ibid.: 181).
          


          
            To consider the argumentation from a philosophical plane of reference, there is nothing surprising
            whatsoever about its unsoundness. Yet, consideration is worth undertaking, for what it unearths as a
            side-point. Analysis from a more rigorous technique of political philosophy confirms that there is in
            Fight for America no hidden unity of conceptual meanings in the background supplying the kind of
            coherence that might be lacking on first notice. There are two abstract terms that do, indeed, regularly
            punctuate the prose: ‘security’ and ‘loyalty’. When placed within historical political thought, the
            valuations of security and loyalty would seem, though, to cut up in different directions. They are two
            concepts deriving from contrasting ways of thinking about moral and political obligation. ‘Security’ owes
            to Enlightenment contractualism (rational mutuality and reciprocity are strong emphases), whereas ‘loyalty’
            traces back to pre-Enlightenment medievalism (revealingly, the semantic origins are in pledging allegiance
            to a feudal lord) (Shklar, 1993). And so, as
            principles for encouraging an audience to adhere to, the pair therefore make awkward accomplices. Further,
            there is some special dissonance implied. That is between promoting ‘loyalty’ and (in security’s name)
            urging denunciation (cf. Fitzpatrick and Gellately,
            1996). This becomes dissonant when the rougher edges of McCarthy’s pitch are borne in mind: in tough
            street-smart North American vernacular, denouncing has associations of ‘ratting’ or ‘squealing’, while, in
            the intentions of Fight for America, the whistleblower is the solution, not the problem
          

        

        
          Innuendo, a Gambler’s Thinking, and Gossip


          
            So much then for proving conspiracy by logic, but what comprises the operative style that may enhance the
            efficacy of the conspiracy allegation nevertheless is resuscitation of the reactionary style of ‘camp’.
            Camp in rhetoric in general may be defined as a willingness to defy norms of expression – and not at all to
            the detriment of communicative success, rather with the end of squeezing out significant rhetorical
            advantage. Reduced to a single word, it may be defined as the incorrigibility of speaker as embodied in
            their message. In Fight for America, reactionary camp shares the general property of incorrigible
            defiance of norms. But it displays particularities as well, worth teasing out not only to understand the
            McCarthyite performance of conspiracy better, but to understand the reactionary ideological tradition
            tout court.
          


          
            In the opening of McCarthy’s book, camp was prefigured in the theatricality of the rendering of the Tydings
            committee hearing, tracking McCarthy’s lone, long, and implausibly thoughtful trudge to the committee room
            floor. Within periodic intervals in the main body, it rises to heights of full-on
            shamelessness. One special indicator of reactionary camp in McCarthyism would seem to be innuendo. Innuendo
            denotes the disparaging remark which features obliquely. Preceding the text, to have extended accusation of
            pro-communist conspiracy to Truman’s Defence Secretary George C. Marshall probably tipped over a certain
            threshold of acceptability in the public estimation (indeed, was one factor warranting the apologia).
            Similar could be said about the incorrigible nature of having uttered to the press, although not in the
            Senate, that President Truman himself was in thrall to the machinations of pro-communists due to alcohol
            (an accusation doubly shameless in view of known facts about McCarthy’s own drinking): ‘Most of the tragic
            things are done at 1:30 and 2 o’clock in the morning when they’ve had the time to get the President
            cheerful’ (cited in Oshinksy, 1983: 195). Again, in televised news reporting,
            there was the notorious slip-of-the-tongue slur on the rival Democratic presidential nominee to Eisenhower
            in 1952, Adlai Stevenson, which made reference to Hiss within faux stuttering correction: ‘Alger – I
            mean, Adlai …’ (Rovere, 1959: 182).
          


          
            The apologia delivered in practice does not reduce the senses of scandal; it inflames it. This is so
            explicit that authorial self-awareness seems likely. The deriding of the imagined innocence-by-association
            of Acheson together with Hiss is brazen innuendo already. The manifold instances of flagrant
            hyperbole in the book can probably be categorised under innuendo, too. As such, here is one of the
            broadsides against the academic in hock to communism, Owen Lattimore:
          


          
            
              While Lattimore swears that he was never a Communist, it would be impossible to find any member of the
              Communist party, including Stalin [!], who would differ one iota from Lattimore’s recommendations
              in the foregoing letter.
            


            
              (McCarthy, 1952: 124; italics added)
            

          


          
            While a first carrier of McCarthyite camp seems to be innuendo, a second carrier manifests as appeal to the
            pseudologic of the gambler. The deployment of a gambler’s logic is indicatively shameless, yet works to the
            imaginable delight of a partial audience. Roughly, the gambler’s logic dictates that, over time, the
            distribution of luck must even out, ergo an ostensibly reckless course must be worth pursuing with
            in the long run (Pirie, 2006: 80). An example of
            this reasoning appears in the elongated chapter on the wrongdoing of Dean Acheson: ‘the thought occurs that
            if Acheson were honestly mistaken, at some time he would make a mistake in America’s favor’ (McCarthy, 1952: 98). This particular slight on Acheson is formulaic. Within McCarthy’s
            oratorical discourse, it can be identified copiously.
          


          
            Perhaps most shamelessly of all, the gambler’s logic is epitomised on the issue of the extent of suspected
            communists working in the State Department. McCarthy had performed a high-profile numbers game here. It is
            now said much of this was guesswork. Inscribing the shamelessness even more sharply
            into the text, it is even defended as such. In the original Wheeling speech, McCarthy had claimed private
            possession of a ‘list of 205’ pro-communist operatives in the State Department; subsequently, and partly
            under pressure to produce evidence, that number was revised down to ‘57’ (Fried, 1997: 78). By ruse of the Q&A format – and now – McCarthy is
            invited in retrospect to ‘explain’ these numbers in Fight for America, by way of a series of
            alternatives on the question of how he arrived at them. Among the responses are several inventive efforts
            at number justification. But the most shameless utterance of all is the decrying of the authority of the
            argumentum ad numerum after all – precisely after having made it the original groundwork of his own
            case: ‘This juggling and playing with numbers has apparently been for the sole purpose of confusing the
            issue and distracting attention’ (McCarthy, 1952: 23).
          


          
            There is, however, even a third carrier for the conspiracy allegations in Fight for America which
            should count as the most nakedly camp: the predilection for gossip. Even some of the most protracted phases
            of discussion are not devoid of the liveliness that gossip implies. It is a fondness for hearsay that
            frequently periodically leavens the lengthy reproduction of lifted text – frequently enough for this to be
            ideologically significant. A sizeable chunk of the reasoning in Fight for America functions, like
            some everyday conversations in the workplace or street, by semi-connected suggestion. And, by the same
            token, an important quality of intimacy between writer and reader is projected. Many similar examples from
            within the text could be offered, but an exemplification is thus:
          


          
            
              Adolphe Berle, the State Department official in charge of security, has testified that he notified
              Acheson […] of a conversation he had in 1939 with Whittaker Chambers about Alger Hiss and his brother,
              Donald. Chambers had advised Berle that the Hiss brothers were underground Communists […] Acheson ignored
              loyalty reports on Alger Hiss and continued to help him up the ladder of success.
            


            
              (ibid.: 44)
            

          


          
            The passage is characteristically anodyne. But it is leavened by tell-tale tittle-tattle, nevertheless.
            Ultimately, gossip is an effective explanation for McCarthy’s conspiracy charges becoming viable. In the
            negative sense, gossip helps paper over the sloppiness of some of the logical and sub-logical appeals. The
            positive contribution to ethos in its own right further enhances the speaker’s favourability. That
            is because, as with camp in general, neither party to transgressive speech recoils from it – not
            communicator, not audience: to the contrary, all revel in it. They may do so irrespective of whether,
            outside of the moment, they would be prepared to admit to such. In other words, reactionary camp by gossip
            – though conceivably crucial to ideological commitment and appeal – is one of those indicators unlikely to
            show up in more conventional tools of social science research, such as the opinion survey.
          

        
      

      
        Go Forth and Exfiltrate


        
          The epilogue of Fight for America is successful on two conventional criteria, but a failure on
          another. It succeeds in both inspiring an audience and favouring redisposing it, but fails at recapitulating
          the prior material in any semblance of method. Indeed, where it does try the latter, it cites a string of
          numbers (and not so long of course after having renounced the authority of numbers), and in so doing gives
          the impression of ineptness (‘28 per cent’, ‘3000’, ‘600’, ‘26,000’). Any arithmetical type of material can
          be judged inappropriately flat for an ending (ibid.: 200).
        


        
          The title of the final of the fourteen chapters implies that inspiring others to action becomes an immediate
          aim: ‘A Question for Americans’. The immediacy of the aim is revealed even more in the sole question which is
          posed for (self-) answering, in faithful observance of the question-and-answer format right through to the
          end:
        


        
          
            Senator McCarthy, what can I – an average American, holding no public office, and owning no newspaper or
            radio stations – do to fight Communism?
          


          
            (ibid.: 200)
          

        


        
          Over a brief two pages, McCarthy’s readers – ‘the American public’ – are reassured that they ‘can do a
          tremendous job’ (ibid.: 105). Meanwhile, because they are flattered, they are made favourably disposed. The
          appearance of flattery in political rhetoric, as Daniel Kapust (2018: 26) puts it, should always prompt the question (noting first the circumstances) of
          ‘what it does, who is doing it, and why’. There is a very particular action which the text summons ‘average
          American’ people to discharge: to reverse and counter the pro-communist ‘infiltration’ of the education
          system. The idiom of infiltration/exfiltration for use in the epilogue is deliberate, since it is tinkered
          with – and repeated: the country’s schools and colleges must be ‘scrubbed’, ‘flushed’, ‘swept clean’
          (McCarthy, 1952: 201). It is meanwhile a more restrained idiom than camp. But a
          question is begged. Ceteris paribus, the infiltration idiom might seem rhetorically ideally suited for
          enhancing a conspiracy message. By figurative extension and adaptation, it may, say, insinuate the entry of
          unwanted microbes into the body politic, or the throwing of spanners into the workings of government. Yet, if
          so, why does Fight for America wait until so late in the day to mobilise such an idiom?
        


        
          Not all the finishing touches are so restrained. The audience is reminded of the decadence that looms in the
          heavier weighting. If the exfiltration of pro-communism does not ensue in practice, in prospect is a wrong
          turn of History: ‘this is a job which you must do if America and Western Civilisation is to live’ (ibid.:
          105). Similarly, however, with the civilisational rendering of decadence too, there is a rhetorical resource
          nudged at now, belatedly, but which is untimely, since it might have served the case more instrumentally if it had been used much earlier. This is the language of evil. Evil and the
          portrayal of conspiracies would seem a natural fit, inasmuch as conspiracies are readily to be tagged as
          harbouring evil designs (cf. Aune, 2003). And
          certainly, McCarthy is the type of reactionary whose beliefs cleave to God and moral absolutism: the original
          Wheeling speech which had thrust him to initial fame had been forthright on the connection between religion
          and anti-communism, having forecast there must be a ‘final, all-out battle between Communistic atheism and
          Christianity’ (cited in Whitfield, 1991: 83). Yet, for
          by far and away the greater part of Fight for America, the language of evil was muted and curiously
          bypassed.1 It is, then, within
          the epilogue, a second indicator of having apparently forsaken efficient idioms imprudently.
        

      
    

    
      How Reactionaries Ask for Our Trust


      
        McCarthy is the first exemplar of reactionary ethos to consider in Part III of this study. It is apparent, to review, that there are a key range of character appeals
        undertaken: they include bravery, intellectual acumen, lone nobility. It is not straightforward, but appeal to
        conspiracy is amongst those pitches. Looking outwards now from the McCarthy case, appeal to conspiracy is vital
        to the way by which reactionaries, past and present alike, solicit widespread trust. Summing up, the rhetorical
        anatomy of the reactionary conspiracy allegation proceeds from the enumeration of three agents: two active, one
        passive. The force of the allegation rests on rhetorical actions being performed by one of the active agents
        upon the passive one. This is the default anatomy. Trust is at issue, because the passive party is called upon
        to audit not just the message but also the rhetor herself.
      


      
        In the first place, appreciate the individualisation of conspiracy appeals, which is elementary clue to the
        performance of character appeal. (The ‘we’ seemed central to the reactionary’s emotion claims in part I of our
        discussion.) The McCarthyite discourse may be an apex of the valorisation of the individual self. The
        aggressive apologia gets off on the front foot by comparing McCarthy to one of the nation’s most revered
        political authorities, Abraham Lincoln. The extension of his person in a possessed object – a briefcase – is
        turned into a vivid image of uncovering conspiracy. And he (or an amanuensis) writes about himself persistently
        in the third person: ‘The smear attacks on McCarthy are no longer being made with the hope that they can
        thereby force me to give up this fight …’ (McCarthy, 1952: 173). McCarthy has long
        been a pivotal point of reference in understanding the operation of conspiracy theory in modern politics. To
        improve interpretation, it may be profitable to closely relate McCarthy’s version of conspiracy to the process
        of selling himself qua political authority. The basis of the relationship is disclosed in Aristotle’s
        law: that, in ethos in rhetoric, the aim is ‘to exhibit the purposefully active man’ (2004: I.ix.1367b). Hence, Aristotle would say that, in talking about conspiracy, the
        reactionary rhetor will be showing something else. He will not only be trying to
        make his message about conspiracy appropriate; he will meanwhile be trying to make himself into an appropriate
        vehicle for communicating the message. Simultaneously, then, an audience for the speech (and a tailored
        audience) might be pressed to judge virtues of character.
      


      
        The most well-known account of right-wing conspiracy discourse is associated with the contemporary of McCarthy,
        Richard Hofstadter. The main elements of Hofstadter’s account, which are set out in The Paranoid Style in
        American Politics, can be reconciled with rhetorical theory and, moreover, re-bolstered by virtue of so
        doing. Hofstadter’s positions have sometimes been derided for their centrism; for consolidating a pilloried
        ‘consensus’ interpretation of American history. But, to the contrary, acknowledging the prescience of
        Hofstadter’s thesis remains as compelling as ever. Writers on conspiracy theory from the Right have taken issue
        with him by uprooting the ideological location of where he saw conspiracy talk to place it primarily as an
        impulse of the Left. Conversely, writers on conspiracy theory from the Left have sometimes responded by drawing
        the sting out of Hofstadter’s analysis, to the point of domesticating conspiracy. Both assessments could be
        judged as wrong-headed. When conspiracy talk does appear on the Left, it is not something to be less troubled
        by. Rather, it is imperative it be called out.
      


      
        In vantage point, Hofstadter constructed an account of reactionary conspiracy after having only recently
        watched the McCarthy phenomenon unfold. He intuited – and correctly – that McCarthyism was a
        ‘pseudo-conservative revolt’: his analysis was sensitive, then, to ideological boundaries, and to the blurred
        lines that we have suggested separate reaction from a conservative mainstream, yet that separate it
        nevertheless. In respect of content, he discerned that McCarthyism had central traits that, in turn, were
        representative of conspiracy in politics. These central traits were ‘heated exaggeration’, ‘suspiciousness’,
        and ‘fantasy’ (Hofstadter, 2008: 3). What else he stressed – albeit less
        systematically – was that conspiracies are perceived in parallel that their allegers imagine their own
        persecution by shadowy forces. Implicitly, operating as a kind of causal nexus in his account were a set of
        thoughts animating the believer in any conspiracy theory: namely, that conspiracies were hatched in secret;
        that organised secrecy bestowed a sense of unassailability on behalf of certain others served by the perceived
        conspiracy; that these others’ unassailability enforced the believer’s private sense of a political situation
        being hopeless (ibid.: 29–32). To affirm: exaggeration, suspicion, and fantasy are indeed regular features of
        reactionary written discourses. Saying that reactionaries are over-prone to detecting chimerical ‘patterns’ is
        the way we have found by which to suggest this. There are very few problems of the Hofstadter account to have
        any real significance. One problem is a slight tendency to shrillness: our own reconstruction of McCarthyism
        has shown it to downgrade the emphasis on ‘evil’, and so alleging conspiracy can be much more mundane than
        imagining grand demonic deception, while Hofstadter sometimes implied otherwise (2008: 30). Hofstadter also possessed a weakness for dispositional
        analysis: he did not do enough to dispel the impression that the paranoiac of ‘the paranoid style’ was the
        product of innate drives, rather than rhetorical persuasion. Yet, it remains: critics from Right and Left alike
        have overreacted in their criticisms. Hofstadter’s analysis does not need rejecting. Its interpretive claims
        need strengthening, in the light of subsequent knowledge; its critical force needs restoring.
      


      
        From the Right, Daniel Pipes makes the prototypal conspiracy-alleger not the reactionary anti-communist but the
        Leninist theorist of capitalism. Heirs include the theorists from the postmodern Left of the causes of Western
        Great Power imperialism (or the hypothesising of globalist conspiracies arising out of Muslim-dominated
        countries of the Middle East – with their notional far Left apologists) (Pipes, 1999: 154–170). From the Left, Mark Fenster has dissented from Hofstadter’s thesis by
        suggesting that conspiracy theories may simply be prosaic: the natural recourse of powerless groups in modern
        societies, who take it upon for themselves to explain imbalances in the key political good that will be worth
        vying over, ‘power’. The suggestion is worrisome because, in the vein of Chantal Mouffe, it is one mode of
        granting recognition to a ‘left populism’ and then, perversely, finding it attractive (Mouffe, 2018). The suggestion is exaggerated because conspiracy discourse
        has identifying criteria that Fenster’s account plays fast and loose with: acute case in point is Fenster’s
        claim that the original American revolutionaries had a ‘populist’ belief in conspiracy, as opposed to a
        defensible and politically ‘liberal’ anxiety about the dangers of faction, which is a much more reasonable
        textual interpretation of what Madison and others were getting at (Fenster, 1999: 84–90). There are other revisions of Hofstadter’s thesis, such as by Joseph Uscinski
        and Joseph Parent. They make conspiracy theory neither Right nor Left: simply, ‘conspiracy theories are for
        losers’. But the problem with such an idea is falling back on explanation by reflex social interest, calling up
        all the attendant problems of explanation canvassed earlier in this study. Belief in conspiracy, in the account
        of Uscinski and Parent, is said to be interchangeable: the function of whether, at the immediate time, the
        political party one identifies with happens to be either in or out of political office (hence, belief in
        conspiracy arises from a kind of structural motivational basis for perceiving how the political world works)
        (Uscinski and Parent, 2014: 12, 17, 130). The view is
        deficient, not least of all for draining conspiracy of much of what makes it an interesting subject for
        ideological analysis ab initio.
      


      
        So, the broad contours of Hofstadter’s thesis stand the test of time. However, what subsequent knowledge does
        call for is the integration of rhetorical insights (as enabled by our case studies). Ultimately, a thread of
        insights demonstrates that the reactionary who is successful generates trust by performing the ‘virtuous
        circle’.
      


      
        To begin to see this dimension, recall the key elements of the conspiracy allegation’s default anatomy. The
        miscellaneous imprints of conspiracy in the McCarthy text bear evidence of recurrent
        imputation of ‘agents’ and ‘actions’. In reverse order, there is always a passive agent: this is the audience
        for the conspiracy allegation. The most relevant fact pertaining to the passive agent is the state of presently
        standing ignorant of the conspiracy’s existence. This passive party of the audience may thus be labelled as
        ‘the deceived’ – albeit, in view of the qualities of the conspiratorial mindset observed by Hofstadter, such as
        ‘suspiciousness’ and ‘fantasy’, will bear the capacity for knowledge attainment. More purposefully, there are
        two active agents. The active agent of ‘the conspirator’ is sine qua non (albeit always existing in the
        plural, since the very idea of conspiracy is dependent on the picture of mutual enterprise: no conspiracy
        allegation will be conceivable without the projection of co-conspirators). But the most interesting agent is
        the third agent. This is indicated by the presence within the utterance of the rhetor himself. What is the
        precise identity of this agent that will allow for understanding the role better?
      


      
        Recapitulating from McCarthy, the passive agent (i.e. the party of the deceived) is the ‘American public’.
        Beside them, the active agents who comprise conspirators are pro-communists. And so what of the actual speaker
        (i.e. the conspiracy alleger)? With closer stipulation, the identity of the speaker within the conspiracy
        allegation is surprising. McCarthy rejects the various assumed identities on offer. The alternative identities
        on offer even include, as we have seen, the streetwise allure of the gangster role. McCarthy is, instead, ‘the
        whistleblower’: he avows to bring knowledge to the deceived. Recent accounts of the whistleblower (particularly
        involving high-profile cases concerning surveillance practices in intelligence agencies) have been near
        universally laudatory. Perhaps they should not be. In the least, the whistleblower is a morally neutral figure.
        As Sissela Bok observes, there are undoubted gains to the practice of whistleblowing, given the right
        circumstances. But there are also costs, which at one point or other slide into dangers: the costs are
        increased social tolerance for prying and for violating privacy; the enabling of malicious motive; and the
        possibility of error (Bok, 1981: 205). These costs are
        not inconsiderable. Reactionaries, in particular, can thrive upon them.
      


      
        The reactionary speaker, when alleging conspiracy, avows to pass on knowledge and impose pattern on variegated
        observed experience. These entities are, in his estimation, presently largely unknown. Hence, whistleblowing
        (which, figuratively, is sounding the alarm) comprises the action which the speaker performs – the most crucial
        action for understanding the anatomy of the reactionary conspiracy claim in generality. The imposition of
        pattern pays tribute to the feature of ‘heated exaggeration’ noted by Hofstadter. Hofstadter’s view is special,
        but not singular, since he stands in a line of like-minded commentators on the harms done by conspiracy talk,
        which have not so far been mentioned, but which are equally worth defending against detractors from extremes,
        and which are worth bringing into the argument presently. Together, these views tilt the
        focus to the question of knowledge – and thereby fill in some of the gaps concerning what Hofstadter had to
        say.
      


      
        Originally, starting with Karl Popper (who wrote about the subject indirectly, within a wider intervention in
        the philosophy of social science), the ‘conspiracy theory of society’ emerged as one possible take on
        explaining social phenomena, one that Popper judged would be supremely reductive, and would be appealing
        especially to the ‘closed mind’. On Popper’s characterisation, from the inside of a conspiracy theory: if
        something has occurred, then that must be because a particular group of men have ‘conspired’ to bring
        the occurrence about (1971: 94). Such a picture will not
        easily yield to disproval. The same impressions are more recently echoed, and extended, by UK public
        commentator, David Aaronovitch. In Aaronovitch, there are strong echoes of Popper and Hofstadter in his
        inventory of the assorted means which allegers are liable to rely upon to propagate their conspiracy theories.
        Approximations of these means have been found in the McCarthy case. Once the conspiracy alleger has found his
        pattern – and in the next step, which is vocalisation, turned whistleblower – he will not give the pattern up
        without a struggle. Hence, as Aaronovitch puts it, he will flexibly restate an allegation, allowing him to
        accommodate ‘inconvenient truths’ (2010: 13). Case in
        point from Fight for America is one instance where McCarthy is called upon to revise his allegation of
        pro-communism operative within the liberal press; specifically, because of the evident counterfactual raised by
        the positions of many of the regional newspapers, which take editorial lines strongly supportive of the
        anti-communist campaign. Here is the restatement. It is a suitable encapsulation of changing the goalposts:
      


      
        
          The test is not whether they are willing to condemn Communism generally and well-known, previously exposed
          Communists. The test is whether they follow a pattern of supporting or condemning the exposure of the
          sacred-cows – the dangerous, under-cover Communists who have been promoted to positions of untouchability by
          the Communists and left-wing press.
        


        
          (McCarthy, 1952: 179)
        

      


      
        Another complex means Aaronovitch identifies is the emphasis on the ‘special quality of thought’ required to
        recognise the existence of a conspiracy: by the party of the speaker in the first instance, presumably, but in
        due course by the audience itself, who were the party who were deceived to start with, but who duly become
        enlightened now (2010: 10). This means has been seen myriad times in the case study,
        by way of the portrayal of McCarthy’s character. In portrayal of his character, both by guest author and by
        amanuensis (his fiancée), McCarthy is distinguished especially by the virtues of bravery and lone nobility, but
        also by possession of special intellectual acumen. Recall the disciplined sifting of vast amounts of
        documentation; or the skill honed from wartime record in having ‘de-coded messages’
        (McCarthy, 1952: 6). That McCarthy’s discourse takes types of conspiratorial
        reasoning to the point of the comical should withstand neither appropriateness, nor seriousness, of the
        interpretation. The nadir of the tragicomic is, to reiterate, the inflection of alleging conspiracy by
        reactionary camp: alongside innuendo and gossip, the employment of the logic of the gambler. On many occasions,
        for example, it is the gambler’s fallacy which surfaces in McCarthy’s rendition of the postulate that (in flat
        denial of Popper’s soundings) social occurrences never have multifarious, layered causes, and still less are
        attributable to chance, since there are, crucially, masked intentions. Here is a fragment from the 1951 Senate
        speech. The fragment says, effectively, that causes do not need proving; eliminating a small number of rival
        explanations should suffice:
      


      
        
          How can we account for our present situation unless we believe that men high in this government are
          concerting to bring us to disaster. This must be the product of a great conspiracy.
        


        
          (Cited in Hofstadter, 2008: 7)
        

      


      
        But, finally, the performance of the ‘virtuous circle’ by the speaker’s rhetorical action of whistleblowing
        takes the analysis beyond the insights accrued by Popper, Hofstadter, and Aaronovitch combined. The virtuous
        circle starts from the question of knowledge (falling under logos). But it spins out from logos –
        to comprise, foremost, the rhetorical contest over character (ethos); above all, concerning ‘trust’ in
        the person who is ‘doing’ the speaking. This conclusion is the product of thinking through rhetorical theory’s
        stipulations of the different dimensions of ethos. Consider as follows: separating two dimensions of
        ethos within rhetorical theory is the key.
      


      
        On the one side is ‘stance’. When the reactionary speaker alleges the existence of conspirators, he sets in
        train his own authority, extending prospectively to political leadership. Henceforth, in effect, the speaker
        ‘owns’ the topic. Analysts of rhetorical theory have called this the ‘stance’ dimension of ethos because
        the objective must be to show to the audience that one possesses locus standi to pronounce on the
        subject (Cockcroft and Cockcroft, 2005: 16–17; Leith, 2011: 48). In other words, the speaker – in this case, the reactionary speaker – says
        trust me, because I know about the issue. This has been signalled for McCarthy in various ways. But, in
        common with other reactionary proclaimers of conspiracy, authority is generated by the successful communication
        that knowledge is being possessed in a specific way that is privileged and exclusivist. It is because the
        knowledge is known ‘from the inside’, so to say, that the speech obtains form in the action of whistleblowing.
        Consider, for instance, various of the emphases that are laboured – that is, repeated – in the middle sections
        of Fight for America: that McCarthy’s persistent investigations have taken him to be a constant presence
        to the revelation of ‘testimony’; that he has acted as a reasonable and patient interlocutor of more
        recalcitrant witnesses to get suppressed information out of them. Not testimonial evidence, rather statistical
        proof, has been the more ubiquitous undertaking for constructing locus standi on
        conspiracy that we have encountered within reactionary history. ‘Stance’ invites trust here. And it forms one
        end, the first end, of the feedback loop in ethos that emerges out of the reactionary’s allegation of
        conspiracy.
      


      
        On the other side is ‘personality’. The reactionary speaker does not just bring novel information to an
        audience, he displays his whole personality whilst doing so. Consistent with Aristotle’s dictum, he
        ensures that through the things he says – which here, happen to be about conspiracy, he takes the
        opportunity to show (not state) the virtues of his character. An audience’s peaked attention whilst the speaker
        is imparting knowledge claims – i.e. whilst whistleblowing – provides ripe conditions for getting it to audit
        and appreciate his other many admirable qualities. In other words, the speaker kindly requests that the
        entirety of his claim to political authority be granted sympathetic hearing. It is not surprising that the
        broader character virtues that McCarthy shows (beside knowledge and understanding) are, in the routine sense,
        ‘populist’: arising out of the side-point genuflections to boxing, gambling, horse racing, and so on. In such
        genuflections, the speaker succeeds in his aim to ‘identify his cause’ with that of his ‘given audience’
        (Burke, 1969: 55). The displays of character virtues
        that are perhaps more unexpected, yet that textual analysis has divulged nonetheless, converge around bravery
        and lone nobility. The ancient Greeks tended to understand that there was a general set of foremost virtues for
        the speaker to selectively emphasise at will: justice, courage, temperance, magnificence, magnanimity,
        liberality, gentleness, prudence, wisdom (Aristotle, 2004: I.ix.1366b). ‘Personality’
        can be pictured as reinforcing trust. It forms the second end of the feedback loop.
      


      
        In sum, the feedback loop – the ‘virtuous circle’ – is the function of how reactionary conspiracy allegations
        will elevate stance and personality in reciprocity; to fruitful, spiralling effect. The action of
        whistleblowing upon conspiracy persuades the deceived by ownership of the topic. The person of whistleblower
        may already possess some amount of trust by the audience and, certainly, within the display of communicating
        whistleblowing will be the rehearsal of a greater number of reasons for lending the person trust. And from
        these two points on a continuous circle, the insinuation of favourable character may potentially keep
        looping, ad infinitum.
      

    

    
      Note


      
        	
          The single exception is the penultimate chapter headed ‘The Evil
          Genius’ (in which the reference is to the communist worldview). Yet the chapter is no more than drab
          four-page excerption from a work of contemporary political ephemera (cf. McCarthy,
          1952: 196–199).
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      The chapter just concluded vindicated the premise of the basic relationship between reactionary ethos and
      conspiracy. It did so by taking clues from the case which the literature on conspiracy considers paradigmatic.
      Clues from McCarthyism suggested a basic grammar by which to understand reactionary conspiracy statements, a
      grammar comprising agents and actions. ‘Agents’ are the parties present in statements about conspiracy
      (who may be either passive or active). ‘Actions’ are performed, most consequentially, by the special
      active agent who is the speaker, in her particular capacity as whistleblower. One importance of this rhetorical
      action of whistleblowing arises out of what is identifiable as the virtuous circle: in broader communication of
      character virtues, a kind of feedback loop builds, which amplifies trust in the speaker and confidence in the
      conspiracy claim by turns. This chapter now confirms the operation of this rhetorical anatomy in a second
      illustrative case.
    


    
      The text authored by Anders Behring Breivik confirms the functioning of agents, actions, stance, personality, and
      ‘virtuous circle’ in reactionary conspiracy appeal. However, it also suggests a new element for our rhetorical
      anatomy: an element by which the speaker may bring special effect to his attempt to bring knowledge to the
      deceived. This is ‘analogy’. Placed next to McCarthy’s tools for performing the conspiracy appeal, there are
      grounds for interpretation to start privilege analogies that are, specifically, sensory in their source: while
      McCarthy rarely veered from analogies of sight, Breivik’s repertoire is much ecumenical, and the repertoire
      expands, in particular, to encompass the sense of hearing. Additionally, examining Breivik’s conspiracy discourse
      enhances an understanding of one element discerned already. In an iteration that is unlikely to be isolated,
      Breivik’s speaker-as-whistleblower entails a reworking into the action of whistleblowing-by-proxy. As shall be
      seen, in the particular case of Anders Breivik, this is likely to be explainable by the chosen genre for the
      text: a collaborative type of production that, formally, suppresses the ‘I’ and credits intermediaries with
      unmasking conspiracy’s key truths and facts.
    


    
      The facticity of conspiracy allegation is the interpretive controversy that the chapter’s final section tries to
      settle. Taking Breivik’s discourse as indicative, reactionaries are not ‘post-truth’, either on the version of
      the argument that theorises epistemology or the version which privileges technology.
      Breivik’s text – separated from McCarthy’s by the distance of half a century and, thus, the entrenchment of
      various media innovations – is demonstrative of one of the possible adaptations of the reactionary seam for the
      digital age. The innovation that features the most in his adaptation, it would seem, is online video gaming. Yet,
      this does not entail a rejection of the cult of the facts. Really, as evidenced in due course, it amounts to
      anything but.
    


    
      2083 – A European Declaration of Independence


      
        Anders Breivik’s 2083 – A European Declaration of Independence can be analysed as a political text
        addressed to persuading others into action but even more so, perhaps, himself. On Friday, July 22, 2011,
        Breivik – 32 years old – first killed eight people by a bomb attack outside the Office of the Prime Minister in
        Oslo then, more spectacularly, drove 40 kilometres to Utøya Island (where he knew an annual convention of the
        Norwegian Labour Party movement would be gathering) and slaughtered 69 people by shooting, nearly all of whom
        were no more than teenagers. Simultaneous with these events, he sent his manuscript out into the world; doing
        so in the first instance by electronic distribution to perceived sympathisers. It is a macabre, yet more than
        plausible, thought that when Breivik began his work, he did not yet know what political activity his
        reactionary diagnosis would support. He had been working on 2083 for over three years. As Åsne Seierstad
        writes (an investigative journalist having examined police reports, trial transcripts, and interviews connected
        with his subsequent prosecution), ‘the murders were planned along the way. The campaign took shape as he wrote’
        (Seierstad, 2016: 191).
      


      
        Placing Breivik’s credo into first-order ideological categories more specific than reaction is vexed. First,
        the credo can be mapped as ‘lone wolf “terrorism”’, but neither perfectly nor solely. One intention may indeed
        have been performance for imitation’s sake, but something is missing in the picture of solitary actor
        unaffected by the rhetoric of broader social movements (Berntzen and Sandberg, 2014). Second (and not mutually exclusive with lone wolf terrorism), his
        belief system can be assimilated to the ideological incubus of ‘counter-Jihadism’ – difficult to perceive
        divorced from the escalating cycle of responses to September 11, 2001, and pivoting on concern in (and for)
        North American and European countries understood as becoming saturated by alien cultural and religious
        traditions (Archer, 2013: 171). But counter-Jihadism is,
        at best, a semi-satisfactory label, for being piecemeal in the thing it refers to – and (like lone wolf
        terrorism) lacks much capacity to set Breivik’s credo into longer term moorings. However, neither does
        2083 appear to possess the coherence in use of key concepts that would make grander classification
        suitable. Two alternative fits in principle are ‘Christian fundamentalism’ and/or ‘neo-Nazism’, but neither
        fits in practice. Christian fundamentalism has potential indicators in the text but is,
        ultimately, a red herring, since although the hostility to Islam is very definitely central Christianity does
        not figure as a source of religious adherence, rather of cultural allegiance (Breivik, 2011: 1162). The repudiation inside the text of the legacy of
        Nazism – on the stated grounds that Nazism was an exclusivist German chauvinism which violated European unity –
        has the ring of sincerity about it, quite other than being a tactical expediency. Breivik’s protestation to
        ‘hate’ Hitler is much more alarming for the possibility that it might be truthful as opposed to ‘post-truth’
        lie (ibid.: 677). A final problem facing classification of Breivik’s belief system is that the boundaries with
        ostensibly ‘softer’ Right ideologies seem lax. Prior to embarking on a political project that would give his
        own role a greater status (and followed by a failed stint setting up his own business), Breivik was an active
        member in the Progress Party (the Norwegian variant of the post-Cold War ‘populist’ parties) (Mudde, 2019: 15). Moreover, the self-identification with conservatism
        is also remarkably resilient. Featuring throughout the text are highly favourable references to ‘conservatism’,
        ‘conservatives’, and similar. And, to his small circle of increasingly detached friends aware of his writing
        project, Breivik tended to describe his book, simply, as being ‘about conservatism’ (Seierstad, 2016: 363).
      


      
        Breivik disseminated 2083 under a false name (spottable as an anglicisation): Andrew Berwick. As a
        combined author and designated political role model, he also took an assumed identity: a Justiciar Knight
        Commander for Knights Templar Europe (high-ranking official in a Christian-crusading organisation re-formed
        from medieval Europe) (Breivik, 2011: 16). The composition of the text has a prosaic
        physical setting: his bedroom in his mother’s apartment in Hoffsveien, an Oslo suburb, kitted out with computer
        and internet connection, which he cryptically called the ‘fart room’ (Seierstad,
        2016: 363). Parallel to the actual setting, the book also had a place of gestation within Breivik’s
        imagination: a convocation of the Knights Templar within London, England in 2002 (relatively soon after
        September 11) (Breivik, 2011: 826). The ideation of an external world that has a
        wilful but not-yet-manifest existence is important: the Norwegian novelist Karl Ove Knausgaard (2016: 27) is not far off the mark when observing that Breivik
        gives the impression of ‘a person who has erected a make-believe reality, in which his significance is
        undisputed’. However, while the implication of Breivik’s insanity is understandable, at the very least that
        should not occlude consideration from a political vantage point. (A first psychiatric report submitted during
        Breivik’s prosecution did find him insane, but a second report commissioned subsequently reversed the judgement
        (Seierstad, 2016: 467–479).) Roger Griffin surmises aptly when he asserts that if
        Breivik did, over time, become captive to a ‘psychosis’ then it was ‘a self-induced, ideologically-elaborated
        psychosis’ (Griffin, 2012: 201). Was this
        self-inducement coterminous with the long private exercise in rhetorical self-persuasion? How did elaboration
        connect up with a social context of belief formation? Breivik was plugged in – literally – to an online network of contemporary, right-wing groupuscules. To a degree, the fantasy world he
        inhabited was a shared world. Public attention given to Breivik’s case has often been for instruction into the
        effects of extreme isolation upon individual psychopathy. Some of that attention might be better reallocated to
        enquiry into the effects of contemporary technologies on political ideology: particularly participation in
        online video gaming.1 Video
        gaming seems to have been central to Breivik’s political imagination. There is a special reason to suppose
        video gaming (and assorted accoutrements) had bearing on how Breivik refreshed the overarching reactionary
        theme of being menaced by History. For in parts and over extended periods, the work steps into some of the
        plotting devices and the related conceits that, nowadays, tend to be associated with alternative
        history-writing.
      


      
        The nature of the text presented in Breivik’s case is high in the reasons for paying serious attention to the
        social context of intellectual production. 2083 has mainly been labelled as a ‘manifesto’ (i.e. a
        declaration of views) – which it is. But meanwhile, Breivik himself conceived of it as a ‘compendium’ –
        accurately enough, in fact (Breivik, 2011: 11). Very largely, the prose is not
        actually self-composed, rather collected from sources publicly available – and available on the web. (This is
        the sense in which the ‘I’ of the writing is suppressed.) The presence of Breivik’s own hand in presenting the
        material is principally organisational. However, that being said, the task of organisation having been
        completed is mammoth: the total length of 2083 is around 1500 pages. The ‘compendium’ brings together an
        assortment of formats – notes, thoughts, data, practical information, glossaries, and suggestions for further
        reading. In a revealing letter sent during production to a projected sympathiser, Breivik finesses his
        conception of the ‘compendium’: it is, he confides, a ‘solution-oriented work’ (Seierstad,
        2016: 160).2 The process
        of compilation can be pictured as a remarkably sustained effort in cutting and pasting. One exception is the
        encouragement for readers to complete certain sections – especially some later sections – for themselves. Such
        sections are headed with the descriptor ‘rough draft’ or come with the rider ‘feel free to complete this essay’
        (Borchgrevink, 2013: 164): it is a moot point whether
        incompletion owes principally to running out of either patience or steam. Finished or not, 2083 was
        distributed around lunchtime on July 22, 2011, by being uploaded as Word file to 1002 email addresses. Those
        addresses were taken from Facebook. Mostly, they were registered to users resident in Western European
        countries, who were invited to cascade the text further. It is for optimum impact, Breivik explains, that the
        whole of the text has been presented in the English language (Breivik, 2011: 16).
        This does mean that, in reviewing the text, some allowance has to be made that the author is crafting prose in
        a non-native language.
      


      
        In the manner of the ordering of the material, there is a synthesis of mere compendium with simulation of the
        grand treatise. The material is divided into distinct numbered sections, which are themselves allocated into
        Books 1, 2, and 3. Over the course of these three books, the increasing detachment from reality is the starkest
        evidence of incremental self-persuasion to mass murder: of ‘radicalisation’, in
        terrorist profile terminology. The inclusion of a ‘log’ and an ‘interview with the author’ gives the final book
        a last will and testament feel.
      


      
        Setting Out an Instruction Manual


        
          What first grabs attention in glancing over the front material of 2083 is tone. If the ‘compendium’ is
          the literary form, then the tone is that of the instruction manual, combined with a strong streak of
          autodidactism. (In relation to the latter, suppression of the ‘I’ in the text is formal only – the author’s
          self-regard emerges undimmed.) The front material, totting up to 30 pages, blends a conventional introduction
          with some more miscellaneous features. The conventional aspect is quite a competent narration of the topics
          ahead. Miscellany centres on a distinct section entitled ‘About the compendium – 2083’. Inter
          alia, this section advises saving a back-up copy of the text (since it ‘will not be available for a long
          period’), explains where on the internet a ‘film’ to support the text can be found, and transparently
          acknowledges the provenance of much of its content:
        


        
          
            I have written approximately half of the compendium myself. The rest is a compilation of works from several
            courageous individuals throughout the world.
          


          
            (ibid.: 12)
          

        


        
          Much of the prose, like this, is impassive. But for all the bureaucratic type of expression, interjections
          appear already with hallmarks of an autodidactic streak. The first thought must be in what kind of reader, if
          any, will that inspire confidence? The autodidactism has two hallmarks. The first hallmark is the fixation on
          self-regard and recognition, but simultaneous to withholding from any cultural exchange with those from whom
          recognition is craven. The second hallmark is shortcutting rules and conventions governing knowledge
          acquisition and communication, which is expressed in faltering passages that intermittently break into
          clumsier clauses and subclauses. The special mark of craving recognition is evident in the manner of overall
          (self-)assessment of the work: ‘it is truly a one-of-a-kind, unique and great tool that can and should be
          used by all cultural conservatives in the decades to come’; or, ‘consider [the book] as my personal gift and
          contribution to all Europeans’ (ibid.: 12). The second hallmark – which is really dilettantism – is evident
          in the pattern of sliding into awkward and/or informal terms of reference when avoiding less disjunctive
          expression would require a lot more discipline than the author (in the capacity of the researcher) is willing
          to submit to. One example of the dilettantism is some advice offered (immediately following a piece of more
          mechanical expression) about ways to save the document most securely – which the reader is advised to do ‘if
          it freaks you out too much’. Another example (itself a thinly veiled self-regarding complaint about the
          amount of resources taken to expedite completion) is the autodidact’s slip from
          discipline by way of a monument to the social media age: the ending of one of these early sentences with a
          winking face emoticon (Breivik, 2011).
        


        
          By the time the reader reaches the explicit ‘Introduction’ section, she will have a strong sense already, in
          view of the instructional tone, of how to navigate the text. Appropriately, at this point, the instructional
          tone is deliberately made to yield (if briefly) to allow a pause for an opening statement tending more to the
          more poetic. However, even this effort at timely gracefulness has traces of the autodidact’s behaviours.
          Aside from amounting to an opening by a plagiarism (Seierstad, 2016: 165) – as
          opposed to a more reliably authoritative, independent authorial voice – it is not, on balance, a well-chosen
          plagiarism, since it does not really set the pattern for where Breivik’s main decadence thesis wants to go –
          which is not 1950s nostalgia (which the fragment evokes), rather Islam-focused tirade. The passage has the
          feel of being cut and pasted in because it was stumbled across on the internet and deemed too good – too
          pithy, too expressively doleful – to pass up:
        


        
          
            Most Europeans look back on the 1950s as a good time. Our homes were safe, to the point where many people
            did not bother to lock their doors. Public schools were generally excellent, and their problems were things
            like talking in class and running in the halls. Most men treated women like ladies, and most ladies devoted
            their time and effort to making good homes, rearing their children well and helping their communities
            through volunteer work. Children grew up in two–parent households, and the mother was there to meet the
            child when he came home from school. Entertainment was something the whole family could enjoy.
          


          
            (Breivik, 2011: 19)
          

        


        
          In a next associative leap, nevertheless, a good job is done of establishing topic. The topic segues from
          homage to a particular decade into ‘political correctness’. Political correctness is portrayed in terms that
          are a little hackneyed (wringing all the rhetorical advantages that a topic may offer is not done as
          well as establishing it): in particular, it is unbalanced by haranguing feminism. The portrayal also includes
          some more of the awkward autodidactic linguistic tics, expressed (as here) in the gawky subclause: ‘if
          memory serves, our fathers’ acts of personal upkeep were mostly limited to shaving and putting on a tie’
          (ibid.: 12). Nevertheless, where the segueing into political correctness is authoritative is by enabling
          several components of an embryonic logical thesis to start to click into place. Crucially, political
          correctness is made into one of the most successful innovations of the true adversary whom the ‘cultural
          conservative’ is said to face. This adversary is the ‘cultural Marxist’.
        


        
          The trope – more accurately, the cast-list character – of the cultural Marxist is crucial to the text. So
          crucial is it that it merits, for analysis, clarifying meaning as best as is possible:
          both the meaning ‘cultural Marxism’ possesses disinterestedly and the meaning it is made to have presently.
          In another moment of unacknowledged citation, Breivik corroborates what he means by lifting from
          sources that are right-leaning but, saliently, within rough bounds of the reputable and academic. Most likely
          sources are Michael Minnocini’s 1992 article ‘The Frankfurt School and Political Correctness’ and William
          Lind’s 2004 short book Political Correctness: A Short History of an Ideology (cf. Borchgrevink, 2013: 123; Jeffries,
          2016). In an academic context which is mainstream, ‘cultural Marxism’ (sometimes ‘Western’ or ‘Hegelian’
          Marxism) tends to refer to one of the tributaries taken by modern socialist thought after Marx: parallel, for
          example, to both orthodox Marxism and parliamentary socialism but distinguished by a muted accent on either
          economics or politics, and an enhanced accent on ideas, consciousness, and ethical humanism. The usage which
          Breivik taps into is not inconsistent. But what it does do is sharpen up the binary opposition: ‘cultural
          conservatism’ versus cultural Marxism. That opposition is not a meaning which any self-identifying
          and/or practising cultural Marxist would likely recognise at all. However, sign of the significance that
          Breivik ascribes is the prominent space granted to it at this foundational point of the text. The
          instructional tone is pinched into the cataloguing of leading Frankfurt School figures (Georg Lukács, Antonio
          Gramsci, Wilhelm Reich, Erich Fromm, Herbert Marcuse, Theodor W. Adorno), communicated in successive bullet
          point overviews, the content of which is attributed to Wikipedia.
        


        
          The steps in a semi-logical thesis that Breivik has assembled by the end of the introduction are as follows.
        


        
          
            Political correctness has risen to ideological dominance in the West;
          


          
            The rise is in part through ascendancy within institutions of education;
          


          
            One of the agendas educationalists serve is the ‘multicultural’ movement;
          


          
            The success of the multicultural movement entails that the appropriate resistance to Islam in the West is
            numbed.
          

        


        
          Pared down, by mutual imbrication, Islam and cultural Marxism – otherwise little associated (so far
          not associated in the text) – become conjoined. Due to the focus on educational institutions, the link
          between reversing Muslim saturation and attacking young socialists in their prime stages of intellectual
          development – the truly murderous link – becomes established. And back in the safer, insulated surreality of
          2083’s plot line, the decks for an alternative history have been cleared.
        

      

      
        Demonstrating ‘What You Need to Know’


        
          The long main body of 2083 (expressed over the three deliberately separated books) gets onto the task
          of proving the suppressed history, and of enlisting the compendium format to do so. Meanwhile, there
          is a sorting-out of categories of an adversary by degrees of reprehension. The
          interlinkage of the classical reactionary appeals to indignation, decadence, and conspiracy is reasonably
          transparent. The exception to straightforwardness is that the distribution of negative emotion between
          adversaries is inexact. Who rouses the most anger, the Marxist or the Muslim? Is either (or both) hated? And
          to what extent is fear involved?
        


        
          Book 1 headlines the suppressed history: that, since its inception, Islam has perpetuated grave wrongs upon
          Christians (who are defined imprecisely, though not primarily religiously). This is done in such a way that
          foregrounds the conspiracy theme and, moreover, that expands the proportion of its significance overall: it
          is by conspiracy that Islam’s past is stifled. Book 2 does not move to material and topics that are
          clearly distinct. Rather, it extends the chronicle of the falsification of Islam’s history to bring the
          record up to the present. The increasingly loss of manageability of the material – by gross elongation – is
          an indicative pointer of how, why and when 2083 slides into full diatribe mode. Book 2 is already 77
          subsections longer than Book 1 (and includes a lengthy insertion of successive entries on feminism, which is
          not completely a blind alley for his thesis to run into, since the claims about Islamisation and feminism are
          not inconsistent, but are a distraction, and once again give the impression that superfluous material is
          being shoehorned in basically because the author judges it too good for his cut-and-paste job to pass over).
          Book 3 is more prolix still and extends to an enormous 162 subsections. Book 3 does move the focus on, in
          respect of the prescriptive complement, to the reactionary decadence diagnosis. The course of action that is
          proposed is a strategy of ‘resistance’ – and in pursuit of the substantive goal of achieving a more ideal
          society (in other words, a perverse utopia). Book 3 is also where the clues appear most strongly of the
          incremental self-persuasion into horrific violence via the act of writing (which has mainly become, of
          course, an act of editing). The content grows ever-increasingly bizarre; the disclosure of personal sex
          hang-ups is now more much frequent and candid (Breivik, 2011: 1175–1177); and the
          mythical ‘Knights Templar’ now raise up into a focal point of discussion. In general, there are strong
          textual traces of coming to see an external political, social, and historical world not simply through
          anterior concepts and categories in the mind (which is ordinary to human experience), but, very specifically,
          through the medium of video gaming.
        


        
          The Conspirators of Cultural Marxism and/or Islam


          
            Book 1 launches into what is considered the distorted history of Islam. There is little distinction
            observed between Islam the religion and the historical actions of states and empires. This is prefigured by
            an explanation of the lead taken by cultural Marxists in perpetrating the distortion. The ‘historical
            revisionism’ of cultural Marxists is described. It is then delineated – and, appreciably, systematically –
            into ten separate ‘methods’ (after which cultural Marxists come back into the
            chronicle intermittently, displaced in emphasis by Islam) (ibid.: 51–54). Assessing the conspiracy pillar,
            the content confirms the utility of picking out the three ‘agents’ in the background to the reactionary’s
            virtuous circle and, specifically, the two ‘actions’ involved in the feedback loop. The novelty is that the
            speaker ‘owns’ the issue indirectly (‘stance’ in ethos). His way of speaking about conspiracies
            suggests the utility of complementing our analytical vocabulary of agents and actions with ‘analogies’.
          


          
            First, to a degree, the actual agent of ‘the conspirator’ is murky, since the content threads together two
            ostensible conspirators, the Muslim and the Marxist. Indignation here often works inside the
            conspiracy claims – hence, the degree of irresolution about who is the string-puller; and who should be the
            prime object of negative emotion. Islam’s history features such atrocities as those perpetrated upon
            so-called Christian Europe during the Crusades. It was by organisations like the Mystical Legates of St.
            Paul and the Knights Templar – which were themselves secretive – that, in the alternative history Breivik
            restores, the sword was taken up against Islam. Throughout this history, Muslims threaten (and partially
            succeed in) conquering Europe by war and occupation – and all in the name of ‘jihad’. The titular
            significance of the year ‘2083’ is the 500th anniversary of the Battle of Vienna – when, at last,
            Christians succeed in turning back the tide of invasion and conquest (albeit at the near irreversible point
            by which the Ottoman Empire has reached the Habsburg seat of power). In subsequent epochs, Christians
            should have been called upon to do so again – and still should be, because Muslim populations grossly
            expand within contemporary European states. The most emphasised conspiracy claim arises here: these growing
            Muslim populations will have active (not passive) agency, will harbour a political agenda. Contrary to
            mythologies broadcast by the other agent who features as the conspiracy statements’ ‘conspirator’,
            the cultural Marxist, Muslims will be bent on Islamising Europe, trying to introduce ‘Shari’ah’. One
            muddled thought seems to be that there is the Muslim who originates a conspiracy then conceals it; and then
            a new agent, the cultural Marxist, who conceals the concealment. In which case, for the auditor of the
            message, a decision is required somewhere along the line about the relationship between moral
            responsibility and both chronological and logical priority.
          


          
            By their teaching, Muslims know how to conceal their true intentions, the real aims that lie behind
            Jihad: ‘al-Taqiyya’ (ibid.: 79–80). Al-Taqiyya, 2083 explains, is the practice whereby Islamic
            teachings counsel the use of peaceful language to mislead the infidel. In anticipation of ethos
            ‘stance’, Book 1 is strong on letting the reader know that the author – the self-taught self-abnegator –
            has dedicated himself, tirelessly, to gaining mental command of key Muslim concepts (‘jihad’, ‘Shari’ah’,
            ‘al-Taqiyya’, the ‘five pillars’). The concept elevated to most crucial significance is ‘dhimmitude’ (upon
            which exceptionally detailed information is forthcoming): ‘dhimmitude’ is the nature of rule to which
            non-Muslims conquered by Muslims are subjected (ibid.: 93). Muslim deception seems
            to have a parallel within the other agent’s practice – which is the cultural Marxist’s ‘historical
            revisionism’. That amounts to historical truth concealment and is carefully pinpointed as such by way of
            the enumeration of ten methods. (The relative rigour of the enumeration of these revisionist methods will
            be left until the chapter’s postscript for closer inspection, since it emblematises reactionary
            fact-fetishism.) Breivik’s emotion claims overlap with the conspiracy claims. The most forceful passage
            that bears on the comparative blameworthiness of Muslims and Marxists is perhaps the following (turning
            upon a metaphor that may seem to misfire, mismatching the ordinariness of household objects to intended
            seriousness and thunderous tone):
          


          
            
              Do NOT for the love of God aim your rage and frustration at Muslims. If a pipe is leaking in your
              bathroom, what do you do? It’s not very complicated after all. You go to the source of the problem, the
              leak itself. You DON’T mop it up until after you have fixed the actual leak. Needless to say, our regime
              is the leak, the Muslims are the water.
            


            
              (ibid.: 1254)
            

          


          
            Probably the emotives are ambiguous to a lesser extent than the conspiracy allegations. Concerning
            pathos, the distribution of attention between parties (and with close enough inspection) can be made
            reasonably clear: cultural Marxists get the anger; Muslims get hatred. Marxists appear in the guise of the
            indignation objects according to the following formula: the Christian European (subject) is persuaded that
            over time (duration), he will have amassed immaterial existential anger about abused loyalty (texture)
            which has pent up into eventual explosion (intensity). Muslims are an object of hate in 2083 in a
            way that makes the critical label of ‘Islamophobia’ inappropriate, because the label is so underwhelming.
            Just as he conflates cultural (not religious) Christians with indigenous Europeans, Breivik largely
            occludes a difference between observing Islamic religious belief and simply possessing quasi-racial
            Muslimness; so, it is strongly implied that the relevant identities have strictly non-voluntary bases. Mere
            ‘phobia’ (fear) of Islam, as opposed to anti-Muslim hatred, is made curiously deflationary. Muslims, over
            the long course of Breivik’s account, tend to grow ever more grossly depersonalised. The references in the
            text to the Muslim ‘threat’ should not mislead: in general, in politics, threat talk may indicate not a
            state of being afraid, but merely that harms are in prospect as well as goods.
          


          
            The second agent in the Breivik conspiracy is ‘the whistleblower’. The reason to pause and draw lessons
            from this second default presence in the generic conspiracy allegation is variance with the McCarthyite
            conspiracy. In the prevalent sense, the whistleblower in the 2083 conspiracy is not the speaker
            himself – and for all his autodidactic efforts at ‘owning’ a stance via enunciation of Islamic vocabulary.
            Breivik depends upon whistleblowing-by-proxy. Essentially, this is a
            corollary of the compendium approach itself, whereby acknowledging the sources of conspiracy knowledge is
            no exception to the text’s conventions: accreditation is normally offered to an originary whistleblower
            unbegrudgingly. Some originaries matter more than others. First, the initial one hundred pages of
            2083 are nearly all online essays composed by a figure writing under pseudonym ‘Fjordman’,
            previously posted up onto the online platform ‘document.no’. Fjordman was quite a well-known
            commentator in the relevant milieu, especially online, who also assumed the mantle ‘dark prophet of
            Norway’ (and whose real identity was Norwegian-male Peder Jensen – four years senior in age to Breivik)
            (Jackson, 2013). Overall, 2083 reproduces 45
            of Fjordman’s pieces (Bergman, 2017; Borchgrevink, 2013: 126). Second, Fjordman
            is not the only hitherto heftier voice than his own that Breivik depends on, since, outside of Norway, the
            figure of Bat Ye’or appears to have been a likely source of material (another pseudonym – the Egyptian-born
            Jewish writer in question was raised with the given name Giselle Littman). Bat Ye’or’s contribution – i.e.
            her allegation by proxy – can be seen as most seminal of all, because she gives the most refined
            expression to the conspiracy ‘theory’ which Breivik proceeds to disseminate, by added vulgarisation:
            ‘Eurabia’ (Bergman, 2019: 128). ‘Eurabia’ refers to the
            destruction of European culture under the watch of governing European elites: itself already an ugly
            theory, but which Breivik modulates at several stages removed. The central idea is the ongoing Arab
            colonisation of Europe and, in Ye’or’s telling, ever since the early 1970s oil crisis, the European Union
            has been thus conspiring with the particular institution of the ‘Arab League’. She cites details:
            initiatives for dialogues between the two agencies, various policies, and supposed agreements to commonly
            undermine Israel (Fekete, 2011: 32). Before Breivik,
            she also teases out Islamic teachings to elevate ‘dhimmitude’ to special relevance: the purported
            indigenous population of Europe, ‘the Peoples of Book’ (i.e. Christians and Jews alike), will be forced to
            live in subjection under the emergent Islamic ‘caliphate’ (Carr, 2006). Although the specificities of the vulgarisation may be uncertain, Breivik is
            without doubt impressed. He elects to acknowledge his debt to Bat Ye’or through one of his trademark
            autodidact’s twists, phrasing this not as gratitude, but as barbed advice for the author of Da Vinci
            Code, the 2003 popular thriller about intrigue in the historical Catholic Church:
          


          
            
              The next time Mr. Brown wants to write about massive conspiracies in Europe, he would be well-advised to
              set his eyes at Brussels rather than Rome. It would be a whole lot more interesting.
            


            
              (Breivik, 2011: 288)
            

          


          
            The reference is cheap, though the point is unintentionally illuminating. It supports a point made in the
            literature on conspiracy by French social theorist, Luc Boltanski: in literary life, conspiracy theories
            may inform detective fiction and spy thrillers, but, in real life, these modalities inform conspiracy
            theories (Boltanski, 2014). A theory of ‘Eurabia’
            enables 2083 to blow something up into a pattern for perceiving everywhere –
            and, in the process, skew observable things out of all proportion (aping the function of pro-communism in
            The Fight for America). But it also facilitates the imitation of detective and spy novels, by
            licensing Breivik to take an ever-thickening web of human actions – and do with it what he will. The
            rhetorical action of whistleblowing (either directly or by proxy) thereby gets further enhancement. The
            speaker’s authority increases more than on simple account of signalling possession of knowledge. The
            speaker is also licensed to take notional conspiratorial behaviours and then steer them (along with their
            causes and effects) to wherever it is he wills them to go. This is extra grease in the wheels of the
            virtuous circle. The comparison of 2083 to this kind of writing is not far-fetched: one conceit
            Breivik uses is the ‘cover story’, whereby oftentimes he will include material which is about throwing the
            authorities off the scent of his plans and frankly label it as such (Borchgrevink,
            2013: 164).
          


          
            The third agent in Breivik’s conspiracy discourse is his version of ‘the deceived’. Another reason arises
            for pausing to infer broad lessons. The party of the deceived in 2083 is partly ambiguous (echoing
            the ambiguity of whether the foremost conspirator is the Marxist or Muslim), but mainly the conspiracy
            messages speak to a general populace of cultural Christians, who are pictured as living in a state of
            deception and ignorance that is total. There is occasional concession to the idea that a subpart of the
            population might have awareness of conspiracy to begin with – when Breivik is addressing the most eligible
            recruits for ‘counter-resistance’. The ambiguity is not the primary point, rather the primary point
            concerns the new element to build into the rhetorical anatomy of the reactionary conspiracy appeal.
            Building on clues taken from the analysis of McCarthy, the key point concerns the analogical
            registers by which Breivik seeks to bring about states of un-deception in audience. Frequently, at work are
            sensory analogies. McCarthy strongly leaned on analogies to enact whistleblowing that involved sight: in
            Fight for America, conspiracies were initially ‘hidden’, then ‘exposed’. By their nature, however,
            the sensory analogy may make reference, as well, to hearing, touch, taste, and smell. 2083’s
            conspiratorial rhetoric exhausts a broader range of senses. In one instance, readers are urged to
            see the full workings of conspiracy, by the act of initiation into the detail of the Eurabia theory:
            ‘… while most of the workings of Eurabia are hidden from view, sometimes we catch glimpses of
            it, if we know what to look for’ (Breivik, 2011: 294; italics added).
            In another instance, the unenlightened are invited to touch the finer points of the conspiracy: to
            grasp the specific deceptive practice of Al-Taqiyya, ‘digging only slightly deeper is sufficient to
            dispel the falsehood’ (Breivik, 2011: 79; italics added). The more non-specific
            summing-up points in the text sometimes mix the sensory analogies and, so, adapt them:
          


          
            
              Change is in the air, all over Europe. Europeans now gradually start to awaken from the spell of
              multiculturalism, Political Correctness and Muslim immigration, but they still
              don’t know how deep the rabbit hole goes.
            


            
              (ibid.: 346)
            

          


          
            Sensory analogies can be successful for conveying familiarity – indicating that the speaker knows much
            about the ordinary environs of an audience’s experience (Kaufer and Butler, 2010: 231). However, in the immediate sense, what crucially makes them
            successful is the extra boost to ‘personality’ in the virtuous circle. When he blows the whistle, the
            accompanying sensory analogies help him to work upon the audience in minutiae; his prospective leadership
            may be said to acquire what can be called a special aura. In character, the speaker becomes decisive
            ‘unmasker’: a figure who stands in a champion relationship to truth. Peter Baehr draws a pertinent
            distinction that the image of the ‘mask’ is, in political and social life, flatteningly black-and-white,
            while a much more subtle image for conveying discovery (but in the absence of needing to suppose
            duplicitous concealment) is the ‘veil’: veils make for opacity, always leaving some transparency for object
            but allowing vision to be refracted in versatile ways (Baehr, 2019: 537). Conspiracies are the opposite. They are rarely given subtle illumination.
            They are seen through wholly.
          

        

        
          Appeal to Mathematical Arguments


          
            The sensory analogies for conspiracy, then, add colour to a discourse. Unpacking them also provides some
            pointers for how they may foster states of un-deception in some differentiation. But they are not, it is
            important to stress, the main fare that 2083 serves up. Rather, the sensory analogies breathe
            occasional life into the wearying accumulation of numbers, opinion pieces, and reports which the vast
            majority of the content comprises; in other words, the anaesthetising, possibly desensitising, boredom.
            Breivik, like McCarthy, leans on variations of logical argument to substantiate the existence of
            conspiracies. Two strategies are foremost: first, appeal to recognisable cultural authority; second,
            elucidation of argument by enlargement of the detail of the information presented as evidence. Neither
            smacks of relativism in the sense expected according to the epistemological version of the post-truth
            argument: recognisable authority reflects investment in cultural ‘expertise’; detailed information is more
            anal than arbitrary.
          


          
            Appeal to recognisable cultural authority partly entails the quoting from like-minded sources (and
            occasionally from reliably ‘neutral’ sources such as Wikipedia). This is participation in the sociocultural
            dynamics of the internet right-wing ‘blogosphere’, simultaneously the broader dynamics in which to place
            the contribution of Fjordman and Bat Ye’or. The dynamics keep a movable circle of expertise pushing
            forwards, expanding, and by dint of association furnish extra credibility for Breivik (‘personality’ in
            ethos). Adopting a conventional analytical frame, what is in operation is a
            process familiar to the sociology of political knowledge whereby, on a metaphor of a food chain, a socially
            detached philosophic authority ‘feeds’ ideas to one or more public intellectuals who, in turn, feed actors
            interfacing with the general public via the mass media (Landy and
            Levin, 1995). In the specific sense, Bat Ye’or is the detached authority; Fjordman is the public
            figure; Breivik is the populariser – functioning as such in his frantic typing and cut-and-paste mania.
            2083 indicates participation in an array of internet sites which support this transmission process
            via the blogosphere (Fekete, 2011: 31; Seierstad, 2016:
            167). One manifest internet site is ‘document.no’ – the site from which many of the Fjordman pieces
            are taken (and a Norwegian website for self-defining ‘cultural conservatives’) – but other sites include
            ‘Gates of Vienna’ (history of Europe; fixation on Ottoman siege of 1683), ‘Jihad Watch’
            (forum for promoting anti-Islam literature), ‘Stormfront’ (American site featuring white
            supremacism; 1930s iconography), and ‘The Brussels Journal’ (founded by Flemish journalists;
            anti-immigration). The vulgarisation of knowledge along this chain is meanwhile a perverse radicalisation.
            The portion of the transmission process between Fjordman and Breivik would not seem maximally efficient:
            the particularities are trivial, but the consequences perhaps belong to the catastrophic. Breivik sought
            interpersonal contact with Fjordman (who it could seem became a kind of imagined mentor figure to him),
            writing to him several times, and doing so at a particular biographical stage when he was turning away from
            the political positions of the ‘People’s Party’ to embrace something closer to ultranationalism (‘I’m
            writing a book on my own … Keep up the good work mate. You are a true hero of Europe’) (Seierstad, 2016: 156). Breivik never heard back, among the consequences of which could be
            greater proclivity to violence, since 2083’s own endorsement of the outright ‘deportation’ of
            Europe’s Muslims has an element of petty one-upmanship to it: outright deportation was a step that Fjordman
            and his ilk ultimately always drew back from (Seierstad, 2016: 168).
          


          
            A second tactic to the strategy of appealing to recognisable cultural authority is mobilising proverbs. The
            proverbs in 2083 are a handmaiden to the dilettante, amateur, persistently tin-eared gestural
            phrases and frequent flows of non sequiturs. Yet making use of them is not per se misjudged. The
            proverb is a permutation on the quotation; a knowingly trite, short, traditional saying, often alliterate
            in form. It can be located as a variant on what Aristotle identified as appealing to the maxim. In
            specific reference to ethos, it might be said that proverbs will prospectively serve as a useful
            prop to both personality and stance alike – ‘stance’ by showing the easy relaxed way in which one knows
            one’s topic; ‘personality’ by affirming familiarity in the signalling to common reference points.
            Notwithstanding, the reason why Breivik’s contrivances in this vein are likely to fail is that they are for
            the greater part faux proverbs – appearing a mixture of the cobbled, the cack-handed, the downright
            made-up. An example of the cobbled proverb concerns combat tips for the would-be recruit to resistance:
            ‘make a sound in the east, then strike in the west’ (Breivik,
            2011: 926). A cack-handed example concerns threats to a Nordic gene pool, mimicking popular sexual
            mythology: ‘if you go black, there is no turning back’ (ibid.: 1161). There seems a wholly made-up proverb
            when martyrdom is being discussed: ‘no atheists in foxholes’ (ibid.: 1341). Another factor that makes
            2083’s proverbs look poorly implemented is that the transitions out of the denser material into the
            conversational mode are not smooth. Often a dissonance is created between the causal levity of these
            colloquialisms and the frequent darkness of preceding or ensuing material which, far from inviting common
            human culture, implores the reader to suspend considerations of the humane and the intimate. Hence, the
            follow-up to an argument made that the media must be subjected to a thoroughgoing purge – ‘Sex and the
            City lifestyles must not be glorified’ (Breivik, 2011: 798) – 3 or the conclusion to a set of
            instructions about how to handle assault rifles, climaxing with another emoticon: ‘Urban Europeans like us,
            ouch;)!’ (Seierstad, 2016: 194). Here, there is a jolty quality in the joining
            together of such fragments of language. Yet, as poorly implemented as the proverbs may be, it is not
            impossible that indirect success is scored via sidling into the generic reactionary style we have labelled
            ‘brutalism’ (more about which to follow).
          


          
            The second strategy is the elucidation of argument by detailed information, which over 2083 is
            leaned on especially strongly to show the pace and scale of the Islamisation of the West. Like the previous
            strategy, two tactics can be disaggregated: one is extensive use of what the author himself calls
            ‘historical statistics’; the other is reliance upon jargon, not just to adorn points but to constitute
            them. The heavy use of historical statistics is trumpeted in the introductory material and, mainly, entails
            the compilation of figures representing a demographical change in different countries (Breivik, 2011: 109). Usage also features purported figures on the perpetration of crime as
            per demographic group: for example, a midpoint subsection titled ‘Muslim atrocities committed against
            Western Europeans 1960–2010 (2020)’ tabulates data under different of categories of offence – ‘beating’,
            ‘robbery’, ‘rape’, ‘arson’, ‘murder’ – and exceeds a merely elementary record by predicting crime rates
            into the future (ibid.: 488). The partiality for numerical material extends beyond empirical argument to
            encompass theoretical exposition, and the example par excellence is the outline of the ideal society
            within the temporality of a strictly defined future. Perhaps nothing corresponds to the ‘blueprinting’ that
            takes place in Book 3 of 2083 so much as the most eccentric recesses of early nineteenth-century
            utopian thought, of Charles Fourier and others. The future, Breivik contends, is in phases, in which the
            constituent parts (loosely, preliminary, interim and final) can be specified by date and occurrence: the
            first phase (1999–2030) is ‘civil war’ in which terrorism will be required; the second phase requires
            ‘advanced resistance fronts’ (2030–2070); the third phase is removal of ‘traitors’ (2070–2083); and the
            fourth phase, after 2083, will involve commencement of the ideal society itself. More sinisterly, there is
            minute and exact specification of the punitive treatments to be meted out to
            specific categories of traitors: ‘category A’, ‘category B’, and ‘category C’ traitors.
          


          
            The second tactic for expressing argument in exceptional detail is jargon. In itself, ‘jargon’ can be taken
            to mean specialist speech and expression which will not unusually be universally accessible, rather only so
            in virtue of association with particular place and, perhaps more so, specific professional vocation.
            Breivik’s idiomatic jargons lack the professional context of reference but, in loosely proximate terms, do
            tap into the assorted vocabularies by which the Eurabia theory is vulgarised – not just by Breivik alone,
            but by other social participants in the ideation chain. The first jargon (to recall) is Breivik’s
            reproduction of first-hand Arabic terms, with the effect of allowing him to demonstrate command of an
            Islamic system of belief. The second jargon is obscurantist: he follows the peculiar terminological
            conventions of the contemporary right-wing blogosphere when he describes, for example, the ‘national
            Darwinist’ or the ‘suicidal Marxist’ or invokes ‘suicidal humanism’. The third idiomatic jargon is the most
            curious and is what increasingly seeps into the later parts of the text: which is a vernacular adopted from
            video game culture and, even more parochially, the military video game. When Breivik turns to outlining
            ‘resistance’ strategies, he writes as though on the reader’s part there will be an automatic and
            unreflexive comprehension of such terms as ‘juggernaut’, ‘flankbuster’, and ‘primary’ and ‘secondary
            weapons’ (Breivik, 2011: 902).4 These are terms that have likely been borrowed from such games as
            Call of Duty: Modern Warfare 2 and World of Warcraft (Borchgrevink,
            2013: 169). Reflecting broadly, the borrowing speaks especially to the prospects for capacious
            ideological reinvention according to the ground-up subversion of otherwise corporately controlled ‘virtual
            space’ (Schulze, 2017: 611, 623).
          

        

        
          Alternative History-Writing


          
            The co-option into game-world mentality prefigures the slippage of the compendium into alternative
            history-writing. So does the fantastical detail of the nature of the future society (Seierstad, 2016: 184). Yet, what keeps the discourse within the reactionary seam is anchorage
            in a decadence thesis. As normal, a skeletal narrative argument framing diagnosis and prescription houses a
            smaller remit of argumentation, which in Breivik’s case largely comprises statistical and demographic
            argument and/or arguments depending on citation. The diagnosis is that the Islamisation of the West could
            soon be reaching a zenith (as such, Europe’s historic political independence and unique millennial culture
            risks erasure entirely). The prescription is that in order to put the proper pathway for History back on
            track – and to prepare the ground for the building of the ideal society – the ‘Western Europe resistance’
            must assume greater coordination and shape. As the reader gets further into the text, a ‘We’ is much more
            pronounced (e.g. ‘Europe is under siege by Islam. It is under demographical siege.
            In order for us, the resistance, to do what is required of us, we need to properly analyse and
            comprehend demographical data’) (Breivik, 2011: 574). The ‘We’ is distinct to the
            passive party pictured as the receiver of the conspiracy allegation. It does not exist in a state of
            ignorance about conspiracy; minimally, it is semi-enlightened already. A crude way of determining the
            demarcation is aligning it with the circle of people whom Breivik hopes his Facebook recipients of
            his text will pass the Word document onto. A more serious rendering is to attach the lately appearing ‘We’
            to a vanguard.
          


          
            Weight and range of the decadence thesis, in the diagnostic part, are in some ways not too distant from the
            well-known thesis of Samuel Huntington of the ‘clash of civilisations’. The reference points echo
            Huntington’s thesis: essentialised Islam, essentialised West; corresponding regional geographies; a
            directionality comprising inevitable conflict. Not units, not the heaviness of the decline in prospect, but
            what the respective languages owe to fantasy worlds and video games might be the difference. Among the
            geopolitical Muslim powers described in 2083, Saudi Arabia is ‘the serpent’s head’ (ibid.: 507).
            Complexion bears closer affinity to crisis-stage-reaching sexual behaviour. This is more in line with the
            metaphorical idioms of Mein Kampf. However, rape (not syphilis) functions as the unapologetic master
            trope. Arguably, this represents the hard-core pornification of reactionary decadence, in which the figure
            of the speaker as whistleblower-by-proxy morphs into the impresario of extreme sadomasochism. 2083
            suggests, in one place, that flagging resistance might be boosted by the occasional ‘celebratory lynching’
            (ibid.: 1277). The topic of castration is lingered on: when a ‘Justiciar Knight’ holds a captive he may, in
            circumstances, be obliged to ‘surgically remove his penis and testicles’ (ibid.: 968); elsewhere, the role
            of eunuch slavery in historical Arabic culture is a conspicuous inclusion (ibid.: 129). A section in the
            middle of Book 2 explicitly addresses the issue of ‘Killing Women in the Field of Battle’ and concludes,
            judiciously, that ‘you must […] familiarize yourself with the concept of killing women, even very
            attractive women’ (Seierstad, 2016: 196). The word ‘rape’ appears 139 times;
            and the meanings teased out are bounteous. One of the more pivotal metaphors is the ‘Rape of Europe’,
            indicating the emigration of white Europeans relative to Muslim incoming migration (Breivik, 2011: 706; italics added). Literalism (not just figurative meaning) is also present:
            numerous times the reader is asked to contemplate the actual rape – especially gang rape – of white female
            Europeans by Muslim males. The reader is not invited to feel pity for any assaulted women (only
            self-pity): they are not, apparently, blameless. In one sequence, it is reported that European women do not
            resist being raped (ibid.: 707). Breivik plagiarises Fjordman to proclaim, acquiescently, that ‘if you look
            closely, you will notice that, on average, Western women are actually much more supportive of
            multiculturalism and massive immigration than are Western men’ (ibid.: 351). Meanwhile, all of this is more
            brutalism. The images summoned up are not only arresting but also jolting. Often the
            rape references will appear scattered around, in unpolished asides, creating yet greater amounts of
            dissonance.
          


          
            The plot line to decadence is the supreme reason for aligning the purported compendium, in the final
            analysis, to alternative history-writing. In fact, involvement in storytelling is oddly keen and
            self-aware: without embarrassment, largely uninhibited. Already, by the end of Book 1, the chapter headings
            have made space for ‘European Heroes, Champions, Legends’ (covering Holgar Danske, famous figure in Danish
            folklore, alongside El Cid, and Vlad the Impaler). Taking stock overall, a reasonable conjecture for the
            model of narrative plot emulated is Tolkein’s Lord of the Rings. Muslims are equated with ‘orcs’
            (borrowing from Fjordman), Tolkein’s villains. The computer game World of Warcraft – which Breivik
            played obsessively in the years leading up to 2011 – has loose inspiration in Tolkein’s created world, the
            shady overlap between all three of these cultural artefacts being the shared currency of creations like
            monsters, wizards, and castles (Borchgrevink, 2013: 126, 115).
          


          
            It is possible to suggest that the conception of History enabled by the idea of Islamisation is rehearsed
            from out of the playbook of the kingdom having fallen to a dark power (Booker, 2004: 316–320). The long hard struggle towards redemption would be the complementary
            rendering of the prescriptive part, with strong emphasis on fortifying noble heroes. This is the most
            appropriate connection to locate Breivik’s vanguard. The politics of ‘vanguardism’, as Philip Gray (2019: 1) writes, always picks out one section of the
            population as epistemologically privileged, ‘capable of seeing the “truth” of historical dynamics’ and thus
            to assume a special role in social regeneration. The abnormality is that, usually, the politics of
            vanguardism does not incorporate a template of alternative history-writing so enthusiastically. Emphasis
            upon a secret history – a story which has not been allowed to be told – is the particularity
            of 2083. At work is what Catherine Gallagher calls ‘the counterfactual imagination’. The
            ‘alternative’ history is not strictly speaking the ‘counterfactual’ history, because it will not fit the
            brief of hypothesising the possible consequences of the non-occurrence of an earlier real event (Gallagher, 2018: 2). But there are common features
            nevertheless, which fit 2083 to a tee. Thus likewise, and characteristically, alternative
            history-writing may subvert official accounts of past and present, expand the viewpoint of subjectively
            subaltern groups, throw counter-intuition into the probable course of the future, and combine polemical
            with pedagogical purpose. Regarding the pedagogy, note that for Breivik’s vanguardists – that is, his
            heroes poised to overthrow the Muslim ‘orcs’ – there are honours on offer. Within the military
            distinctions, the member of the resistance can aspire to obtain the rank of ‘Justiciar Knight Commander’;
            within the civilian distinctions, the person can aspire to the rank of ‘Grand Master Overseer’
            (Breivik, 2011: 829).
          

        
      

      
        The Unfinished Ending


        
          That Breivik requests help from members of his projected audience to complete the partial, draft-only
          sections of 2083 is a salient feature of its conclusion. To that extent, the book possesses an
          unfinished ending. The latter chapters of Book 3 do not build up to the delivery of anything crisp and
          delineated, rather incrementally fade out by stutter and stumble. There appears a ‘glossary’, a series of
          ‘case studies’, and a curious penultimate section (a stack of notes on farming and how to create a
          fertiliser-based weapon of mass destruction). The main topic that the author’s attention fixes upon is the
          topic of a future society. The prime issue is the first phase of political activity towards realisation of
          that society. There must be readiness for the defence of the community ‘against deliberate cultural attacks
          or even an institutionalised cultural genocide of unprecedented historical proportions’. It will be necessary
          to wage ‘pre-emptive war on all cultural Marxist/multiculturalist elites of Western Europe’ (ibid.: 954).
        


        
          There is, meanwhile, a predominant turn to ethos which, in terms of prescriptive functions, is
          unsolicited, and quite out of the blue. Two adjacent chapters comprise an interview with the author (that is,
          self-interview) and a ‘Knights Templar Log’ (Breivik, 2011: 1414). Aage
          Borchgrevink (2013: 162) cites this as a ‘nucleus’ of the text’s overall meaning,
          which seems an exaggeration. Yet what does come across, loud and clear, is the overwhelming impression of
          soliloquy. In one part the epilogue is a record of the political actor conducting a dialogue with himself to
          steel his convictions into killing. In another part, the epilogue is settling accounts. The interview section
          includes some of the sex hang-ups earlier discussed: his mother, he troubles especially, has recently exposed
          herself to sexually transmitted diseases (STDs), by starting a relationship with an ex-army captain having
          ‘had more than five hundred sexual partners’ (Seierstad, 2016: 203). This is not
          the only ostensibly private matter he troubles about. Even given the proclaimed urgency of the ‘preparation
          stages’ for struggle, space is made for catty asides about rival right-wing nationalist strategies. That is,
          the knock-it-all shtick of the autodidact has been maintained almost all the way through:
        


        
          
            While I have to admire the young lad’s initiative and probably noble intention (he probably doesn’t have
            the faintest clue what National Socialism or constructive and meaningful resistance is) the lack of
            subtlety and discretion is unfortunately the current trademark of many European amateurish resistance
            groups.
          


          
            (Breivik, 2011: 1419)
          

        

      
    

    
      Why Reactionaries Often Fetishise Facts


      
        Breivik is unusual. He is not unique. There are lots of things within Breivik’s discourse that would be worth
        homing in upon and pursuing further to illuminate the reactionary tradition. That is not
        least of all the imbrication of a decadence thesis in alternative history. But reactionary fact-fetishism can
        be alighted on since it arises in special connection with reactionary appeal to conspiracy. To understanding
        fact-fetishism in relation to conspiracy allegation, we have particular reason to scroll back: to the opening
        sections of Book 1 of 2083, and to the self-perceived pinpoint accurate unmasking that Breivik delivers
        of the historical truth concealment being conducted by the Islamic conspirator’s accomplice, the cultural
        Marxist.
      


      
        Contemporary intellectual fashion suggests precisely the opposite about the reactionary Right and, especially,
        about those who are dubbed ‘populists’. Under the umbrella of the ‘post-truth’ thesis, the success of
        contemporary reaction is made wedded to the proliferation of information sources and the incapacity to
        adjudicate between them in respect of verisimilitude. But fetishising the fact is the inverse of ceding the
        authority to adjudicate upon truth – and 2083 exemplifies it. There are two cases generally put in
        support of post-truth. The first case is technological and can be dispensed with more quickly than can the
        second, which is the epistemological case for post-truth.
      


      
        Yasha Mount, in The People vs. Democracy, emphasises the special role of the technology of the internet
        in blunting the capacity of mainstream forces in politics ‘to marginalise extreme views’ (2018: 16). The nature
        of 2083 owes clearly to impacts of the digital revolution on the combined production and consumption of
        political ideas. The forthrightness of the fantasy-element plot line, it has been suggested, owes to an online
        culture of video gaming. The impetus from gaming culture is only more specialised than two more obvious domains
        of digital impact on contemporary reactionary ideas: social media and the ‘infotainment industry’. In respect
        of social media, Breivik uses Facebook to harvest contact details for consequent direct recipients of his text.
        In respect of infotainment, worth underscoring is Breivik’s method of splicing-up news reporting with norms
        from entertainment programming (cf. Kakutani, 2018); for
        instance, mishmashing anodyne-tabulated data with emojis and emoticons. Together, it may be pictured, social
        media and infotainment are capable of amplifying a message like Breivik’s in at least three ways: first, by
        lowering significantly the bar to obtaining voice (Brevik’s text was commissioned by no conventional publishing
        house, and presumably not even the majority of his harvested Facebook contacts will have welcomed receipt of
        it); second, by creating so-called echo chambers and news silos (which, in two senses that may be equally
        egregious, serve both to narrow social circles, and insulate beliefs from challenge – and thus in Breivik’s
        case, root a bizarre terminology featuring ‘national Darwinism’, ‘suicidal humanism’, and ‘suicidal Marxism’);
        and third, by accelerating the speed of the dispersal of ideas across interpersonal networks (Breivik’s
        frenzied cutting-and-pasting being a fitting example of switching fast between different cultural arenas).
      


      
        While, in Breivik’s case, the authorisation, empowerment, and dissemination of the autodidact’s voice may owe
        to these three factors that are dependent upon the digital hi-tech revolution, the
        point, though, is that elements of innovation should not eclipse aspects of continuity. There is little which
        is genuinely new about patterns of ideological production and consumption that Breivik represents. Certainly,
        innovation should not eclipse continuity to the point of rupture (which is what a ‘post-truth’ thesis is
        committed to supposing). In stark contrast to the notion of rupture, that recent political reactionaries should
        take up possibilities afforded by the digital revolution in order to shape their messages is nothing
        extraordinary (it would be more extraordinary would be if they did not). The technological case for post-truth
        commits one of the errors of presentism grievously: oversensitivity to contemporaneousness in such a way that
        dilutes sensitivity towards the past. Yes, it is plausible that lately conspiracy claims have moved from
        political fringes to mainstream, but that movement only repeats a pattern from certain historical eras that are
        precedented. Time and space need more subtle reflection. ‘Fake news’, for instance, is not really fake in the
        way the neologism invites us to think: news is not neutral, and never has been, rather is what is reported; and
        now, as in the past, the conventions of news-reporting update and are context-bound (whereby technologies
        simply become one factor, likely of many, among changing conventions) (see Darnton, 2017). Something similar is likely to apply regarding the other byword of our recent
        era that has been smuggled under the umbrella of post-truth: the ‘alternative fact’ (The Washington Post,
        January 22, 2017).
      


      
        However, it is the epistemological case in support of post-truth that warrants the deeper reflection. On the
        epistemological variant, the post-truth argument entails that contemporary reaction is substantially nourished
        by a climate of philosophical relativism. A typical perspective is that of Matthew D’Ancona in Post-Truth:
        The New War on Truth and How to Fight Back (2017).
        Broadly, the case says that political arguments will stick in spite of plentiful countervailing evidence of
        verifiable facts, supposed anti-politicians prosper because truth has been reduced to the contest between
        opinions of purported equal value, and evidence-based refutations are obsolete to the effect that they are
        de jure dismissible as a mere assertion. Excoriated here, in a fashion intendedly ironic and gleeful,
        are certain types of progressive: the wound is self-inflicted (Zielonka, 2018: 28). Postmodern theory is judged to be particularly at fault for having allegedly
        effaced any distinction between the real and imaginary (D’Ancona, 2017: 89–110). But
        the effacement is a caricature, lacking any shades of grey. Rare is the philosopher aligned to postmodernism
        who has genuinely endorsed a free pick from amongst an inevitable plurality of views; far more usual is the
        position that a plurality of views must be open to an assessment of relative plausibility. From a philosophical
        perspective, Julian Baggini determines that what reflection on the current predicament requires is not
        post-truth-ness, but cataloguing of different types of truth-claim with valid currency, distinguishing their
        sources and justifications (Baggini, 2017: 8, 10).
        Several of the types of truth-claim Baggini separates are, indeed, recurrent in
        reactionary conspiracy appeals. The reactionary conspiracy-alleger may draw on any one or more of the
        following: authoritative truth (the reactionary’s own personal trustworthiness as a speaker to ‘the
        deceived’); esoteric truth (the reactionary’s imitation of ‘the whistleblower’ to expose knowledge kept
        from view); empirical truth (the reactionary’s use of a scholarly apparatus for organising knowledge);
        relative truth (acknowledgement that in this or other instances plural interpretations are legitimate –
        particularly useful if the reactionary conspiracy-alleger is called upon to accommodate what David Aaronovitch
        terms ‘inconvenient truths’). So yes, again, in lots of ways it may be true to say that contemporary
        politics upholds the authority of ‘lay’ knowledge. But that is not equivalent to a determinate shift; and
        certainly, not a shift constituting the nullification of truth.
      


      
        Often, reactionaries fetishise facts. They will believe in the rhetorical power of such things as tables and
        graphs; they can obsess upon facts and numbers. To downplay this will not pay, we could suggest. The McCarthy
        phenomenon is easily placed as exemplary of reactionary fact-fetishism: the epitome is McCarty’s constant (and
        changing) estimation of the precise number of pro-communist subversives within public administration. Breivik’s
        2083 displays fact-fetishism most of all in relation to demographical statistics. Whilst they may at one
        level inveigh against the ‘tyranny of experts’, reactionaries may also exaggerate experts’ status, both
        in respect of particular individuals or as a social status group (Babones, 2018). That can be seen in Breivik’s participation, in various online spheres, in the
        ideation chain that transmits counter-Jihad knowledge down from semi-respectable sources (such as Bat Ye’or,
        and even the UK journalist Melanie Philips) into a coarser orbit, via the quotation of like-minded sources,
        with the effect of both expanding and cementing the circle of reliable expertise.
      


      
        The high point of Breivik’s fact-fetishism in support of the conspiracy claim is the explanation, in an early
        section of Book 1 of 2083, of how cultural Marxists perpetrate a cover-up at a second-hand remove – how
        they conceal a concealment: specifically, Islam’s effacement of its own maleficent history and continuing
        practices. For discussion, this is essential. That is because it illuminates par excellence the premium
        upon objectivity in patterns of reactionary conspiracy appeal. Namely, the example mirrors important features
        of Holocaust denial, which says (in one of its many unpleasantries) that the Holocaust was an invention
        fabricated by Jews to secure a continuous flow of reparations payment out of West Germany to the state of
        Israel. Holocaust denial updates the idea of the Jewish plot: only straightforward global domination now morphs
        into organised coordination to elicit and sustain guilt. A strict test of facticity continues to be upheld.
        So-called revisionists of the Holocaust cast themselves (and show signs of understanding themselves) in the
        role of whistleblowing truth-tellers: their discourses use terms like ‘hoax’; they demand written evidence that
        Hitler personally ordered the Final Solution (from out of the records of a political
        system that deliberately destroyed incriminating documentation); they demand supposed unassailable forensic
        proof for the existence, sometimes just efficiency, of the extermination camps (and eschew as inadequate the
        raw testimony of Holocaust survivors); they employ precision when it comes to casting suspicion upon the number
        of dead usually estimated (see Vidal-Nacquet,
        1994).5 Their rationale is
        thus the factual rebuttal in a particular extended iteration: the factual rebuttal of what is perceived as an
        adversary’s failure to provide factual proof in the first instance. Breivik – and other reactionary conspiracy
        theorists – is an echo.
      


      
        In such circumstances, philosophical relativism is not at all the ally of reaction. In this respect, it is
        apposite that Breivik (and those he is in conversation with) take up the mantra of challenging ‘revisionism’.
        The subversion is mischievous: the revisionists in question are said to be the cultural Marxists, who pursue
        the ‘negation’ not only of Nazi crimes but of the supposed crimes of Islam against the West. And yet, the
        pattern is the same: the scholarly apparatus is to the fore. In a revealing instantiation of his conspiracy
        appeal, Breivik explains that cultural Marxists will first try to argue a ‘head-on denial’ that what they
        desire is a process of Islamisation (‘obviously a simple denial of the facts’). If that refutation
        fails, cultural Marxists will then undertake nine other auxiliary manoeuvres, as might be required. The
        thoroughness of the list, item by item, bears all the trappings of what Baggini calls empirical truth, blended
        with what Baggini identifies, separately, as ‘reasoned’ truth: the series of the facticity tests of the
        Holocaust deniers is not dissimilar. And meanwhile, each item on the list is an unmasking manoeuvre of the kind
        we have shown to be associable with the conspiracy claim: ‘ignoring the facts’; ‘minimising the facts’;
        ‘whitewashing the facts’; ‘playing up unrepresentative facts’; ‘denying the motive’ (i.e. if the facts
        are true, then the Muslim isn’t responsible for them); rejecting the terms of debate (‘smokescreen’);
        ‘blaming fringe phenomena’; attacking any critic of Islam as a bigot (‘argument ad hominem’); and
        shouting slogans (‘Islamophobia’) (Breivik, 2011: 52). Clearly, then, to the extent
        that Breivik’s list is indicative of continuing trends in reactionary politics, facts do have some currency.
      


      
        Ultimately, not the post-truth thesis itself, but the debate the thesis has brought about is what may succeed
        in generating some light for understanding better the relationship between reaction and the politics of truth
        and facticity. Baggini’s inventory is a start, but certainly for purposes of getting a grip on reactionaries of
        different hues may need adding to – in order to get us on our way towards a more expanded statement of
        carefully crafted distinctions. To begin with, there could be worse places to start than bringing categories
        down to earth, by calibrating them to the flow of everyday experiences even more so. There may be complex
        things going on with the giving and receiving of statements that do not, as such, constitute lies: there may be
        no such thing as the blanket ‘afactual’ statement, as opposed to afactual statements of different types, from
        ‘nonsense’ (empty assertion) to ‘gibberish’ (language that is gratuitously complex).
        Statements made with no appreciable effort to tie them to some facts are one thing. Statements which, in
        relation to some facts or not, impart no specific meanings for the receiver to agree or disagree with either
        way are another (see Davies, 2017: 30–52). Important amounts of McCarthy’s rhetoric are manifested as the
        former type, in the gratuitously complex form: the gossipy innuendo. Matching amounts of Breivik’s rhetoric
        seem to manifest as the latter type, in the form of nonsense: the faux proverbs. The tendency towards
        the facts in our final reactionary figure to be treated in this book remains to be observed.
      

    

    
      Notes


      
        	
          For a useful building block for such inquiry, see Alan Finlayson (2020).
        


        	
          Elsewhere he describes adopting a ‘fiction writer approach’
          (Breivik, 2011: 776), which is among the reasons for assimilating 2083
          to the alternative history-writing genre.
        


        	
          Sex and the City is mentioned twelve times in the text.
        


        	
          Prospective ideological recruits unable to join rifle-shooting clubs
          are advised, simply, to start playing the right kinds of video game.
        


        	
          For kindred reasons, Hahnebrink (2018) finds that attempts to refute anti-Semitic prejudice by appeal to the facts
          will always be vulnerable.
        

      

    

    
      References


      
        	
          Archer, Toby (2013) ‘Breivik’s Mindset: The Counterjihad and the
          New Transatlantic Anti-Muslim Right’ in Max Taylor, Donald Holbrook and P.M. Curie (eds.), Extreme Right Wing Political Violence and Terrorism. New York, NY: Bloomsbury Academic,
          pp. 169–185.
        


        	
          Babones, Salvatore (2018) The New
          Authoritarianism: Trump. Populism and the Tyranny of Experts. Cambridge: Polity.
        


        	
          Baehr, Peter (2019) ‘The Image of the Veil in Social Theory’,
          Theory and Society, 48, pp. 535–558.
        


        	
          Baggini, Julian (2017) A Short History of
          Truth: Consolations for a Post-Truth World. London: Quercus.
        


        	Bergman, Eirikur (2017) Nordic Nationalism and Right-Wing Populist Parties: Imperial
        Relationships and National Sentiments. London: Palgrave Macmillan.


        	———. (2019) Conspiracy and Populism: The Politics of
        Misinformation. London: Palgrave Macmillan.


        	
          Berntzen, Lars E. and Sveinung Sandberg (2014) ‘The Collective
          Nature of Lone Wolf Terrorism: Anders Behring Breivik and the Anti-Islamic Social Movement’, Terrorism and Political Violence, 26:5, pp. 759–779.
        


        	
          Boltanski, Luc (2014) Mysteries and
          Conspiracies: Detective Stories, Spy Novels and the Making of Modern Societies, trans. Catherine
          Porter. Cambridge: Polity Press.
        


        	Booker, Christopher (2004) The Seven Basic Plots: Why We Tell Stories. London, New York:
        Continuum.


        	
          Borchgrevink, Aage (2013) A Norwegian
          Tragedy: Ander Behring Breivik and the Massacre on Utøya, trans. Guy Puzey.
          Cambridge: Polity Press.
        


        	
          Breivik, Anders B. (2011) ‘2083 – A European Declaration of
          Independence’. https://publicintelligence.net/anders-behring-breiviks-complete-manifesto-2083-a-european-declaration-of-independence/.
        


        	
          Carr, Matt (2006) ‘You Are Now Entering Eurabia’, Race & Class, 48:1, pp. 1–22.
        


        	
          D’Ancona, Matthew (2017) Post-Truth: The New
          War on Truth and How to Fight Back. London: Ebury Press.
        


        	
          Darnton, Robert (2017) ‘The True History of Fake News’,
          New York Review of Books. 13 February.
        


        	Davies, Evan (2017) Post-Truth: Peak Bullshit and What We Can Do About It. London: Abacus.


        	
          Fekete, Liz (2011) ‘The Muslim Conspiracy Theory and the Oslo
          Massacre’, Race & Class, 53:3, pp. 30–47.
        


        	
          Finlayson, Alan (2020) ‘YouTube and Political Ideologies:
          Technology, Populism and Rhetorical Form’, Political Studies. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0032321720934630.
        


        	
          Gallagher, Catherine (2018) Telling It Like
          It Wasn’t: The Counterfactual Imagination in History and Politics. Chicago, IL and London: Chicago
          University Press.
        


        	
          Gray, Philip W. (2019) Vanguardism: Ideology
          and Organisation in Totalitarian Politics. London: Routledge.
        


        	
          Griffin, Roger (2012) Terrorist’s Creed:
          Fanatical Violence and the Human Need for Meaning. London: Palgrave MacMillan.
        


        	
          Hahnebrink, Paul (2018) A Specter Haunting
          Europe: The Myth of Judeo-Bolshevism. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of the Harvard University
          Press.
        


        	
          Jackson, Paul (2013) ‘The License to Hate: Peder Jensen’s
          Fascist Rhetoric in Anders Breivik’s Manifesto 2083: A European Declaration of Independence’,
          Democracy and Security, 9:3, pp. 247–269.
        


        	
          Jeffries, Stuart (2016) Grand Hotel
          Abyss. London and New York, NY: Verso.
        


        	
          Kakutani, Michiko (2018) The Death of
          Truth. London: Harper Collins.
        


        	
          Kaufer, David and Brian S. Butler (2010) Rhetoric and the Arts of Design. New York, NY: Routledge.
        


        	
          Knausgaard, Karl O. (2016) ‘Inside the Warped Mind of Anders
          Breivik’, Telegraph Magazine. 22 July.
        


        	Landy Marc K. and Levin, Martin A. (eds.) The New Politics of Public Policy. Baltimore,
        MD: John Hopkins University Press.


        	Mount, Yasha (2018) The People vs. Democracy: Why Our Freedom Is in Danger & How to
        Save It. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.


        	
          Mudde, Cas (2019) The Far Right
          Today. Cambridge: Polity.
        


        	
          Schulze, Marcus (2017) ‘Military Videogames and the Future of
          Ideological Warfare’, British Journal of Politics and International Relations,
          19:3, pp. 609–629.
        


        	
          Seierstad, Åsne (2016) One of Us: The Story
          of Anders Breivik and the Massacre in Norway. London: Virage.
        


        	
          Vidal-Nacquet, Pierre (1994) Assassins of
          Memory: Essays on the Denial of the Holocaust. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.
        


        	
          Zielonka, Jan (2018) Counter-Revolution:
          Liberal Europe in Retreat. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
        

      

    
  


  
    
      7Nigel Farage


      
        DOI: 10.4324/9781003224891-11
      

    

    
      After McCarthy and Breivik, a last case study in this book is an opportunity to explore how reactionary
      conspiracy appeals may not only function exclusively at a pitch of frenzy but also possess a kind of dial-up
      feature, so that they may be toned down, in effect, to conspiracy-lite. In this regard, the powerful thesis of
      Richard Hofstadter on conspiracy talk – which, concerning other puzzles, has simply needed translation into the
      terms of rhetorical analysis – may require rebuffing. For Hofstadter tended (like other commentators following)
      to overegg right-wing ‘conspiracy’ ever so slightly, limiting the range of its application in the process. The
      case of contemporary British politician, Nigel Farage, is instructional.
    


    
      Nigel Farage, in several incarnations over his political career, finds targets for his conspiracy appeals that
      are surprisingly multifarious. But he deploys the appeals themselves at a low buzz and hum – and, arguably, near
      constantly. By contrast with the previous two cases, conspiracy in Farage shows signs of being strangely
      de-energised, sapped of excitement and, in places, almost reduced to the manner of going-through-the-motions
      incantation. In The Purple Revolution, the text to be considered, Farage manages to produce the usual
      conceit of the reactionary conspiracy alleger’s virtuous circle – and he provides a new spin on the usual sensory
      analogies (mostly, conspiracies evoke taste, in virtue of being ‘cooked up’) – but, overall, as opposed to being
      fired-up, his audience seems reminded of something it knows already. With the benefit of the special knowledge he
      purports to possess, the speaker confirms for audience the existence of the machinations of power it
      always suspected. In other words, to adapt the vocabulary having been introduced for decoding reactionary
      conspiracy appeals, Farage’s deceived are the less deceived.
    


    
      The key junctures of Farage’s mature career hold the distinction of coinciding with some defining moments of the
      UK’s political present. In 1993 (after having spent a preceding career working in the finance sector of the
      ‘City’ of London), Farage was involved with ‘UKIP’, the UK Independence Party, from the phase of its founding
      (although he was not its first leader). In that incarnation, in the era spanning the Major and then Blair
      governments, he was elected to serve as member of the European Parliament in 1999, being re-elected similarly in
      2004 and 2009 (Goodwin and Milazzo,
      2016: 2). UKIP had begun as a vehicle for libertarian Eurosceptic ideas. But, under Farage’s leadership –
      which he did assume in 2006 – the party gave the impression of evolving a platform for detaching Euroscepticism
      from an earlier point of anchorage, libertarianism, and for re-binding it instead to social conservatism. The
      shift in emphasis is ambiguous and very far from being tidy and clear – which promises to give rhetorical
      analysis special licence to investigate it. Regardless of whether it was cause or consequence, a large and rapid
      expansion of UKIP’s institutional profile accompanied the change in platform and, in the European elections of
      2014, in an era when Cameron and Miliband were now the leaders of Britain’s two main parties, UKIP took the
      largest share of national vote (extending to Farage’s own successful return to the European Parliament for a
      fourth consecutive time) (ibid.: 4–5). Riding high on that wave of success, Farage was reckoned by public
      commentators at the time to stand a reasonable chance of winning a parliamentary seat at Westminster. That is the
      immediate setting for The Purple Revolution.
    


    
      In the event, Farage’s prospects for becoming a Westminster MP did not convert in UK general election of 2015
      (although one other UKIP colleague did secure a seat), and, at the time of writing, his prospects have still
      never converted since. Notwithstanding UKIP’s eclipse subsequent to its pre-2015 high point (Evans and Mellon, 2019), the massive uplift in its political support was
      acute in David Cameron’s reasons for deciding to call a nationwide referendum on continued Britain membership of
      the European Union. During that referendum, Farage campaigned for the ‘Leave’ option, though not as part of the
      official ‘Vote Leave’ campaign, rather as part of the more renegade ‘Leave.EU’ campaign, in which he publicly
      appeared alongside long-standing UKIP donor, and soon-to-be fellow self-styled ‘Bad Boy of Brexit’, Aaron Banks
      (see Banks, 2016). Within the post-referendum era – which
      consisted in trying to negotiate an exit deal with EU partners (and, more crucially, inside Westminster itself) –
      there were multiple instances in which Farage threatened to resign from the UKIP leadership role, and from the
      party. Some of these promises were fulfilled; others were not, prompting awkward climbdowns or reversals (see
      Farage, 2018: 20). Eventually, he founded instead the ‘Brexit Party’,
      a Faragist vehicle for securing the ‘hard Brexit’ he had made into his notional raison d’être. He thus
      developed what journalist Fraser Nelson (2015: 18) called
      a record of ‘shameless unresignation’ – to which can be added a penchant for establishing entire political
      organisations as channels for performing personality. As such, there is a second lesson of Farage’s ethos
      for pulling out below. Farage not only dialled down his display of personality and stance to conspiracy-lite
      (during which time achieving considerable rhetorical success). Rather more strikingly, he also exercised the type
      of personality appeal that was genuine though not incompatible with the public perception of qualities akin to
      megalomania. Alternative explanations would point to ‘charisma’. Instead, it is argued, Farage performs a
      variation on the reactionary rhetorical style of ‘bombast’ having regularly been detected throughout reactionary history. Bombast, in Farage, has the specific effect of supporting
      leadership.
    


    
      The Purple Revolution


      
        The Purple Revolution was not the first book published under Farage’s name. Timed to coincide with the
        upcoming UK general election of 2015, The Purple Revolution was preceded by Fighting Bull, a
        release five years earlier timed to coincide with the general election of 2010 – updated and republished for
        paperback release, under the amended titled Flying Free (2011). The Purple Revolution is a slight work (though only marginally slighter than the
        preceding work). There are perhaps three relevant contexts.
      


      
        First, there is the obvious context of the electoral competition, which applies both to the national
        competition and the particular electoral constituency being contested by the author himself, within North Kent
        in the South East of England. Upcoming election is the most topical aspect of the text and, in a segment of
        three final consecutive chapters, is trumpeted loudly. It is plausible to think of this segment as performing a
        composite of thickly contextualised speech acts. One speech act has a simple illocution: declare candidacy. A
        next speech act is a variant of threat: chapter 8 – titled ‘South Thanet: My Bid for a Seat in Westminster’ –
        is crowned off with one trademark announcement of bullish intent to step down from leadership should the local
        campaign not succeed (Farage, 2015a: 221–236). A last speech act is
        slightly broader: chapters 9 and 10 are especially concerned with debunking. The supposed impossibility of
        third-party breakthrough in the British political system equals a myth that needs to be debunked, in tandem
        with the misconception that UKIP will, necessarily, never amount to more than either a protest or single-issue
        party (cf. Widfeldt and Brandenburg, 2018).
      


      
        The second context for Purple Revolution is the shift in emphasis being enacted in party platform. This
        can be detected in fact in the contrast in contents with Flying Free. The Purple Revolution
        explicitly addresses a message to a broader audience than Farage’s party has been associated with to date – as
        the writer manifestly wishes it to be known. Perhaps most appreciably, the priority of issue changes between
        the two texts. Europe in Flying Free is substituted for an issue of the Establishment in Purple
        Revolution. The new issue, the Establishment, is most often referenced via the recharged descriptor ‘the
        political class’, which had become modish in the middle-range discourse of the time (cf. Hume, 2017). The soliciting of broader appeal is closely connected with the
        debunking act whereby UKIP becomes more than a single-issue or protest party, since the perception of an
        earlier narrower appeal was centred on a reputation for providing safe harbour for disaffected middle-class
        Tories – disaffected on grounds of their Euroscepticism (Ford and Goodwin, 2014: 145–146). Still less does UKIP wish to be known any longer for attracting
        aristocratic malcontents, who are parodied in Purple Revolution (and hence
        dis-invited) as ‘retired colonels who live near Salisbury Plain and are desperate for the reintroduction of the
        birch’ (Farage, 2015a: 30). Projected appeal to the working class is why Faragism has
        often been built-up as the emblematic British case for ‘national populism’ theories (cf. Eatwell and Goodwin, 2018). On this account, a ‘Brussels’-plus evolution of
        UKIP platform in ideas maps onto the growing egalitarianisation of a movement, in politics and society. To the
        extent that this account is persuasive, what is in gestation is not a British, but a very English, popular
        nationalism. Interpretation must not miss the inflections and, most appropriately, accent of the social pitch.
        Two vernaculars are blended: a dialect of ordinary blokeishness and the stiff regimented language of the public
        school. The generic reactionary themes obtain distinctive content by being filtered through the hybrid. They
        are thin gruel for interpretation for now, but a typical indignation claim is to say something ‘beggars belief’
        (Farage, 2015a: 79, 94), while an equivalent decadence dramatisation is ‘the thin end
        of the wedge’ (ibid.: 125).
      


      
        The third context of Purple Revolution concerns genre and is also what relates most directly to the
        presentation of the self, or ethos. The genre is autobiography. What is autobiography and what may it
        mean for political rhetoric? In the first place, the meaning of autobiography follows from disaggregating the
        word into compound parts: ‘writing’ (graphein) the ‘life’ (bios) of the ‘self’ (auto)
        (Marcus, 2018: 1). In this instance,
        writing-of-the-life-of-the-self will stand sub-classification to an offshoot of the genre appearing
        historically recent, and specific: the celebrity autobiography. Classical exemplars of the form in political
        theory, such as Augustine’s Confessions or Rousseau’s Confessions, lean strongly towards
        self-exculpation but at least make attempts at insightful introspection, which Purple Revolution
        abstains from almost entirely. In place of introspection, and à la the autobiography of the contemporary
        celebrity, the preference in Purple Revolution is to recollect life-experiences selectively and pour a
        thick layer of braggadocio onto those recollected at any one time. A further affinity with the celebrity
        autobiography is the vitiated compact with the reader: in normal circumstances, the reader must be assured the
        author is real – i.e. that writer and protagonist of life story are one and the same (ibid.: 3) – but it seems
        unlikely that the average British reader (particularly in the era of supposedly flat ‘populist’ suspicion about
        politicians) will imagine the text to be anything other than ghostwritten, a hunch which is confirmed in the
        book’s afterword which, albeit in veiled terms, credits the writing to business journalist, Suzy Jagger. Irving
        Louis Horowitz theorises that the autobiography
      


      
        
          provides a role model for the behaviour of others and, at the same time, reveals [the author] either to be an
          exemplar of moral behaviour to be emulated or, the reverse, an exemplar of immoral behaviour and hence of
          pitfalls to avoid in one’s own life.
        


        
          (Horowitz, 1977: 173–179)
        

      


      
        On this more elevated definition, Farage (or ghostwriter) writes as if the aim were more
        often the latter: exemplification of immoralism, gestures of remorse, signposting pitfalls in life to avoid.
        However, for the reader who is ‘in on’ the nudge and the wink, the remorse smacks of deliberate insincerity:
        emulation of role model, really, would be all right by the author. Faux regret for transgression, it
        might be argued, is one of the more surprising ways in which Faragist bombast is conveyed.
      


      
        Overall, Purple Revolution splits into ten chapters. Although, as has been suggested, the final three
        chapters align with more conventional campaign-text exposition – there is a special action-orientation – the
        sequence of main body chapters up until that point chronologically tracks: schooling; City of London career;
        midlife health scares; experience as an MEP; and the protagonist’s recent-to-concurrent role in
        ‘professionalisation’ of UKIP.
      


      
        Presenting the Jester


        
          The opening of Purple Revolution takes a step back before commencing with life story. That is not
          abnormal to autobiography. Only, where conventionally an autobiography will pause in order to anticipate –
          and refute – the charges that may be levelled against the author who talks obsessively about herself, such as
          vanity and self-aggrandisement, the pause here seems different. Chapter 1 (one of the book’s longest
          chapters) seems to possess a stand-alone function. It is distinctly minus any normal feature of curtailing
          self-aggrandisement: the achievement of political party is showcased, which is essentially personal
          achievement, to the extent that here is a single protagonist responsible for turning party fortunes around.
          However, the voice in which the achievement is stated is the extra rub. In a manner soon emerging as
          dominant, the book allows the presentation of the self to become the presentation of the jester. Ceteris
          paribus, this is, of course, a risky self-display from which to begin to assert knowledge claims (and, to
          bear in mind, knowledge claims that will include within them the demonstration of ongoing conspiracies).
        


        
          Purple Revolution opens on a joke; a fairly weak joke – not one showing much sign of being carefully
          crafted – but one which does, already, manage to incorporate the signalling towards ordinary blokeishness (or
          what the ghostwriter and overseer imagine ordinary blokeishness to be):
        


        
          
            I almost choked on my bacon sandwich. And it’s not often that a Liberal Democrat can make me do that.
          


          
            (Farage, 2015a: 1)
          

        


        
          The line is a way-in to two recent successes it is decided the author has available to trumpet. The first
          success (which is trumpeted boldest) is the invitation for Nigel Farage – personally – to debate ‘live’ on
          television with Liberal Democrat leader, and Deputy Prime Minister in the 2010–2015 coalition government,
          Nick Clegg. The second success is where chapter 1 sweeps up into general description
          of the 2014 UKIP ‘national tour’ (the prelude to the unforeseen European election triumph in which UKIP
          managed to secure 27% of the vote) (ibid.: 16, 29).
        


        
          The invitation to debate with Nick Clegg – made by Clegg himself, apparently out the blue, itself live on
          London Broadcasting Company (LBC) radio – was, as British political commentators have since suggested,
          calculated self-preservation on the coalition partner’s part: an attempt to arrest sliding in opinion polls;
          an effort to fend off a UKIP threat to Lib Dem occupancy of third-party status (Goodwin
          and Milazzo, 2016: 33). When events concerning the debate are recounted here, however, they are drawn
          out to such a length that it seems unplanned. They hold up the trumpeting of the second success otherwise
          unduly. An eight-page sequence descends into not trumpeting Farage’s own party, but derogating opponent; and
          not Nick Clegg the figurehead of a rival party, but Nick Clegg the man. By the time the prose is wrenched
          back from elongated character assassination, the reader’s attention is in peril of having been diverted
          entirely. Indignation is the reactionary theme which stands out most in chapter 1. Certainly, it makes for
          the liveliest material. But the communication of indignation is such that pathos is never truly
          severable from the main part of rhetoric which Farage’s text exemplifies, which is ethos. The writing
          transfigures Farage into the embodiment of pent-up anger, producing him into its highly capable conduit. A
          key facet seems to be that the anger is reconciled to jocularity; that is, Farage’s easing into the projected
          jestering role. How, precisely, jocularity transmits without diluting the expression of the anger – still
          less negating it – would seem a fundamental trick in exhibit. Structurally, aside from the elongated
          character assassination, another apparent oddity is that the report on the live TV debate expends far fewer
          words covering main event than recalling invitation and build-up. It is not impossible that this is
          deliberate: to pry as much colour from the preceding episodes as feasible. The effect, irrespective, is to
          follow a route towards establishing the protagonist’s credentials that is indirect. Some of the colour
          offered up prima facie seems unwisely self-regarding. Hence, the writer recalls the question –
          supposed a burdensome one – that Farage had to weigh up at the time. Would ‘I’, Farage, accept the ‘gauntlet’
          Clegg had laid down, the challenge wrapped inside an invitation? Part of the answer: ‘… to delay announcing
          my decision was more dramatic’ (Farage, 2015a: 2). Another aspect of the colour –
          and only a partial off-setter to the self-regard – is the type of self-deprecation that is transparently
          disingenuous: ‘… even with my chutzpah, I was nervous’ (the disingenuousness being implicit in the lead-in
          qualifier) (ibid.: 2). False modesty has a flipside in false praise, and there is a certain amount of that,
          too, the particular recipient being Nick Clegg again: ‘Clegg’ he had ‘known for years from when he was an MEP
          in Brussels’; Clegg who was understood to be ‘the best debater in the country’ (ibid.: 2). His opponent’s
          elevation in status will make Farage’s triumph all the greater.
        


        
          Two topics, which are first installed at this juncture, can be prioritised in interpretation for permitting
          the author to wrest quite special vibrancy in colour. They seem particularly important because the play to
          them gives further shape and solidity to the blended accent: the mélange of blokeishness and the
          public school. One topic is sport; the other topic is alcohol. Sport helps establish patter via use in
          frequent metaphorical redescription. It is worth saying that the resonance drawn from the world of sport is
          perhaps less universal than might have been hoped for: the span of sporting reference is quite specific. The
          reference is to cricket, mostly, which in Britain – in England, certainly – usually has weaker
          working-class credentials than, say, football or rugby league. The usage also very much strays into the
          territory of cliché – whereby the rule is that metaphors will continue to yield creative meaning in
          inverse proportion to frequency deployed – and, by which standard, Farage’s phraseology must be close to
          sterile. The live debate appears as ‘a whole new ball game’; the Liberal Democrat party staff are described
          as having ‘played a straight bat with us’; and, in commentary around upturned polling three weeks later, the
          reader learns ‘there is only one thing worse than being behind, and it’s being in the lead’ (Farage, 2015a: 20). Worn-out metaphor may be less detrimental to objective in hand than a
          narrow sporting playbook. The uplift of sporting metaphors in the text is coincident with the first signs of
          explicit address to broader audience. In part (though only in part), the ‘I’ is jettisoned for the ‘we’. What
          opportunity did successful participation in the TV debate afford? It afforded the opportunity whereby the
          leader – who is portrayed as acutely perceptive, naturally – would be able to speak on behalf of new people;
          who, henceforth, would stand a realistic prospect of coming to identify with the party:
        


        
          
            We would be able to show that we were not just a protest party that retired colonels from the Shires
            voted for. If we won, we would be able to prove for the first time that we had broad appeal, that we could
            take votes from the traditional Labour working class, and from moderate, middle-class Tories. It was our
            chance to show that we replaced the Liberal Democrats as the third force in British politics, and to give
            the Establishment in Westminster a bloody nose.
          


          
            (ibid.: 4)
          

        


        
          There are subtle reasons why the ‘we’ does not replace the ‘I’ entirely (and, to note, within this
          preliminary to life story proper, in which preponderance of the ‘I’ is much less excusable). There is an
          assumption informing the construction of events in retrospect which implies especially high self-regard: the
          assumption is that if following the broadcast the party’s electoral showing did improve significantly
          then the explanation would be agential, i.e. the improved standing would be the result of Farage’s
          individualised display. Some of rhetorical ornamentation, the continuing colour in the account, confirms the
          argumentative premise. In preparing for the event, the protagonist came to realise
          that ‘once I was on that platform I was on my own’ (ibid.: 6).
        


        
          After sport, drinking is a flag to blokeishness where the jestering is even more pronounced. That is mainly
          because (rather than in metaphors) the topic is rehearsed in personal anecdotes: boozing, for Farage, is a
          pastime he takes part in not just as a spectator – something that writer does not want reader to overlook.
          The drinking references will particularly enliven the recollections from business part of career later on
          (‘it was alcoholic like you cannot believe … there were terrible cock-ups in the afternoon, contracts bought
          instead of sold’) (ibid.: 64). In the introduction, one of the earliest references evokes a knowingly
          stereotypical male coping mechanism. Due to nerves, before the debate ‘[he] decided to go via the Westminster
          Arms for a quick pint, much to the astonishment of everyone in there’ (ibid.: 5; italics added). The
          nerves should not be taken too seriously: there are no great convulsions of anxiety. The visit to the
          Westminster Arms may have been ill-advised, but not because the alcohol was ineffective in calming the
          nerves, but because it was a distraction from using the time more responsibly; which by implication is how
          less fun, more straight-laced politicians might have used the time. The concession to regret – a very
          patently faux regret – warps to buffoonery: ‘I have never been one to make notes, let alone write a
          speech’ (ibid.: 5).
        


        
          To a degree, the jestering appears self-sacrificial: a tenet which seems to pertain is that one’s own
          reputation is worth blotting for the well-being of others. However, although in that sense the jocularity
          might be construed as noble, more often than not it is bullish, not to say nastily unpleasant. On a milder
          example for the time being, a discussion over appropriate dates for the debate is recollected; and a
          scheduled date, which UKIP chose to quibble with the Liberal Democrats, gets the explanation ‘I didn’t want
          to spend my birthday standing next to Clegg, no offence’ (ibid.: 5). The respective performances in the
          debate itself are sketched to involve some unfair advantages of one debater over the other – and emanate more
          nastiness. Clegg’s appearance was young and fresh-faced – and no wonder, since ‘he even has the time to do
          the school run, for goodness sake’. The line is particularly telling because it shows how, discretely, the
          standards of fairness are being constructed out of selective normative expectations governing male behaviour
          (cf. Daddow and Hertner, 2019). Under the lights,
          Farage sweated – Clegg did not – which is cue for the next expression of regret for hard-living, which, in
          the habit the reader is getting used to, should be taken with the intended pinch of salt: ‘with that in mind,
          I spent the next five days off the booze’ (Farage, 2015a: 11).
        


        
          The diversion into Clegg-blaming occurs at this point, with ‘Clegg’ as the byword and clear rallying point
          for Faragist indignation. On a small, but indicative, note of contradiction, the earlier generosity to Clegg
          is forgotten (for reflecting positively on Farage’s own success): now, Clegg is ‘dull’. More specifically
          elemental to the case, Clegg is a particular representative of ‘the political class’, the object of
          indignation claims: Clegg has been ‘a political insider all his life’ (Farage, 2015a: 10, 11). The texture is incredibly ‘sour’ (a rhetorical sally which Aristotle
          thought was prudent for speaking to those advanced in age) (2004: III.iii.1406b). Is this sally intended for approbation by the British (nay, English)
          working class? In the public discourse of the time, the notion of an electoral constituency of the ‘left
          behind’ had been forefronted; and Farage himself had co-opted it favourably, writing in the Daily
          Telegraph that ‘traditional working-class communities have been left behind by today’s politics …’
          (Farage, 2015b: 23). Yet the category, in commentary literature
          at least, comprises criteria going beyond the economic, since the complementary indicators are cultural,
          geographic, and ethnic: traditional habits and mores; residence in small towns remote from the ‘hub’ cities
          of England’s regions (and uninterrupted by mobility through higher education); and whiteness. The forging of
          this category originally had been sensitive to capturing complexity and change. However, brought to spar
          within everyday political debate, it had become, over time, anything but: great currency was invested in the
          newly forged identities, simultaneously as they were reified badly. The sharp boundary between the ‘left
          behind’ and the Establishment was allowed to calcify into a dualism: ‘Leavers’ versus ‘Remainers’. In a
          prominent interpretation upon an interpretation, the dualism refined into ‘somewheres’ versus ‘nowheres’
          (Goodhart, 2017), a dualism that was itself eventually surpassed by ‘identity
          conservatives’ versus ‘identity liberals’ (Sobolewska and
          Ford, 2020). By the time the pendulum had swung away from contesting ‘Brexit’ to delivering it – under
          Boris Johnson’s ascension to prime minister – the interpretation had also become utterly stifling of the
          prospects for taking understanding (of political challenges, as well as of fellow citizens, sometimes
          non-citizens) in any desirable direction. David Goodhart, architect of the refined dualism, implied – and not
          admonishingly – that ‘somewheres’ were reverting to type; and that in doing so were laying a basis, however
          scratchy in initial form, for redeeming a ‘decent’ populism (ibid.: 220). Eric Kaufmann implied a broadly
          similar grouping was falling back upon ethnic self-interest – a retreat not only recognisable, but
          comprehensible, to secure the continuation of white myths and symbols (Kaufmann, 2018). Matthew Goodwin perceived a space, a gap, in British politics for a party
          modelled roughly along kindred lines to prosper; and, unseeing their contradictoriness as reverberations of
          reaction, he deemed the ostensible concerns in the public realm to be ‘coherent’ and ‘legitimate’ (see
          Goodwin, 2019: 25; Eatwell and Goodwin, 2018: xxix, 267–294). Together, such
          accounts not only helped establish popular shorthands for cultural backlash theory. They also, in respect of
          emotions, tended to centre another feeling more universally sympathetic, in place of reactionary anger:
          simply, hopelessness (Ford and Goodwin, 2014: 158).
        


        
          The recollection of the TV debate ends with some post-performance evaluation. Conspiracy appears for the
          first significant time. Creeping into the allusions are some new grounds for objecting to Clegg (aside, e.g.,
          from the contravention of stylised norms for male behaviour). Several years earlier,
          Clegg has been a very prominent deceiver of the British public about the expectable scale of inward migration
          to the country from Eastern Europe (Farage, 2015a: 10, 11, 13). The reason why the
          general coverage of Farage’s performance wasn’t universally favourable (certainly not as favourable as the
          self-assessment) is thus:
        


        
          
            It says everything about the media and the political class that in the so-called spin room after the
            debate it was universally agreed that Clegg had won it, hands down.
          


          
            (ibid.: 8; italics added)
          

        


        
          This is clue to one of the most significant aspects of Farage’s rhetoric which, it is being suggested, is
          worth homing in upon: the allegation of low-level conspiracies, which start to look multifarious. This is
          conspiracy-‘lite’ – yet conspiracy nonetheless. Why conspiracy at all it might be asked? Because, in play is
          more than bias, rather machination; and the explanation by deceptive officialdom is presented as a general
          rule, rather than indicated as an ad hoc one-off. How conspiracy appears in chapter 1 of Purple
          Revolution is an accurate guide to how it features in the text overall: namely, light touch, but rarely
          absent from the discourse for long. By sheer weight of accumulation, low-level conspiracy starts to lock into
          place as the immovable, but perhaps necessary, prop to an unstable belief system (a belief system, as is the
          mark of all political reactionaries, that is otherwise confused in consistent value-orientation):
        


        
          
            Most political journalists in the UK – called lobby journalists – work as a pack. There are a few notable
            exceptions but in the main they are feral. While few of their readers (or editors) realise it, they agree
            between themselves what the story is, what ‘line’ they are going to take. That way no one is ever surprised
            by a call from a night news editor revealing that they have missed a big scoop.
          


          
            (ibid.: 8–9)
          

        


        
          Logical arguments are not ignored completely in the introduction as a result of the top billing given to
          jestering. But they are, however, put in the shade, and certainly not the material the writer leads with. One
          rarefied segment is a gradatio for censuring objections to membership of the EU, in which a population
          argument is conveyed as the most significant objection, because it follows two other arguments – effectively,
          from cost and from control – in an implied ordering arrangement of ‘bad’ to ‘worse’ to ‘worst’:
        


        
          
            Would you join a club that charges £55 million a day as a membership fee? Would you sign up a club that
            would impose thousands of new laws over which neither your own Parliament, nor you, have any say? And would
            you sign up to a club that would open your borders to 485 million people who can
            live in your country, bring their families and do as they wish?
          


          
            (ibid.: 7–8)
          

        

      

      
        Stamping Broad Appeal


        
          Within this first chapter still, the discourse eventually shows signs of switching into something
          recognisable as narration. There is an advance summary of the main case ahead, which also comprises the
          enlargement of the most important of the book’s speech acts. That UKIP is ‘capable of bagging real broad
          support’ is a case which will be made optimally, it seems, if impediments are removed beforehand, by way of
          anticipating two particular charges to answer: UKIP is not racist; UKIP is not a party of the wealthy
          (Farage, ibid.: 30). Broad is not the same as diverse of course, but actually it is perceptible that if
          confronted with the question, Farage really would want more diverse support (notwithstanding that the
          question is unlikely to arise freely). Neither charge is disposed of especially effectively, although the
          section may obtain rhetorical resonance nevertheless. What seem swaying are more doses – more lashings, it is
          tempting to mimick – of bullish humour.
        


        
          The occasion for trying to deny the first charge is particular. A controversy (occurring within the 2014
          timeline) is recalled concerning the party’s recruitment of a young Sikh woman from Medway, Kent. This woman
          went on to intern for the party, subsequently she became disillusioned, after complaining of racist treatment
          by other party members. The reason why the charge of racism is dealt with weakly here is that it is
          side-stepped – but more inexpertly than manipulatively. A rather different point is made: about character and
          resilience. In a further cementing of the blended accent, the reader is reassured that Farage, personally,
          had phoned the woman’s mother and had told her that her daughter ‘must be made to understand that Brussels is
          not the safest of places – in truth, it is rough – and that UKIP couldn’t be loco parentis’ (ibid.:
          21; italics added). This, then, is a case made weakly (almost not at all) but should not be neglected as drip
          feed for low-level conspiracy alleging. The header to the episode is that ‘the press were about to go for us
          with fresh zeal’. Another aspect of the attempted refutation is that the point he was making in the campaign
          at this time was that ‘we were discriminating against migrants from counties such as India and New Zealand,
          members of our Commonwealth, to make way for Romanians’ (ibid.: 8). As well as the ‘we’, the abrupt tag
          ‘Romanians’ is telling (and worth coming back to). Crudely, skin-colour racism is repudiated, though not by
          gauging its moral wrongness in some degree of proximity to xenophobia, rather by making skin-colour racism
          and xenophobia into take-your-pick alternatives, on the fallacy of the constructed opposite. Race prejudice
          that is casual – that is to say, casual in the belief-holder’s mental preoccupations, being inconstant and
          muddled (and certainly without fortification by quasi-scientific conviction)1 – is a good bet to the
          resonance such a passage may have found in the country at the time: racism which, if scratched at enough, may
          come stuttering out. The novelist Jonathan Coe caught this well in his novel of the era, Middle
          England. His characters succumb to indignation in the Faragist mode, which is not committed race
          prejudice (nor, reversely, innocent enough to be modish ‘implicit racism’), but bristles right up against it,
          perhaps as near as it could go. In a pointed scene, Coe’s novel depicts a group of motorists caught for
          speeding offenses who are duly called together to attend a mandatary ‘speed awareness course’ in central
          Birmingham. The group of offending motorists differ widely in personal characteristics: age, class, gender,
          and ethnicity. But all are ‘united by one common factor’ (effacing those differences): ‘a profound and
          abiding sense of injustice’ since their own individual speeding offence was an exception, which had a special
          justification. The brilliance of Coe’s portrayal is how the scene is topped off. All the attendees, writes
          Coe (2018: 38), ‘burned with the righteous sense of
          indignation’; ‘the whole room was heavy with this feeling’ and ‘smelled of victimhood’. Ostensibly, the
          reasons for the room’s anger have nothing to do with the person delegated to lead the course – and in other
          circumstances, it is implied, the attendees would know that. However, collectively the attendees notice that
          the instructor is ‘a woman’ and, furthermore, ‘an Asian woman’ (ibid.: 37–41). That, in Coe’s suggestive
          scene, is the perceived final insult which gives output to suppressed feelings in special intensity and
          texture.
        


        
          The second denial is that UKIP is not a party of the wealthy. À propos of some of the characters
          around him (on whom Farage could depend at such testing times as the accusation of racism) the audience is
          next assured that although the party does have some ‘big donors’, they are self-made men, not the products of
          inherited privilege. The traits such people possess are predictable accordingly. They are not at all removed
          from ordinariness – ‘no nonsense’, ‘not easily fazed’ (Farage, 2015a: 24). This is
          code to further decontestation of the object for anger: ‘the political class’ is the educated class (i.e.
          is the problem) and not the wealthy class (i.e. is not the problem). The phrase ‘the political
          class’ was becoming a staple of British political discussion at the time – and was being used by commentators
          positioning themselves on the Right and Left alike (Oborne, 2007; Jones, 2014). In its
          semantic properties, the phrase was elastic. The text can be judged to make three distinct uses out of it.
          The first use is to further stake out grounds, or create a space, within which an audience may be invited to
          explore (and explore collectively) suppressed feelings. The ‘connection’ UKIP has so far achieved in making
          with public opinion is attributable, apparently, to ‘long disaffection’ from the political class
          (Farage, 2015a: 30).2 Feelings about incoming migration have been smothered: ‘it seemed that no one was allowed
          to mention the extraordinary strain that immigration levels put on local services, primary schools, GPs and
          housing’ (ibid.: 20). The second use is the Europe issue. That is important for giving evolution of the UKIP
          party platform the authority of continuity: where others lambasted a ‘political class’
          concerning contemporary austerity policies or a scandal over parliamentary’ expenses, Farage went – and went
          back – to Euroscepticism. Britain’s home-grown political class was cut from the same cloth as the ‘Europhiles
          who feed off Brussels’: indeed, some of their number overlapped (just as indicated in the early and later
          careers of the maleficent Nick Clegg) (ibid.: 34). ‘Euroscepticism’ per se is a richly malleable
          resource; not least of all, the European Union is widely viewed, including by proponents, as an ‘unfinished
          construction’ (Flood and Soborski, 2018: 6, 41). The
          problems of the EU are plentiful, the text communicates, but a special problem is EU migration – and it is
          not stated, but meant to be understood, that (unlike non-EU migrants) EU migrants come with welfare
          entitlements. Courting the former Labour vote thus obtains in the rural smaller towns, not the more diverse,
          comparatively younger, hub cities of England’s regions: to have taken up the cause of ex-Commonwealth
          populations over East Europeans was ‘somehow unpalatable in the wine bars media luvvies frequent in Islington
          and Shoreditch’ (Farage, 2015a: 18).
        


        
          The third use of the phrase ‘the political class’ is the most relevant to our present purposes. It resounds
          the persisting low-level conspiracy appeal. Several motifs regarding the active agents of conspiracy are
          skipped between. Usually, it is pertinent to stress, these motifs are skipped between without sufficient
          emphasis to bear much notice. The motifs include never having held a ‘proper job’; not knowing what ‘life is
          like “out there”’; and orchestrating silences between one another on delicate issues (ibid.: 71, 71, 95).
          Peter Allen and Paul Cairney have formalised the interchangeable meanings in the contemporaneous UK public
          sphere: first, political elitism; second, political professionalisation; third, political careerism (Allen and Cairney, 2017). At some point or other of
          Purple Revolution, Farage invokes each of these meanings – but they are not, logically speaking, the
          same, and the effect of sheer accumulation duly tots up. It can be added that it is roundabout here in the
          text that the first Faragist twist appears on unmasking the conspiracy allegation with the support of sensory
          analogies. McCarthy gave himself the personal distinction of being able to see conspiracy; Farage can
          taste it: ‘the whole model of the political union across the EU has been cooked up by the French and
          Germans’. This analogy will be reconfigured later (‘cooked the books’ is one iteration, another is ‘confect’,
          equally denoting the putting together of ingredients) (Farage, 2015a: 35, 145,
          180).
        

      

      
        Arguing Autobiographically


        
          The autobiographical composition starts in earnest in chapter 2. The raw material for this composition seems
          to imperil the upkeep of the jester role. Although, in fact, the reason why the upkeep is imperilled has
          everything to do with the aptness of the description in the first place: grasped properly, jesters are not
          outsiders; they are insiders at court, who owe their place to certain affinities of
          birth and a secure place within the household. The analytical way to gauge what Farage is doing with the
          jestering act is to draw on the ‘personae’ conceptions in rhetorical theory. The personae relevant to
          performing ethos are threefold; and relate, overall, to how the rhetor presents, how he constructs an
          ideal auditor, and how he excludes auditors which are non-ideal (Black, 2016; Wander, 1984). By
          application, the jester is Farage’s ‘first persona’; the jack-the-lad audience, or beery-boys-together, is
          the ‘second persona’; and the ‘third persona’ – who faces being written out – are the po-faced who don’t
          (won’t) get in on the joke. The range of what is at stake in self-presentation is not the only issue.
          Plausibly, recognition of the disjuncture between actual private self and ‘first persona’ equips Farage with
          an automatic get-out clause: if the act goes too far – earns censure or incredulity – it can be discarded,
          without fatal detriment. This seems to be what happens in recounting upbringing.
        


        
          The background facts of Farage’s (actual) life are not propitious for sustaining the mutuality of social
          outsiderdom with the intended reader, i.e. for sustaining the ‘second persona’. There would seem some
          premeditation in the decision to start with the later years of secondary education. The previous memoir –
          containing glossy centre-pages showing childhood family photographs – had begun a phase earlier (Farage, 2011: 1–20). The decision is the prerogative of genre: autobiographers have the choice
          of where, within the life story, they will begin from. From the selected starting-point, the book makes a
          decent fist with the constraining facts: that is, gets in as much obeisance to ordinary blokeishness as can
          reasonably be mustered. ‘Dulwich College’, the South London public school he attended, was not like ‘the
          great classical public-school institutions such as Westminster School or Eton College’; it had a ‘social mix’
          and an ‘ethnic mix’; ‘all’ [!] the teachers smoked; and ‘the rules were waived if you were very good at
          sport’ (Farage, 2015a: 43, 44, 45). The defensiveness in several of these moves
          seems imprudent, but far from disastrous, since the option open (and pursued) is to rewrite outsiderdom not
          according to social origin but by rogueishness. In proportion that the emphasis on social outsiderdom is
          being diminished, the humour, perhaps, is amplified. And observe what happens: it edges nastier and nastier.
          The humour of The Purple Revolution, without doubt, counts as ‘maladaptive’ humour. Maladaptive humour
          is aggressive: privileging sarcasm, ridicule, and insult intended to put down other people. It is the binary
          opposite of the type of humour which is ‘affiliative’: using joke-telling and wit to amuse in a more benign
          way, and within social settings directed towards building interpersonal relationships that are maximally
          inclusive (Kuiper and Harris, 2009: 2). There is no
          particular oversensitivity in suggesting that what Farage’s special manner of practising maladaptive humour
          amounts to is bullying. An exemplification is the replay of one of Farage’s later career episodes when, to a
          European public watching on TV news reports, he insulted the standing President of the European Council (and
          former Belgian Prime Minister), Herman Van Rompuy. The most memorable incident – not minimised in the
          replaying but, reversely, highlighted – was when Farage called Van Rompuy a ‘damp rag’. The episode is
          recalled in uncondensed vicious detail in chapter 5. There is manifest relish in recalling the role Farage
          personally played in it. And this role, to a large degree, scans as a bullying role. The reader is led to
          understand that his political entourage at the time lapped the incident up. His is, then, a gang to join;
          partly for risk of what happens to those who are not in the gang:
        


        
          
            When I stood up to castigate this unknown no-hoper, I had no idea what else I would say. What I came out
            with effectively wrecked his career and his reputation … The European Parliament erupted in a cacophony of
            protest. How could I be so rude? … The general noise was made a lot louder by UKIP MEPs cackling with
            laughter.
          


          
            (Farage, 2015a: 153–155)
          

        


        
          By general standards of political (even personal) discourse, this is crass. But, in respect of pathos,
          belittling adversaries cements the fellow-feeling of the collectively indignant. It may also be important
          that an appeal to common sense is going on. Rhetorical theory recognises that the argumentum ad
          populum screens predicable ideological effects: an intuitive view of the world is invoked, so that the
          speaker is not required to spell out, never mind defend, an argumentative premise; implicitly called up is
          either the status quo or perhaps the status quo ante. Farage’s characteristic phrases for
          implementing appeal to common sense are ‘beggars belief’ or the insertion (to conclude a report) of the
          one-word sentence ‘Extraordinary’ (sometimes modulated to ‘Quite extraordinary’) (Farage,
          2015a: 79, 94, 66, 164). Something that needs to be apprehended with more accuracy than either just as
          English ‘populism’ and the ‘left behind’ hangs in the background here. The triumph of ‘Brexit’ in England was
          not the triumph of conservatism. But conservatism was, fundamentally, under-equipped to offer any argument
          against it (as David Cameron may have naively hoped), because the advocates had free use of its own principal
          argumentative modes.
        


        
          It may not be inconsequential that some of the jokes told in both Farage’s volumes of memoir are noticeably
          weak: bullying may be more important than uncontrollable mirth. One of the jokes from within the earlier
          recall of the TV debates with the deputy prime minster is representative. It has the feel of being
          not-quite-as-funny as the teller remembers:
        


        
          
            Backstage, in the corridor, the two of us rubbed shoulders as we were preparing to leave. ‘I suppose you’re
            going to a private club again, now,’ Clegg said to me, referring to the last debate when I had raced off to
            the Reform Club. ‘No, Nick, I’m not. But last time I went to the Reform Club, which, unless I am very much
            mistaken, is the birthplace of the Liberal Party.’ I cackled and walked off.
          


          
            (ibid.: 12)
          

        


        
          Grasping the specific nature of Faragist humour is not an indulgence to
          interpretation. It may fill in the ‘worldly’ gaps of what existing rhetorical political methodologies gesture
          at, but characteristically in divorced abstraction from the quotidian. Post-Marxist discourse analysis, for
          example, explains the reactionary mobilisation of working class support by the associative reasoning that
          holds together ‘floating signifiers’ in ‘chains of equivalence’ (such as ‘working class’ equals ‘people’
          equals ‘nation’) (Laclau, 2007: 79; see Glynos and Howarth, 2007: 133–164). To keep them moving, the chains
          will require regular oiling. In this connection, Faragist humour is socially, and tastefully, inappropriate;
          but it may not be inappropriate to success. The bullying humour is repetitive. It also plays a part in some
          of the main body’s digressions.
        


        
          The typical guise of digression in Purple Revolution is a long-winded rehearsal of the self-regarding
          anecdote. These supply one more spin on the jester as the insider-at-court, since the rhythms of the
          performer of the corporate after-dinner speech are imitated. It is in the middle parts of the book that the
          autobiographer plays the role of digressive raconteur most expansively. These are the parts of the book that
          cover the midlife health scares and which, accordingly, provide for the kind of personal adversity that is
          opportune for conjuring anecdotes to grip an audience. But the extended anecdotes do not scan as
          ordinary-but-inspirational – ‘affiliative’ humour – rather, even here, have a subtly nasty undertow. In
          English cultural history, George Orwell observed a template for them in the early twentieth-century ‘Boys
          Weeklies’ publications, which Orwell thought had a distinguishing aesthetic: the ‘boys own stories’ of such
          publications were the ‘clean-fun, knockabout type’ but conjoined a ‘decent’ moral code to more insidious
          elements, one of which, precisely, was ‘bully-worship’ (the far-end of ‘horseplay’ and practical jokes)
          (Orwell, 2014: 81–82). Orwell also listed some
          miscellaneous discursive features of the boys own story that illuminate Faragism aptly: lengthy tautology
          (stretching out material when far more compression is possible); ‘facetious’ expression (inappropriate humour
          extending to notionally serious topics); slang, but in a vernacular that is usually outdated; fondness for
          nicknames. An exemplification to pick out is the retelling of the incident of Farage’s light aircraft crash
          in 2010, occurring while Farage was campaigning for UKIP and trailing a publicity banner behind the plane.
          The anecdote bears reproduction in the key snippets to capture the numerous tangential asides and the
          reaching of optimum dramatic emphasis intended:
        


        
          
            I have never been keen on flying. But when, in May 2010, I stood against John Bercow, the Speaker of the
            Commons, for his seat in Buckingham, I thought it would be a bit different if, on election day, I
            commissioned a small aircraft to fly round the constituency pulling a UKIP banner behind it […]
          


          
            So I resolved to do it […]
          


          
            I decided to give it a go […]
          


          
            From the minute that flight took off, everything was wrong […]
          


          
            Justin [the pilot] made a mayday call. Not what you want to hear just after breakfast […]
          


          
            I thought about making a phone call to my wife, or sending texts to my family. But would that be even worse
            for them? To have some chilling message from their father on their mobile phone from beyond the grave? […]
          


          
            I remember thinking: So this is it. This is how it ends […]
          


          
            The ground was still rushing up very quickly; the green fields of Brackley in Northamptonshire were very
            close and we were approaching at a slight incline […]
          


          
            Sitting on the grass, I didn’t feel too good, but I didn’t feel that bad either. This, I reckoned, was as
            good as it was going to get, being able to walk away from a plane crash. I told Duncan [press
            officer] to light me a fag. Not a great idea so close to a pool of aviation fuel. I took one
            drag and felt sick […]
          


          
            As I arrived at the Accident & Emergency department, it was like something out of an episode of
            Casualty. A full team awaited my arrival. I had numerous hands on me, my clothes were cut from me,
            and they even provided a beautiful Dutch nurse to hold my hand […].
          


          
            (Farage, 2015a: 96–103)
          

        


        
          The derring-do is not only boys own story. It is also, in background British popular culture, Alan Partridge.
          The suffixes ‘extraordinary’ and ‘quite extraordinary’ are already straight from the Partridge playbook, as
          were the weak jokes appendaged by self-congratulation, and as was the maladjusted grudge-holding against Nick
          Clegg. The Pooterish comic creation of Alan Partridge is, ultimately, an even better fit than Orwell’s for
          the digressive raconteuring on display in this anecdote, because of the easy truce between self-deprecation
          and pomposity, and the intrusion of elements both of the fabulist and the pedant. This is, meanwhile, as per
          the blended accent, the voice of the compromise struck between laddism and traditional institutions of
          English public life par excellence.3
        


        
          Conspiracy-Lite (or Low-Alcohol Conspiracy)


          
            Anecdotal material presented when Farage is playing the digressive raconteur offers insight into where
            political thinking is revealed accidentally. This is parallel to the author’s exposition of political
            philosophy that is purposeful. And that, too, should be noted. It is as follows. The start is the Dulwich
            College years: in ethos, Dulwich furnishes his traits (‘I owe the school an enormous debt’) (ibid.:
            42), and, regarding logos, the contribution is the formation of some enduring political convictions.
            Content here weaves in and out of events making-up the life on the one hand and, on the other hand, views
            that were first formed at the time. Comparison of the equivalent junctures in the two memoirs is
            informative: they bear strong traces of the ideological repositioning, of how the
            life story can be told differently to support different platforms.
          


          
            The first volume is the UKIP libertarian heyday. There is no special approach to the working class. The
            school years variously see him discover Mill’s On Liberty as gospel; shudder at John Lennon’s
            ‘Imagine’ as ‘insipid’ dirge preaching ‘universal niceness’; and welcome the opportunity to hear Keith
            Joseph (economic adviser to Margaret Thatcher) speak as an invited guest of the College (Farage, 2011: 28, 29–30, 48). The ‘libertarian’ standpoint is proud. In moments, the 2010
            book rises towards the eloquently Hayekian: the European Economic Community (EEC) first came to appear to
            Farage, in his teenage years, as a ‘doctrinaire world-peace project’, imperilling freedom in the pursuit of
            utopianism (ibid.: 30). Four years later, in Purple Revolution, the self-description of ideology is
            terse: ‘we’re not libertarians’ (Farage, 2015a: 213). The personal traits which
            Dulwich supplied emerge a little differently in the later account, too. They become basically
            non-ideologically specific: good salesmanship, confident public speaking, and generally becoming ‘ballsy’.
            There are reappraisals of the earlier foundations of his political philosophy, other than of two elemental
            ideas – ‘economic liberalism’ and ‘meritocracy’ – which remain intact (ibid.: 41, 52). The reappraisals
            come across in the review of life experiences after education: running a commodities firm in the
            City; discovering how ‘Brussels’ operated at first-hand. The City, for Farage, now served as a social
            leveller: ‘nobody cared how posh or rough you were’ (ibid.: 62). Experience as an MEP indicated the
            ‘undermining of the very fabric of Western capitalism’ (with a stress that all will suffer in the
            undermining) (ibid.: 76). The amended topography suggests the repositioning most strongly: in place
            of ‘Brussels’, ‘the political class’; and as well as ‘immigration’, EU integration. The
            amendments and reappraisals are treated in partial code: towards 2012 UKIP is still pushing not only ‘the
            EU card’ but also ‘local issues’ (partly code to immigration); and one important local issue is funding of
            the National Health Service (linked to immigration: access to the NHS of EU migrants, but not necessarily
            other migrants to the United Kingdom, is laboured, portrayed as having stretched the service to
            unprecedented over-demand). Political analysts have noted the repositioning per se. But what they
            have done wrong, perhaps, is attribute this as a matter of strategising (Ford and
            Goodwin, 2014: 11). Side-tracked by the evolving priority of key concepts, what they have not
            clocked is the continuity in appeal to reactionary rhetorical pillars. And a special rhetorical continuity
            to stress, it can be said, is conspiracy at the low buzz and hum.
          


          
            Thus, across the two memoirs combined, the conspiracy episodes are sundry, and in the first instance simply
            bear listing. By re-describing them in sequence, the accumulation effect ought to speak for itself. The
            recollection from running a commodities firm and serving as an MEP prove fertile territory for
            communicating conspiracy. Generally, the EU is primary conspirator (Farage, 2011:
            156–166); the ‘media’ tends to be evoked as the main secondary one, i.e. accused of complicity in
            what is not only a set of supranational political institutions, but a purported EU
            project. The BBC receives rhetorical redescription as the ‘Brussels Broadcasting Corporation’ (ibid.: 130).
            After the phrase ‘the political class’ has been manoeuvred ahead of the byword ‘Brussels’ in UKIP platform,
            the media remains a default complicit accomplice. By the time UKIP are attaining significant political
            success, the reader learns that ‘any off-colour remark’ Farage makes ‘is almost always confected by the
            media into Westminster outrage’ (Farage, 2015a: 180). (‘Off-colour’ is
            litotes, or understatement – in 2015, Farage had described a government policy to allow migrants
            with pre-standing health conditions into the United Kingdom, and to treat them like anyone else, in
            laconically forthright terms: ‘HIV tourism’) (ibid.: 93). The usual displays of reactionary fact-fetishism
            in conspiracy allegation are present: with exactitude, the proportion of ‘Europhiles’ who are hamstrung
            idealists is estimated at ‘a good 70 per cent’, leaving 30% as motivated by the only other
            motivation the relevant paragraph will concede, which is seeking to ‘attain global domination’
            (Farage, 2011: 11). Overdoing conspiracy is, tellingly, sent-up. In the first
            memoir is a comment on conspiracy appeal in an affectation of ordinary blokeishness (or a rather dated idea
            thereof): it is stated that ‘many UKIP members see the EU’ as a ‘SPECTRE-style conspiracy’, invoking the
            fictional organisation portrayed in many of the James Bond films (ibid.: 11). On other occasions the
            protagonist himself, however, insensibly lets the conspiratorial imagination run ahead of itself. That is
            to say, over segments of texts, the incremental allegation of conspiracy grows from muted to the far
            bolder. By the end of one such segment, the British prime minister who originally took Britain into the EEC
            in 1973, Edward Heath, has been directly compared to the ‘Cambridge Five’, the group of Cold War
            double-agent MI5 spies who, infamously, betrayed queen and country (ibid.: 57–59).
          


          
            The reactionary conspiracy alleger’s virtuous circle is, specifically, manifest as follows. Stance and
            personality in respect of conspiracy mutually reinforce. On precocious learning:
          


          
            
              the European Union … had been a fact of life since my ninth year … […] with ever greater disbelief and
              anger, on trains and in my every spare waking moment, I read up on the history of the EU.
            


            
              (ibid.: 57–59)
            

          


          
            On special knowledge acquired from midlife experience (i.e. the insider’s knowledge provided by the City
            trading career): ‘Here above all I was surely qualified to judge’ (Farage, 2015a:
            66). Unsurprisingly, what chiefly enables author to play the whistleblower is having had the experience of
            a European parliamentary career: ‘On entering the political sphere, I began to realise, to my horror, just
            how much Whitehall was giving away to Brussels, particularly with regards to the City’ (ibid.: 72).
            Adopting the whistleblower’s mantle extends from such general declarations to particular reports. Hence he
            recalls his ‘showstopper’ – his exposé of a specific French politician (who had been proposed as the
            ‘new EU transport commissioner’) for holding a conviction for embezzlement. This he did, rigorously, by
            conducting a ‘background search’, and thence (expressing the thought in a tricolon) having it
            ‘checked, double-checked and triple-checked’ (Farage, 2015a: 33).
          


          
            In sum, the repetition is wearying, but plausibly effective. The pettiness is one transmission. Consider,
            therefore, why accounts to date of Faragist ethos may have relegated appeal to conspiracy.
            They have focused, understandably, on what is more eye-catching: what they have interpreted as the vitriol
            of the speaker’s expressed sympathy for the so-called left behind (Crines and Heppell, 2017: 229), together with a political emotion roughly like
            hopelessness (Ford and Goodwin, 2014: 158). But the lesson should be that in
            order to be efficacious, rhetorical appeal to conspiracy may not have to be maximal. Indeed, for the
            speaker, there are the attractions of low-hanging fruit. This is the downgrading of conspiracy’s most
            demanding definitional criteria. The idea’s near-neighbours are called up. By proximity, these related
            markers may include ‘complicity’ (roughly, involvement with others in wrongful activity – but not
            necessarily via deception); ‘collusion’ (emphasis on secretive cooperation – with deception brought back in
            – but with less emphasis upon wrongfulness); or ‘connivance’ (stress on both wrongfulness and
            secrecy but, arguably, less on intentionality). All may have profitable effect, particularly as a component
            in a larger assemblage.
          

        

        
          Decadence Muddled in Two Theories


          
            Coming to the last of the three reactionary pillars in Farage, the decadence dramatisations are fleeting,
            and the underlying plot-line provided is sketchy. The impression, rather than reality, of a story is
            provided. There is no single, unitary and hence forceful thesis but the snaking of a thesis down two alleys
            – whereas most commentators on both Faragism and broader Brexit ideology have tended to plump for one, then
            argue the case for its importance strongly (far more strongly, it can be argued, than the textual evidence
            will support).
          


          
            A first decadence thesis in Purple Revolution rests on a narrative concerning sovereignty. It
            receives synoptic expression in discussion of the European Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM): ‘The ERM was
            just the beginning of the handover of inherited rights to Brussels, and the City knew it’ (Farage, 2015a: 75). This encapsulation picks out what was referenced in pre- and
            post-referendum Britain as the decline of ‘control’ (demotic term for sovereignty). ‘Handover’ and ‘rights’
            communicates sovereignty and loss. The rhetorical weight is portentous; effectively, ‘après nous, le
            deluge’. A second thesis rests on a narrative about population change. The second thesis does
            not find an exactly equivalent synopsis, but the closest approximation comes at a separation of fifteen
            pages, where the reference is to healthcare (from within the tribute to surviving personal adversity):
            ‘The real elephant in the room […] is the effect of an expanding population on Britain’ (ibid.: 99).
            The popular watchword for the topic which this speaks to is ‘immigration’. And the synopsis presses the
            urgency of immediate action: elephants in the room must be driven out, even if there is a conspiracy of
            silence not to talk about them.
          


          
            It is never, in the text, all that easy to pick these two narratives apart. However, it may be enlightening
            to do so. The first thesis may be made to relate to the interpretive, but also normative, idea of the
            ‘Anglosphere’, which is tied up with the rediscovery of a historical national project. The implication is
            that, once decline of sovereignty is reversed, Britain – becoming ‘Greater Britain’ – will once again
            rule-the-seas, thereby rediscovering an ambition initially assembled in the late nineteenth century, but
            since waylaid. In trade foremost – but thereafter across fields extending to diplomacy, technology, and
            culture – Britain will be able to renew its relationship with fellow English-speaking countries, most
            importantly the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. The relationship of this story to empire
            is ambiguous but scarcely avoidable. It is scarcely avoidable because the geographic space for resuming the
            story is quite often expanded to mean ‘the Old Commonwealth’ (Kenny and Pierce, 2018: 3). From a critical perspective, the first partial narrative may
            thereby speak to what Paul Gilroy (2004) calls
            British post-imperial ‘melancholia’: a search by one imagined community for re-living reassuringly happy
            endings, and probably not in a maximally inclusive way. So-called British ‘declinism’ here – not objective
            facts of decline, but the webs of belief built surrounding decline (Andress, 2018; Reynolds, 2019) –
            conjures the background receptivity to the story but is not coherent and lucid, because it features with
            prosaic inflections, sometimes contradictions. For instance, featuring at intervals within Purple
            Revolution is unprompted gushing about the United States.4 The post-imperial reinvention constructs a relationship with America
            (which, to emphasise, seceded violently and acrimoniously from the British empire at the time of its birth)
            which is awkward and unresolved.
          


          
            The second thesis relates more to a ‘Little England’ vision. This is distinct inasmuch as empire, and
            global footprint, would not seem to count for so much as confidence in continuation of the small ‘island
            story’, likewise supposedly depleted (Saunders,
            2019: 24). It is, indeed, the ‘Englishness’ – not Britishness – that is vital in this second partial
            narrative. Politically, at the time of Purple Revolution’s publication, focus upon English
            nationhood had been stirred, reactively, by rise of Scottish nationalist politics in Scotland: a Scottish
            referendum on ‘independence’ had been held (if defeated) in 2014 and amongst other things had raised
            questions about England’s under-representation at Westminster relative to the other nations of the United
            Kingdom (Kenny, 2014: 171–231). But the Little
            Englander story prospectively also has socio-economic resonance, beyond institutional political resonance;
            and it is that which Farage gets glimpses of a narrative construction to chime with, although, once again,
            far from totally satisfactorily. A compelling view says that in the absence of other obvious
            building-blocks for common identity – separate language or embryonic devolved legislature – the terms of
            English citizenship are heavily premised on mutual socio-economic participation in a
            welfare state; in particular, the reciprocity of contribution and support at times of need (Fenton, 2012: 467). Over the era that UKIP enjoyed greatest
            success, coinciding with the aftermath of 2008 financial crisis, the English welfare state was under
            significant attack: ‘austerity’ policies were being imposed by the Conservatives at Westminster. Thus, and
            at first sight oddly, it is in light of de facto welfare chauvinism that the otherwise
            wince-inducing, manifold, and stark allusions to the ‘Romanians’ and ‘Eastern Europeans’ in Purple
            Revolution come to make sense (Farage, 2015a: 13, 18, 23). That is not all
            that supports the point. Not wince-inducing, but simply bizarre, are the obsessive allusions to the Soviet
            era featuring across Farage’s two books. Demonstrators are ‘communists’; there exists a ‘Euro-Soviet’;
            marginalising the views he represents is ‘Soviet-style censorship’; and Britain is in danger of being
            turned into ‘a Soviet’ (Farage, 2011: 74, 121, 136, 218). The allusions become
            less bizarre – although they very much remain anachronistic – if in mind (for older readers) is the lesson
            of the social costs of the collapse of state socialism in the Cold War East. With the loss of local sources
            of support, East Europeans – ‘Romanians’ and others – now look West. But, if they hanker to put in and take
            out of the English pot, they are too late to do so, to sustain fair terms of reciprocity.
          

        
      

      
        Thanet or Bust


        
          Finally, the exordium of Purple Revolution begins when the autobiographical frame rescinds. It leaves
          just expression of the undiluted political speech acts themselves. Over the final thread of three consecutive
          chapters, the emphasis is on action (Farage, 2015a: 221–306). It seems a rhetorical
          mistake that the titular expression ‘purple revolution’ should only find decontestation now (hitherto a blank
          in the reader’s mind?), but the ‘purple revolution’, it is now determined, comprises ‘a very British’
          revolution – a revolution coinciding with recognition by ‘the political class’ that UKIP is no longer ‘a
          flash-in-the-pan protest party’ (ibid.: 275–276).
        


        
          The principal speech act is issuing the particular threat. Namely, this consists in serving notice that Nigel
          Farage – UKIP party figurehead – will stand down from the leadership role should his local election campaign
          in the Kent constituency of South Thant fail, i.e. should he fail to secure the Westminster parliament seat
          he seeks. The threat – which is delivered with the strong subtext that if he were to be asked nicely enough,
          he would stay on – does not scan as particularly likely to serve purpose. Yet, considered creatively,
          it may do. It is the epitome of the shameless (un)resignation: petulant and childish again, with a strong
          trace of the ‘boys own’ conception of what may be ‘honourable’. The threat is grist to the mill of Farage’s
          bombast – but not charisma – which is worth staking out in its own right.
        


        
          
            The risk is that I will have got UKIP to be an electable party; made British political history by beating
            both the Conservatives and Labour in a national election for the first time since
            1906; and steered the party to get its first seats in Westminster – but also be the only party leader to
            not have a seat there himself […] The consequences of me failing to secure a seat for myself in the Commons
            would be significant for both myself and the party. It is frankly just not credible for me to continue to
            lead the party without a Westminster seat … No – if I fail to win South Thanet, it is curtains for me. I
            will have to step down.
          


          
            (ibid.: 221–223)
          

        


        
          Some reiterations of the threat are curter: ‘… this is UKIP’s window of opportunity. This is it, we
          have to do this now. This is my high noon’ (ibid.: 236; italics added). The elision of ‘I’ and ‘we’ is
          revealing. It confirms the priority of ethos.
        


        
          There is less mystery in the speech act of debunking the myth of the impossibility of third-party
          breakthrough. Reassurance is offered that no vote for UKIP at the upcoming general election will be wasted:
          the pre-standing support is credible. The coup de grace is broken-record repetition (and manifest
          appeal to expertise) of the findings of political scientist, Matthew Goodwin, one of the commentators who had
          identified the opportunity for a political project in the United Kingdom which was willing to counterpose the
          ‘left behind’ to the Establishment: ‘if, as Matthew Goodwin […] predicts’; ‘Matthew Goodwin’s research found
          that …’; ‘Goodwin has pointed out that …’; ‘as Matthew Goodwin wrote …’ (ibid.: 221, 233, 234, 282). The
          material included which shows the keenest political antennae to the practical needs of the moment is kept for
          the final few pages. A four-point list of criteria features reasons for entering not into coalition with the
          British Conservative party, but into a particular conditional voting arrangement in the House of Commons on
          condition of holding a referendum on continued EU membership: ‘timing’, ‘wording’, ‘eligibility’,
          ‘information and funding’ (Farage, 2015a: 301–303).
        

      
    

    
      Why Reactionaries Are Not Necessarily Charismatic


      
        Faragist ethos can, as in other instances of rhetoric, be separated into ‘stance’ and ‘personality’. One
        facet of stance, as is also familiar, is the communication that Farage ‘owns’ the conspiracy theme: his
        autobiographical renderings enunciate time and time again that Farage is in a privileged position from which to
        hold knowledge of conspiracies, foremost involving the functioning of the EU (and deriving from his own time at
        Brussels), but increasingly pertaining more widely (taking in, e.g., experience with the UK media). He alleges
        the hidden operation of these conspiracies in one modality that, by contrast with our other case studies, is
        distinctive, for operating at low level and drawing potency by force of sheer accumulation. But there is also a
        distinction of ‘personality’ pitch to infer lessons from. In personality, Farage is at pains to transmit the
        quality of trustworthiness – which is the normal way we have suggested that reactionaries manage to complete a virtuous circle when they talk about conspiracy (trust is both cause and
        effect of successful conspiracy appeal). But at the head of a further set of personal qualities, Farage also
        transmits – showily so – jocularity.
      


      
        Farage imparts a political message in the genre of autobiography: a genre that, in rhetorical terms, already
        maximises the opportunities for performing ethos. But he will not offer up a cri de coeur. To do
        so would contravene his moral code. Instead, the role-modelling falls under the negative exemplar of moral
        behaviour. Without doubt, the audience is pressed to recognise that Farage is a ‘big’ personality, a
        larger-than-life character. However, and here lie the salient lessons, it would be a mistake to leap from
        recognising the showcasing of a big personality to inferring an instance of the success of political appeal by
        ‘charisma’. Charisma tends to be a staple feature of the ‘populism’ theory of reactionaries (Canovan, 1999; Finchelstein, 2017: xix, xv; Pappas, 2016)
        but not only of the populism theory, since the depiction tends to be accepted more widely.
      


      
        Recapitulating, jocularity and related self-effacement are (beyond trustworthiness) at the forefront of the
        personal qualities that Farage labours to transmit. In the terms of rhetorical analysis, it supplies him with a
        ‘first persona’ – a persona we have identified as the jester. One helpful side-effect of the jester persona
        (because persona implies a distance between cultural image and person beneath) is that it can be shaken off
        when required; in principle, it is deniable. For that reason, he can still transmit as trustworthy,
        despite a possible tension created when jestering turns oafish and knowingly blustering. But the more salient
        effect is the descent of the guise of the political speaker who smatters his message with humour into that of
        the nasty jester, for all intents and purposes. The self-effacement is transparently mock and disingenuous.
        More to the point, the representative snippets embedded into the autobiography – such as the boys own stories –
        steer humour into bullying, superciliousness and fabulation.
      


      
        This is not charisma. To confuse it with such would be a disservice to the idea. There are, to be sure,
        ready points to be made about the downsides of investing in political leaders who, more convincingly than
        Farage, can be said to possess charisma. Archie Brown, in The Myth of the Strong Leader, hints at two
        such downsides: ‘inspirational’ does not exhaust the meanings of strength; and strength as a qualification
        alone for leadership is overrated, for diminishing such considerations as integrity, collegiality, and shrewd
        judgment (2018: 1–2, 4–5). And yet whatever is and isn’t
        in prospect with the promise of charismatic leadership is distinct from the bid to leadership that Farage winds
        up making. Crucially, Farage’s performance of personality is complemented by appeal in the style of ‘bombast’.
        The two are not the same.
      


      
        Charisma is not reducible to the state of being an ‘extrovert’. A more plausible colloquialism is ‘charm’
        (Blair, 2017). The charismatic figure has the right kind of
        sensitivity and awareness to express himself to an audience – his prospective followers – as they might
        require: figuratively, he casts a spell (cf. Willner, 1986). Expressing oneself so may, in circumstances, demand the display of ‘authenticity’;
        though it is salient to note that this amounts to a further – if more forgivable – confusion. Why? The
        authentic person is ordinary: the only thing extraordinary about him or her, it might be said, is the
        extraordinary degree of possession of ordinariness. But if authenticity depends on the success of appearing
        un-special, charisma is to the contrary. This takes us to the nub of charisma, and to what is at stake in Max
        Weber’s foundational discussion.
      


      
        Weber, as he knew, in placing emphasis upon the ‘charismatic’ type of political leader, was laying claim to
        both ancient Greek and early Christian meanings. In early Christianity, charisma implied special, because it
        denoted a special favour granted – by God. Charisma was the ‘gift of grace’: the freely given endorsement of a
        deity (OED, 2020). Weber’s usage was, as customary, designedly
        value-neutral (Weber, 1991: 245). But, emerging in the
        interwar conflagration, it is not surprising that his concept was put to use critically. As such, one sideway
        means of nailing down what, precisely, charisma in political leadership may mean is to distinguish Weber’s
        emphasis from the alternative categories then emerging for making sense of the new reactionary interwar
        movements and political figures. A foremost rival category (which Weber in fact began from) was ‘Caesarism’;
        but what Caesarism emphasised (leaving it insufficient to Weber’s purposes) was leadership in the direction of
        dictatorship by a strongman who would be prepared to use the force of the military to undermine a preceding
        constitutional order (Baehr, 2004). Charismatic
        leadership, then, is, in a neutral sense, possession of a special ‘gift’; and, in a negative sense, not
        particularly militaristic. More directly, what can be said about Weber’s positive criteria for charisma? Do
        they fit the case of Farage’s personality displays in Purple Revolution and the earlier memoir? And, if
        not, what may be surmised in general?
      


      
        Really, Weber’s special ‘gift’ enjoyed by the charismatic was his sense of ‘mission’. Sense of mission in
        rhetoric, we may extrapolate, will reflect in the sort of salvationist-oriented ethos that may forge
        strong bonds of attachment with audience, to the extent that passes across into the subjective sense of
        obligation. Weber proposed that this kind of mission-based loyalty in followers – resting neither on attachment
        to law nor to tradition – would last so long as the mission is ‘recognised by those to whom he feels he has
        been sent’, during which time followers shall maintain in their ‘attraction to exceptional talents’
        (1991: 246). Practical desiderata materialise at this point in the account. From
        these, it will be useful to test out the credentials of the Farage case. How do Farage’s prospectively
        charismatic credentials fare? They fare, and fail, as follows.
      


      
        First desideratum: a charismatic’s message should be expected to include demonstration for audience that he
        actually does possess whichever of the special powers are in contention. Accordingly, the candidate is tasked
        to ‘maintain recognition through “proving” himself’. And should the inducement to follow him out of devotion
        break down, his very ‘mission is extinguished’ (ibid.: 246, 248). Farage (as we have
        seen with other reactionaries) possesses enough special powers to perceive – unlike others – the hidden
        machinations of conspiracy. But the whistleblower role does not of itself amount to enactment of a saviour
        role, as would be consistent with the transmission of some kind of salvationist ethos. Nor are the
        examples Weber had in mind approximated in any adaptive way in Farage’s text: performing miracles, performing
        heroic deeds (ibid.: 249). Primary exhibit could be the slapstick comedy of his plane crash report: prime
        opportunity to display the triumphant overcoming of tribulation, but passed up in preference for displaying the
        bravado to laugh-it-off (conjoined to enjoying the bedside manner of an attractive nurse).
      


      
        Second desideratum: in order for his audience to retain confidence that this salvationist goal can be
        practicably delivered upon, there should be periodic demonstration that the candidate’s leadership is
        efficacious. That efficacy, for Weber, must be transmitted not simply by supplying ‘pecuniary gain’ in revenue
        or taxes, but transmitted via more dignified acts. The woeful shortcoming on this second desideratum is that
        Farage does the very opposite of taking the trouble to exude efficaciousness at every available twist and turn:
        he enthuses about drunken ‘cock-ups’ in the afternoon in London office blocks. Primary exhibit this time
        around, because it is the lead content in the introduction, is the lengthy boast (and notably not intimate
        confession) about not have properly prepared for his pièce de résistance debate with the deputy prime
        minister.
      


      
        Bombast is not charisma. Bombast, which is the broader and portable reactionary rhetorical style that Farage is
        evoking in many of the instances discussed, is even more curiously self-congratulatory. In bombast, the absence
        of charisma does not withstand the presence of arrogance and the inflated sense of self. The strong signs are
        that Farage’s audience comprehend his megalomania: it is not a secret, and yet they find something else
        in the self-display all the same. Compared to charisma, bombast has, literally, none of its charm but all of
        its faults – and more besides. In Farage’s case, one apt illustration of an extra fault is the surrogate for
        ‘coterie charisma’ (cf. McDonnell, 2016): adherence to
        group not by the binding of a spell, but by bully worship and concern for ostracism from the gang. In sum,
        although our final case study is cartoonish to an extreme degree, he is not the only reactionary leader
        mistaken for a charismatic. We mistake them as such at our peril because, in so doing, we divest ourselves of
        one of the best (and earthiest) responses at our disposal for stripping reactionaries of support. The response
        is ridicule.
      

    

    
      Notes


      
        	
          On the under-appreciation of persisting types of racist belief which
          are founded on the spirit of science, see Saini
          (2019).
        


        	
          Brexit politics and self-pity are interestingly explored in O’Toole
          (2018).
        


        	
          Some referendum-era British TV send-ups played on the affinity
          between Farage and the comic creation Alan Partridge, for example, ‘Nigel Farage Gets His Life Back’ (first
          broadcast in the United Kingdom on BBC2, October 30, 2016).
        


        	
          That Farage went on to christen the EU referendum result declared on
          June 23, 2016 as the UK ‘Independence Day’ also speaks to some tensions in making entreaties to America: the
          encomium to the United States is unwise if it is deliberate, since ‘Independence Day’ in the US celebrates
          liberation from subjection to the British crown.
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      Reaction is a long and expansive seam in Western political life. It is rarely called an ideology, although, on a
      certain understanding, it may deserve to be. The more pressing point is that, like Camus’ plague, seldom does
      reaction disappear for long. Over stretches of time, it may simply lie dormant, awaiting fresh articulation,
      perhaps in short-term ideological guises. It becomes necessary, therefore, to confront what reactionaries believe
      in – beginning with interpretation.
    


    
      In the conditions of the early twenty-first century, the need first to understand, then confront, political
      reactionaries has turned urgent. What makes reactionaries tick? What causes them to seal off into groups? Even
      while there may be manifest differences between reactionaries coming from diverse starting points, what accounts
      for the discernible similarities which, in historical perspective, helps explains continuity, as well as success?
      At the outset of this study, we gave reasons for starting to investigate these problems through a ‘worldly’
      perspective that privileged, most of all, rhetoric. Hence an initial puzzle: why do reactionaries communicate in
      diatribes? Or, why does poor expression (poor expression that extends usually to bad writing) appear to work?
      This worldly lens on interpretation has proven productive. It has enabled us to go beyond some of the limits of
      other viewpoints, by exploring reactionaries via means of enlarged interpretive empathy even whilst, ultimately,
      resisting acceptance. That is to say, worldly analysis worth its salt does not confirm the worldly credentials
      some reactionaries may espouse. Rather, worldly orientation can, and should, be turned against the kinds of
      politics in question.
    


    
      One lesson is that context and situation matter. Another lesson – the one about which we have had the most to say
      – is that, for the formation of reactionary belief, rhetorical displays can be not only consequence, but also
      cause. In order to bring into view the most relevant of the rhetorical displays by which reactionaries persuade –
      including self-persuade – the trick, we decided, was not to look beyond the indicators of bad writing; in
      other words, not to suppose that whatever makes for success in the reactionary message must lie elsewhere.
      Instead, the case was made for placing those indicators at the very heart of analysis; in other words, for paying
      careful attention not what goes on despite the repetitions, the digressions, the
      hesitations, but precisely in them. Expanding the attention to the repetitions and digressions has paid
      dividends. This is what we have learned directly about both features in the first instance.
    


    
      The repetitions in reactionary discourse serve the reinforcement of points. But they are not, in the main,
      pre-planned and thence executed. Their featuring tends rather to be more ad hoc, even if that does not
      entail arbitrary, since there are patterns in the language the repeated points assume. In ornamentation,
      classical rhetoric identifies a series of devices for utilising repetition attractively. Such devices include
      antistrophe, anaphora, and epanalepsis, which are three variations upon repeating words or
      phrases at the starts or ends of successive clauses (Lanham,
      1991: 10, 67, 70–71). There is no evidence that reactionaries make use of such devices to any greater extent
      than do adherents of other political positions. However, to a degree which is notable, not the
      repetition-devices, but certain other devices of either schematic or figurative language, do have extended use.
      They have extended use, specifically, in relation to component parts of the reactionary ideology. They are
      allotted as such below.
    


    
      The main finding about digressions is simply their infinitely varied character. The variations on digression are
      more inventive than may at first have seemed imaginable. The digressions in our collection of representative
      reactionary texts have varied as follows. There have been acknowledged tangents, but also completely
      un-self-aware drifts. There have singular and one-off digressions, but also secondary digressions and thereby
      what amount to digressions-within-digressions. There have been digressions constituted by extended
      personal anecdotes, but also digressions by entirely impersonal reproductions of prose by someone else’s hand –
      and to unrestrained length. There have been de facto pauses (where authors have been slow to take readers
      to a point earlier promised would be made, or even forgetful entirely), but there have also been literal pauses,
      i.e. where, in the activity of the author commencing and later resuming a piece of writing, there would seem to
      have been a significant break of time.
    


    
      The close sifting of reactionary texts in explicit inclusion – not exclusion – of their messiness has paid out,
      accordingly, by helping to bring otherwise obscured features into view. This process, moreover, has often had the
      positive effect of challenging the received, and sometimes entrenched, interpretations of particular reactionary
      figures or works. However, the real value of the findings arises at a next level of abstraction. At the end of
      the study, we are now able to give summarised expression to our rhetorical theory of reactionary ideology in a
      way that gestures at blending the most recurrent and significant of the rhetorical displays into an integrated
      whole. The theory rests on two types of rhetorical content: first, three rhetorical appeals – decadence,
      conspiracy, and indignation – which could be deemed essential (i.e. reaction would not be reaction without them);
      and second, three rhetorical styles – bombast, brutalism, and camp – which could be deemed transposable (i.e.
      liable to be optional and supplementary, smearing the ideological cement between the prime pillars).
    


    
      Three Essential Pillars


      
        The three essential pillars of reactionary ideology informed our study to begin with in the shape of thumbnail
        propositions. These propositions can now be confirmed. More to the point, they can be given thicker
        encapsulation, by way of enumerating the three core reactionary appeals into (i) basic anatomy, (ii)
        possibilities for performing significant rhetorical actions, and (iii) enabling schematic and figurative
        devices. In interaction, in any reactionary text, the three appeals interlock and mutually reinforce. That does
        not withstand that, in interrelationship, they may at times rub up awkwardly: the contradictoriness of
        reactionary political thought and expression is not eliminable and is something an adequate theory must try to
        catch. The three appeals are profitably described as pillars because, in virtue of reproduction over time, they
        are dug into the reactionary tradition. Yet in this case, the pillars bend according to what we have been
        minded to call primary ideological affiliations (some primary ideological affiliations for reactionaries in
        situation and context we have looked at include counter-revolution, libertarianism, protectionism, fascism,
        political Catholicism, anti-communism, counter-Jihadism, Euroscepticism). The pillars bend also according to
        the vagaries (more so than strategies) of the moment, together with the particularities of the immediate
        reactionary voice. Hence, even in the space between opening and epilogue, the same reactionary discourses can
        bend several times over – with a pronounced tendency to step back and forth into articulations of the
        neighbouring and major ideology of the modern political Right, which is conservatism. Changeability extends
        from author to audience, or from articulation to ideological support-base. Responsive audiences tend to be
        fluid rather than rigid, and in a such way that resembles the political reality so resonant in contemporary
        experience; namely, that while in some form reactionary politics is liable to involve class (albeit as a marker
        of identitarian as much as for materialist politics), the politics is inherently unstable, in social terms
        being cross-class rather than being reducible to a single class.
      


      
        	Decadence. Decadence works upon logic; reactionaries are implored to think.
        Decadence provides a tangible focus to the temporal transition which the reactionary is being asked to
        contemplate and thus helps to unify the movement from one state of being – which the reactionary affects to
        desire (ambivalently – ‘nostalgia’ can be double-edged) – to another state of being, which he is more confident
        he does not. History, in consequence, is headlined; and for the time being – possibly forever – the connection
        the present has with the past is broken, such that the messages about time which are both given and received
        are couched not in terms of ‘what is’ or what has been inherited and handed down (which is the conservative’s
        frame), but in terms of ‘what might have been’ or ‘what once was’. Persuasion by a decadence message does not
        require constant attentiveness: decadence can be sharpened up in moments. In the most
        fleeting kind of attention, the moment of appeal can be pinned down to the abridged and condensed ‘decadence
        dramatisation’, which may be isolated from surrounding prose and argumentation. Moving from the micro- to the
        macro-level, the more continuous attention reflects the entire experience for the responder, as it unfurls –
        and such that the embrace of narrativity becomes swaying. Reactionaries employ narratives of decline; these
        narratives coincide with acts of diagnosis and prescription. The narratives may draw on assorted resources –
        from sublimated religious stories to alternative history – but the common plot line, of which the others are
        adaptations, is the plot line of the Fall. Stories of the Fall may be sketched early, sketched incrementally,
        or else only appear in perfect clarity by the end, but irrespective the effect is achieved only in
        extenso that the events and issues – the narrative episodes – are allowed to pile up, such the specific
        future that was once in prospect is now in doubt. The central fallacy of narrative – which is post hoc ergo
        propter hoc – is either disguised by accompanying argumentative sophistication (Zemmour’s pseudo-paradoxes;
        Burke’s witty maxims; Maistre’s arguing from unpopular premises), or, reversely, is powerful enough to nullify
        what transparently is not (Breivik’s crypto-proverbs; McCarthy’s convoluted recriminations).  The anatomical
        features of the reactionary decadence appeal are threefold. A first feature is ‘weighting’. Decadence is open
        to manipulation in calibrations of light and heavy, where, respectively, the appeals tend to be either more or
        less alarmist (e.g. collapse is heavier then diminishment, and hence likely to be more alarmist). The second
        feature is ‘range’. Decadence may be portrayed as narrow and manifest in one main sphere of collective life or
        broad and in many spheres (beyond political institutions, encompassing culture, morality, perhaps even
        physicality). The third and most arresting feature is ‘complexion’. Decadence may change its spots, which is to
        select from among several evaluative criteria and connotations that are available (retrograde and backward;
        dispirited and world-wearying; degenerate and debased; depraved and hedonistic; artificial and over-refined;
        effeminate and perverse).  The main enabling devices for the macro narratives are various of the rhetorical
        list-devices (accumulatio for heaping-up episodes; gradatio for arranging them in order of
        gravity). Weighting is often enabled by modulation between hyperbole and litotes (compare
        Zemmour’s overstatement of footballing World Cup defeat as ‘death-knell of French illusions’ with Hitler’s
        understatement that Germany, lately, has ‘gone to the dogs’). Range employs literary devices to either amplify
        or expand character viewpoints depending, respectively, on the narrowness versus breadth of the decadence
        communicated (and by topographia, decadence may be focused upon place as well as person). Perhaps most
        importantly, the manipulation of complexion is achieved by metaphor and
        simile. In the main, there are two broad idioms which seem to service the crafting of these tropes:
        naturalistic and hyper-masculinist. Naturalistic idiom is a broad remit covering particular senses which may be
        ecological, astrological, or biological (inverted ‘miracles’; meteorological ‘mists’; bodily ‘gangrene’;
        chemical ‘poisons’). Hyper-masculinist covers various senses that are patriarchal, misogynistic, else carnal
        (the forsaking of either motherhood or paternity; the standards of ‘virility’ and ‘impotence’; sexual infection
        and sexual violence). Notwithstanding the potential capaciousness of dramatisation, reasoning about past and
        present temporality is what remains key: in decadence, reactionaries audit.


        	
          Conspiracy. The conspiracy moments of reactionary discourse have a tendency to
          contain much more directness of message: the ‘I’ is spoken through. Principally at stake is a construction of
          the relationship between the topics the reactionary chooses to address and the medium of his own particular
          voice. Appeal to conspiracy by reactionaries typically engages complexity: in this way, it is a sharp
          rejoinder to the idea that what reactionaries feed off (and so-called populists especially) is a wretched
          simplification of political life. Conspiracy appeal will not be overarching in the reactionary communication,
          rather, at a micro-level of rhetoric, the default form is the ‘conspiracy allegation’, which will feature
          repeatedly and periodically; perhaps in gentle accumulation, and perhaps as accompanied by regular
          supplements such as the cover-up insinuation. The reactionary speaker proclaims locus standi to speak
          upon the theme of conspiracy. However, he will not always do so from the top of the address, rather
          allegation of conspiracy might well appear only later on, which allows the work of endorsement initially to
          be done by other personal qualities that are liable to be disclosed – from joviality to authenticity –
          and which appeal to character by conspiracy then piggybacks upon. The diminution of conspiracy should not be
          taken for the absence of the appeal – the diluted strengths approximate to complicity, collusion, and
          connivance. The suffusion of conspiracy allegation can often give rise to a very pointed contradiction, which
          implicitly the audience is asked to tolerate: while reactionary narratives of decline can imply extra-human
          force, the proliferation of conspiracies depends upon picturing the reverse, namely, active human machination
          by individuals operative in cliques.  The features of the anatomy of the conspiracy allegation correspond
          with the three classes of listeners to any speech and, specifically, the interplay between these classes of
          listener (the speaker; the persons addressed; the persons whom the speech is about) (Aristotle, 2004: I.i/1358a). The first feature is that when the
          reactionary speaker speaks on conspiracy, he speaks in a distinctive personal capacity, specifically the
          capacity of ‘the whistleblower’ (excepting that occasionally he may surrendering that agency to a proxy). The
          whistleblower will, variously, state credentials that will involve bringing a
          recondite activity to an end; inform on those responsible for the activity; and transfer unto to himself the
          authority to pronounce upon truth and facticity in relation to the alleged conspiracy. The second feature is
          that the persons whom are addressed are invited to consider themselves as ‘the deceived’: in view of knowable
          facts and truths that are masked by one or other means, the persons addressed are in need of enlightenment.
          The third feature is that the persons spoken about are designated as the clique of ‘the conspirators’. The
          conspirators could be persons omnipresent in the discourse; alternatively, they could be persons who play
          more of a walk-on part. The main rhetorical action possible regardless is to conjure a virtuous circle which,
          if it is successful, will market reactionary ideology simultaneously that the reactionary voice is enhanced.
          This entails getting a feedback loop to apply: so that the validation of knowledge of a conspiracy makes the
          speaker’s authority greater in turn, and so that he develops an aura (which will be misconceived when it
          automatically equated with ‘charisma’).  The main enabling device for securing the reactionary’s aura by
          keeping the circle spinning consists of sensory analogies. The whistleblower does not use inert or
          vapid language to convey to the deceived that the conspirators are masking their secretive activities. He
          declares rather that – him aside – the conspiracy is un-seen, un-heard, un-felt. This a technique that has
          the added advantage of offsetting what otherwise may be alienating in the claim to possess exclusive
          knowledge, since sensory analogies necessarily convey familiarity (the speaker knows as much about the
          ordinary environs of experience as listener does). Representatively, the adversaries’ conspiracies are ‘seen
          through’, ‘called out’, ‘picked apart’. The aura of the speaker subtly changes according to whether he
          affects to bring light; to create noise; to apply a supple touch.
        


        	Indignation. In indignation, the message is most acutely direct of all and is also
        the most expressly collective. The ‘we’ is stark. And this is a ‘we’ not invited to audit in any way – whether
        to think, reflect, or perceive differently – but to feel. The ‘we’ typically names the identity of the
        collective reactionary subject (inclusive of author herself), who, directly, is moved to fellow feeling in
        respect of being steered to certain predicable features of emotional response. In macro terms, reactionary
        communications that are sustained in their exposition often build an emotional arc: mood music is established
        first of all whereby anger predominates, which in due course gives way to an emotional journey in which an
        array of other negative feelings (from disgust and shame through to contempt and hatred) might be
        explored, perhaps alongside small quantities of positive emotion, before finally the completion of the arc is
        such that the negative emotions emerge as spent, with anger deflating into calmness, and in such particular
        expressions as, for example, exhaustion, flatness, or fatalism. At the micro-level, the
        emotional language of reactionary texts is less allusive. The shorthand form is the ‘indignation claim’. The
        effects may best be grasped with reference to the broader idea of the emotion claim (or ‘emotive’) qua
        particular category of the speech act; that is, the speech act which works not upon human cognitions solely,
        but also upon human feelings.  The anatomy of the indignation claim gives shape to the main rhetorical actions
        which are feasible for the political reactionary in respect of the emotions. The first feature is ‘duration’.
        Indignation works off persuasion that grievance of the collective reactionary subject has been allowed to
        fester. The second feature is ‘intensity’. To a degree, intensity is a property of all modes of anger, but
        indignation is not as high intensity as is notably one other mode of anger that is rage (which is a possible
        way station along the reactionary’s emotional journey, but not the predominant emotion). The third feature is
        ‘texture’. Unlike duration and intensities (which are calculable in quantities), texture is a qualitative
        consideration regarding the feelings to which responsive audiences are steered. Crucially, in texture,
        indignation counts as soulful and existentialised anger. Elongating duration can be achieved by controlling
        grammatical tense; taking intensity up or down on a scale is achievable by simple amplification or diminution
        respectively. In reference to all emotional speech acts, moreover, language does not intervene upon an
        emotional blank slate: in private and public spheres alike, extant or rival emotional states will precede,
        which indignation is then being asked to ‘over-write’. Thus, typical exercises in overwriting both the duration
        and intensity of feelings are thus: ‘we’ have been aggrieved longer than you recognise; when we understood we
        were calm for being either satisfied or stoical, really we were suppressing our response to the grievance.  But
        it is texture where the most subtle work performed by indignation claims can be registered. Modulating texture
        can also be allotted characteristic enabling devices. In figurative language, texture is modifiable mainly by
        timely use of special word or phrase (‘betrayal’ for the extended but unrewarded loyalty of the reactionary
        subject; or, conversely, for the extended indulgence of an adversary, ‘coddling’). In other devices,
        antithesis and synecdoche are impactful. Meanwhile, these two devices in particular are liable to
        give crisper identity – naming – to the collective reactionary subject. The fellow feeling of the collective
        subject is solidified by the inversion of the indignation being directed at the external object: hence pity,
        becoming self-pity. Synecdoche is a reliable way of universalising the most pitiful victims of all into
        the symbolically representative victims (hence the stand-in representation of the maltreated dauphiness for the
        humble and devout; or of the hard-working mother for ‘the little guy’). Antithesis can provide both
        sharper sense of adversaries and sharper sense of in-group allegiance in turn (native blue-collar Americans
        versus liberal elites; ‘les français’ versus ‘les pauvres Arabes
        innocents’). An adversary, meanwhile, can be dammed by synecdoche just as in-group can be elevated
        by it (demeaned gentlemen for revolutionaries overall; ‘Jewish finance’ for ‘finance’).

      

    

    
      Three Transposable Styles


      
        Style is ideological cement to the deeper-set pillars. It is substance, still – not mere disingenuous surface.
        But it is the in-between substance, as compared to reactionaries’ foremost themes. The rhetorical styles of
        reaction were not something we set out originally, by intuition, to confirm and explore. They are the
        impromptu product of reading texts according to the composition model of the diatribe and, as such,
        zooming-in microscopically – sometimes creatively – to extrapolate ways in which reactionaries in very specific
        contexts and situations engage selectively with their chosen topics and issues by idiom, motif, and trope.
        ‘Style’, in the classical tradition, is the part of rhetoric which concerns the artful expression of ideas
        (encompassing technical devices, but not reducible to them). The evidence is that the reactionary tradition
        exudes a repertoire of particular styles that do not (unlike the pillars) sit inside a basic common
        denominator, but rather are transposable in the sense they are portable; in other words, are not universal to
        reactionaries. Furthermore, there is evidence that not only do the styles travel flexibly, but also that they
        flexibly adapt; in other words, are multi-use, capable of interacting with other generic components of the
        tradition in productive ways. Although styles are secondary to appeals in the sense that they are cement, this
        does not entail that it would pay to relegate their importance, and especially not as soon as even a tentative
        eye is cast towards criticism. Our finding that there are three, quite complex reactionary styles tears asunder
        the naïve simplicity of the idea that an artificial pyramid separates reactionaries according to sophistication
        versus directness, and usually by corresponding rungs on the social hierarchy. The pyramid idea says that up on
        top is right-wing philosophical antimodernism (high style) and stuck down below is coarse and rough ‘populism’
        (low style). Classically, indeed, rhetoric distinguished ‘high’ style from ‘low’ style (sometimes placing a
        ‘middle’ style between them), in which high style was grand, and low style was plain. High style, for the
        ancients, was use of impressive words; smooth and ornate arrangement; was pejoratively either prissy or prim;
        and by standard example was the grandeur of Homer’s speech parts for Odysseus. Low style was lacking in
        abstracted quality; marked by brevity and devoid of elaborate patterning; was slavish to prevailing fashions of
        standard speech; and, by contrasting example, was the thuggish vulgarity of Menelaus, the brutish king out for
        revenge (Vickers, 1988: 81). But the three reactionary
        styles of rhetoric are no respecters of social hierarchy. They are resources shared in common. The artificial
        separation of high and low both flatters and, in the particular sense of cutting out the eccentricities,
        demeans.
      


      
        	
          Bombast. The reactionary style of bombast may have some loose
          features approximating the high style, but really the resemblance is superficial. In style bombast is orotund
          and hubristic. Reactionaries perhaps possess an appetite for bombast in the same way that they might seem
          specifically drawn to expression by biography (and even in the absence for most of time of formally adopting
          the genre). Reactionaries have often been seen to substitute biographical reminiscences for more impartial
          demonstration; or, at the end of texts, to substitute the self-regarding anecdote for the synoptic
          recapitulation of arguments. The style of bombast is a shock to the idea that rhetorical success (even on the
          theory of charisma) must depend upon balancing displays of confidence with spasmodic exhibitions of humility.
          Yet the expressions of an inflated sense of self are legion. The inflations of self are sometimes direct
          (Nigel Farage’s swashbuckling yarns; Donald Trump’s oscillation between boastfulness and uber-thin-skinned
          vulnerability). The inflations can also be indirect without being any less consequential (Adolf Hitler’s
          contrivance of recondite meaning out of rejection from art college; Joseph de Maistre’s curious admonishment
          of his own audience; Joe McCarthy’s use of untimely flashbacks and even a compère device to configure
          himself into the third person). In some instances, the inflations of self can be disguised by weak disavowal
          (Edmund Burke’s displays of self-abasement edge at times into the obsequious yet are undermined by more
          frequent flights into haughtiness). In some instances, bombast can be fatal (Anders Breivik’s self-serious
          soliloquies could seem, finally, to rouse him out of any remaining indecision into bloody slaughter). The
          reactionary styles in general pose an initial puzzle of what there could possibly be on offer in order to be
          attracted to them. Thus, what’s to like in reactionary bombast? Sensibly, the extended self-congratulation of
          the speaker is something that perfunctory the listeners stand excluded by. How is it conceivable that
          reactionaries could even get the reverse to apply and make extended self-congratulation into something in
          which an audience could actively participate? Speculatively, the comparison should be to the cultural field
          of classical music. On offer is something to get swept up in. In the era of classical music associated with
          late Romanticism, composers such as Gustav Mahler and Richard Strauss made use of full orchestral
          accompaniment to generate a sound that was lush and powerful, stretched in musical notation (Derham, 2018: 144–145). In bombast reaction can occasionally soar;
          the noise swells. Bombast is symphonic.
        


        	
          Brutalism. Brutalism is ugly. It is a portable reactionary style whose modus
          operandi is not at all (like bombast) akin to trance-inducing: the effect is jarring. The basic way by
          which brutalism works is imagery. The words summon up images that are disagreeable, very often visceral. The
          responsive subject has her attention very suddenly spiked. But there is also a more complex way by which
          brutalism works, which is broadly syntactical: the jarring-effect is amplified by the
          (non-)design of the prose containers, such that what becomes key are the uneven rhythmic patternings
          generated in the prose overall.  In one part, there is the ultra-concise sentence (Maistre’s ‘Madness’;
          Palin’s ‘It’s outrageous’; Trump’s ‘EVERYBODY!’; Hitler’s ‘No and no again’; Farage’s ‘Extraordinary’). How
          the ultra-concise sentence usually jars is by appearing – wholly unanticipated – in the trail of more verbose
          expression, and verbose expression that has usually long since lost its way (Palin’s extended quotations;
          McCarthy’s verbatim reproductions; Breivik’s frenzied cut-and-pasting). In these looser and more extended
          containers, balance in prose tends to be negated by eschewal of all standard techniques for distributing
          emphasis rhythmically, such as consistency, parallelism, or the timely use of periods (observable in the
          staccato awkwardness of Hitler’s ventures into race science; Palin’s graceless mimicry of her adversaries’
          viewpoints; but also in Burke’s slips from reputed eloquence in fulminations at London radicals). The
          understanding of brutalism in architecture is an advised template. In architecture, the name brutalism – from
          the originating term ‘béton brut’ – implies raw concreteness. The building surfaces are liable to
          streak with rain and dirt: likewise, in reactionary brutalism, the words are low cost and efficient. The
          building materials have default moulds they are poured into: likewise, in reactionary brutalism, the
          paragraphs can often form uniform and punchy angular shapes. The actual buildings constructed are
          uncompromising, faceless, indifferent to surrounding objects: likewise, in reactionary brutalism, in their
          relationships to one another, the units of the paragraph can appear disjunctive and unflowing. Nevertheless
          (and in solution of a next puzzle), brutalism can attract: the aesthetic is consciously austere, unforgiving
          of extravagance (Calder, 2016: 3, 5, 12, 29); what
          appears to the eye gains sharp outline against a non-corresponding background landscape; and urgency for
          issues or topics is conferred. And perhaps, with the greatest regrettable consequences for political and
          social life, with enough jarring repeated, the sensitivities of the responder become inured.
        


        	
          Camp. Camp is incorrigible. It is, in a pair of Susan Sontag’s formulations, cultural
          expression that ‘is “too much”’ and meanwhile ‘a seriousness that fails’ (Sontag, 1967: 283). The basic observable element is the theatricalisation
          of human experience. In this sense, the apt word for reactionary camp is kitsch (e.g. Burke’s mawkishness –
          and not just foppishness). Usually, in the perception of both the giver and receiver of messages, there is
          not only a quality of excessiveness, but excessiveness that at some level is knowing excess.
          Rhetorical devices often utilised that evince this self-knowing quality are variations on the cliché
          and pastiche (Maistre’s pressing of tangled fables to prove a case in place of harder logic; Trump’s
          anger when sublimated to hammed-up anger; Zemmour’s lapse from normally inventive turn of phrase when imploring readers to ‘cherish the ruins’). But if kitsch is a basic observable
          element of camp, a more complex one is transgression. This is licence to play-act; and to engage in
          play-acting as might entail pushing right-up against (and over) the bounds of what is considered socially
          permissible. Such bounds – and their infraction – are, of course, context-specific. Hence there are instances
          of obvious transgression (Hitler and Breivik’s sexual violence statements; Trump’s revelling in the outrage
          stirred by his own gross defamation of high-profile women). And in such cases, the rhetoric will be boldly
          aggressive: in the cultural theory of camp, they are the equivalent of the defensiveness of the queen’s sharp
          tongue for repelling perceived hostility (Savage,
          2019). But in other cases, the transgression need not appear so overt. And in such circumstances what
          comes into its own is the particular device of innuendo (McCarthy’s insinuations of ‘chumming’;
          Farage’s use of a phrase like ‘privy parts’ inside an otherwise elaborate EU/date-rape analogy). In this
          respect of transgression, as Sontag notes aptly, camp may serve as the ‘solvent of morality’ (1967: 290). Transgression de-inhibits: at least some of the attraction is in having fun.
          Reactionary camp, to note, is compatible with the tendency of reactionaries otherwise towards machismo. There
          is a macho thrill to neither following precedents nor respecting norms but, rather, violating taboos.
        

      


      
        The worldly analysis that reactionary political thought and practice needs must not shy away from confronting
        the mundane. Although, to repeat, the plague has seldom gone away for long, reaction is anything other than
        demonic. There is ideological content in the mundane – and oftentimes, in reaction, the mundane truly is the
        mundane. The core appeals of indignation, decadence, and conspiracy frequently interact with trivial choice in
        issues and topics. The styles, certainly, are trivial – the mundanity of vanity, the mundanity of truncated
        expression, the mundanity of cheap thrills – and they are no more profound than they are reconcilable (bombast
        is self-serious, camp is the reverse; camp is extravagance, brutalism its negation). But these features are not
        surface. They are superficial only in the way that consequential ideas that are entertained in extraordinary
        shallowness stretch political understanding infinitely. We started the book by saying that in order to produce
        a more worldly theory of reactionaries than previous observers have been capable, we needed to turn to
        rhetoric. Along the way, we have found reason to enrich rhetorical analysis by taking special insights from the
        sorts of observers who examine human behaviour with the keenest eyes of all; namely, taking insights from
        novelists (like Lampedusa, Zweig and Roth), but also, and no less, from humourists (Mel Brooks, Tim Vermes, Armando Iannucci). There is a tightrope to walk between avoiding
        hysterical and not succumbing to nonchalance. But, ultimately, we need to resist hysteria, because then not
        only do we see reactionaries everywhere but, by falsely supposing their beliefs to be developed and resolute, we grant them more than their due. Only by striking such a balance might we truly
        grasp the lesson before us, and which the lingering, stretched-out reading of texts plays its part in teaching:
        the banality of reaction.
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