
sciousness, had faded from view, leaving only 
“atomistic chaos.” The possible consequences 
of this state of affairs were terrible-the onset 
of nihilism, “upheavals . . . the like of which 
have never been dreamed of,” the collapse of 
the structure of Western society. 

What could be done? In at least one sense of 
the word, Nietzsche proposed no “solution.” 
Rather, he felt that it was in the nature of the 
crisis that no solutions could be given; the 
structure on which such answers could arise 
has proved to be irremediably false. Toward 
political ideologies, whether socialist, fascist, 
or capitalist, Nietzsche expressed even- 
handed contempt, believing them to be both 
superficial and dangerous. They were superfi- 
cial because they did not take into account the 
true nature of the crisis of modem civilization, 
which was moral, not economic. They were’ 
dangerous because they could possibly hasten 
the destruction of the old world moral order 
before materials could be gathered to build a 
new one. Unlike Man, Nietzsche did not be- 
lieve that a creative world-building process 
would follow a destructive one, and he was 
f r igh tened  hy t h e  pmspert nf n ih i l i sm.  
Nonetheless, he felt that such nihilism was 
inevitable in one form or another. What were 
needed to counter it were not doctrines or 
ideologies but spiritually strong individuals 
who could face the crisis in all its immensity 
and reach within themselves for new values to 
hold the world together. Toward such philoso- 
phers of the future-“truly political” men who 
could redraw the horizons of our 
consciousness-he directed both his hopes 
and writings. 

Nietzsche’s political perspective was thus 
mainly individualistic and only secondarily so- 
cial; though deeply concerned with the future 
of Western society, he saw this future in terms 
of the individuals who would create it. It is 
probably this extreme individualism, more 
than any other aspect of Nietzsche’s thought, 
that has caused his writings to be so widely 
misunderstood in our age. 

Reviewed by HENRY MCDONALD 

To H-11 with the Kaiser 

The Kaiser: Warlord of the Second Reich, 
by Alan Palmer, New York: Charles 
Scribner’s Sons, 1978. 276 pp.  $14.95. 

I N  THE CURRENTBook o f h t s  Germany’s Kaiser 
William 11 ranks third among the “Ten Worst 
Well-Known Human Beings in History,” below 
Attila and Adolf Hitler but above Idi Amin, 
Heinrich Himmler, and Joseph Stalin. So per- 
sisting has been the British-created World War 
I propaganda image that the villain label seems 
to be pinned forever on the shallow, mercurial, 
bombastic, but the essentially decent and 
well-meaning last Kaiser, From my own child- 
hood memory I recall the diabolic Kaiser Bill, 
in 1918 the ogre of our third grade in Boston’s 
Martha Baker School, along with his son the 
Clown Prince,the most loathsome figure of our 
time. Only the residual Victorian proprieties 
caused Miss Sykes, our teacher, to forbid our 
wearing celluloid pins inscribed To H-ll with 
the Kaiser. His title itself has become eponym- 
uun. ixuiszi iiioaiin the a i L i n - v i u a u f i  vv iiiiaiii 

11. 
Yet when this grandson of Queen Victoria 

was born, his birth was celebrated in England 
as if he were an English prince. After he came 
of age his grandmother made him the youngest 
foreign Knight of the Garter, Admiral of the 
Fleet-the first foreign sovereign to be so 
created--colonel of a British regiment. In- 
deed, Victoria died in his arms. When he 
passed through London after her funeral many 
of the buildings flew German flags beside the 
Union Jack. Nine years later Conan Doyle, 
seeing him in Edward VU’S funeral procession, 
wrote that he looked “so noble that England has 
lost something of her old kindness if she does 
not take him back into her heart today.” As late 
as July 1911, on a visit to England, the Kaiser 
was cheered in the streets, and when he went to 
the theater he was given a standing ovation. 
Yet five years later he had become the most 
hated man in the British Empire. So he has 
remained to the general public, however his- 
torians might revise opinions about him. 

Mr. Alan Palmeis relatively short biography 
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of William 11, more concerned with his politics 
than his private life, is the most enlightening 
study of the unenlightened Kaiser that has yet 
appeared. As Palmer explains at length, only 
fitfully did the real world break through the 
world of William’s fantasy. He liked to think of 
himselfas the supreme warlord, but it was only 
a kind of play. His father had been a field 
commander in the war against Austria, his 
uncle had entered Paris in 1814 on the heels of 
Napoleon, he himself liked to appear at mas- 
querades as Frederick the Great. One of his 
permanent regrets was that he was never made 
a colonel of a Scottish regiment so that he might 
wear a kilt. For a quarter of a century he 
strutted a stage part, designed uniforms, 
travelled endlessly, led cavalry charges on 
maneuvers that would have led to annihilation 
in actual warfare, spouted improvised remarks 
on world affairs that outraged opinion in Lon- 
don, in Paris, and in his own foreign office. 
After one of his gaffes his mother complained to 
her mother, Queen Victoria: “I wish I could put 
a padlock on his mouth. I tremble for him- 
with all his rashness and obstinacy . . . he is a 
big baby.” For all his passing moments of 
hatred, he loved England. Yet if he had not 
insisted with Admiral von Tirpitz and the Navy 
League in building up a fleet to rival the 
British, his deepest wish for an Anglo-German 
alliance might have been possible. The Euro- 
pean War might have been avoided. As Palmer 
explains, “he was childishly vain over world 
policy, resenting any development which did 
not confirm his prejudices and convictions.” 
He loved the posturing while avoiding actuality 
until it overwhelmed him in the war he had 
predicted would be over in a few months. 

The Kaiser lacked discretion, judgment, 
application. Probably he would have been 
well-suited for the &le of Lohengrin in a pro- 
vincial opera house. Instead fate brought him 
at the age of thirty to rule the expansive par- 
venu Second Empire. Had William, Palmer 
writes, 

and smooth system of government. But the 
Kaiser still thought as an autocrat. He saw 
nothing inconsistent in suddenly interven- 
ing on a grand scale after weeks of remote 
control, ruling spasmodically by telegram 
. . . . The Kaiser’s intervention in foreign 
affairs-after snap reactions to the whim of 
a moment-ould destroy in a few hours the 
diplomacy of several weeks. 

The war, which in his heart he never wanted 
and which made him a villain to the outside 
world, made him a cipher within Germany. By 
the Battle of the Marne he was  no more than a 
spectator of events beyond his control, helpless 
as he watched his dynasty founder, then after 
the war a powerless exile for almost a quarter of 
a century. Palmer is particularly informative 
about those last years, William’s reaction to 
and relations with National Socialism, a 
movement he despised while yet admiring in 
spite of himself the national resurgence that it 
conjured up. After the fall of France he could 
not refrain from sending Hitler a congratulatory 
telegram. He died two weeks before Hitleis 
invasion of Russia. 

I fail to find in this or any earlier biography 
an explanation of the mysterious George Syl- 
vester Viereck, German-born propagandist in 
the United States for Germany in both World 
Wars. Viereck was close to the Kaiser, acting 
as his literary agent between the wars. Was he, 
as has been rumored, William’s illegitimate 
son, and if so by whom? The Kaiser was a 
highly moral family man, in contrast to his 
eldest son who, after a wastrel’s life, died some 
time following World War I1 in the arms of a 
chambermaid. Yet the Crown Prince in writing 
to Viereck always addressed him as “cousin.” 

One major event that Palmer all but skips 
over is Chancellor Bruening’s scheme to re- 
store the monarchy in 1931 as a means of 
stemming the Nazi tide, with Hindenburg as 
regent for the Kaiser’s grandson, Louis Fer- 
dinand. Such a regency was something the 
Social Democrats, the trade unions, and the 

. . . left day-to-day politics to the chancellor 
and his ministers while amusing himself 
with ships, uniforms and parades, then 
Germany might have worked out a practical 

Catholic Center would have agreed to, but they 
could not accept the long-discredited ex- 
Kaiser. The scheme might have worked. But 
the Kaiser refused to consider any Hohenzol- 
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lem restoration except his own. Bruening was 
rebuffed, the moment passed-possibly the 
last free moment for Germany. 

It is seldom given to a man to destroy his 
country twice, yet that was the achievement of 
the well-meaning last Kaiser. His astute and 
able father, the unfortunate Kaiser Frederick 
William, would never have succumbed to the 
jingoistic naval rivalry with England, and he 
would certainly have avoided going to war in 
1914. William blundered into that and the 
doom of his dynasty. In 1931 as an old man he 
might have saved his country from a far greater 
evil by renouncing his rights to his lost throne. 
Without this renunciation, Hindenburg, the 
creaky senile monarchist, would not accept the 
regency for Louis Ferdinand, the only tolerable 
Hohenzollern. And instead of King Log Ger- 
many received King Stork. 

Reviewed by FRANCIS RUSSELL 

of the character of Goebbels and his meaning- 
ful interpretation of the daily entries in the 
diary. Also helpful is the brief documentary 
history of Goebbels’ diary presented by Peter 
Stadelmayer, which makes clear the authentic- 
ity of the diaries that Goebbels regarded “as his 
most valuable possession.” The diary material 
published here Fomes from a microfilm copy 
originating in East Germany and is part of a 
large amount of material received by Hoffman 
and Campe, the publisher of the German edi- 
tion, who now possesses copies of almost 
16,000 pages of the diaries from the years 1924 
to April 1945 as well as other written material 
from Goebbels’ papers. 

Stadelmayer points out that up to July 8, 
1941, Goebbels wrote his diary entries in man- 
uscript; that thereafter he dictated them to a 
stenographer; that each of the daily entries 
begins with the “Military Situation” presented 
every morning to a small group in Goebbels’ 
study by the liaison officer from the High 
Command of the German Armed Forces; that 
the “Military Situation” paragraphs repro- 
duced in this book were drafted by the liaison 
nfficg and the s t p n n p p h p r ;  2nd that C&h- 
bels’ dictated entries were never reviewed by 

Goebbele, edited, introduced, and anno- have corrected. 
tated by Hugh Trevor-Roper, translated 
from the German by Richard Barry, New 
York: G.P.  Putnam’s Sons, 1978. xl i  + 368 
pp .  $14.95. 

THIS VOLUME contains the last surviving part of 
the author’s diaries, which he began in 1924, 
and covers the period from February 27 to 
April 9, 1945, with some entries missing, 
which are properly noted. Neither the author, 
the famous or infamous Dr. Joseph ,Goebbels, 
Minister for Propaganda and Public En- 
lightenment in National Socialist Germany, 
nor the editor, Professor Hugh Trevor-Roper, 
the eminent British. historian of seventeenth- 
century England and of National Socialist 
Germany, is in need of any further introduction 
here. What is valuable to the reader is the 
editor’s illuminating and analytical evaluation 

Necessary for the reader also is an important 
note by the translator, indicating that, in the 
German edition, the date of dictation that was 
used produced some erroneous statements, 
and that, therefore, in this English language 
edition, the dates of the entries are those on 
which the events in question occurred, thus 
requiring the omission of the word “yesterday” 
from the “Military Situation” sub-headings and 
from the text. 

Trevor-Roper’s compact introductory essay, 
analyzing and delineating the character and 
personality of Goebbels from his own writings, 
from the writings of his biographers, and from 
other writings about him, such as those of Al- 
bert Speer and Alfred Rosenberg, and cul- 
minating in the interpretation of these Final 
Entries, is superb and should prove to be most 
helpful to readers who proceed to make their 
own interpretations and evaluations. Although 
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