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ABSTRACT

This thesis attempts to describe the meanings, chart the development
and evaluate the cogency of 'Caesarism', with particular reference to that
concept's place and significance in the thought of Max Weber. It begins
(Chapter 2) by investigating the genesis and historical trajectory of the
term, concentrating on French and German usage between the period 1850-1880.
My concern here 1is to determine the social causes of the word's emergence,
the social problems and issues that it articulated and the reasons that
account for its decline as a vernacular expression among the educated political
public. With the term's original intellectual milieu established the next
task is to proceed (Chapters 3 and 4) to the centrepiece of this study,
an exposition and critique of Caesarism as both word and concept in Weber's
political and sociological writings. Four primary contexts in which Weber
employed 'Caesarism! are discussed: Bismarck's governance; ‘'plebiscitary
leadership' in modern liberal-democratic states; the military 'dictatorships’
of the likes of Cromwell and Napoleon; and the constitutional position
of the Weimar Reich President. 1In the process of the discussion, 'Caesarism''s

relationship to the more famous 'charisma' is explored. Following on from
this I assess the view of the ‘'irrational masses' that underlies Weber's

theory of leadership, and seek to demonstrate that view's empirical implaus-
ibility and logical incoherence while, at the same time, defending Weber

from the charge of 'irrationalism' and defending also the value of the notion
of 'irrationality' itself. Finally (Chapter 5) surveys a selection of recent
attempts to apply the concept of‘Caesarism'to specific institutions, epochs
and types of leadership. Though locating problems with these attempts,

my suggestion is that 'Caesarism' can indeed do some sociological work for
us, provided that our ambitions for the concept are modest and our approach
historically informed.
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Introduction

l.l Introductory: scope of the thesis

This thesis examines the formation, meaning and applicability of a concept

which once enjoyed wide dissemination in its heyday - roughly 1850 to 1920

- among European academics, politicians, propagandists, Journalists and
the broader educated public, but which today finds only fringe employment
in the hands of specialist scholars. The concept in question, Caesarism,

is studied in the pages that follow from three distinct, though related,

standpoints.

I am concerned to begin with in what amounts to an attempt at historical
retrieval and reconstruction, my interest being to pose and answer the following
sorts of questions. When was the term Caesarism first coined and by whom?
What did the word mean originally, both to the person conventionally associated
with its first detailed elaboration and to those who recognised in it something
of relevance to their contemporary situation? Why, exactly, did the term sO
rapidly become popular and why did it then fade away from that plurality of
discourses which we are accustomed to abbreviate for simplicity's sake in the
phrase 'the national culture'? 1If, as an acknowledged master of the social
location of ideas remarks, concepts 'grow and change with the group whose
expression they are', if they 'live as long as (a) crystallization of past
experiences and situations retains an existential value ... that is, as long
as succeeding generations can hear their own experiences in the meaning of
the words', and 'die when the functions and experiences in the actual life
of society cease to be bound up with them',1 then clearly it is necessary to
explain what Caesarism meant to those who thought in terms of it, what social

forces sustained the idea in the culture of the day, and what accounts for 1its

1. N. Elias, The History of Manners (The Civilizing Process, Vol. 1)
(1978, orig. 1939) transl. E. Jephcott, 6-7; cf 117 on speech as
'human relations turned into sound'.

(Place of publication England unless otherwise stated).
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demise. In this part of the thesis, then, which comprises Chapter 2,

'Caesarism' is placed in its nineteenth-century context and studied historically,
with special reference to the countries in which the term seems to have been

employed with the greatest frequency and urgency: France and Germany.

The second and indeed central task of the thesis is to establish the
meanings of Caesarism in the sociological and political thought of Max Weber.
The emphasis of Chapters 3 and 4 is accordingly theoretical in character,
and there the attempt is made to delineate as precisely as possible the

conceptual and lexical structure of Weber's perspective on the limits and

possibilities of 'mass' politics. Essentially one is concerned in these
chapters to understand and appraise the concept of Caesarism's position in
Weber's theory of modern, western, liberal-democracy . My method is to

engage in a close reading of Weber's texts which takes seriously the observation
of Geoffrey de Ste. Croix that 'A writer's attitude will often emerge clearly
from the way he uses political and social terminology'.2 In the process we
shall see, for instance, that Caesarism is no unitary idea but to the
contrary consists of four dimensions; that in contrast to those authors

like Romieu, Roscher and Schaffle for whom it can accurately be said that
'Caesarism was the outcome of a degenerate democracy'3 Weber envisaged it as
one of modern democracy's elemental and organic features; and that the notion
rests on a perception of the 'masses', the pedestal of the Caesarist ruler,

as quite literally 'irrational' - which to all intents and purposes means
incapable of participating in the governance of a polity in anything more than
a subordinate, acclamatory role. (The bulk of my critique of Weber's theory

of Caesarism is aimed against this claim that the masses are 'irrational’,

2. G.E.M. de Ste. Croix, The Origins of the Peloponnesian War (New York:
1972)' 358-

3. Z. Yavetz, Julius Caesar and his Public Image (1983), 18.

W
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though I argue that Weber was not an irrationalist, and suggest why the idea
of irrationality remaihs, in spite of the abuses it has endured, a notion
worthy of our respect).

Finally, in Chapter 5, the focus shifts away from the preoccupations
of the nineteenth century and away, also, from Max Weber to an assessment

of a selection of more modern attempts to apply 'Caesarism’ sociologically.
Interest here turns on the empirical utility of the idea, on the purchase

it might conceivably have for the sociologist or political scientist who

wants to work with it. To this end, a variety of attémpts to 'operationalise'’
the concept are considered with particular attention paid to Marxist applications
(An appendix examines the extent to which the idea of ‘Bonapartism'in Marxian
theory diverges from the Weberian conceptualisation of Caesarism.) To anticipate
I maintain that for all the problems the notion gives rise to, Caesarism

is not a redundant category. It can be illuminating, provided, one hastens

to add, that we are clear about what Julius Caesar's regime historically
represented - a populist, autocratic, military and syncretic mode of rule

- and as long as we do not exaggerate the concept's sphere of relevance.

I am presently going to defend the pertinence of a thesis devoted to

Caesarism both because it is customary to justify one's topic and because it
would be presumptious to proceed as if my enterprise had self-evident value.

But before I do that I feel constrained to enter a couple of caveats on the
undertaking that the reader is about to ponder and assess. The first is this.
Most people would probably agree that there is no such thing, strictly speaking,
as a 'definitive' study of an author's work or even one aspect of it. It is

a commonplace that we all have to reconcile ourselves to research which is
necessarily partial because no study can be exhaustive and no perspective

truly olympian. In a sense, of course, this situation is highly fortunate

for the Ph.D. candidate because it means that even in relation to a man sO

voluminously written about as Max Weber there may still be something of interest
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to say about him! But it also means that one's ambitions must not be inflated.
Let me say at the outset of this thesis, then, that it is not my ambition in
what follows to suggest that Caesarism 1is in some way the ‘central' concept
of Weber's political sociology, a spatial metaphor which, though fashionable,

seems to me disastrous as applied to theory;4 I claim only that Caesarism

is an important and understudied idea from which we can learn something of

4. Competition to find Weber's central concept (not just in his political
sociology but, even more grandiosely, tout court) has been fierce and a
variety of pretenders have been thrust on the sociological public. From
these accounts Weber is so centripetal he is implosive. For a sample
which confines itself to sources available in English see F.H. Tenbruck,
'The problem of thematic unity in the work of Max Weber', (transl.

M.S. Whimster), British Journal of Sociology, 31, 3 (1980), 316-51,

esp. 343-4 (the issue of rationalisation is 'the vital centre of Weber's
thinking'); W. Hennis, 'Max Weber's "Central Question"' (transl. K.
Tribe), Economy and Society, 12, 2 (1983), 135-80, esp. 157 (Weber's
'"¢entral” interest was the specificity of modern Menschentum'); G.H.
Mueller, 'Socialism and Capitalism in the work of Max Weber', British
Journal of Socioclogy, 33, 2 (1982), 151-71 (the 'polar opposites' of
capitalism and socialism are 'the sole [sic] centre of Weber's thought’,
165); L.A. Scaff, 'Weber before Weberian sociology', British Journal
of Sociology, 35, 2 (1984), 190-215. (Scaff asks rhetorically: 'Is

there a central concept, nodal point or idea ... around which Weber's
thought develops', 199, and concludes that there is, that of
'Arbeitsverfassung, the key theoretical term in Weber's major writings
from 1892 to 1894', 200. It should be noted that, according to Scatf,
'The later texts are a reflection of the formative ideas', 193); more
distantly, W. Stark, 'Max Weber and the heterogony of purposes', Social
Research, 34 (1967), 249-64 (to Stark, 'Weber's thought is thoroughly
consistent. It is really and truly dominated by one pattern, the heter-
ogony of purposes understood in a negative sense. Weber's key to the
interpretation of world history is this pattern and nothing else’,

201, emphasis in original).

It goes without saying that many of the individual points made
by these authors are valuable, thought-provoking, and stand on their
own merit; it is just that the extravagant dress in which they are
clothed vitiates, rather than adds to, their plausibility.

The spatial metaphor is 'disastrous' because theories are composed
of relations between concepts, not structured as centre is to periphery;
and because the notion of a central concept implies an unhistorical
and over-integrated view of a person's life and work. 1In short, the
metaphor reproduces the 'mythology of coherence', so ably criticised
by Quentin Skinner in his 'Meaning and understanding in the history

of ideas?, History and Theory, 8, Part I (1969), 5-33, at lo-22.
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significance about a complex and subtle thinker who will for a long time
tOo come continue to tax our understanding, challenge our prejudices and
test our intellectual honesty.
My second qualification concerns the project's remit. Of Julius Caesar,

the person and politician, this thesis has little directly to say. Certainly

his deeds do receive some consideration and analysis when, in the penultimate
Chapter, the attempt is made to determine what his rule might have involved
in its own time, the twilight years of the Republic - a task necessary to
accomplish if we are going to stand any chance at all of sociologically
estimating the concept of Caesarism's authentic empirical referent (the term

itself was unknown to the ancient world). Essentially, however, Caesar himself
is not the prime focus of this research; neither is the pre-nineteenth century
iconography of Caesar the man a paramount concern of mine, nor even its nine-
"teenth century manifestations, for that matter‘.5 Rather by far the greatest

part of my interest is directed towards the idea of Caesarism - an 1idea,

incidentally, that had only the most tenuous links with the flesh-and-blood

figure modern scholarship recognises as Rome's greatest popularis - as it emerged

in the third quarter of the last century, as it thereafter evolved and was
interpreted by Max Weber; and as it exists today. Representations of Caesar
the person throughout the ages are interesting in their own right, a fertile
field of images begging to be examined systematically. But my study has a
different focus. For if a fascination with Caesar in Western culture is by
no means peculiar to the previous century, the concept of Caesarism did first
make its appearance then; and it is that concept, especially as it found
expression in the thought of Max Weber, which it is the job of this

particular thesis to explore.

5. The classic texts remain F. Gundolf's Caesar: Geschichte seines Ruhms
(Berlin: 1924), together with his Caesar im Neunzehnten Jahrhundert
(Berlin: 1926)., For a very detailed analysis of Caesar's image at
one moment of its career see W. Blissett, 'Lucan's Caesar and the Elizabethan

Villain', in Studies in Philology, 53 (1956), 553-75, and the same
author's companion article 'Caesar and Satan', in the Journal of the

History of Ideas, 18, (1957), 221-32.
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1.2 Why study 'Caesarism'?

The first reason why arguably it is profitable to devote a thesis to
the study of Caesarism has already been hinted at: the concept affords us with

some strategic insights into the wider structure of Weber's theory of modern

democracy and 'mass' politics. Curiously, though Weber often used the word

Caesarism, particularly in his political writings - indeed, the foremost
British authority on the latter has recently described the term as ‘integral

to (Weber's) account of democratic politics'6 - Caesarism has to the best
of my knowledge never up till now received a sustained and systematic treatment

in any language with which I am acquainted. The result is a lacuna in
Weberian scholarship which this thesis in part seeks to fill.

There is a second, related, reason why the analysis of Caesarism may
repay investigation and this is for the light it sheds on the far more famous
sister-notion of charismatic domination. David Beetham, calling attention
to the association between the two ideas and noting that, chronologically,

Weber's concern with Caesarism pre-dated his investigations into the nature

of charisma, remarks:

It is usually believed that Weber started with the
religious concept and then extended it into the
political realm, but in fact it was the other way
about. If one considers the underlying idea, rather

than the particular term, then the type of authority
which Weber calls charismatic was already a common-
place of political text books under the more
specifically political label of "Caesarism", a
category developed to characterise the Bonapartist
regimes. It was this category that Weber generalised
into the concept of charismatic authority, adding

to 1t in the process the religious language of mission,
duty, supernatural endowment, etc.7

6. D. Beetham, in the Introduction to the second edition of his Max Weber
and the Theory of Modern Politics (1985; orig. 1974), hereafter Max
Weber, 6. —

7. D. Beetham, 'From Socialism to Fascism: the relation between theory and
practice in the work of Robert Michels', Parts I and II, Political Studies,
XXV, 1 (1978), 3-24; 2, 161-181. The quote is taken from 2, 177.
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These remarks are instructive and suggestive, even if their

schematic character tends to gloss over both the specificity of Weber's

: . 8
concept of Caesarism when contrasted to the usages of his contemporaries,

and important differences too between the logical status of the two notions
(Caesarism and charisma) in the Weberian corpus. Specifically it cries out
to be explained why, for instance, the concept of charisma is, with the
exception of 'Politics as a Vocation',9 absent from Weber's'political'
writings and why, in successive drafts of the three types of legitimate
domination, Caesarism as a term progressively diminishes in prominence,
eventually disappearing altogether. Part of my task in this thesis 1is to

elucidate the relationship between charisma and Caesarism, and to do so in
a way that I believe has not been attempted before.
Third, an enquiry into Weber's reflections on Caesarism' rewards us with
10

a more informed understanding of his theoretical relationship to Marx.

Now it must be one of the pecularities of modern scholarship which has dealt

with this relationship that, so far as I am aware, Marx's theory of Bonapartism

and Weber's theory of Caesarism has never been seriously compared. No shortage

is there of material discussing the intellectual proximity or otherwise of

Marx and Weber on, say, ideology or religion or bureaucracy; exegesis recounting

their respective stances on class analysis, capitalism and socialism we have

in abundance. Yet on the Caesarism-Bonapartism connection social science

8. In another place Beetham does explicitly recognise the innovative character

of Weber's usage of Caesarism, even if his comments on this matter are,
again, very abbreviated: see Max Weber, 6.

9. This anomaly is explained in 3.6 below.

10. This subject is examined indirectly in the analysis of Weber in
Chapters 3 and 4, and explicitly in the Appendix to this thesis
('Bonapartism'in the Thought of Karl Marx').



has thus far been poorly served, an omission all the more anomalous considering
the conventional wisdom that it is precisely in Marx's discussion of the events
in France during the 1850s that he came nearest to providing the substantive
theory of the bourgeois state, and of political struggle, so conspicuously

lacking in Capital. Accordingly if one wants to examine the Marxian and

Weberian perspectives on modern state power, the comparison between Bonapartism
in the work of Marx and Caesarism in that of Weber would appear a singularly

promising point of departure (or terminus).
Fourth, my hope is that this study of Caesarism may contribute to an

understanding, however modest, of the discursive conditions of modern liberal
'representative' democracy. We know that for the most part of the nineteenth
century, as in the centuries that had preceded it, democracy was 'a bad word';
'Everybody who was anybody knew that democracy, in its original sense of rule
by the people or government in accordance with the will of the bulk of the
people, would be a bad thing - fatal to individual freedom and to all the
graces of civilized living'.11 Yet what do we find today? We find that
democracy is a portmanteau term which political systems of the most disparate
and incompatible political colouration fall over themselves to appropriate
and jealously defend; it is a word now invested not with contempt or conster-
nation but with respectability: apparently we are all 'democrats' now. But
how was this metamorphosis possible in relation, specifically, to Western
democratic states?

The question is, alas, not answered in this thesis to any satisfactory
extent; the research that would be required to do so far exceeds the present

author's current energies and competence. However, even in the pages that

follow I fancy the outlines of an answer become discernible. 1In no small

ll1. C.B. Macpherson, The Real World of Democracy (1966), 1.

R R e



part the legitimacy of liberal democracy was founded on a profoundly, and fate-
fully, negative image of alternative democratic conceptions of modern
governance based on more participatory models of politics. The latter were
in effect rubbished through a powerful, enduring caricature which insisted
that the direct involvement of 'the masses' in government would inevitably
issue in tyranny, as these same masses, actually incapable of rule by virtue
of their irrationality, incompetence or puerility, ceded control to a 'Caesarist’
demagogue. The choice was presented in a form as stark as it was exclusive:
one could live either under 'Caesarist' domination or ‘representative'’
democracy, the rule by men of property, intelligence and responsibility
accountable to their constituencies only spasmodically i.e. at times of
election.  And if Max Weber himself did not pose the issue in those terms =
his position is characteristically heterodox - there were many others (as we
shall see in Chapter Two), writing during the formative years of 'representative
democracy''s development, who certainly did.

It has been said with justice by Gareth Stedman Jones that social
historians (and, by extension, sociologists and political scientists too)
could learn much by investigating 'languages of class'. As he observes, 'We
need to map out (the) successive languages of radicalism, liberalism, socialism

etc., both in relation to the political languages they replace and laterally
in relation to rival political languages with which they are in conflict. Only

then can we begin to assess their reasons for success or failure at specific

. : 12 . . :
points in time'. This is surely right. But I think we also need to map out

the successive lanquages of domination which though related to languages of

12. G. Stedman Jones, Lanquages of Class. Studies in English Working Class

History 1832-1982 (1983), 22. My agreement with Jones does not imply
an uncritical endorsement of his ‘non-referential' conception of

language, though there are few writers who can defend this view as
persuasively as he is able to do.
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class are not reducible to them. 'Caesarism' formed a key term in the

language of domination, in some European countries, in the second half of

1 . .
the nineteenth century. It superseded to a large extent 3 the pejorative

terminology of 'absolutism', ‘'despotism' and ‘'usurpation'; it formed part
of the lexicon of 'Bonapartism' and 'plebiscitary democracy'; it was itself

supplanted by the category of 'totalitarianism'. We need to know more about
this process, and the issue could hardly be of greater importance. For behind

the battle over words and meanings a serious contest is being decided: a

contest for the minds and sensibilities of individual men and women.

Finally, I hope this thesis will go some way towards identifying what

Caesar's regime itself historically amounted to, and what place it might occupy
in a sociological classification of populisms. The confusion surrounding early
and modern applications of the term Caesarism which will gradually become
evident as this thesis unfolds, has not been entirely negative in its results;
as is so often the case, confusion of usage reflects a complicated subject

matter and, in any case, disorder in theorising can be as much a register of

creativity as of fuzzy thinking. And yet it is hard not to conclude that a

" number of analyses of the thing or things we call Caesarism could have been
greatly improved by a more careful scrutiny of the historical record, that

is, by attending more closely to the social dynamics of the Roman Republican
era. We need to be as clear as we can about this period, and the distinctive
politics it engendered, if we are going to compare and contrast it adeguately
with others. My final task, in short, is to try to reach for this greater
clarity and, by so doing, make Caesarism a useful concept for the sociologist
and political scientist, as opposed to the abstruse or implausible one it has

so often been in the past.

13. As Melvin Richter argues: see 2.3.2 below.

A et ———— = S i S - - -
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Chagter 2
Accounting for 'Caesarism'!, 1850-1880

2.1 Introduction

The person who resolves to study 'Caesarism' quickly discovers that
the subject is characterised by a double obscurity. On the one hand, its
virtual absence as a word in everyday parlance makes Caesarism necessarily
unfamiliar to the lay publics of contemporary European societies; on the
other hand, social scientific interest in the notion is mostly restricted
to the specialist: colleagues in sociology and political science may vaguely

connect 'Caesarism' with Napoleon III or plebiscitarian acclamation, but

they will consider more detailed knowledge to be the task of those with

a bent for esoteria. ‘'Caesarism', they will tend to agree, is definitely

not a fundamental social scientific concept in the manner that, say, ‘'dictator-

ship', 'militarism' or 'totalitarianism' might reasonably be claimed to be.
These responses are in themselves of some sociological significance.

They reveal, no less, that a dramatic change has overtaken the status of

Caesarism as a term in the years since first it was coined. For there

was a time in Europe, roughly between 1850-1920, when the word would have

been instantly recognised by most educated people, and when one might have
expected these same individuals to have entertained a strong opinion about

the phenomenon it purported to denote; a time when Caesarism was a keyword
- an appellation of both polemic and analysis - employed with great frequency
in academic circles, certainly, but also in the much wider vernacular of
journalists, men and women of letters, publicists and politicians. In short,
1f 'Caesarism' today has fallen into desuetude, there was a period by contrast
in which it mattered.

My basic objectives in this chapter are first, to trace the origins

of 'Caesarism', and second, to try and account for its currency in the thirty
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vyears following the middle of the nineteenth century. (I will also venture
some ancillary comments on the term's vernacular persistence to approximately
1920, and will suggest why the word to all intents and purposes expired
after that date.) The two tasks are related but not identical, as Marc

Bloch wisely pointed out when he warned his readers to resist confusing

‘ancestry with explanation'.1 Origins tell us when something happened but
not automatically why it did, a problem which demands its own distinct line
of investigation. Respecting Bloch's strictures 1 thus divide the remainder

of this Chapter into two main parts: the first (2.2) pinpoints and describes

the earliest elaborated usage of the word, and examines aspects of its history
up to 1880, concentrating on French and German usage; the second (2.3)
surveys somé reasons advanced to explain 'Caesarism''s nineteenth century
pertinence and popularity. All this serves as an extended, contextualising
preface to a detailed analysis of the role that 'Caesarism' plays in Max

Weber's political sociology.

2.2 Origins
Although the group of words to which 'Caesarism'’ belongs has a long and
complex history, and though semantic elements of what later came to be known

explicitly as ‘'Caesarism' were anticipated in the eighteenth century (see

2.3.2 below), it is often said that the word itself was coined in 1850 by

a Frenchman, M. Auguste Romieu in his book L'ére des Césars. Yet

just as often has this date been contested. Meyers Enzxklogédisches Lexicon,

for instance, defining 'Cidsarismus' as 'a description for a technique of rule

(Herrschaftstechnik) characterised by the uniting of political power in the

hands of one man, legitimation through plebiscite and sham-democratic
institutions, as well as by the organising of support for the regime through
armed force and through a staff of officials', claims that the term emerged

(in Germany?) 'between 1800 and 1830'.2 Maddeningly, however, no examples

l. M. Bloch, The Historian's Craft (1954), transl. P. Putnam, 32.

2. Meyers Enzyklopidisches Lexicon, Vol. 5 (Mannheim: 1972), 364.
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of usage are supplied, an omission that leads me to doubt the accuracy of
that periodisation. Or consider Littre's French dictionary. In an edition
published two years after the conclusion of the Franco-Prussian war 'Cesarisme’

is recorded as a neologism but, again, no citations are provided, and no

visible attempt made to discover the term's provenance.3

Other sources I have found to be more precise. Dieter Groh, author of
that goldmine of a piece on'Caesarism‘towhich everyone working in this area
will feel indebted, notes that Johann Friedrich Bohmer, a catholic-conservative
thinker, deployed the German equivalent of the word (in 1845) as part of a
critique of ‘the modern military and bureaucratic state'.4 (This is the earliest
mention of the term in any national tongue that I have been able to locate/
verify.) The Grand Larousse, on the other hand, is emphatic, at least as
regards the French language: 'Cesarisme' (the 'method of government of Julius
Caesar' and 'by extension, the form of government which is very authoritarian,
in which a single person unites all the forms of power, but this is however
founded upon consent') it pins down firmly to 1850 and to the pen of Romieu,
a judgement shared, incidentally, by Franz Neumann and Zwi Yavetz.5 By contrast
with France and Germany, Britain and Italy were apparently tardy in their
adoption of the term. Our own O.E.D. records the first English use in a comment
of Brownson (in 1857) equating Caesarism with 'monarchical absolutism'. (The

0.E.D. makes the interesting additional point that 'Caesar' is ‘'generally

3. E. Littre, Dictionnaire de la langue francaise, Vol. I (Paris: 1873),
534. Here 'Césarisme' is rendered as the 'Domination of the Caes§rs
i.e. princes brought to government by democracy but invested (revetus)

with absolute power. Theory of those who think that this form of government
is best’.

4. See D. Groh's entry on Casarismus in O. Brunner et.al. (eds.) Geschichtliche

m

Grundbegriffe, Vol. I (Stuttgart: 1972), 726-71, at 744. Groh actually
dates Bohmer's comment '1847' but examination of the original source reveals
this to be a mistake: see J. Jansen (ed.), J.F. Bohmer, Leben, Briefe und
kleinere Schriften Vol. I (Freiburg: 1868), 277-9.

LoSoleIC schrirten
3. Grand Larousse de la langue frangaise Vol. I (Paris: 1971), 652. A precursor
of ghis great lexicon, Pierre Larousse's.g£2Eg_g22339222222_223225531_22
XIX  (Paris: 1867), stated (Vol. III, 812) that 'Cesarisme' first appeared as

a word 'more or less twenty years ago'. Also F. Neumann, 'Notes on the
theory of dictatorship', in F. Neumann (ed. H. Marcuse), The Democratic and

the Authoritarian State (New York: 1964 edn.), 233-56 at 236; 2Zwi Yavetz,
op.cit., p.16.
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held to be the earliest Latin word adopted in Teutonic, where it gave Gothic

" " 6 ¢ . ’ ' ’
kaisar"). While in Italy, if Momigliano is correct, 'Cesarismo', enters

that country's discourse not before 1865, when it is first taken up by the

formidable Mazzini.7

Notwithstanding the isolated case of Bohmer (cited above), perusal of
the literature has convinced me that we will not go too far astray by following
one of Europe's most authoritative modern lexicons in stating that 'Caesarism’
(‘Césarisme') enters popular parlance first in France and does so 'around
1850', a sensible hedging of bets I would suggest in a field of scholarship
where the techniques of carbon dating will forever be denied us.8 Moreover,

rather than embark on a search to track down the first time the word is mentioned,

it seems to me much more fruitful to examine the first time it receives an

extended and sustained treatment: and my researches have unveiled no usage

of this kind before Romieu. For this reason, coupled to the absence in English

of a description of Romieu's thought - in my experience commentators on ‘Caesarism’
have satisfied themselves with merely naming the man, almost out of a sense

of academic propriety one suspects, only to plunge the unfortunate fellow

: : _ 9
immediately back into the obscurity from which he had been so briefly rescued

- I believe some systematic analysis of Romieu is in order. Romieu's description

6. The Compact Edition of the Oxford English Dictionary (Complete Text)
(1971), 315. The 0.E.D. goes on to say that the Old English form of

the word was lost in the Middle English period. 'It was replaced in ME

by keiser, cayser, kaiser, from Norse and continental Teutonic, which

has in its turn become obsolete, except as an alien term for the German
emperor, and been replaced by the Latin or French form. See KASER, KAISER.
Another form of the word is the Russian Tsar or Czar.'

7. A. Momigliano, 'Per un riesame della storia dell'idea di Cesarismo’', in
Radio Italiana (ed.), Cesare Nel Bimillenario Della Morte (Turin: 1956),
231-43, at 231. Much more generally cf. B. Croce, Storia d'Italiana dal

1871 al 1915 (Bari: 1967; orig. 1928), 7.

8. P. Robert, Dictionnaire alphabetique et analogique de la langue francaise
(Paris: 1966), 689.

0. It is a practice Romieu was accustomed to in his own day. In the preface to
the second edition of his book, he remarks somewhat testily that his treatise
has 'been judged severely, especially by those who only knew the title of
it ... It has been very little read although much commented on', M.A.

Romieu, L'eére des Césars (Paris: 1850; 2nd edn.), i. To avoid the unnecess-
ary proliferation of footnotes I shall insert, wherever practicable, page
references of Romieu's book into the main text with the device of
parentheses.
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of Caesarism, furthermore, provides us with an essential bench-mark by which

later theorisations of the concept can be usefully compared and contrasted,

though this is not to suggest, of course, that those later developments 'derive'

from Romieu. If only the history of ideas were that simple! My point is
only the truism that to understand the career of a word we require some sort

of base-line from which to view it, and it is this that Romieu so vividly

supplies.

2.2.1 Romieu: Age of Caesarism, Age of Force

Romieu's Age of Caesars (written, he tells us, in July 1850)10 is a book

in which clarity is the occasional sacrifice to declamation, a lapse aggravated
no doubt by the nature of a man whose interest in the imperial purple coexisted
with a tendency to dye his prose‘a similar colour. But difficulties of exegesis
are eased somewhat if we begin by appreciating the prime objective of Romieu's
polemic which is essentially an assault on what he calls the 'liberal principle’
(132) and its twin manifestations in philosophy - and culture more generally
- and politics.

Philosophically, the liberal principle amounts to the denigration of
faith and the celebration of Reason as the alleged guiding-force of man.
The problem is, however, that reason cannot guide but is capable only of

fostering chronic doubt, dissensus, uncertainty and emotional and social chaos.
This should not surprise us. For man, far from being a rational animal is

fundamentally a creature of passion (82-5, 205), a being that requires, 1if

his life is to be anchored, the certainties that only religious dogma

10. Ibid., 75. For other biographical details see also 57 (Romieu tells
us here that he was a member of the National Guard in June 1848), and
112-18 (where Romieu volunteers the information that his experience
includes three prefectures and a two week hunting session with the
Prince de Joinville, the third son of Louis Philippe).
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provides.11 But this is precisely what rationalism, and its materialistic

and atheistic corollaries, has been busily attacking. The role of liberalism,
as an intellectual attitude which promotes the love of abstraction and discussion,

and which encourages contempt for all that is holy and sublime, 1is thus
destructive of the human fabric. More than this, liberalism;s philosophical
doctrines are utterly false: man is not free but acts only within a predestined
orbit decided for him by God, is not an angel but still a beast; the belief

in moral progress trumpeted by liberal philanthropists is totally 1illusory.

In undermining respect for the old truths in king and God, in transmitting,
through secular education, its arrogance to the young and placing in their

hearts a void which 'the dry algebra of reason' (79) can never £ill, liberalism
has poisoned the mind of France and all those other European nations that
have drunk from the same cup.

Predictably enough, Romieu blames the temporary intellectual ascendancy
of 'the cripple reason' (8) on the Enlightenment philosophes. But, claims
Romieu, the rot had begun at least two centuries earlier in the Reformation
when Luther provoked the revolt of the mind against belief. It was he who

proclaimed the right of free examination in religious affairs and this right,
by a direct process of intellectual contagion, spread naturally to political

questions also: 'The deduction is simple: he who can discuss God can discuss

man' (81).12

1l. 'We know the marvels of faith! 1In every subject Faith applies herself
- religion, royalty, glory, honour, love, the flag - everywhere she is
poetry; everywhere she transports man beyond his terrestrial sphere
and shows him a fabulous universe full of intoxicating harmonies ...
We know the failings of reason ... she has one hundred answers which
mutually contradict and condemn one another', ibid., 197-8.

12. On 24 Romieu speaks of the 'fight between two principles which, since
Luther, are disputing the world: freedom and authority'.
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In the political arena, meanwhile, the liberal principle is incarnated
in the 'fashion' (phase) for constitutional, parliamentary government. Now

Romieu's assessment of this kind of rule is somewhat ambivalent. On the one

hand he accepts that some countries are more attuned to it than others: England

and Spain, for instance, in their historically evolved political mix of democracy
and aristocracy facilitate constitutional government, whereas in other countries

where these conditions are absent - such as France - 'constitutional government'

(Romieu here means constitutional monarchy) is the 'obligatory prelude to

3

the Republic' (24).1 On the other hand, Romieu finds the constitutional,

parliamentary system deplorable in principle, since it deprives a nation of

resolute leadership and puts in its place a cacophany of bickering voices
whose only produce is verbiage, indecision and cowardice. Besides, conceived

of as a social practice, parliamentarism is completely alien to the normal

way people conduct their affairs:

I will always ask myself, until we manage to apply

the parliamentary form to the serious and ordinary
actions of life, what is the peculiar cause of madness
which makes us apply it to the things of government.

I have never seen the navigation of a ship entrusted
to an assembly; and I know why: it is because the
ship and assembly would sink two leagues from the
harbour. 1In that case the danger would be immediate

~and one would at all costs avoid putting the ship at
such risk. But in a matter of politics, stupidities

only have their effect after months and years. Their
cause 1s soon forgotten. In the same way it has never
occurred to anybody to place a regiment under the
command of a commission. The regiment would be beaten
by the national guard. 1In the family, which 1is the
molecule of society, where is the vote, where is the
ballot? For any thing which interests your fortune,

13. Romieu is especially scornful of thinkers like Montesquieu and Voltaire
(and their followers even more) who, taking the English constitution
as their model, believed it could be universally grafted (12). However,
he does concede that constitutional ideas served as a moderating
influence in the midst of revolutionary turmoil (ibid).
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your plans, your life, do you ever go to the vote?
... Everywhere, in every thing that touches him
directly, man only proceeds with one will, s0O sure

is he that he cannot act in a better or quicker way.
And in this serious thing which is the conduct of

the state, he decides in a bizarre way to reject this
natural rule as imperishable as humanity!.l4

Romieu has no difficulty at all in finding the main culprits for this
modern malaise: 1t is the bourgeoisie who are primarily responsible. It
is they who insinuated the liberal principle, as intellectual creed and set
of political institutions, into the French body politic and European civilisation
generally. It is from their ranks that the secular intelligentsia have come
propagating, even more so after 1814, 'the cult of the university' (14), that
obsession with the sentence and the word, preposterously imagining they are
the inheritors of the old Roman assembly tradition though forgetting that
people like Cicero were simultaneously men of action. It is the bourgeoisie
whose cupidity and ambition led them to oppose the restoration of legitimist
governance because they visualised it leading once more to the 'supremacy
of the gentleman' (113). Worst of all, the bourgeois class it is which has

prepared the ground for the organised insurrection of the masses, the ‘inner

barbarians' (6, 77) by openly abandoning and mocking tradition, by teaching
them dissatisfaction through the book, the pamphlet, the newspaper, the speech
(92), and by fuelling their rapaciousness. This mass now stands poised to
devour the creature that gave it birth for 'A population to whom one has only
taught revolution will never become peaceful. A population in front of whonm
one has laughed at God, from whom one has taken away belief will never be
resigned to its laborious poverty in the presence of idle luxury; a population
to whom one has preached equality as a dogma ... will never admit the lords

of yesterday, born of the bank and the gaming houses. This population will

14. Ibid., 19-20.
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be a perpetual rebel, one hundred times more logical than those who formed
it «.."' (92). 1In short the custodians of the liberal principle have brought
soclety to a state of civil war which can only temporarily be calmed.15 The

masses have been unleashed and their orgy of violence and hatred is imminent

and inescapable (206).

What will emerge from this turmoil? Even if Romieu's tirade, in the
targets it chooses to attack and the ferocity of its invective, reads at times
like a spiteful codicil to the last will and testament of legitimism, Romieu

is not, strictly speaking, a reactionary. Nowhere in his book does he entertain

the hope that the past can be restored. Though hardly reconciled with the
present, he is at least resigned to it. This is because Romieu is committed

to a cyclical philosophy of history, a commitment which he not only states
explicitly on a couple of occasions (7, 162) but one which forms the basis

of the many analogies between .present and ancient conditions that Romieu 1is

fond of citing: for example, the Roman world threatened by the 'barbarian'

and Christian invasions - 'one killing the material wealth of the state, the
other its moral wealth' (6) - and those invasions represented by the proletariat

and bourgeoisie (6, 77); between ancient and modern military dictatorships

spawned by democracy (3, 35-6); between the figures of a Caesar and a Napoleon
(13, 34, 44, 130-2). Contemporary Europe, says Romieu 'finds itself placed

in conditions nearly like those which characterised the epoch when the Caesars
appeared’ (5)16 a statement necessarily incompatible with restorationist

sentiment. Furthermore, Romieu accepts, even arques, that the faith in the

15. Romieu remarks that the bourgeoisie themselves are now disillusioned
with the liberalism they once so zealously advocated. 1Ibid., 93.

16. For a similar, though less qualified, statement, see ibid., 29. It is
on this page that the reader will find the first mention of icésarisme"
in the book, when Romieu says that 'The simultaneous study of the present
and the past has given me this belief, that there is a moment of extreme
civilisation among peoples, where the obligatory issue is Caesarism',
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old monarchical legitimacy ('ce beau dogme'!: 111) is dead and cannot be
resuscitated. Attempts to combine it with constitutionalism, as the Orleanist
example shows, are doomed to futility and failure. For one cannot combine

faith (which legitimacy rests ﬁbon and requires), which always entails an
element of religiosity, with the purely ephemeral products of discursive reasoning
and the ballot box (109-11). People have lost their sense of the divine,

their spiritual convictions, and so 'it is real childishness to look for social
salYation in the combinations of the past' even if the past was 'noble and
beautiful' (195).

Paradoxically, in spite of his detestation of liberalism, Romieu shares
one feature in common with his enemy: a belief that the future will vindicate
him and his ideas. Diehard Bourbons and Orleanists ended up spitting blood
after their collision with modernity. Romieu, on the other hand, convinced
that liberalism has reached its eclipse, need only spit venom. Liberalism
marks an interregnum between the collapse of legitimism and a new order of
things. That order is 'Caesarism’.

So what is 'Caesarism'? One of Romieu's strategies in answering this
question is to insist on what Caesarism is not, and it is not (hereditary)
monarchy, for monarchy supposes legitimacy, legitimacy ultimately supposes
faith in the divine, and faith, as we have seen, is moribund, a victim of
the slavish rationalism of the liberal principle and its carriers (194-3).
Caesarism, to be sure, does have a tendency to move towards a monarchical
system but its dynastic aspirations are always confounded (193-4), the case
of Napoleon Bonaparte being instructive in this regard. For Bonaparte, while
achieving the status of First Consul, could not establish a monarchy. ‘'He
had made himself Caesar on the 18th Brumaire and was never anything more ...

The annointment (as emperor) added nothing to his greatness; it only earned
him some hatred and some sarcasm' (130): even this 'demi-god' was thus powerless

to rejuvenate the attributes of royalty in an age where all transcendental
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belief had been annulled. According to Romieu, the 'cult of which he was
the idol, this fabulous admiration of which he was the object was for the
hero and not for the sovereign' and this was because 'there was no throne;

there was only an all-powerful sword which could only, like that of Alexander,

be given to the worthiest man, that is to say the strongest' (130-1). Monarchy,

Romieu observes in another place, lasts as long as it is believed 1in, while
Caesarism exists by itself and itself alone (193-4).

Yet if Caesarism is not monarchy, neither is it 'empire', ‘despotism!’
nor 'tyranny' (30), though Romieu does not specify the exact meaning of these
words (yet see footnote 20 below). Instead it is best conceived of as the

modern rule of force (194), which replaces both the principle of discussion
and that of heredity. Force, indeed, is actually at .the bottom of all
institutions, their necessary guarantee, though liberalism hypocritically
disquises this fact, while monarchy softens it with the sublime conviction

and consolation that belief in it inspires. But with Caesarism force emerges
in all its bruteness; Caesarism is naked power: untrammeled might: coercion
without apologetics. 2and it is in the nature of things that Caesarism should

come in this form and at this time, for 'Men have respect for two things,

what §s saintly and what is strong. The saintly element does not exist any
more in this century. The strong element is of all times and it alone can
re-establish the other one' (200) though only after an indeterminate period

of violence. The experience of the Napoleonic empire presaged this new era

of undiluted force (132), and though periods of calm were subsequently regained,
Caesarism remained immanent within the historical process. It will re-emerge
soon (193), in the midst of the protracted civil war that is destined to follow

the liberal experiment's collapse into anarchy (150). And who is best fitted

to rule in such an historical conjuncture? The army, naturally, whose turn

it is to have 1its day.

ARl e rELTE AE
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Romieu makes a number of related points about the military which are
worth brief consideration since the 'man on horseback' theme is common to
SO many nineteenth century conceptualisations of Caesarism. Like many later
thinkers, most notably Wilhelm Roscher, Romieu envisages the domination of

the army springing directly from democratic foundations. He is convinced

that 'always and without exception', where public authority has its basis
, in discussion and the vote, a day will come when army commanders decide the

result of the election on the battlefield (3). One of Romieu's points, if
a minor one, is that military dictatorships are the natural consequence of
the geographical expansion of states per se (3-4, 35); but the weight of

his argument falls on the now familiar proposition that democracy brings in
its train such bickering and disorder that the army, feeling keenly the humil-

iation experienced within civil society to a lesser extent, turns its eyes

7

'toward the order and unity incarnated in its chief" (36).l Two features

in particular enhance the army's ability to seize power: £for one thing, 1its
martial training, its discipline ('the army will obey ... he who knows how
to command it'), its relative distance from the dissensions of civil societ&,
lend it an institutional coherence supremely adapted to survive the general
social disintegration (158); for another, the soldiery has learned, since
the June Days, a new and ‘invigorating political axiom: 'an army determined
to fight always dominates an insurrection' (91; capital letters omitted).
Nonetheless, Romieu does not believe that, for the foreseeable future, one
commander will be able to establish a stable and durable dynasty. On the
contrary, the modern age of Caesars is an age of vicissitude, of habitual
violence, where a 'succession of masters' (196) will do battle for hegemony.

Before we leave this description of Romieu's thesis three aspects of

his treatment should be recorded. To start with, it is notable that under

L

17- Cf- ibid- ’ 39-40-
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the category of the Caesars Romieu omits the one military leader that,

from the title of his book, we all expect him to include: namely, Julius
Caesar himself. But, for Romieu, the exploits of Julius Caesar are the

culmination of a decadence and demagogy, stretching back at least as far as

Marius (34) which preceded the age of Caesars and made it historically inevitable.

18

No, it is with Augustus that the era of the Caesars commences. Augustus'’

reign was a golden age, a time when the evils that had plagued the late Republic

were extirpated and when an unprecedented trangquility (never again matched)
settled on the Roman world (40) - a claim which stands in some tension, the
reader may think, with Romieu's standard equation of the Caesars with Force.

Critically it was Augustus' momentous achievement to have combined 'the command

of the army and the tribuniciary power. Rome was made one in the person

19

of Caesar' (33, capital letters omitted). In other words, the Caesars

(and unless I have missed something Romieu never uses the word 'Caesarism'

of antiquity, but speaks only of the 'era', '‘epoch', 'period' or ‘'time' of

the Caesars) refer to what we think of today as the Roman emperors.20

My second observation concerns Romieu's attitude to the Bonapartes, uncle

and nephew. There is no doubt at all in Romieu's mind that Napoleon I performed
deeds that were similar to those of the Caesars and that the Corsican was a

harbinger of Caesarism to boot, a judgement repeated throughout the book with

18. Romieu divides the age of the Caesars into three periods: from Augustus’
Principate to the murder of Pertinax; from Didius Julianus to Diocletian;
and from Diocletian onwards - Romieu tells us when this age begins but not
when 1t ends. See ibid., 42-6.

19, See E. Gibbon's The Historz of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire,

Vol. I (1910; orig. 1776), 65 for a somewhat similar account - except
that while Romieu goes on to say that the republican political structure
survived this change, Gibbon is in no doubt that Augustus' initiatives,
including this one, established what 'may be defined [as] an absolute
monarchy disguised by the forms of a commonwealth', 68. Cf. 58-60, 70-Z.

20. For Romieu's own misgivings about the use of the term 'emperor' in this
context see op.cit., 33-4.
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all the reqularity of an incantation (e.g. 13, 34, 44, 130-2). Louis Napolecn

on the other hand (and remember that L'ere des Césars was written before

the coup of 2 December 1851) is assigned a much more humble place in Romieu's

schema. Louis' personal courage and integrity are acknowledged; the power

of his name understood. But Romieu is convinced that Louis can only be a

'temporary leader' and that the coup d'état ‘'of which so much is spoken,
would have no serious result ... In one way or another one would arrive at

a slim interim, followed soon by unavoidable uprisings' (133). What is

interesting here of course is not Romieu's limited powers of prediction -

how could he have known that the 'interim' would extend to two decades?

- but the inference we must draw that Caesarism does not apply here to the
man later writers would take to be the archetypical embodiment of the phenomenon
- a clear sign already of the mutations that the concept of Caesarism would
undergo in its curious evolution.

Finally, an anticipation. Romieu, like many others who followed him,
is adamant that Caesarism is a non-legitimate, if not a downright illegitimate,
mode of domination. As we saw earlier, legitimacy is capable of flourishing
only in a climate of faith; it cannot thrive in the soulless ice-age heralded
by liberalism. But Caesarism requires no prettying or comforting justification;
force is its only raison d‘'etre. Moreover, Romieu sees as essential to the
idea of Caesarism the devastation of democracy which ushers in the violent
new order; the regime of a military commander; and a permanent state of
civil war as the normal form of future society. It is a picture of the future
that would not have shocked Max Weber, the subject of our next Chapter.
But it is worth saying now, as a kind of mental preparation for what is to

come, that in virtually all important respects Weber's sociology of Caesarism

breaks with Romieu's analysis.

A R v Pl B v T e A
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2.2.2 The making of a fashion: aspects of 'Caesarism' after Romieu

Soon after Romieu's study of Caesarism - his book was translated into
German in 1851 with the title 'Caesarism, or the necessity of sabredomination

represented by historical examples from the time of Caesar to the present

21

day’ - the word became all the rage. Pierre Joseph Proudhon wrote expansively

on the subject in his Césarisme et christianisme (1852-4), a work which, accord-

ing to one analyst, expressed the author's disquiet at the rule of a despot
Napoleon-Caesar 'who maintained his hegemony through corruption, cunning and

terror' and who simultaneously reduced the ‘'multitude of people ... to an
ignorant and miserable mass'.22 Proudhon's notoriety, it is reasonable to

conjecture, would have done much to publicise the term in France though recep-
tivity to it was not however confined to that country. 1In Germany, Hal Draper
reckons, the term was current around 1851,23 a statement perfectly compatible

with Groh's estimate that 'Casarismus', together with the closely related

concepts of 'Napoleonism', 'Bonapartism' and 'Imperialism', was in common
4
use by 1859.2
It was a parlance greeted by conflicting judgements on its worth. Some

believed it to be plain confusing - witness Gerlach's letter of 5 June 1857

to Bismarck insisting on the distinction between absolutism, Bonapartism and

21. D. Groh, 'Casarismus', op.cit., 749.

22. George L. Mosse, 'Caesarism, Circuses and Monuments' in Journal of
Contemporary History, 6, 2 (1971), 167-182, at 169.

23. H. Draper, Karl Marx's Theory of Revolution Vol I: State and
Bureaucracy (New York: 1977), 466.

24. Groh, op.cit., 757,

o A = " anbews —hry
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. 25 .
Caesarism - Or, in the case of Weber's mentor Theodor Mommsen, bordering

on the libellous.26 The abuse of the word also irritated a contributor to

the October 1858 edition of Britain's Westminster Review who complained loudly

about the 'clumsy eulogies of Caesarism as incarnate in the dynasty of

Bonaparte' (cited in O.E.D.).

But admonition has rarely been of itself an effective sanction against
fashion and 'Caesarism' at this stage in its metamorphosis showed no sign

of becoming passé. 'Everybody is now talking of Caesarism', a sceptical
Bamberger remarked in 1866, and the great Swiss historian J. Burckhardt was
evidently just one such person: to students attending his November 1867 lectures

on the French Revolutionary epoch, delivered at the University of Basel, he
declared confidently that Napoleon Bonaparte 'is the most instructive type

of Caesarism. He is, at the same time, the saviour of the new French society

7 : .
and a world conqueror.'2 And if two years later Marx was sniping famously

25. 'Bonapartism is not absolutism, not even Caesarism; the former may found
itself on a jus divinum, as in Russia and in the East, and therefore does
not affect those who do not recognise this jus divinum, for whom, in fact,
it does not exist ... Caesarism is the arrogation of an imperium in a
lawful republic and is justified by urgent necessity; to a Bonaparte,
however, whether he like it or no, the Revolution - that is, the sovereignty
of the people - represents an internal, and in any conflict or exigency also

an external, legal title', quoted in Bismarck, The Man and the Statesman.
Being the Reflections and Reminiscences of Otto Prince Von Bismarck, Vol. I

(1898), 206. (No translator's name provided).

On the intellectual relationship of Gerlach and Bismarck, see the
comments in H. Gollwitzer's fundamental 'Der Casarismus Napoleons III. 1im
Widerhall der offentlichen Meinung Deutschlands', Historische Zeitschrift,
173 (1952), 23-75, at 28-31. For Gollwitzer, the correspondence that passed
between these men in 1857 constitutes 'the classical example of the argument
between legitimist policy and Realpolitik', 30.

26. See T. Mommsen, The History of Rome, Vol. 5 (190l1), transl. W.P. Dickson,
325-7. I return to Mommsen in the next chapter and so merely note his
outrage here, expressed in 1857.

27. Bamberger's comment is cited by Otto Ladendorf in the latter's Historisches

Schlagworterbuch (Berlin: 1906), 41. (The vagueness of usage is also
underscored by Bamberger whose statement continues with the words 'and

God only knows what thousands of people imagine it to be'.) For Burckhardt's
observation see J. Burckhardt, Judgements on History and Historians (1959),

transl. H. Zohn, 212. Earlier, Burckhardt has referred to Julius Caesar

as 'the greatest of mortals', 34.
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at 'the current (n.b. - P.B.) German scholastic phrase which refers to a so-

called Caesarism'28 good Englishmen, it transpired, could be scholastic too.
One of Britain's foremost nineteenth century constitutional theorists and

political commentators found the word admirably suited to express the nature

of Napoleon III's regime, a regime which at the time Bagehot wrote his piece

for The Economist in August 1870, though still to suffer the final ignominy
of Sedan, was tottering on the brink of that debacle. Bagehot's formulation
deserves quoting at length since it embraces a number of elements which, in

the work of many earlier authors, are found only in isolation. For purposes

of ready assimilation I have interpolated numbers into Bagehot's text. After
declaring that it is not 'personal government' per se that has failed in France
- for the 'personal government' of the Prussian crown is steaming to victory

- Bagehot proceeds to identify the miscreant:

(I)t is Caesarism that has utterly failed in France,

- meaning by Caesarism, (1) that peculiar system of
which Louls Napoleon - still, we suppose, nominally

the Emperor of the French - is the great exponent,
which tries to win directly from a plebiscite i.e.

the vote of the people, a power for the throne to
override the popular will as expressed in regular
representative assemblies, and to place in the monarch
an indefinite "responsibility" to the nation, by virtue
of which he may hold in severe check the intellectual
criticism of the more educated classes and even the
votes of the people's own delegates. That is what we
really mean by Caesarism, (2) = the abuse of the
confidence reposed by the most ignorant in a great name
to hold at bay the reasoned arguments of men who both
know the popular wish and also are sufficiently educated
to discuss the best means of gratifying those wishes.
(3) A virtually irresponsible power obtained by one
man from the vague preference of the masses for a
particular name - that is Caesarism ... (4) ...
Caesarism, = i.e. ... the absence of all intermediate
links of moral responsibility and co-operation, which

28. K. Marx, preface to the second edition of 'The Eighteenth Brumaire of
Louis Bonaparte', in D. Fernbach (ed.), Surveys from Exile (1973),
transl. B. Fowkes, 143-249, at 144, emphasis omitted.
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such a system necessarily leaves between the throne

and the people. It is the very object of the plebiscite
to give the Emperor an authority which reduces all
intermediate powers to comparative insignificance if
they come into collision with his own. Consequently
everything must depend on him, and if he be not
practically omniscient there is no substantial check

at all on the creatures whom he sets up to execute his
will,29

Because all power and patronage is ultimately concentrated in the hands
of one man, the Caesarist leader, Bagehot observes, the errors, miscalculations

and inefficiencies of that person, (and under Napoleon III these were legion)
have totalising repercussions for his system; a more devolved system on the
other hand, such as that which existed within the Prussian military caste,

where the king rules through his nobility, provides 'a thousand checks against

the dishonesty and corruption which seem to have undermined the French military

: . . 0
system' - provides, that is to say, a mechanism of damage llmltatlon.3

By the late 1870s, if the testimony of F.W. Rustow is accepted, 'Caesarism’

was still showing no signs of obsolescence.31 And from the 1880s to the end

29. W. Bagehot, 'The Collapse of Caesarism' in The Collected Works of Walter
Bagehot, Vol. 4, ed. Norman St. John Stevas (1968), 155-59, at 155-6. Four
and a half years previously, in an article also published in The Economist
entitled 'Caesareanism [sic] as it now exists' (ibid., 111-16) Bagehot
compares NapoleonsI and III to Julius Caesar 'the first instance of a

democratic despot' who 'overthrew an aristocracy - by the help of the
people, of the unorganised people'. Moreover, whereas the old monarchies

of feudal origin claimed obedience from the people on the grounds of duty,
'Louis Napoleon is a Benthamite despot. He is for the "greatest happiness
of the greatest number". He says, "I am where I am, because I know better
than any one else what is good for the French people, and they know that 1
know better". He is not the Lord's annointed; he is the people's agent',
ibid., 111. On 112 Napoleon III's empire is dubbed 'An absolute government
with a popular instinct'.

30. Ibid-' 157_81

31. F.W. Rustow, Der Casarismus, sein Wesen und sein Schaffen (Zurich: 1879).
See esp. 3 and his remark that in 'recent political literature, especially
in the daily press, we often encounter the terms "Caesarism" and
"Parliamentarism" which are always used in a certain opposition to one
another.' (Max Weber, as will be shown in the next chapter, broke with
this earlier usage - he was by no means alone in doing so - by insisting
that Caesarism and parliamentarism were capable of positive and negative
combination).
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of the First World War the term was employed by a host of people - including
Roscher, Schdffle, Ostrogorski, Ténnies and Michels - whose thoughts I have

deliberately chosen to omit from the present discussion; as men who formed

the immediate intellectual context and foils for Max Weber's thinking on

'Caesarism', they will receive separate treatment in the next chapter, and

I defer consideration of them until then.

The purpose of this section has not been to attempt a comprehensive history
of 'Caesarism' up to 1880, a task that would require, to do it justice, a
thesis in itself. My goal has been less ambitious: to show the term's

popularity in this period and hence to establish the existence of a set of

traditions, in two <countries, that dealt with it and from which Weber could
draw. Yet a problem remains. If Caesarism was so much a part of the main-
stream political vocabulary in the three decades after 1850 (and indeed up to
1920) why did it subsequently become redundant? What core meaning invested in
the word, which allowed it to be such an appropriate vehicle of thought and
value, came later to be withdrawn so that in our own era Caesarism resembles
a sort of conceptual dinosaur? 1In short, why did 'Caesarism' die and what

killed it? A tentative answer to these questions is attempted in 2.4 below.

2.3 ExElanations

It is always easy to be glib about why something happens, even tO asSsul€

that if the phenomenon in question did occur, it was somehow destined to do

so. In this way, what professes to be history slips effortlessly into hindsight,
and of all verities hindsight must surely be the most hollow. The truth of

the matter is that we can never know with certainty what factors led to
Caesarism's emergence and development as a term and concept, though we can

make informed judgements on the basis of what appears sociologically credible.

In this section I present three complementary explanations of our subject

which, together, seem to represent a plausible account of why 'Caesarism’
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emerged and flourished when it did. But before I do so a difficulty of my
procedure has to be acknowledged.

Words are like moulds into which each writer pours his or her own meaning

and preoccupations. As such one must expect of them to be constantly in flux;

a word is a process, Now it is true that Caesarism was a term whose currency

was not limited to any one political creed or persuasion. A conservative
of the likes of Romieu might use it as readily as the anarchist Proudhon or

the Marxist journalist, cited by Groh, who clearly had his doubts about the

merits of universal franchise.32 But in each case what is meant by 'Caesarism’

is not exactly the same: the first author envisaged it as a future dominated

by military warlords; while the second and third had in mind the actual state

practices of Napoleon I and Napoleon III. Other discrepancies

are just as easily charted: for some people (e.g. Treitschke), Caesarism

was construed as an exclusively national phenomenon, a product of the pecular-
ities of French history; for others, like Droysen, on the other hand, Caesarism
assumed a wider European significance.33 There was also dispute over Caesarism's

historical import: was it an accelerator or retarder of revolution? Again,

34

protagonists for both positions existed. It follows that anyone trying

to explain Caesarism must be aware of its non-monolithic character, must
recognise the concept's nuances and permutations, always conditioned by the

generational, national, class and ideological location of its bearer.

32. Writing for the Allgemeine Deutsche Arbeiterzeitung, in December 1864,
this person remarked that while he and the people he represented were
'fighting for full political and civil rights for the workers and for the
universal franchise' they were nonetheless 'mindful that only education
can really liberate; we don't want this precious right in the hands of
the uneducated masses to be used as a lever in the setting up of a Caesar-
ship hostile to liberty', Groh, op.cit., 760. On 'Caesarism''s dissemin-
ation across the political spectrum see 726, 732. Groh also makes the
point that Caesarism and communism were sometimes equated: 749, 754.

33. 1lbid., 754-5, 762; «cf. 727, 752, 765.
34. Ibid-' 735; 748' 759-60-
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The generalisations I am about to put forward do not do justice to all
this and there is no point in pretending otherwise. Yet it is my conviction
that they do at least go some way ih suggesting the elemental materials which
constituted the mould that was 'Caesarism', and which encouraged people of
diverse opinion to cast their thoughts with it. Tﬁe most important of these
materials I believe was the issue of 'the masses' and what was to be done
with or about them; the issue of how to respond to their increasingly vocal
demands for social and political rights, how to harness their energies and

demands into institutional forms compatible with, or in opposition to, a class

divided society. Since I shall be expanding on this theme in 2.3.3 I shall

say no more about it here. 1Instead I turn to explore the first explanation
for 'Caesarism's intellectual appeal in the period with which this chapter

is immediately concerned.

2.3.1 Caesar, Napoleon and 'the great parallel'

Fewtanalogies can have proved more seductive than the one linking the

political careers of Julius Caesar and Napoleon Bonaparte, an alleged historical

similitude that has exercised the imagination of scholars, journalists and

propagandists for almost two centuries. True, Napoleon I was not the only

person to £ind himself compared with ancient Rome's most famous dictator =

Mirabeau had earlier claimed this mantle for Lafayette;35 nor was Julius

Caesar the only model which commended itself to those with a penchant for

35. See A. Soboul, A Short History of the French Revolution 1789-1799 (1977),

transl. G. Symcox, 55.
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heroic parallels: Alexander,36 Charlemagne,37 and Cromwell,38 to name but

three, were all identified, at one time or another, as figures whose monumental
deeds bore remarkable affinity with those of the great Corsican. But if one

name was to stick to Napoleon more than any other it was that of Caesar.
There is evidence that Napoleon would not have been too downcast by the
association.

The analogy often crossed his own fantastically egoistic mind, albeit

sometimes defensively. Consider Napoleon's own description of the events
surrounding his coup of the 9 November 1799. France, he tells us, was in
a shameful state when he arrived back from Egypt, dogged by the weakness and

oscillation of the Directory's policies whose bankruptcy was evident both

in the domestic turmoil that gripped the country and in the humiliating military
reverses suffered in Italy, Switzerland and Germany the government had presided
over. The agitation of the people was palpable; a crackle of expectation
charged the air: the French nation looked for a saviour to deliver it from

its misery. It would not have to look for long. Everywhere he travelled

in the period immediately subsequent té his landing, his reception was rapturous
- 'It was not like the return of a citizen to his country, or a general at

the head of a victorious army, but like the triumph of a sovereign restored

to his pe0p1e'39 - hurraghed by crowds of people ecstatic that at last a leader

36. Groh, op.cit., 741. Groh says that by 1828 'Ehe parallelisation of Napoleon
with Alexander and Caesar' had become a cliche.

37. See F. Guizot on the resemblance in his History of Civilisation, Vol. 1I
(1887), transl. W. Hazlitt, 182-6. Guizot's comparison comes in one of a
series of lectures he delivered at the 01d Sorbonne between 1828-30.

38. See Lord Macaulay's 'Hallam's Constitutional History' (originally published
in The Edinburgh Review in September 1828), Historical Essays (1913), 1-83,
at 53-4. For Macaulay, Napoleon is one of a select band of men, which
includes Caesar as well as Cromwell, 'who have founded monarchies on the

ruins of republican constitutions.'

39. Napoleon's Memoirs, ed. S. de Chair (1954), 363. (No translator's name
provided).
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had been sent to them to restore the glory that was their birthright. Lyons,

apparently, was in 'an universal delirium', while the unfortunate Baudin,

a deputy from Ardennes 'died of joy when he heard of my return'!40 Emboldened

by this display of support, Napoleon continues, he resolved to save France
from both the weaklings in the Directory and the Jacobins 'men of blood',

a decision which after a few weeks of scheming culminated in the coup d'etat

of the 18th Brumaire ('prepared with a cunning as skilled as Nazi management

of the Reichstag fire'41). The next day, a few hours before his stormy

confrontation with a hostile Council of the Five Hundred, who would greet

his entry into the chamber 'with angry shouts of "Down with the tyrant!”
"Down with Cromwell!" "Outlaw the dictator!"t.42 Napoleon attempted to justify

his action- to the Council of Ancients. 'You stand', he thundered

upon a volcano; the Republic no longer possesses a
government; the Directory is dissolved; factions
-are at work; the hour of decision is come ... I Know
that Caesar, and Cromwell, are talked of - as if this
day could be conquered with past times. No, I desire
nothing but the safety of the Republic, and to
maintain the resolutions to which you are about to
come . 43

The breathtaking disingenuousness of Napoleon's lecture to the cowed
assembly, surrounded by grenadiers,must make his repudiation of Caesar and

Cromwell's example difficult to accept. At less guarded moments his role=
model could reveal itself more blatantly. Five years after the coup, smarting

from George III's rebuff to Bonaparte's 'peace' overtures, he would promise

Josephine: 'I will take you to London, madam ... I intend the wife of the

40. 1Ibid.

41. According to Correlli Barnet in his Bonaparte (1978), 68.
42. Ibid., 69..

43. Napoleon's Memoirs, op.cit., 375-6.




34.

"modern Caesar" shall be crowned at Westminster',44 while he would later

advise Goethe 'to write a tragedy about the death of Caesar ~ one really worthy

of the subject, a greater one than Voltaire's. That could be the finest task

You undertook.'45

Yet there was always a residue of ambivalence. In the same year as he

remarked to the sculptor Canova 'What a great people were these Romans, especially

down to the Second Punic War. But Caesar! Ah, Caesar! That was a great

man!'46 Napoleon turned down a request from the Institute to award him the

titles of Augustus and Germanicus with the following disguisition on ancient
Roman history. Since it is the fullest reflection by Napoleon on the Caesars

known to me I quote his letter in full:

NOTE ON THE PROPOSED INSCRIPTIONS FOR THE ARC DE TRIOMPHE

Schonbrunn, 3rd October 1809.

The Institute proposes to give the Emperor the titles of
'Augustus’ and 'Germanicus.' Augustus only fought one
battle - Actium. Germanicus may have appealed to the Romans
through his misfortunes: but the only famous thing he did
was to write some very mediocre memoirs.

44. M.A. Le Normand, The Historical and Secret Memoirs of the Empress
Josephine, Vol. I (1895), 250. (No translator's name provided). At

Josephine's incredulity Napoleon reminded her tartly 'You know I am
the idol of the French; everywhere am I hailed as a guardian god',
251.

45. Goethe: Conversations and Encounters, edited and translated by David
Luke and Robert Pick (1966), 72. Napoleon continued: 'You would
have to show the world how Caesar would have been its benefactor, how
everything would have turned out quite differently if he had been given
time to carry out his magnificent plans.' Goethe's conversation with
Napoleon was recorded by F. von Miller on 2 October 1808.

46. Cited in P. Geyl, Napoleon: For and Against (Peregrine edn.: 1965),
transl. O. Renier, 352. Geyl takes this quote from Louls Madelin.
According to the latter Napoleon 'was fed on Rome. Many years before
he brought Caesar back to life, he made an impassioned study of Livy,
Tacitus, and Plutarch and of all the works which the eighteenth century
had produced on the subject of Rome', ibid.
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I can see nothing to envy in what we know about the
Roman emperors. It ought to be one of the principle
endeavours of the Institute, and of men of letters
generally, to show what a difference there is between
their history and ours. What a terrible memory for
future generations was that of Tiberius, of Caligula,
of Nero, of Domitian, and of all those princes who ruled
by no laws of legitimacy, or rules of succession, and
who, for what reasons it is needless to specify, committed
so many crimes, and burdened Rome with such a weight of
misfortunes!

The only man who distinguished himself by his character,
and by many illustrious deeds - and he was not an
emperor - was Caesar. If the Emperor desired any title,
it would be that of "Caesar". But the name has been
dishonoured (if that is possible) by so many pretty princes,
that it is no longer associated with the memory of the

great Caesar, but with that of a mob of German princelings,
as feeble as they were ignorant, not one of whom is familiar

to the present generation.

The Emperor's title is hEmperor of the French." He does
not want any name carrying alienassociations - neither
"Augustus", nor "Germanicus", nor "Caesar".

The inscriptions ought to be written in French. The
Romans sometimes used Greek for their inscriptions, but
that was only a relic of the Greek influence upon Roman
arts and sciences. French is the most cultivated of all
modern tongues: it is more widely spread, and more exactly

known, than the dead languages. Nobody, then, wants any
other language to be used for these inscriptions.47

Napoleon's nationalism (or reasons of state) might make him recoil from

a too-close identification with Julius Caesar, but other people had less

hesitancy in stating the affinity. Lucien Bonaparte, believing political
capital could be made by the link, had even written a pamphlet marrying the
names as early as November 1800 - and thus only a year after his brother's
pious renunciation in front of the Council of Ancients. Entitled 'Parallel
hetween Caesar, Cromwell, Monk and Bonaparte' the pamphlet purported to notice
a magnificent resemblance between the men, except that 'Caesar was the chietf

of demagogues ... Bonaparte on the contrary rallied the class of property

47. J.M. Thompson (ed. and transl.), Napoleon's Letters (1954), 224.
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owners and educated men against a raging multitude ... The First Consul, far

from overthrowing all the conservative ideas of society, restores them to

their ancient splendour.'

48, 49

A great visionary was less impressed by the fruits of Napoleon's beneficence.

For William Blake, Napoleon's tyranny meant the end of his hopes for the French

Revolution, a despair he registered in the haunting 'Auguries of Innocence'.

Blake's indictment of militarism, composed around 1803, has lost nothing of

its freshness with the passing of ‘time though it was ignored by his contempor-

aries and is ignored still:

The Strongest Poison ever known

Came from Caesar's Laurel Crown.
Nought can deform the Human Raceso
Like to the Armour's iron brace.

Blake in his turn was just one person among many - including, in Germany

alone, von Moser, Wieland, Schlosser, Hegel and Heine - who alluded to or

51

commented directly on the similarity between Julius Caesar and Napoleon.

But what has all this got to do with the concept of Caesarism? An important

48.

49.

90,

51.

Cited in J. McManners's 'Napoleon', in his Lectures on European History

1789-1914 (1966), 75-91, at 87, Cf. 90.

Louis Napoleon later wrote a biography of Caesar in which he expanded the
pantheon. In the preface to his Histoire de Jules César (Paris: 1865) he
outlines the aim of his book: it is to prove that ‘'when Providence raises
up men the likes of Caesar, Charlemagne, Napoleon, it is to trace out to
peoples the path they ought to follow, to stamp with the seal of their
genius a new era, and to accomplish in a few years the labour of several
centuries', vi.

J. Bronowski (ed.), William Blake. A Selection of Poems and Letters (1958)

70.

The sport persists to this day. Two more recent analyses of the Caesar-
Napoleon congruety are G. Ferrero, The Life of Caesar (1933), transl. A.E.
Zimmern, for whom the men 'are the two most complete and most instructive
examples' of '(r)evolutionary usurpation', an 'historical experiment ...
the course of which is always and everywhere the same, as if it followed
a constant law', 1l1-12 (on the stages of this historical law see 12-13)
and Franklin L. Ford, Europe, 1780-1830 (1970), 169, 187. To Ford the
comparison of Napoleon with Caesar is irresistible: ‘'the successful and
eloguent general, quick to smash all republican obstacles in the way of
his own drive to power, but then anxious to give the state and socilety a
formal structure which would restrain other ambitious men from aspiring
to his high place' (187).
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piece of the jigsaw was discovered by Karl Marx in the celebrated observation

that just when people 'appear to be engaged in the revolutionary transformation
of themselves and their material surroundings, in the creation of something

which does not yet exist, precisely in such epochs of revolutionary crisis

they timidly conjure up the spirits of the past to help them; they borrow

their names, slogans and costumes so as to stage the new world-historical

scene in this venerable disguise and borrowed language. Luther put on the

mask of the apostle Paul; the revolution of 1789-1814 draped itself alternately

as the Roman republic and the Roman empire; and the revolution of 1848 knew

no better than to parody at some points 1789 and at others the revolutionary
traditions of 1'793--5.'52 Marx goes on to say that once bourgeois society
had been established in France by a revolution acted out 'in Roman costume
and with Roman slogans' the 'resurrected imitations of Rome - imitations of

. . . 53
Brutus, Gracchus, Publicola, the tribunes, the senators, and Caesar himself'

- disappeared, an assessment which this chapter has already shown to be premature.
But Marx's central point is right it seems to me: when confronted by new
situations, we do tend to respond to them through analogy with the past, through
recourse to the conduit of tradition (venerable or 'invented')s4 not just

because the cognitive operation of comparison and contrast is deeply rooted

in the structure of the human mind, but because thought is a transformative

practice working on pre-existent materials = which is to say on other concepts

52. K. Marx, 'The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon', op.cit., 146-7.
53. 1Ibid., 147.

54. On the concept of 'invented tradition' see the fascinating collection
of essays edited by E. Hobsbawm and T. Ranger, The Invention of Tradition
(1983), especially chapters 1, 4, 6 and 7.
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and experiences already known to us, as the classical tradition was known

to the men of the 18th and 19th centuries. (Our lack of such a widespread

classical education today is one reason for supposing that Caesarism will

never again be a popular catchword). And how the images and rituals of Rome

were indeed emulated and paraded in Napoleon's time and subsequently! One

finds them in the 'classical' art of a David or an Ingres, both of whom composed

grand studies of Napoleon - the simplicity of 'Napoleon in his Study', described
55

by one interpreter as possessing 'the realism of late Republican art in Rome',

can be interestingly juxtaposed to the Diocletian-like splendour of 'Napoleon

I on the Imperial Throne' - as well as in the constitutional labels of Tribunate,
Senate, Consulate and Empire that the French state adoPted.56 But this was

just part of a much wider and more profound cultural tendency to depict the
modern era (as we now recognise it) in the language and forms of antiquity.
Dieter Groh has aptly called this tendency 'the great parallel' and noted
that its longevity extends from the Enlightenment to the 1880s and beyond;
Patrick Brantlinger makes a similar point when he documents the history, and
muted persistence to this day, of 'positive' and 'negative' classicisms, responses
to mass politics and 'mass culture' (one has to be careful of anachronistic
phrases) which mythologically either idealise a past golden age from which
modernity has supposedly deviated and is enjoined to resurrect ('positive'
classicism) or which 'suggest that the present is a recreation or repetition
of the past in a disastrous way: the modern world is said to have entered

a stage of its history like that of the decline and fall of the Roman Empire’

¢

65. K. Clark, The Romantic Rebellion. Romantic versus Classic Art (1976),
G8.

56. Cf. McManners, op.cit., 90. Also on the influence of classicism, M.
Sturmer, 'Krise, Konflikt, Entscheidung. Die Suche nach dem neuen Casar
als europaisches Verfassungsproblem' in K. Hammer and P.C. Hartmann (eds.),
Der Bonapartismus. Historisches Phanomen und politischer Mythos (Munich:
1977), 102-18, at 106-7. (Sturmer informs us on 107 that the symbol
of the laurel crown was pressed onto coins of the First Empire).
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57

(*‘negative' classicism). Traces of the great parallel, central to which

was the decline of the Roman Republic and its aftermath, figure conspicuously
in the political predictions of Diderot and Friedrich II; their reading of
the Republic's demise, together with their understanding of Cromwell as 'the

first modern usurper of hereditary monarchy', did not persuade them to be

sanguine about the future.58 And that sort of interpretation was lent inexorable
momentum by the French Revolution and Napoleon: for a century afterwards
major currents of poliﬁical theory and polemic across the ideological spectrum

would attempt to make sense of these events, their causes and consequences,

with the example of Rome as paradigmatic.S? Recurring elements would include:

the masses as the new barbarians; Civil War; the Caesar figure as béte noir
Oor saviour; a popularly based usurpatory militarism as the dominant type

of state; and so on. Even Tocqueville, a man who was ever alive to the
limitations of historical extrapolation, speculated on the stark choice facing

modern European peoples in the following manner:

To find anything analogous to what might happen

now with us, it is not in our own history that we

must seek. Perhaps it is better to delve into the
memorials of antiquity and carry our minds back to

the terrible centuries of Roman tyranny, when mores
had been corrupted, memories obliterated, customs
destroyed; when opinions become changeable and
freedom, driven out from the laws, was uncertain

where it could find asylum; when nothing protected
the citizens and when the citizens no longer protected
themselves; when men made sport of human nature and
princes exhausted heaven's mercy before their subjects’

patience.

57. Groh, op.cit., 727; P. Brantlinger, Bread and Circuses: Theories of
Mass Culture as Social Decay (Ithaca: 1983), 17. (Brantlinger's book
came to my attention just as this thesis went to the typist and I have
thus not been able to integrate, unfortunately, its many insights).

58. Groh, op.cit., 732.
59. 1bid., 738-9 (on Constant and Vollgraff), 741-3 (on Heine), 754 (on Bauer).
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I £find those very blind who think to rediscover the
monarchy of Henry IV or Louis XIV. For my part, when

1 consider the state already reached by several
European nations and that toward which all are tending,
I am led to believe that there will soon be no room
except for either democratic freedom or the tyranny
of the Caesars.®0

The'insights of Marx and Groh, combined with the earlier comments on
the Caesar-Napoleon analogy, all help to explain, I believe, why the term
Caesarism emerged and flourished as a nineteenth century keyword. People
were engaged in an attempt to understand radical social change; they resorted
to the great parailel with Rome to aid them in this labour which was natural

for an age whose intellectuals had been suckled on a classical education.

But why tﬁen did the word not emerge earlier, say immediately following Brumaire
or after Bonaparte assumed the title of emperor on 18 May 1804? This is a

hard question about timing which I think is almost impossible to answer ‘precisely,
or at least I should say, to avoid presumption, that I'm personally conscious

of not anéwering it well. I feel tempted to say that the word could have

been coined and come into common use well before 1850,61 indeed perhaps at

any time after Napoleon's rise to power and fame: many conditions were ripe

for its genesis, aspects of the idea were certainly present during his lifetime

60. Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, Vol. I, eds. J.P. Mayer and Max

Lerner (1968), transl. George Lawrence, 388. The two volumes of this classic

work were published together in 1835. Groh remarks that Tocqueville's
achievement consisted in being the first to develop a sociology of Caesarism
which refused at the same time to use the term, so convinced was he that
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old ideas were no longer adequate to convey the uniqueness of modern political

forms. 'Bonapartism' and 'Napoleonism' were also avoided because their
associations with France belied the universality of the thing that sort of
nomenclature only partially conveyed, i.e. a 'specifically totalitarian
democracy with a sovereign dictator at its head', Groh, op.cit., 746.

6l. We do know for a fact that Caesarism was not a common word prior to the
1850s but isolated mention of it is to be expected a long time before then;
the discovery of a usage in the late 1820s, say, would not surprise me at
all. Nonetheless a distinction has to be made between first use and
currency, and for a sociologist it is the latter that holds the most
significance.
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and, besides, a healthy agnoéticism allows us to resist the sort of facile
determinism that blots out from the imagination the existence of genuine

but unrealised historical possibilities. However, if pushed, my (unoriginal)62
suspicion is that, although Romieu himself did not consider Napoleon's nephew
as a personification of 'Caesarism' when he first penned his polemic, it

took Louis's coup of 2 December 1851 to secure and galvanise another dimension

of the word vital for its public dissemination: namely, whether conceived

of as a parody of his illustrious relation, or as an authentic second coming,
the arrival of Louis Napoleon's regime suggested the establishment and consoli-
dation of a state-society pattern of which Napoleon I had been the prototype.

In other words, the alleged repetition of a Napoleonic type of rule seemed

to reveal it as the crystallisation of a political principle, a phenomenon
sui generis whose very recurrence showed it to be something transcending
the idiosyncrasies of particular great (or shallow) men - an idea that the
suffix '~ism' is perfectly designed to_convey.63 'Bonapartism', coined and
popularised after 1815, was also suited to serving this purpose and often
did; but the influence of the great parallel, combined to the theoretical

obsession with historical cycles, would have naturally been conducive to

mention of Caesar.

2.3.2 Caesarism and illegitimacy

Our attempt to explain the advent of Caesarism as a concept receives

a welcome fillip from the thought-provoking approach to the problem pioneered

62. See Melvin Richter's remark on 45 below, plus footnote 76.

63. See the very illuminating remarks in R. Koebner and H.D. Schmidt, Imperial-
ism: The Story and Significance of a Political Word, 1840-1960 (1965), Xxiv.
The original Greek ismos referred to 'actions which are at the same time
denoted by the cognate suffix izein making a verb; the suffix istes denoting
a person active in the appropriate ismos' but, the authors add, this 'ism!'
formation came 'to denote not so much the action in progress as principles
of action or intentions. 1In this meaning it makes the word to which it is
attached understood far beyond the country of its birth, the more so because
in most cases the root of the word, like this suffix, is of classical
origin'. Finally, for our purposes, Koebner and Schmidt note that the
'ism' suffix developed in two directions: the first, designated an ideology
of a specific group of people (liberalism, socialism, communism are
proferred as examples); while the second 'added a note of derogation to
the words to which 1t is attached' (e.gq. despotism, imperialism).
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by Melvin Richter, the American political theorist and historian of ideas.
This approach is premised on a specific contention about method which, to

do justice to the sophistication of Richter's analysis, requires being stated

at the outset.
Richter is convinced that scholars can learn much about such heavily
loaded notions as 'legitimacy' and 'liberty' - about the significance attributed

to them by historical actors, about their role in constructing conceptual
frames of reference defining political common sense = by an investigation

into their antinomies. Indeed,

My contention is that concepts of illegitimacy and
total domination are as important, theoretically and
in the actual practice of politics, as those concepts
of legitimacy and liberty, to which theg are related,
but from which they cannot be derived.®

How so? Richter's test case, through which he seeks to demonstrate the
relatedness of normative terms, is the pair 'legitimate regime' and 'illegitimate
regime' as they evolved in France during those tumultuous years of 'revolution,

counter-revolution, restoration and imperial foundation'65 that span the

period 1789-1871,66 a time characterised by a fierce ideological assault

prosecuted by the enemies of the Bonapartist regime experience. The battle

that ensued between, on the one hand an unholy alliance of Royalist and liberal
critics of the Bonapartist regime and, on the other, Napoleonic partisans,

was simultaneously cultural and political. It was cultural in that an important

64. M. Richter, 'Modernity and its Distinctive Threats to Liberty: Montesquieu
and Tocqueville on New Forms of Illegitimate Domination', in M. Hereth
and J. H6ffken (eds.), Alexis de Tocqueville - Zur Politik in der Demokratie
(Baden-Baden: 1981), 61-80, at 71.

65. M. Richter, 'Toward a Concept of Political Illegitimacy: Bonapartist
Dictatorship and Democratic Legitimacy' in Political Theory, 10, 2 (1982),
185-214 at 187.

66. Richter's articles concentrate in the era between the Bourbon Restoration
and 1852, the year in which Louis Napoleon became emperor.
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role was taken by French intellectuals who, 'sensible that mankind is governed

by names',67 determined to monopolise on behalf of their own chosen constituency
that most coveted of political identities: the claim to de jure governance.
Their theatre of war may have been labels, their battle-engines the pen, the

printing press and the lecture; but the prize to be gained - the power to
define what was rightful and to dignify interest with the pomp of authority
- meant that theoretical argument automatically assumed a practical political
"significance. A claim by one party to be legitimate, necessarily involved
rubbishing the claims of its rivals as illegitimate; conversely a critique

of a rival's illegitimacy, involved a justification of what ingredient it

was exactly that constituted one's own moral superiority.68 Both activities

had implications for how part of the political public viewed, and judged,
incumbents of the higher echelons of the state apparatuses, and how the latter,

in turn, themselves viewed the purpose of their rule, and their place in

society.69

67. 1 take this beautiful phrase from Gibbon, op.cit., 71, who uses it to
describe the prescience of Augustus.

68. The reciprocity of the process is central to Richter's thesis. As he
says: '... the political vocabulary required categories both for
legitimacy and illegitimacy. Persuasion entailed dissuasion; dissuasion
in turn entailed denying, neutralizing, redefining, or redescribing
competing regimes and principles. In such a situation, political theorists

had to master more than the one set of terms they themselves preferred.

For despite their differences they could not ignore the audiences to which
they addressed themselves. Unless polemicists took notice of those concepts
favoured by their opponents, they could not successfully attack them',
'Toward a Concept', 187.

69. An important part of Richter's project is to show how political discourse
has consequences for political behaviour. Compare his comment that 'In
this unstable context, claims that a regime was legitimate or illegitimate
could not be a matter of indifference to political actors, whether
incumbents or contenders for power' (ibid.) with Quentin Skinner's
conviction that: '... in recovering the terms of the normative vocabulary
available to any given agent for the description of his political behaviour,
we are at the same time indicating one of the constraints upon his
behaviour itself. This suggests that, in order to explain why such an
agent acts as he does, we are bound to make some reference to this
vocabulary, since it evidently figures as one of the determinants of his
action': see Skinner's admirable The Foundations of Modern Political

Thought Vol. I: The Renaissance (1978), xiii.
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It is against this backdrop of affirmation and imprecation over the politics

of (il)legitimacy that Richter's comments about 'Caesarism' are best appreciated.

He invites us to consider 'Caesarism' as part of a 'negative mode1'70 or,

alternatively, as one of a 'family of concepts'71 - encompassing 'tyranny',
'despotism', 'absolute monarchy', 'usurpation' and 'totalitarianism' - which
political thinkers have employed from antiquity onwards to 'designate a relation-

ship between rulers and ruled strictly analogous to that of master over slave'.72

These concepts, viewed historically, were attempts to convey a dominant or

prominent mode of illegitimacy then flourishing - for instance, the tyrannies
of the ancient Greek polis, the absolutist rule of eighteenth century European

monarchs - and, in the process of describing the situation obtaining, they
also secreted criteria for evaluating that situation, which in effect meant

condemning it as heinous. ‘'Bonapartism' or 'Caesarism' or 'plebiscitary

, . 73 : . :
dictatorship’ - there is a tendency for Richter to view these notions as

semantic equivalents - were the nineteenth century counterparts to earlier

(and later) categories of illegitimate rule, typifying regimes thought to

embody 'the most dangerous potentialities of politics in the modern age'.74

'Bonapartism', a term Richter dates as first used in 1816,75 'for a time could

70. Richter, 'Modernity', 63.
71. Richter, ibid., 71.
72. 1bid.

73. Richter, 'Toward a Concept', 186, 191, 202.
74. Richter, 'Modernity', 63.

75. 1 assume that Richter bases this date on Robert (op.cit.) which cites
a certain M. Courier using the term 'bonapartisme' in a 'Petitlon aux
Chambres' on 10 December of that year (510). However, the O.E.D. (op.
cit.) quotes a usage from Jefferson, dated 1815, who speaks of
'Bonaparteism' (245). The best one can say, then, is that 1816 was
the first time the word was used in France.
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mean either supporters of Napoleon or the regime he created'; Caesarisnm,
on the other hand 'came into general use to refer to a regime type only after

1851, when Louis Napoleon repeated the sequence of taking over, by military

76

coup d'etat, a republic established by revolution'. Then, after Louis's

coup d'état, 'Bonapartism' .and 'Caesarism' tended progressively to merge with

one another, coming to be treated as virtually synonymous.

Given that a vocabulary of negative terms already existed (tyranny,
despotism, absolutism, usurpation) through which the odious character of a
regime might be communicated, what was it exactly about nineteenth-century

France that prompted the creation, or dissemination, of 'Bonapartism' and

'‘Caesarism'? Richter's reply is nicely materialist in its attempt to link

thought to experience, for what he suggests is that the old discourse carried
associations which political theorists increasingly sensed to be inadequate
to convey the new social reality that had burst forth around them. Recognising
a gap between the language they had inherited and the situation they currently
faced, glimmering that words lose their fluency as they lose their relevance,
a group of thinkers in the first half of the nineteenth century sought new
terminological coordinates: the result, eventually, was the birth of
'‘Bonapartism' and, later, ‘'Caesarism’'.

Unfortunately, Richter does not say much more than this about 'Caesarism',
though his brevity is explicable for a couple of reasons. To begin with,
Caesarism as a concept in its own right is not Richter's primary concern;
he is interested in it only insofar as it comprises one of the 'family' or
notions that express illegitimate domination and whose role in political thought

and action the author wants to understand. Second, because he tends to

76. 'Toward a Concept', 186. This comment on 'Caesarism' had a major

influence on my own explanation for the term's appeal after 1850; see
41 above.
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concentrate on the sixty years prior to 1850 there is a sense in which Richter's
analysis deals mostly with 'Caesarism''s pregnancy rather than its birth.

The two anti-republican, anti-Bonapartist and, incidentally, anti-democratic
strains of French thought he examines - the camps of Royalism (Burke, Maistre,

Chateaubriand, Bonald) and liberalism (Constant, Madame de Stael, Guizot)

- were ones which certainly anticipated a number of central ideas that 'Caesarism’

would later magnetise to itself, including the theme 'that there is an inevitable

slide from revolutionary governments based on popular sovereignty into military

domination by a single commander' 7 (the view of Royalists) and the contention

that, where the people have politically abdicated, have renounced their rights
as individual citizens and instead entrusted supreme legislative and executive
power to a supposed representative of the general will, a lamentable condition
of 'democratic despotism' (Guizot) ensues, which is to say a condition of
irresponsibility and coercion inevitably inimical to liberty.78 However,

as Richter shows, none of the theorists from either camp, used the term

77. 1Ibid., 192. Richter quotes Maistre: 'The very attempts of a nation to
attain its objects are the Providential means of frustrating it. Thus
the Roman people gave itself masters whilst thinking it was struggling
against the aristocracy following Caesar. This is the epitome of all
popular insurrections ... peoples as a whole participate in historical
movements only like wood and rope used by a workman ... even their leaders
are leaders only to inexperienced eyes ... Those men who, taken together,
seem the tyrants of the multitudes are themselves tyrannized by one.'
Richter glosses: 'the conclusion is that out of the people's revolutionary
efforts to free itself from its ancient monarchy must come its enslavement
to a single man. From popular sovereignty would come another Caesar’.
(Maistre's comments are from his 'Considerations sur la France', first

published in 1797).

78. Ibid., 199-200. Guizot construed Napoleon's regime as the exemplar of
modern ‘'democratic despotism', compared his rule with that of the Roman

emperors, and claimed that the implementation of the theory of popular
sovereignty issued logically in the domination of one man.
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Caesarism (or, I believe, Bonapartism for that matter): all of them were
searching for a new word to express the new thing, he suggests, but, in a

sort of prolonged stutter, remained stuck in an older terminology. It would

: . 7
fall to a later generation of thinkers, among them Marx, Bagehot, Tocqueville, 2

Lorenz von Stein, Jacob Burckhardt and Max Webereo to break new ground; it

was they who, pondering on the significance of Louis Napoleon's reign for

France and modern politics more generally, would use and develop (or consciously
discount) such terms as 'Caesarism', 'Bonapartism' and 'plebiscitary dictatorship’: |

Often it was argued that under such dictatorships (as
Louis Napoleon's: PB), subjects were put under greater
constraints than under tyranny, despotism, or absolute
monarchy. The modern age was the first to use such
effective psychological manipulation, mass mobilisation,
the organisation of enthusiasm by nationalistic appeals,
and effective all-encompassing bureaucratic controls.
And a single man was the focus of such loyalties.81

Richter's preoccupation with the conceptual precursors of 'Caesarism' and

'‘Bonapartism', together with his concentration on the (Restoration) period
in which 'a new pejorative regime type was being formed' to uncloak a kind
'of military usurpation historically novel because it based its legitimacy

upon plebiscitary approval, and hence popular sovereignty as proclaimed during

: 82 Yy
the French Revolution', means, as I have already indicated, that there

is only a small amount of space devoted specifically to the concept this

79. Richter praises Tocqueville's work as one of the nineteenth century's
most penetrating attempts to demonstrate that democracy was not
ineluctably destined to produce the domination of a single person, yet
could do so if a nation failed to take the necessary moral and
institutional precautions. See, 'Modernity', 76-80, where Richter also
sets out the three ways (corresponding to three phases of Tocqueville's
thought) that the Frenchman thought illegitimate domination might come
to be established both in his country and in America, viz: through
the intolerance exerted by majority opinion on minority dissent (1835);
through the suffocation imposed by a pacific, paternalist state on a
society in which material comfort had become the overriding goal (1840);
through the emergence of military dictatorship (also 1840).

80. These names are mentioned in ibid., 73 and 'Toward a Concept', 210-1ll.

8l. 'Modernity', 73.
82. 'Toward a Concept', 196.
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Chapter is attempting to unravel. Moreover, Richter's abbreviated analysis
inevitably underplays the variety of meanings 'Caesarism' could assume;

the restriction of his analysis to France and his broad identification of
‘Caesarism’ with Bonapartism compound this tendency to homogenise. More seriously,
Richter actually exaggerates the extent to which 'Caesarism' was, indeed,

a pejorative term. Without doubt it was such a word of disparagement in

the majority, perhaps the vast majority of cases, particularly in Germany
(less so in France and, I suspect, Italy) as Heinz Gollwitzer's excellently
detailed study vividly illustrates. But Gollwitzer points also to a range

of people of diverse intellectual backgrounds and political persuasions who
envisaged the 'Caesarism of Napoleon III' in ways quite different to what

one might have expected from Richter's analysis. Consider German conservative
thought of the period: overwhelmingly anti-Napoleon and the Napoleonic model
it certainly was, but there remained plenty of space for recusancy. Hence
conservative thinkers like Radowitz, Riehl, Manteuffel, Quehl, Bohmer and
Segesser - a heterogeneous bunch in themselves - congratulated Napoleon III's

'Caesarism' for confronting the red menace, checking revolution and revolutionary

fervour, reaffirming the sanctity of private property and for generally restoring

'order'. And liberal and socialist thinkers too were in particular instances

not immune from some admiration, however ambivalent, as the stances of Heine,

Frobel, Hillebrand and Mundt (all liberals after a fashion) and the socialist

Schweitzer reveal plainly enough.83 Moreover, even in the French case,

the country on which Richter concentrates, uncomfortable facts exist to challenge

sweeping generalisation. Romieu's usage of 'Caesarism' was not 'negative’

83. On the generally derogatory German use of the term 'Caesarism', at least
in its relation to the rule of Napoleon III, see Gollwitzer, op.cit.,
46, 55, 58. On those people (mentioned in the main text) who were more
positive in their estimation of the 'Caesarism' of Napoleon III or who
felt ambivalently about it, ibid., 31 (Radowitz, Riehl), 32 (Manteuffel,
Quehl), 39 (Bdhmer), 41 (Segesser), 45 (Heine), 47-50 (Frobel), 51-2
(Hillebrand), 53-4 (Mundt), 73 (Schweitzer). (Gollwitzer also remarks
that there were some people in Germany, and they were not necessarily
conservatives, who imagined that Caesarism might be capable of use 1in
the service of German nationalism and Realpolitik: 62-7).
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in Richter's sense, nor was the term employed in a derogatory manner by members
of the Bonapartist party. And it is also significant that while the author

of the entry on 'Césarisme' for Larousse's (1867) Grand dictionnaire universal

does not hide his own personal animosity for the phenomenon it is his task
to define, he retains sufficient objectivity as a scholar to record that

'‘Caesarism implies necessarily the idea of a government either good or bad

according to the person who will exercise it ... It is one of the Erogressive
forms of despotism, fitting to those peoples who cannot or do not know how

to govern themselves' (my emphasis).84

These qualifications aside, Richter's study seems to me to be immensely

valuable, not only as a concrete application of Vico's advice to see the
order of 1deas proceeding according to the order of things,85 but because
it clarifies a distinction which all too easily is fudged in a project like
mine. After reading Richter, 'Caesarism' can be shown to possess three
dimensions: it exists as word, as concept (or idea), and as a member of

a family of concepts. The word, we have established, has its origins in
the mid=-to-late 1840s. The concept, however, has a longer lineage. Burke,
in 1790, was predicting, in phrases that uncannily resemble later specific

theorisations of 'Caesarism', that popular revolution in France (and, by

extension, elsewhere) would result in a military take=-over, the hegemony

84. Op.cit., 8l2.

85. L. Pompa, (ed. and transl.), Vico: Selected Writings (1982), 180.
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of a general; Maistre and Bonald said something similar; so did Constant.86

Even before them, there were members of the Enlightenment, like Diderot and
Friedrich II, who wrote uneasily about future post-royal forms of autocracy

and whose writings prefigured later concerns associated with the word

Caesarism. 87 Finally, the family of concepts expressing illegitimate

domination, ©of which Caesarism (in some renditions) is but one, is as old
as the hills - the provenance of the word tyranny, for example, is at least

as o0ld as mid-seventh century B.C. Greece, while accusations concerning

'usurpation' were flourishing in Rome in the fourth century A.D.BB

86. According to Burke 'In the weakness of one kind of authority, and 1in
the fluctuation of all, the officers of the army will remain mutinous
and full of faction, until some popular general, who ... possesses the
true spirit of command, shall draw the eyes of all men upon himself
... But the moment in which that event shall happen, the person who
really commands the army is your master; the master (that is little)
of your king, the master of your assembly, the master of your whole
republic', cited in Richter, 'Toward a Concept', 190-1. Richter adds
'Burke gave no name to such a situation, nor did he cite any previous
instances, despite the Roman examples as well known to him as to Maistre.
Rather it was the novelty of the situation he stressed.'

On Maistre and Bonald, ibid., 191-2; on Constant, ibid., 193.
(For both Richter and Groh, Constant's theory of ‘'usurpation' represents a
crucial advance on earlier discussions of the phenomenon that would become
known as 'Caesarism'. Constant's ideas, presented to the public in 1814,
are described by Groh as 'perhaps the first worked-out theory of Caesarism’,
op.cit., 738).

87. Groh, op.cit., 732-3. See also the remarks of G. Bruun, Europe and the
French Imperium. 1799-1814 (New York: 1938), especially chapter one on
eighteenth century Europe, the title of which is 'Prelude to Caesarism'.
According to Bruun, if we are to understand sensibly Napoleon's career,
which means appreciating 'how largely it was a fulfillment rather than a
miscarriage of the reform program, it is necessary to forget the eighteenth
century as the seedtime of political democracy and remember it as the
golden era of the princely despots, to recall how persistently the thinkers
of that age concerned themselves with the idea of enlightened autocracy and
how conscientiously they laid down the intellectual foundations of
Caesarism. Napoleon was, to a degree perhaps undreamed of in their philos-
ophy, the son of the philosophes, and it is difficult to read far in the
political writing of the time without feeling how clearly the century
prefigured him, how ineluctably in Vandal's phrase l'idee a préecédé 1 'homme/,
1-2. Sometimes the search for the 'intellectual foundations of Caesarism'
takes on an air of unreality, as when Hasso Hofmann speaks of 'the Ceesarist
model of Thomas Hobbes and his successors' in Hofmann's 'Das Problem der
cdsaristischen Legitimitat im Bismarckreich', in Hammer and Hartmann (eds.),

OE-Cit- ’ 77_101' at 93-

88. I cull this information from that superb, uplifting book, The Class Struggle
in the Ancient Greek World (1981), by Geoffrey de Ste. Croix, 279, 387.
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Richter's distinction gives Caesarism a depth lacking in other, more
narrowly focused treatments of the term, and thus cannot but help aid our
understanding of its significance and political purpose. But, before we
leave him, we should remember that a sociologist will also find it necessary
to ask for whom is a type of rule deemed both 'illegitimate' and a mode
of 'domination' since the answer will depend to an important extent, naturally
enough, on the class and political position of the complainant. A sixth
century B.C. Athenian landed aristocrat might look with abject horror and

indignation at Solon's cancellation of debts aimed to improve the conditions
of impoverished landless labourers, bread-line artisans or poor peasants,

and view this ‘'tyranny'! as 'illegitimate domination' (as we say today):

but it would be extraordinary indeed if the recipients of the act shared

the same sort of revulsion towards Solon's deeds. Further, I dare say that

a French peasant who credited Napoleon I with the consolidation of small
landholding property, or who attributed to Napoleon III the fact that, for

the first time his village had a school, would be unlikely to rail against
either for their ‘'democratic despotism'. Conversely, a late twentieth century
British worker who describes anti-union legislation as dictatorial or
authoritarian can be expected to be informed by the prime minister that her

administration has a mandate from the electorate who expect the rule of law

to be protected and the peace of the land to be kept.

2.3.3 Caesarism and the rise of 'the masses'

A third candidate nominated to stand as an explanation for Caesarism's
influence as a nineteenth century political term was proposed quite recently
by George Mosse. Despite the underdeveloped character of his argument, Mosse
has put his finger on something very important.

'Caesarism', Mosse observes, 'became involved with the new importance

given to the masses as a political force in the post revolutionary age':
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Caesarism as a concept is important in modern times
because it became shorthand for a new political
constellation arising during the nineteenth century.

As a result of the French revolution, political
theorists began to distinguish between two kinds of
democracy: the rule of representatives, and the rule
of the masses ... A discussion of Caesarism leads
necessarily to an analysis of the rise of mass
democracy: if not yet within the reality of historical
development, then certainly, as either a fear or hope

in the minds of men concerned with the trend of the
politics of the time.B8°
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