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PREFACE

The present work is the logical continuation of the basic ideas of my book
Das Bauerntum als Lebensquell der Nordischen Rasse (The Peasantry as the
Source of Life of the Nordic Race), which discussed tangible proposals for a
German Reich of the German people—a Third Reich—to which we all
aspire to. It may seem astonishing that | begin these proposals not with
the peasantry but with the nobility. I must counter that in the correctly
understood Germanic sense of the word, there is probably a degree of
difference between the nobility and the peasantry (in the sense that both
were incorporated into the Germanic rural estates with different tasks),
but there is not a fundamental difference. It therefore is the essential task
of this book to explain such relations in more detail, and also to show that
the caste-like stratification of nobility und peasantry —which has
developed in German society since the Middle Ages —is both thoroughly
un-Germanic and un-German, two terms which today basically mean the
same thing.

In the following poem, Baron Borries von Miinchhausen out of an

hakeable German feeling captures the essence of the nobility, at least
as it should be, and presents it:

This is us!

Born to helmet and shield,
Chosen to protect the land,
To the king his officer,
Faithful to our old customs,
In the midst of our peasants,
This is us!

We sow our fields,

We cherish our forests,
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For child and grandchild.

You mock the ancestors?! The guardians
They are of the only goods,
Which are not for sale to you.

We stand with a stiff neck
In the market’s haggling and toiling
In strict knighthood.

In silence we want
To preserve the country’s best:
German peasant strength!

If we view the nobility in such a way that the nobility is not the lordship
superior to the peasantry, but a leadership cadre that is of the same nature
as the peasantry and endowed with special responsibilities, then the
following becomes understandable. If | wanted to help our German
peasantry, I had to first and foremost turn to the question of identifying
a leadership appropriate to its nature, namely, a leadership that would
secure for the peasantry its place in the German nation, which it may
claim on account of its double task of being the source of both the
people’s renewal by blood and its nourishment.

Until now, the task of creating a new nobility has been, so to speak,
merely a task of class creation in the field of agricultural activity. But as
the peasantry is the true and original source of blood renewal of the
nation, so is it the source of the nobility incorporated into it. In its capacity
as a result of peasant select breeding, the nobility is the natural-born giver
of leadership for the whole people—provided that the terms peasant,
people, and nobility are understood in the Germanic sense.

This book is an attempt at a theoretical blueprint, i.e. it attempts to
transform this trinity of peasant, people, and nobility into a unity; I have
endeavored to form and round out this draft into a completed whole. In
this, | was guided by today’s special circumstances —the call for a new
nobility is today more widespread than we would initially assume given
the present conditions in Germany. Such i are encouraged by
the newly gained knowledge of heredity and the surprisingly flourishing
racial studies. Plans and drafts for the formation of a new nobility appear
everywhere—no less than a renewal of the existing nobility is striven for
and demanded. But what is missing from all such proposals, as far as |
have seen, is a clear and well-rounded understanding of all aspects and
activities of nobility; an extremely narrow point of view is usually taken,
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and then only from there is the question discussed. In this way, however,
it is not possible to create something palpably useful, no matter how
witty and creative some of the suggested ideas may be. This circumstance
convinced me to bring together into one framework all those sub-areas
which must be taken into consideration in the creation of a new nobility,
in order to establish a preliminary overview from which the basic plan
for the solution of the question can be derived. | have endeavored to
comprehensively describe both an overview of the responsibilities of the
German nobility and a plan for its reorganization, so that a perspective
can be obtained which permits a more or less clear judgment and which
removes the whole matter from the realm of misty wishful thinking and
castles in the air and places it on the ground of realizable possibilities.

I am aware that any possibility of realizing the ideas presented here
presupposes the restoration of our national liberty and independence.
This goes without saying for a thinking man, but I mention it nonetheless
as it is useless to argue about this precondition. What matters first of all
is exclusively whether our people desires to realize the thoughts laid
down in this text, which, however, should by no means be considered
any kind of recipe. Only when the Whether is decided will it be possible
to find the ways and means for the How.

The impetus for this work came from a quote from the late artaman#
leader Hans Holfelder: “We need a new nobility!”

I have to thank lecturer R. Eichenauer, who had the kindness to
proofread this typescript. But I have to thank especially the generous
hospitality of the Schultze-Naumburg family, who made it possible for
me to conceptualize and complete this book.

R. Walther Darré
Certified agriculturist and certified colonial manager
Saaleck, spring 1930

# Editor’s note: The artaman concept was developed by Dr. Willibald Hentschel,
founder of both the Mittgardbund (Brotherhood of Midgard) and the Artamanen
Gesellschaft (Artaman League). The word was a combination of the Middle High
German words art and manen, mea.mng ayu:ultural man " The organization
advocated for physical fitness, envirc ism, and rural living
as important means for the regeneration of the Nordxc race. Deeply anti-Slavic and
anti-Semitic, a main focus of the League prior to the rise of the National Socialist
German Workers” Party (NSDAP) was the prevention of Polish settlement in
eastern Germany.




INTRODUCTION

“The destruction of the law and the shaking of the social order are only
the result of the weakness and insecurity of those in power.”
Napoleon I

It is an indisputable fact of history that the growth and prosperity of a
people is directly related to the health of its nobility, both physically and
morally. A healthy nobility is capable of leading a people to the highest
flowering of civilization and government; but if it fails or perishes, the
fate of the people will be sealed if the people does not pull itself together
in time to create a new class of leaders. Treitschke writes:

If a ruling or privileged nobility diminishes in wealth, education,
and political devotion— or if the other estates reach it in all of these
respects —the nobility loses its innate right to rule, the state falls
ill, and a transformation of society is inevitable.

Therefore, there is a close relationship between the fate of a people as a
whole and of its leading class.

But history also provides us with this fact: where a people had the will
and the strength to replace its degenerate or otherwise weakened
nobility, it was spared the fate of degeneration and was able to assert
itself in the struggle of the peoples for existence. Perhaps the most famous
example of this is prehistoric Rome —after internal struggles between the
patricians (the peasant families who formed the nobility) and the
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plebeians (the other families living in the country, predominantly of a
non-peasant class), the old Roman nobilitas emerged in the fifth century
B.C. from the best of both the plebeian and patrician families. This Roman
nobility, which from the fourth to the first century B.C. knew how to lead
the Roman state unerringly and powerfully, was also the creator as well
as the guardian of the old Roman republican political system until a
completely different political system developed with its demise and the
rise of Gaius Julius Caesar. The old Roman concept of freedom for the
people was transformed into the late Roman despotism introduced by
Caesar, a system of government that was clearly influenced by the Orient
and Asia, i.e. an arbitrary and coercive rule over the people from above.
At the time of Caesar, Rome no longer had the power to form a true
nobility from within itself. Although a new upper class emerged and was
based on noble principles, it was nevertheless different from the nobilitas
that had previously existed.

This is why E. Mayer once said quite correctly, “It cannot be about
whether an upper class is there at all, but only about how it can be there
with beneficial effects.” An upper class is always there, the only question
is whether the people has a sanguinary connection with its upper class
(as was the case with the old Roman nobilitas with regard to the
plebeians), or whether the people merely tolerates its upper class, which
became customary in Rome from the advent of the Caesarean concept.
This brings us to the question: what actually is nobility?

This query will be answered in the following sections, since—as you
will see—we as Germans can only judge this question from a German,
and in this case, Germanic, point of view. But this much may be said
here—an upper class only becomes a nobility in the German
interpretation of the word when it consists not of individuals but of
families, whereby it is initially irrelevant whether these families represent
the best of the people —i.e. are, in a sense, the expression of a leadership —
or whether they rule over the people as oppressors without any
connection to them. In the Germanic sense, however, nobility represents
a selection of valuable families which are legally indistinguishable from
the other families of the national community, except that an attempt is
made through a system of breeding laws to maintain the hereditary high
quality of these families. Furthermore, through an educational tradition
that correctly guides the noble youth, virtues are cultivated which teach
everything that is absolutely necessary for the leadership of a people or a
state.




RICHARD WALTHER DARRE 3

It must be emphasized that, although an upper class composed only
of the best of a people is a leader class, it is far from being a nobility in
the German-GermanicS sense of the word, because one of the
characteristics of German or Germanic nobility is necessarily that
measures are put into place that ensure the hereditary transmission of its
proven leadership talents. We could even say that the essence of the
genuinely German concept of nobility in the Germanic sense is a
consciously cultivated leadership on the basis of selected hereditary
material.

If the leading class of a people is composed exclusively of its best
elements, without any provision being made for the inheritance of its
talents in any form, the people will, under all circumstances, deplete its
abilities and talents. There is no doubt that such a form of exploiting
talents may cause a temporary flourishing of the people, but this state of
affairs is not permanent. Almost all historical democracies of the modern
era offer examples of this, because the establishment of a democracy ina
state that was previously noble-led creates a general power vacuum in
which gifted individuals can, with some luck, work their way up to the
upper echelons of the people. But it is precisely this peculiar democratic
tendency of denying any hereditary bond and even refusing to recognize
the hereditary inequality of individuals which makes it difficult or even

ible for recognized valuable talents to be hereditarily anchored in
the nation. This is the key to the riddle of why democracies, after a short
historical period of flourishing, always very quickly show a decline in
their ancestral talents and therefore die culturally.

If, on the basis of the above findings, we consider the question of
whether our people still has a nobility, and if so, whether it can still be
described as healthy, then unfortunately we must answer with an
unsparing “no.” Neither do we possess nor do we have any means of
retaining our precious leaders’ hereditable traits (a situation which,
incidentally, the German democracy of 1918 is causally responsible for),
nor can we claim that our nobility still represents the leadership of our
people, let alone that it is healthy. If we take Treitschke’s famous words
as a basis, “Either there is a political nobility or there is none at all,” it

4 Editor’s note: “German” is a translation of the word deutsche, which is typically
used to describe the peoples of Germany from the eighth century forward.

“Germanic” is a translation of the word germanen, which is used to describe !he
people of Germany before then. Theref g that is G G is
reflective of both ancient and modern Germans,
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must be said that there is apparently nothing left of our nobility —
otherwise, it would have already reappeared, albeit in a very different
way, in the fateful years for our people since 1918. It cannot be argued
that the war losses of 1914-18 played a role in this—we only have to
browse Theodor Hébich’s compilation of the still-landowning nobility in
Deutsche Latifundien (German Latifundia, second edition; Konigsberg
1930). It is clear to see that the ratio of the nobility —which is barely
noticeable in the state life of our people—to the whole of the people is a
surprisingly small one, while the ratio of the land area still at the disposal
of the nobility to the land area of the Reich’s territory is quite obviously
much larger. The ratio of the nobility’s land ownership to its political
influence is therefore unhealthy. If this fact alone exposes the inner
weakness of the nobility, then the impression of a failed nobility becomes
even clearer if we take the trouble to investigate when and where the
nobility has played any significant role in the enormous struggle of our
German youth (since about the turn of the century, but especially after
1918) for a race-appropriate German state structure,

No, the failure of our German nobility has deeper causes than the
losses of the World War. The roots of this phenomenon go back to the
Middle Ages. Strictly speaking, we have had no nobility in Germany
since the Germanic nobility of its inception—bred on the basis of leader
performance—was transformed into a ruling class based on outward
appearances and closed off to the outside world. Incidentally,
Treitschke’s well-known essay in Karl Walcker's Staatswissenschaftliche
Aufsitze (Essays in Political Science, 1877) contains this insight, “The
Prussian nobility as a class has done nothing but mischief for three
centuries.” As an additional example, Freiherr vom Stein demanded the
renewal of the nobility more than one hundred years ago, proposing that
the most competent members of the people should be able to supplement
the nobility, as is customary with the English nobility (from his
November 24th, 1808 open letter to von Schon, known as Stein’s Political
Testament).

Today, at the time of writing this book, our nobility is in dire straits.
With few exceptions, the post-war German nobility has done relatively
little to rebuild our Reich or our people, so much so that only in isolated
cases can it claim to be respected or be regarded as the favored leadership
of a future new German Reich. Apart from the Adelsgenossenschaft (noble
cooperative), which at least makes an attempt to save what is valuable in
the nobility and to pave the way for its renewal, the remnants of our
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nobility (isolated honorable exceptions cannot change the picture as a
whole) are sitting on their estates or on their bank accounts, in order to—
as G. Ferrero once said with biting derision about the Roman nobility in
the first century B.C. —at least save th lves and their p jons in
the general confusion of the decline of the state, and to cloak this
endeavor in the word “conservatism.” Elsewhere, the nobility of today
prefers to use its name recognition in the cities, especially in Berlin, to
attend the societies and receptions of the nouveau riche, who had risen
through war and upheaval, as well as of the new rulers, to create a
glittering social framework.

No, we no longer have a nobility in the German-Germanic sense of
the word. Some members of the nobility may not only be innocent of this
state of affairs, but may even be fighting through ideology and action for
a renewal of the nobility, thus consciously or unconsciously proving the
reality of their own existence.

But as a people, we cannot do without a nobility. We all aspire to a
Third Reich! Its existence and validity will depend largely on whether we
still have the will and the strength to create a new nobility. It would be a
mistake to assume that the Third Reich could be maintained exclusively
by a ruling class built on individual achievement, but there is no doubt
that only such a ruling class can one day create it. Nobility is the selection
of gifted generations, bred through special from which only
the high performing individual nobles are promoted into an
achievement-based leadership stratum, whereby promotion or non-
promotion becomes a kind of continuous performance test and proof of
achievement for future noble generations. Once again, the purpose of
nobility as an institution in the German-Germanic sense of the term is to
preserve the heritable biological traits relevant to leadership talents in
order to create a kind of pool, so to speak, from which the leadership class
of the people can source a never-ending influx of genuine leadership.
This is why the following demand arises from us—we must revive a
genuine nobility for our people.
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Since the founding of the German Empire in 1871, Paul de Lagarde has
repeatedly pointed out in his political writings* that we need a new
nobility, indeed, he has already come forward with several proposals in
his works. After him, individual champions of this idea appeared more
and more frequently, the strongest corresponding proposals are to be
found in the years after 1918. From the literature presented in recent
years, only the following will be mentioned here: Boesch, Vom Adel (Of
the Nobility); Johannes, Adel Verpflichtet (Nobility Obliges); Hentschel,
Mittgardbund (Brotherhood of Midgard); Harpf, Volkischer Adel (Volkisch
Nobility); Mayer, Vom Adel und der Oberschicht (Of the Nobility and the
Upper Class); von Hed Heespen, Die Entstehung des Adels (The
Emergence of the Nobility); Goetz, Neuer Adel (New Nobility). To these must
be added the various essays in periodicals which deal with the question
of the nobility and call for its renewal, especially the essays in the
Adelsblatt (Noble Journal), the journal of the Deutsche Adelsgenossenschaft
(German Noble Cooperative). But all these proposals and attempts at
solutions are not quite satisfactory, because they either overlook quite
essential points of the question, or they only pick out sub-areas with
which they are familiar, or they do not take historical experience into
account. Some of these proposals want to rely too much on regulations
and laws and do not take into account the blood or genetic value that the
nobility should possess. Another one simply wants to “command” the
remnants of the Nordic race (Germanic peoples) in Germany into a kind
of nobility, without taking into account that a master class of the Nordic
race over a non-Nordic population is not nobility, as nobility and Nordic
race are by no means be the same thing. Or be it finally the one, by W.
Hentschel of the Mittgardbund, which correctly understands the breeding
and selection processes for the formation of a new nobility and makes
corresponding proposals, but through institutions such as his
Mittgardbund rejects a basic tenet of any reasonable nobility —namely a
family tradition based on the idea of paternal law. Such proposals are
also reappearing today,*” which deny the hereditary nature of blood and

% See Sciriften fiir das Deutsche Volk (Writings for the German People) (Munich: J. F.
Lehmanns, 1924).
7 Such as Bruno Goetz's Newer Adel (New Nobility) (Darmstadt, 1930).
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speak of a “nobility of the spirit.”” Nietzsche has already given a clear
answer to such demands in Der Wille zur Macht (The Will to Power, page
942):

There is only nobility of birth, only nobility of blood. I'm not
talking about the little word “von”# and the Gothaische
Kalender®?~a preoccupation for fools. Those who speak of an
“aristocracy of the spirit” are generally trying to conceal
something; as is well known, it is a favorite phrase used by
ambitious Jews. The spirit alone does not ennoble —there must
first be something that ennobles the spirit. And what is that?
Blood.

This much is certain: Whoever wants to take a stand of any type on the
question of nobility in our people and comes forward with proposals for
its renewal or with drafts for recreating it completely must first of all
clarify what the history of our nobility actually is. Hardly in any other
field do principles of historical experience apply so much, something
Treitschke once expressed as follows, “The persistence of the past in the
present proves itself inexorably even in the histories of those peoples who
do not want to believe in this historical law.”

But if German history is really to be the teacher, it must also take into
account a law which Vollgraff of Marburg paraphrased as follows, “All
phenomena of civic and political life, from marriage to the forms of
governance, will remain unexplained and obscure if we do not take into
account the racial make-up of the people being studied.”

Unfortunately, both of the above-mentioned laws lead us into a very
peculiar dichotomy with regard to the historical German nobility. We
have to realize thatalthough it was the Germanic race or, as we say today,
the Nordic race, which breathed blood and life into this German nobility
and helped to determine the laws of expression of its civilization's
creations, all that we are accustomed to speaking of as the “historical
German nobility” has hardly anything to do with Germanic ideas about
nobility. All of our historical German noble privileges and conceptions

# Editor’s note: The word “von” served in Germany and Austria as a noble
predicate (pridikat, from the Latin praedic ing rank designation) and is a

-3

name suffix or form of address for a nobleman.
4 Editor’s note: The Gothaische Kalender was (and is) the reference work for
aristocratic genealogy commonly used in noble families.
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are completely un-Germanic, and are, for the most part, even un-German,
and owe their origin to foreign ideas about rule and the leadership of a
people. It must be said that during the millennium of the so-called Holy
Roman Empire of the German Nation, the Germanic nature of our people,
along with its nobility, was put into a kind of straightjacket to an ever
more pronounced degree. We do not have to examine here whether this
was always and in all things something undesirable or useless; however,
it must be emphasized that without a clear understanding of this fact,
German history cannot be understood,® especially not state upheavals
such as the Peasants’ Wars5! or the infiltration of the so-called Ideas of
178952 among our people.

Thus we cannot avoid first ascertaining the nature of the Germanic
people’s conceptions of their nobility. For if it is true what we said above
in Vollgraff's words—namely that race determines the essence of a
people, then we must also try to approach the solution of our task from
the racial essence of our people. This racial essence of our people is
Germanentum (Germanism) — it is the foundation of our being,

% After completing this work, Darré became aware of a work that clearly
elaborates this idea: H. Wolf, Weltgeschichte der Revolutionen und das Recht des
Widerstandes (World History of Revolutions and the Right of Resistance) (Leipzig, 1930).
% Editor’s note: The German Peasants’ War (or Revolution of the Common Man)
is the term used to describe the series of uprisings of p people, and
miners that broke out in 1524 for economic and religious reasons in large parts of
southern Germany, Austria, and Switzerland, during the course of which the
peasants, with the Twelve Articles of M ingen, made d ds for the first
time that are regarded as an early formulation of human rights. The uprisings were
put down by landlords and sovereigns between 1525 and 1526, resulting in the
deaths of an estimated 70,000 to 75,000 people.

52 Editor’s note: A term popularized by German sociologist Johann Plenge, the
“Ideas of 1789” represented the ideas of the French Revolution —namely the rights
of man, democracy, individuali and liberalism—which stood in direct
opposition to the “Ideas of 1914, represented by National Socialism.
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ON THE HistorY AND EvOLUTION OF THE GERMAN NOBILITY

“A nation that does not retain a living connection to its origins is close to
withering away, as surely as a tree that has been severed from its roots.
We are today what we were yesterday.”

Heinrich von Sybel

The reasons why the historical German nobility cannot claim to have ever
been the pinnacle of the hierarchy of blood or the perfection of the
German-Germanic man (and thus to have become nobility in the
Germanic sense) lie in the following.

In g I, the view prevails that the Christian German nobility
evolved gradually from the pagan Germanic nobility, eventually forming
the so-called German “high” nobility after the emergence of the so-called
ministeriales®® in the High Middle Ages, whose remnants were then
buried in 1918. However, this view overlooks a fundamental
circumstance.

The nobilities of the pagan Germanic peoples and of the Germanic
peoples who converted to Christianity no longer had the same
conceptions of nobility and were, in essence, complete opposites. This is
not altered by the fact that large parts of the old pagan Germanic nobility

5 Editor’s note: The ministeriales were a class of serf-born individuals elevated to
positions of authority in the Holy Roman Empire. They possessed social rank
despite not being free men and held a variety of positions ranging from military
service to imperial management.
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were undoubtedly absorbed into the Christian Germanic nobility, so that,
for example, the German nobility of the Middle Ages, even if perhaps not
equivalent in public law, were in fact regarded and respected in some
regions in much the same way that the pagan Germanic nobility had
originally been. V. Dungern is therefore undoubtedly right when he
describes the medieval German nobility as the ideal of combined, highly-
bred wvolkish power; we shall see that this praise is only valid with
reservations.

The nobility of the Germanic peoples —like that of the Indo-European
peoples—was based on a knowledge of the hereditary inequality of
human beings. According to the conception of the time, the cause of this
hereditary inequality was divine ancestors. It was believed that “blood”
was the bearer of a person’s qualities, that the physical and psychological
qualities of a person were passed on from ancestor to offspring, and that
noble blood also transmitted noble qualities; accordingly, it was also
believed that an ancestor could be “reborn” in the offspring. Breeding
laws of almost uncanny consistency ensured the purity of the blood. Von
Amira states in Grundriss des Germanischen Rechts (Outline of Germanic
Law), “The Germanic noble families could be diminished, but not
supplemented or increased.” This explains the strikingly rapid extinction
of the pagan nobility of some Germanic tribes during the Migration
Period.> We do not know the reasons behind this sharp distinction of
blood between the Germanic nobility and the Germanic freemen, but we
do have the option of explaining it on the basis of more recent discoveries
in the field of heredity by assuming the employment of breeding laws,
about which I provided more detailed information in my book Das
Bauerntum als Lebensquell der Nordischen Rasse (The Peasantry as the Source
of Life of the Nordic Race).

The pagan Germanic nobility was therefore exclusively a nobility of
dynasties which only included families distinguished by clarity of
descent. They were the noblest and the best of the Germanic peoples —
people of noble blood. They drew the moral justification for their
existence and their breeding laws from sacred ideologies. Even if the

 See his Adelsherrschaft im Mittelalter (Noble Rule in the Middle Ages) (Munich: J. F.
Lehmanns, 1927).

* Editor’s note: The so-called Migration Period, in its most narrowly defined sense,
is the migration of mainly Germanic groups into western and southern Europe
during the period starting from the Hunnic invasion of Europe circa 375 until the
Lombard invasion of Italy in 568.
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ancient Germanic nobility did not possess any privileges of a public-legal
nature over the other freemen of their tribe, but merely had social and
material advantages, their influence was nevertheless reliant to a
significant degree on the respect which the people had for these noble
dynasties. We have absolutely no example from the whole of later
German history which could even approximate to this relationship
between the Germanic nobility and the Germanic freemen, which was
built on moral ideas and hereditary facts. “With all their sense of
freedom, the people were proud of their lordly dynasties. Not with
jealousy and envy, but with joy and love, with veneration and
gratitude —the people looked up to them,” wrote W. Arnold in Deutsche
Urzeit (German Prehistory).56

An external marking of nobility was unknown to Germanism, as were
external rank decorations such as crowns and scepters, thrones and
princely dress; the well-known Iron Crown of Lombardy is only a work
of the fifteenth century, using an iron bracelet from around 900. As Otto
Lauffer wrote in Germanische Wiedererstehung (Germanic Resurgence;
Heidelberg, 1926):

Courtly ceremonies and corresponding insignia increasingly
penetrated the Germanic princely courts only after the migration
of peoples from Byzantium. The emperors at Constantinople, for
example, granted friendly Germanic princes a kind of nobility
charter, by which they conferred on them the title of consul or
patricius, granting special privileges with regard to honorary dress
and forms of address. The Germanic princes adopted these
distinctions primarily in consideration of their formerly Roman
provincial subjects.

% Actually only in England do we have hing that i this
relationship between the nobility and the people found a among the Germanics. See
Dibleius, England (England, Leipzig and Berlin: 1929) vol. I, 146: “Above all,
however, the idea of natural leadership by old families is so deeply rooting in
English popular beliefs that all modern egalitarianism is thrown out the window.
For every ministerial post, for every honorary position in the state and
municipality, the noble candidate is the first to be considered.” Incidentally, we
shall see in the following sections of this book that the position of the English
nobility in the English people is by no means a coincidence —in addition to the still
strong Germanic influence among the English, it can be traced back to the fact that
the English nobility were able to avoid certain development that the German
nobility fell into.
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A reminder of this Germanic conception of nobility has been preserved
in Sweden—a country in which some ancient Germanic customs have
survived to the present day —in the fact that the oldest noble families of
the country, e.g. the (translated here) Och n (not -stirn as in
Schiller), the Schweinskopf, the Silberschild, the Lorbeerzweig, the
Adlerflug, the Ehrenwurzel, and others exist in the unpretentious garb of
a name that seems bourgeois (i.e. non-noble) to us Germans.
The free and noble Germanic peoples knew only Du as a form of
dd g th lves, without regard to differences of class. It was
only later, following the Roman and Byzantine example, that kings were
addressed as ihr,57 over time this becoming generally accepted; it was not
until the Carolingian period that the thoroughly un-Germanic and un-
German3® courtly and noble ceremonies began, which developed more
and more in the Middle Ages and reached their climax in the time of
absolutism, reaching in 1918 their (hopefully!) final grave.

The conversion of the Germanic peoples to Christianity, i.e. to the
doctrine of the Anointed One, deprived the Germanic nobility of its
moral foundations.

We cannot imagine the magnitude of upheaval of moral concepts
brought about by the German peoples’ conversion to Christianity to
sufficiently understand the dissolution with regard to customs and law.
In sharp contrast to the idea of the hereditary inequality of human beings,
Christianity proclaimed “the accident of birth” and promoted the idea of
the equality of all, imparting human traits to the throne of moral
concepts. The Germanic nobleman had hitherto regarded himself as a
guardian of divine order, placed in this world via the continuing power
of procreation and originating from a divine ancestor. Consequently, he
could not receive justification from the “self”; rather, he received it
exclusively from what he was worth to the community or nation he led.
With his conversion to Christianity, he was completely and thoroughly

% Editor’s note: Addressing in the second person singular of the personal and
possessive pronoun (du, dich, dein, etc.)), colloquially called duzen, is the
grammatically direct and simplest form of add that underlies all Indo-
European languages. The ihr for individuals (ihrzen) of high rank is an outdated
form of address in standard German.

* As early as the eighth century, the collective name dewtsch (German) — thiodisk,
from thiod, meaning “people,” became commonplace among the Germanic tribes,
particularly the West Germanic tribes of the mainland, while the name germane
(Germanic) was used by Celts and Romans, but was not common among Germanic
tribes.
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deprived of the moral ground of his own sense of self as well as his
social —and not least his ideological — position in the nation. Regarding
the nature of things, it was no longer a question of fulfilling a task in this
world on the basis of special innate predispositions, but things were
turned upside down, in that the assessment of every moral task
fulfillment was, so to speak, turned from the eternal into the temporal,
and from the temporal towards a beyond. The Germanic had hitherto, on
the basis of his pagan faith, carried within himself a kind of divine moral
law, to which he subordinated the worldly things of his earthly existence.
Suddenly all this was worth nothing, and he had to make an effort to first
attain the hereafter by living a life pleasing to God on this earth. The
individual was no longer evaluated by the people on the basis of a moral
order that was known and sacred to everyone and in the fulfillment of
which he first had to prove himself, but he was now evaluated
exclusively according to how he solved the task of securing a privileged
place in the hereafter through an individually purposeful life, for only
this was — thought through to the last— pleasing to God. Thus the value
of the noble birth was actually destroyed in thought, for everyone was
now equal to every nobleman in the competition for the salvation of the
soul in the hereafter — which was now the actual moral task of life. The
supremacy of this concept over all worldly things cleared the way for the
noble and free Germanic peoples to be ruled by non-noble officials, and
later, in the case of the Franks, even by non-free officials, for this, which
was monstrous to the heathen Germanic, was self-evident the moment it
was done in the service of Christian thought. Therefore, the conversion
of the Germanic peoples north of the Alps to Christianity, from the
Franks onwards, was not primarily a matter of divinity, but a political
measure conducive to the purpose of the kings, who thereby
consolidated their rule.

If the feeling of the Germanic peoples had not been so thoroughly
noble, if an actual trait of Germanism had not been the desire for the
order of all things—a desire that hates every “disorder” in the depths of
the soul, then the effects of the conversion to Christianity could have
easily taken on the proportions that today’s Bolshevism has managed to
reach. For just as Bolshevism in Russia turned the whole previous
conception of authority and morality completely upside down, so did
Christianity at first among the Germanic peoples. And it must
unfortunately be said that Christianity does not differ so much from
Bolshevism in the crudeness of the means employed in realizing its plans.
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In this question, however, a sharp distinction must be made between
what Christianity professed as a message of salvation and what was
useful for certain kings who used it as a means to pursue selfish goals
under a moral idea.?

Experience has shown that today’s Germans generally find it difficult
to comprehend the full impact of the conversion of the Germanic tribes.
It has been so hammered into our heads that the conversion of the
Germanic tribes to Christianity was a step forward on the path towards
the general development of mankind (and that it was done for the good
of the Germanic tribes) that we are hardly able to grasp the idea that the
conversion of the Germanic tribes to Christianity was primarily a
measure of political expediency on the part of ambitious kings and not a
matter of inner conversion to a higher knowledge of God.

At the heart of this matter is the attitude of Germanism towards the
concept of the state. This is in no way to suggest that the Germanic people
already had clear ideas about a state and its nature in the sense in which
we have understood a state since the existence of the ancient Roman
Empire. However, the Germanic peoples had very clear ideas about the
way in which communities, peoples, and associations of peoples could
be united in a unified order that overlapped them. Such orders simply
grew out of the needs of everyday life. They had the individual
community as their foundation and were dependent on the feelings of
kinship between the peoples and tribes, especially with regard to matters
of faith; furthermore, they depended on the natural conditions of their
land, and finally—but not least, on the ruling power of individual
people’s kings or chiefs. The essential point, however, is that the system,
as well as the representation of the entire order to the outside world, was
of quite incidental importance and only came to the fore on special
occasions where it was the main matter. The system grew from the
bottom upwards, and had the father of the family (not every freeman,
since only landowners were full members of the Thing®)—and thus the
family —as the actual bearer of influence; it then branched out from the
family to ity rep ion and from there on to the national
assembly and so on, but in each case structured itself logically from the

* In more recent colonial history, too, Christian missionaries have often been used
and deployed without their knowledge to advance political goals that could never
have been dared to be said publicly.

“ Editor’s note: People’s blies (volksthing) and Gi ic court bli
were called Thing or Ding.
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bottom upwards, rather than from the top downwards. It was a system
whose foundational laws were determined by the Germanic peasants’
ideas of self-government, and whose composition depended on the more
or less randomly assembled set of the lowest and smallest units, i.e. the
landowners of each individual community. In this structure built on pure
self-governance, any leader, no matter where he came from, was a
commissioned leader —his status as a leader was not vested in any legal
power or concept aside from free self-governance. In other words, the
leader was never a source of law in himself or through the position he
held, like the late Roman Caesar. Accordingly, and in essence also
logically, every leader could be called to account by their legal peers in
the self-governing body, and the Germanic peasants, if necessary, did not
hesitate to lay their heads before the feet of their kings. The position of
the Germanic kings and chieftains was thus far more what we would call
today a “commissioned manager hired on notice,” than a king in the
sense of our more recent German history. This explains why the
Germanic king was not a distinguished ruler, but always remained an
equal among equals, who was only endowed with special powers on a
case-by-case basis and for the fulfillment of special tasks. He was then,
however, allowed to wield these powers with all ruthlessness because of
the responsibility he had assumed.

The strength of this Germanic political system (the basic tenets of
which, by the way, passed over into the medieval German political
system and are something which we have been consciously struggling to
revive since Freiherr von Stein) lay in the fact that the law was upheld
and the inner and outer freedom of the Germanic freeman remained
untouched. Its weakness, on the other hand, lay in the fact that this
system, built on a perfect foundation of natural law, lacked a firm
structure, precisely what we today call the state and state borders. Thus,
it also lacked a united external representation, as well as any outwardly
directed purposefulness in general. This is the explanation for the fact
that the foundations of early Germanic states, while astonishing in their
perfect internal justice and their both artful and functional internal
structures, are at the same time so conspicuously vacillating and aimless
in their foreign affairs, with their coh 8 foreign ies often
entirely dependent on the personality of the individual leader.

When the Germanic peoples clashed with the Roman Empire, the late
Roman political system and relationship of the individual to the state
stood in stark contrast to this Germanic concept of the parts of the people
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united under one leader. Admittedly, the ancient Roman Empire had
originally grown out of patrician institutions, which were more or less
the same as those possessed by the Germanic peoples in their early days.
But after the defeat of Carthage, the internal laws of the Roman Empire
changed. The civil servants no longer felt themselves to be the agents of
self-governance, but slowly and imperceptibly transformed under the
influence of the moneyed people who were gaining more and more
power in the state; they became the actual masters and developed into an
independent leadership. The civil service, although still supplemented
from the old Roman families, turned into the tool of the bankers. This
state of affairs only became apparent in the time of Caesar, especially
after his assassination, when the people began to deify his person in the
oriental sense. Such a process would have been unheard of earlier in the
Roman Republic, and it proves the Roman people’s complete turning
away from the old Roman way of thinking and their accustoming to an
unconditional leadership. With this, the path was clearly marked out and
Augustus consequently followed; he designed the Roman state as an
institution of expediency structured from top to bottom, which was
fundamentally superior to the rights of the individual and served to carry
out the subjugation of the peoples according to expedient points of view,
irrespective of their uniqueness or peculiarities. Through this system the
Roman state was able to weld together the Mediterranean basin into a
kind of economic unit. At the same time, of course, the power of economic
interests, which, through the influence of the bankers, was becoming
more and more equal to that of the state, had priority over the interest of
the personal freedom of individual citizens. Its success was ultimately an
outwardly more or less clearly delimited empire with astonishingly
developed institutions of expediency with regard to its domination and
to the economy. There is no doubt that the Roman Empire of the Caesars
realized, in a certain sense, the supranational world economy that we are
striving for again today, for the Mediterranean basin was initially its own
little world for the peoples living along the Mediterranean. But this
Roman Empire, as far as man is concerned, was built over the peoples!
This is a fine example—Rome’s battles over Gaul prove it most
clearly. Rome needed Gaul’s wealth and later needed Gaul as part of its
economic zone from the Atlantic Ocean to the Orient. It was in the time
of Augustus that this process was both initiated and completed, and we
can clearly observe it historically. In carrying out his plan, Augustus
resisted the tribal idiosyncrasies of the Gauls as well as other ethnic
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concerns. Itis revealing to note that Augustus then deliberately set about
suppressing ethnic issues in Gaul through measures that would take us
far too long to discuss in detail here. His attempts to bring the Germanic
tribes into the same economic dependence as the Gauls in order to protect
the eastern border of Gaul failed. When the Roman governor Varus, who
had been trained in the Orient and had been transferred from there to
Germania, also tried to impose a tribute plan on the Germanic tribes —as
was common practice in the rest of the Roman Empire — the well-known
uprising in 9 A.D. arose, which, with the battle in the Teutoburg Forest,5!
put an end to such Roman efforts for centuries to come.

The late Roman empire was thus a fully constructed system, the
external boundaries of which were, as far as possible, oriented towards
the material laws of the economy and whose inner workings were also
oriented towards this goal. The human being played a secondary role.
The laws of blood were either not taken into account at all or only to the
extent that they did not disturb the state as such nor its activities.

Nevertheless, despite its disregard for human freedom and the
human dignity of each individual, this Roman Empire was built on the
recognized inequality of the human race. The inequality was no longer
driven by noble patrician dynasties that could be confident of their
people’s admiration because of their divine descent, but by property and
economic wealth; the idea of the hereditary inequality of human beings
was thus transferred from blood to the ownership of property. But this
empire of the Roman Caesars, despite its immoral political system,
remained insurmountable as long as this idea of the hereditary inequality
ofh ity was maintained. That is why this empire collapsed only with
Christianity. The time of the actual collapse can be placed quite precisely
in the years between 235 and 285 A.D. G. Ferrero has recently
demonstrated this in his very readable study, Der Untergang der
Zivilisation des Altertums (The Decline of the Civilization of Antiquity;
Stuttgart 1923, second edition). He says, for example:

*! In the Battle of Varus (also known as the Battle of the Teutoburg Forest or the
Battle of Hermann, and referred to by Roman writers as the clades variana, or
“Varian disaster”), which took place in the second half of 9 A.D., three Roman
legions, together with their auxiliary troops and support forces, suffered a
crushing defeat in Germania under Publius Quinctilius Varus against a Germanic
army led by Arminius (“Hermann”), a prince of the Cherusci.
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willing to serve the Roman Empire if they were allowed to live according
to their customs on lands assigned to them. However, late Roman law
and Germanic law are two things that contrast like fire and water, and
were so opposed that they could not coexist. Thus we see this time of
general confusion, which is somewhat inaccurately called the “Migration
Period,” filled with a push by Germanism to establish itself within the
territory of the Roman Empire. This could not last and either perished,
like the Vandals in Africa, or was pushed out, like the Visigoths from
Italy. The latter finally found a place to stay in Spain, i.e. in a very remote
corner of the Empire. Only in Gaul were the Franks able to gain a
definitive and unrestricted foothold. Accordingly, it was in Gaul that the
conflict between late Roman and Germanic law, and between the late
Roman and Germanic political systems, came to a head and initiated a
struggle that lasted through the millennia until it was conclusively
decided by Napoleon I, who finally and conclusively imposed the late
Roman administrative system.

We must keep in mind, however, that the Franks brought personal
freedom to Gaul with their law and accustomed its people, which had
completely degenerated and been enslaved in the mire of late Roman
civilization, to freedom and human dignity again.62

But the Franks were also adaptable. In the south of their empire,
where no rural Frankish settlement had taken place and the Franks only

2 Strictly speaking, the French Revolution of 1789 can be called a joke of world
history in its justifications. Louis XIV had imposed absolute monarchy in France.
H. von Moltke writes in Die Westliche Grenzfrage (The Western Border Question),
“This transformation of France under Louis XIV may justly be regarded as a Gallo-
Roman reaction against the Germanic element which had hitherto still prevailed
in France, as an annihilation of both the old Frankish popular liberties and the
representation of the estates, and as a return to the former Roman despotism, such
as what had been indigenous to Gaul for five hundred years from Caesar down to
Clovis.” The French people rose up against this despotism and simply demanded
back the safeguards of the old Frankish, old Burgundian, and so on constitutions,
i.e. the old Germanic institutions of the original assemblies, the army, and the
imperial assembly. But it is a great irony of world history that these demands of
the French, certainly no longer a very Germanic people, had to be forced upon
their still predominantly Germanic, i.e. blond and blue-eyed, nobility. Meanwhile
the French lutionary, who b d of g to chase Ger ism back into
the forests of eastern France and who was not afraid to send a blond and blumed

man to the scaffold —even if he was not a nobl and who p d
asthe guardian and heir of Roman liberties, simul ly d d ‘f‘
itutions from his R ized nobility of Germanic blood With which things

were indeed turned upside down in every respect!
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ruled their territory as landlords, the R dministrative i
had remained more or less intact, so that the Franks had the opportunity
in their own empire to learn about the expediency of these institutions.
They learned that Germanic law, while perfectly capable of preserving
the human dignity of the law-abiding individual, was less useful for
ing and ging an empire according to the interests of a
centrally directed state. While in one part of Gaul the Frankish self-
governance prevailed, the Roman administration prevailed in another
part—an empire came into being whose Germanic leader was given the
opportumty, in a thoroughly peaceful way, to train himself in Roman
administrative and ruling ¢ and to learn to appreciate the Roman
state institutions as excellent aids in creating a kingdom ind: dent of
the people—in this case, independent of the enbmty of the Franks The
situation arose in which the Frankish king, who had been
“commissioned” as king by his fellow Franks on the basis of Frankish
law, believed that he could best satisfy his desire to expand his personal
power by justifying his ambitions on the legal basis of his Gallo-Roman
subjects. The advantages of the Frankish kings were best preserved by
adopting Gallo-Roman legal views, and it is understandable that
Frankish kingship began to lean in that direction. In those times,
however, Christianity, as the previous Roman imperial religion, was
synonymous with the Roman conception of state and law. It therefore
makes sense that the Frankish king Clovis I, who converted to
Christianity together with other Frankish leaders, in this way
consolidated the foundations of his royal power and proceeded to rule in
a decidedly un-Germanic manner. His Franks at first did not think at all
of following him down this path, and it took centuries for all of the Franks
to accept Christianity. But since the Frankish system of self-governance,
with its commissioned kingship, could only be transformed into an
autocratic kingship (complete with a civil service responsible only to the
king) if this transformation was based on moral reasoning, it is logical
then that the Frankish kings turned their attention to evangelizing
Christianity among the Franks and promoted conversions to the best of
their ability. Once all Franks were Christians, their king and his officials
could rule over them —regardless of whether these officials were of free
Frankish or non-free origin. At the end of this development, and
representing it most fully, was a Frankish king who was not even
descended from a noble Frankish family, but who nevertheless firmly
and securely ruled the Frankish Empire through his retinue of officials of
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diverse origins who were devoted only to him—Charlemagne! With
Charlemagne, the late Roman conception of the empire and the state had
for the first time gained a firm foothold on purely Germanic soil and was
able to assert itself.

From the Catholic side, we learn much from Dr. Eugen Mack's Kirche,
Adel und Volk (Church, Nobility and People; Wolfegg 1921, page 3), which
describes how closely political and religious aspects interacted during the
development of the Frankish royalty, and how it favored the emergence
of a Frankish Christian nobility which no longer had much to do with the
old pagan Frankish concept of nobility, but which nevertheless was to
become of the most lasting significance for Germanism. Eugen Mack
explains:

Exactly one hundred years before the Treaty of Verdun, in 743, we
have a great turning point with regards to the Church and the
Franks. The organizer of the Church in Germany, Saint Boniface,
was at work. Pippin, the majordomo of the Merovingian house,
who politically favored the work of Boniface, installed, after an
interregnum beginning in 737, what would be the last
Merovingian king —Childerich III (743). The state alone was not
suitable for establishing a Frankish Christian nobility, and so it
had to involve the Church as an authority superior to the state and
work harmoniously with it. The Church itself came to this
decision—at a synod in Eistind (Estinnes) in Hainaut, where the
spiritual and secular nobility met, it was decided that part of the
church property secularized by Charles Martell (Majordomo 714~
741) should be returned. If this was not possible for the time being,
they would remain in the hands of their owners as precarious
property. This meant that the owners would pay anannual tax and
that their property would revert to the church in the event of their
death, if the heir was not in need. This is the beginning of the
feudal system, and in a certain sense also of the Leibfall und
Gnadengiiter (mortuary).® The Church began the system of fiefs on
a grand scale. It bound land and soil and created for itself a tribal
estate, and in later develop a fideic i o sub: tly

& Editor’s note: The mortuary was a payment in kind due to the feudal lord on the
death of one of his bondmen.

* This sentence could be misunderstood: The Church did not bind land for the
first time, since land had already been bound among the Germanic peoples, as the
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serving as a model for the empire. As large landowners, the
Church and the nobility formed a close alliance that lasted until
secularization in 1803.

The actual Christian German nobility begins with the year 496, when the
Frankish king Clovis I ~along with some of the great men of his empire —
converted to Christianity for thoroughly political reasons. The
conversion of the Franks was not carried out directly by their king, but
by non-Franks, mainly Romans from beyond the Alps or Anglo-Saxons
such as Willibrod and Winfried Boniface, who had particularly close
relations with Rome. These missionaries were ially evangelizers of
un-Germanic legal concepts and convinced the Frankish kings to use the
dominance of their kingship —which was opposed at the time to Roman
ideas—to expand their own power. Thus Roman and Christian ideas
worked hand in hand to make an independent king out of a king
originally dependent on a free people and to endow him with rights of
his own legal source. In this way, the king’s former fellow citizens
became subjects. Germanic democracy was replaced by Germanic
monarchy. The path was cleared for only those whom the king appointed
to serve as the king's officials, rather than those who had emerged from
the self-governance of the Germanic national community on the basis of
their intrinsic values. In this way, a civil service was established above
the people (“people” is always understood here to mean the free or noble

following sections will explain. However, the Church began to provide the
families it liked with tied property — the system of benefices, in order to anchor its
influence in the country and to keep the families in question dependent. At that
time, land ownership was synonymous with economic power and, as a result, also
with political power. Accordingly, Mack says quite correctly in another place,
“The papacy would not have been able to project its power so effectively if it had
not also had external political and economic influence through the significant land
and properties which had been acquired by the Papal States, especially since
Pippin, the father of Emperor Charlemagne. In 756, two years after the death of
Saint Boniface, then the archbishop of Mainz—Germany’s largest archbishopric,
Pippin d d the conquered R: and the ding pentapolis to the
Roman See by laying the keys of the conquered cities on the tomb of Saint Peter.
From that time, this development had a very great significance on the history of
the power of the Church over the peoples of the world, lasting at least until the
end of the Papal States.”
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Germanic) which no longer needed to be in harmony with the people in
terms of blood value. From this Frankish civil service developed a very
substantial part of the new German nobility. It is very difficult to say how
we should judge this German nobility of the Early Middle Ages in terms
of race. Certain indications seem to suggest that some very un-Nordic
(un-Germanic) blood flowed into the medieval nobility through both the
Frankish Carolingians and their officials. For example, von Giesebrecht
in Geschichte der Deutschen Kaiserzeit (History of the German Imperial Era)
describes Giselbert, Duke of Lorraine, who lived around 921, as follows:

The Lorrainian was considered ambitious and greedy and at the
same time fickle and scheming, he liked to change masters and
allegiances according to his advantages. He is described as a man
of short, stocky build with enormous strength; his eyes rolled
restlessly in his head, so that no one could distinguish the color of
them, his speech was broken, his questi pting, his

unclear and ambiguous.

The characteristics described here are anything but Germanic!

Frankish rule was so thorough that no other Germanic tribe could
claim to have completely converted its pagan nobility into the early
medieval Christian nobility. It is proven that the old pagan nobility have
survived longest among the Frisians, where ~according to von Amira—
pagan nobles could still be found as late as the sixteenth century in some
old established chieftain families. The Saxons, who would have been the
most likely candidates to convert their old pagan nobility into early
medieval German nobility, probably lost the main part of their nobility
at the well-known slaughter of Saxon nobles in Verden an der Aller, as
well as through the subsequent dispersion of these families by
Charlemagne. However, it is necessary to counter the opinion, which can
often be heard today, that Charlemagne had carried out the slaughter of
thousands of Saxon nobles only out of a base hatred of the noble.
Charlemagne was far too soberly calculating a statesman to have allowed
himself to be carried away by such an unrestrained course of action. The
situation was different—if Charlemagne wanted to extend his empire

 Editor’s note: The execution of 4,500 Saxons near Verden an der Aller on the
orders of Charlemagne in 782 is known as the Blood Court of Verden, Verden
Blood Court, or the Blood Bath of Verden.
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over the Saxons, he had to substitute paganism for Christianity, because
otherwise he would have had no moral justification for bringing his non-
Saxon Frankish officials —the Carolingians—to Saxony. For the Saxons,
however, their pag; was inseparable from their nobility. In other
words, as long as the Saxon nobility existed, the Saxon commoner would
not become Christian, because the concepts of his nobility and
Christianity were mutually exclusive. Consequently, the position of the
Frankish Carolingians also hung in the air as long as the Saxon nobility
existed. The energetic Saxon people could not be repressed in the long
run by force of arms alone. The situation arose that either Charlemagne
abandoned Saxony or the Saxon nobility did. Importantly, old Germanic
paganism was thriving in undiminished strength in the northern reaches
of Saxon territory. A simple expulsion of the Saxon nobility would have
only driven them to the north, from where their influence on the
remaining Saxons would have been all the stronger —this scenario did
indeed occur al times. Charlemagne’s pts to gain control of the
pagan Baltic region failed, as the Swede E. Almquist-Westervit has
convincingly demonstrated in Archiv fiir Rassen und Gesellschaftsbiologie
(Archive for Racial and Social Biology; volume 19, page 418). This Baltic
failure must have led Charlemagne to decide to wipe out the Saxon
nobility, much like Alexander the Great untying a Gordian knot with one
blow. As Wilhelm Teudt-D Id has di d in his very readable
article “Karl, Westfrankenkdnig, Romischer Kaiser” (“Charles, King of
the West Franks, Roman Emperor”) article in the newspaper Die Sonne
(The Sun; volume VI, pages 7-8), the slaughter of the 4,500 Saxon nobles
in Verden happened in a very methodical way, which, considering the
current state of affairs and the possibility that the Saxon nobility could
escape to the pagan north at any time, it may have been a political
necessity — particularly if Charlemagne had already reconciled with the
underhanded idea of slaughter. The reason for the murders was therefore
hardly the hatred of the high-bred by the low-bred, but may have been
the result of very sober reasoning and political considerations. This,
however, by no means should be regarded as a moral justification, at least
not from a German point of view. But the fact that Charlemagne did not
represent the Germanic side in this struggle between Roman and
Germanic forms of government and political systems—wanting to
impose Roman thinking on Germania and succeeding in doing so—
proves that Charlemagne could no longer have been a pure Germanic, or
at least that he no longer had any understanding for the significance of
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the Germanic nobility, precisely because of his deficient Germanic blood
heritage. This fact has already been pointed out by Meckel in
Altgermanische Kultur (Ancient Germanic Civilization; 1925), who states that
Charlemagne was an exemplary student of his Roman teachers.

Verden is of decisive importance in the history of the development of
the German concept of nobility. On that day in 782, the change that began
in 496 with Clovis I's conversion to Christianity, came to its conclusion.
From the year 782 onwards, Germany was ruled by a Christian nobility
that had been developed from the official Frankish nobility of probably
dubious Germanic blood value, which was only replaced and
supplemented by better blood over the course of time— probably
achieving significant improvement only since the reign of King Henry 1
the Fowler (876-936). The development of the German Christian nobility
from the Frankish civil service nobility is essentially the reason why, in
contrast to the pagan Germanic nobility, it no longer served as a
leadership incorporated into the people, but as a self-contained layer
above the German people, which was not to be redrawn until the time of
the Crusades.

This replacement of the Germanic nobility by the new German
nobility of the Early Middle Ages was directly dependent on the
development of Christian kingship in western and north-western
Europe. This is the reason why the degree that the old Germanic nobility
(and its reputation) was preserved among the people is in inverse
proportion to the success of Christianization among the Germanic tribes.
We could almost draw a gradient which, starting from the Frankish
Empire, its preservation increases towards the north. This is why
Swedish royal founders such as Erich Emundson in the tenth century had
so little influence that when they established their Christian kingship
they were unable to turn their people into subjects, which also explains
why in Sweden the old ideas of nobility have been able to survive in
certain respects to the present day.

In German lands, the freedom of the common free person received its
most significant blow at the beginning of the tenth century. It was a time
of decline for the East Frankish Empire under Louis the Child, before
Henry Is clear view and firm hand was able to put things back in order.
At that time, very few were strong enough to defend their patrimony
against both external and internal enemies —those who were unable to
do so had no alternative but to enter the service of a powerful
ecclesiastical or secular lord. Poor crop yields and Hungarian invasions
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de d the c¢  fields, while at the same time they were being
repeatedly called to arms to protect the land. Thus, many a commoner
was forced by circumstance to buy protection and security from powerful
men in exchange for interest payments. Even if the common freemen
initially retained their freedom, it no longer had the same value for them,
since they lost the means to assert themselves against their patrons. It was
easy enough for them to be reduced from an interest-paying debtor—
which in those days was a kind of bondage anyway—to the status of
actual bondage. This in turn resulted in exclusion from the legal system
(the Thing of the Free) and subordination to the court law of their lord.

It was only then that the free Germanic peoples of Germany began to
divide into two large, separate masses~—the peasantry proper, soon
consisting predominantly of interest-paying servile people, and the
commanding warrior class, which was able to monopolize power.
Wherever one looked, new service and dependency relationships were
developing to diminish the old freedom of the people. Throughout
history, individual tribes of small and medi ized free landowners
and peasants have survived in remote regions, such as in the high Alps,
in the Frisian marshes, here and there in Westphalia, and in Scandinavia.
But in general, the number of free people who built and protected their
own farms has visibly diminished. A peasant was no longer endowed
with his fief by the divine—by “God in heaven and the sunlight” —but
by the feudal lord, who determined whether he would be saddled for the
master’s service (military service) or harnessed to the plough (peasant
labor). Even though the feudal system had only been known in German
areas for a century, it was from here that the real shaking of the old
communal way of life was to start. If we consider the words of Mack in
Kirche, Adel und Volk (Church, Nobility and People), quoted above, it quickly
becomes clear to us why the feudal system had to result in the destruction
of the old communal traditions and was very probably originally brought
to Germania explicitly for this purpose.

In addition, those vassals who were able to preserve their honor—and
their personal freedom — through arms in the service of their patron were
mainly reserved for court and military duties and were soon no longer
employed in actual peasant work. Moreover, vassal service did not offer
meager wages —it helped to achieve wealth and honor; extensive fiefs
and shares in the spoils of war were rewards for the brave. Even if the
fiefs were not hereditary at that time, they nevertheless granted the
enfeoffed person honorable prosperity. This was to become more and
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more important as the endless wars of the coming centuries elevated the
man who was skilled in arms above all others. So it is understandable
that many good people were drawn to vassalage, widening the gap
between them and the fully free peasantry.

The social standing of the p try was further damaged by the
development of unfree servants in arms. As it became customary and
necessary for great lords to surround themselves with unfree men-at-
arms, a per ly mobilized “retinue” developed from them. And
these unfree servants—the ministeriales—quickly equated their unfree
servitude with the vassalage of free servants, elevating their position and,
of course, only deepening the gulf between vassals and peasants.

In the eleventh century, this development was driven towards its
completion. With Emperor Otto 1II (the son of a Greek princess), the
foundation stone was laid for an occidental world empire that at least
equaled that of Byzantium in its claims. This empire was a repetition of
Charlemagne’s empire, for it placed the emperor at the center of all
power. Thus a rule was established that had little in common with the
limited princely power that had been customary in Germania from time
i ial and was reminiscent of the despotism of the old Roman
emperorship and that of Byzantium, even if it never reached it in its true
form. However, it should be noted — see Chapter 11, Section 1 above — that
our word Kaiser (Emperor) is merely the German name for the founder of
Roman despotism, G. J. Caesar. The early medieval empire was both a
warrior state and a clerical state, which can be understood if we consider
the above-mentioned ideas about the three concepts of church, nobility
and rule. Its power was based on the sword-tested arm of the vassals as
well as on the clergy, a circumstance that initiated the close interweaving
of emperorship with the pilgrimage to Rome, and which, even with the
best intentions in the world, cannot exactly be described as a stroke of
luck for our people. Even if it were wrong to assume that this empire
should be equated with the autocracy of later centuries — the time of so-
called absolutism, the principle of ancient Germanism that every fully
free person, provided he was a landowning householder, cooperated in
building up the state leadership, was broken in favor of a power that set
out to assert its independence downwards, even if it never managed to
fully achieve its goal. It should be noted in passing that this emperorship,
built on vassalage and the Church, bears a striking resemblance to certain
warlike nomadic rulers of history, who, as is well known, basically ruled
from above with swords and faith, and whose administrative and ruling
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institutions were not conceived for the uplift and promotion of the
people’s forces, but for their merciless exploitation.

In the times of the eleventh century, Germany was in the midst of
tremendous turmoil. The German way of life was taken in a different
direction by the unstoppable advance of the ideas of feudalism, as
favored by the emperor and the Church. With the traditional regional
states dissolved, ecclesiastical and secular powers divided up the old
dominions. The formerly free states were largely replaced by the bishops,
abbots, and counts, with only a minority managing to remain free of the
empire. More and more commonly, military honors, knightly service,
and position in the imperial army determined status and no longer, as
before, an individual's degree of freedom. As early as 1024, at the
coronation of Conrad II in Mainz, feudal service so determined a man’s
honor that in the order of oaths taken for the king, individual men of free
status without a fief came last, even behind the vassals, i.e. the common
knighthood.

In those times, bishops, abbots, counts, and lords began to build stone
castles in order to manage the peasants’ labor from the safety of a
fortification and to be able to defend th lves against the neighboring
lords. In my book Das Bauerntum als Lebensquell der Nordischen Rasse (The
Peasantry as the Source of Life of the Nordic Race), | attempted to describe in
more detail the un-Germanic and thoroughly nomadic character trait that
came to Germany with this system of fortresses.

Finally, it should also be mentioned that at around this time, the
independent development of urban life began. Soon, the city dweller
increasingly sep d himself from the p and looked down on
him.

Thus was introduced in those centuries a mentality common amongst
Germans today that farm labor was an occupation unworthy of a
freeman. Necessarily, this resulted in nobility and peasantry standing
against each other like two irreconcilable opposites. Virtually nothing
remained of the old unity of nobility and peasantry, of sword and
plough— the basis of all Germanism.
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In Germany, it was not until the tenth century that the concept of noble
status was introduced.

The reason for this was the constant expulsions and devastation in the
Danube lowlands caused by the nomadic Hungarians, who from time to
time raided Germany on a massive scale. The slow-moving armies of the
free Germanic tribes were no match for such sudden attacks by cavalry-
based forces, primarily because at that time the Saxons considered only
service on foot to be worthy of a freeman. King Henry I, following the
example of the Frankish armies of knights (whose emergence was also
due to attacks from nomadic peoples, namely the Arab raids on the
south-west of the Frankish Empire), created a cavalry force from the
infantry ranks of his Saxons, as well as of other Germanic tribes, which
later proved to be a capable match for the Hungarians. In this way,
however, Henry I had initiated a development in German warfare which
was bound to weaken the old freedoms of the people, and indeed did
weaken it. Whereas until then every freeman had been able to raise arms
and weapons for military service without difficulty, this was no longer
the case. The many civil wars under the successors of Henry I soon made
military service on horseback such a burden that the less affluent freemen
could no longer afford the necessary expenses. Over time, the knights
gradually replaced the traditional military service, finally turning the
people’s army into a vassal army. The vassal army, permanently
mobilized, increased in popularity because these knights were not only
excellent at serving in arms, but were also available at any time, a factor
that played no insignificant role in the perpetual competition of the great
men of that time for sinecures, among other things. To the same extent
that the armies of knights gained honor, the infantry service lost it. More
and more, the words warrior and knight became synonymous. The army
of the people became an army of knights. Whereas the Germanic freeman
had known the plough and the sword as a unitand as the insignia worthy
of a freeman, the two were now sep d. It became ¢ y to speak
of a military rank and an agricultural rank. This marked the beginning of
a development which, given the nature of the Germanic people, would
inevitably lead to the upheavals of the peasant wars in later centuries
and, after their failure, to absolutism. But such a German nobility not only
had nothing in common with the Germanic ideas about nobility, it was
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the exact opposite.% Whereas the Germanic free peasants had admired
their nobility because the noble families actually rep ited the most
morally, mentally, and physically well-bred individuals, now, after the
failures of the peasant wars, the descendants of formerly free Germanic
peasants had to be held down by rod and force of arms so that the
German nobility, which was built on outward appearances and not on
performance, could keep itself alive and in control.&

Nevertheless, the development in Germany described here also had
its good side. For without this emperorship, which in its innermost
essence is actually un-Germanic, the Germanic would never have arrived
ata clear conception of a German state, or, at a minimum, the Germanics
would never have been able to resist the predatory incursions of the
Asiatic nomadic hordes. Due to his inner nature, the Germanic would
perhaps not have been able to create his state without external pressures,
because it is precisely his abilities in just self-governance and his capacity
for developing internal state structures that prevented him from grasping
the external aspects of everyday state life with the clarity and emotional
certainty that these questions require. This is probably connected with
the fact that throughout history the Germanic peoples have been proven
to be far less effective (or completely ineffective) in shaping the states of
their core countries, while finding more success in peripheral regions.
The reasons can perhaps be found in the fact that where the Germanic
peoples were able to stratify themselves over a population of a different
race and employ their gifts of self-governance only amongst themselves
in smaller circles (which, however, had a significant effect on the
subjugated population in the sense of just leadership), their attention was
directed more readily and more clearly to foreign affairs, which offered
incentives if it could be mastered. In any case, it is a striking but
undeniable fact that the most powerful state formations of the Germanic
peoples in modern times arose on colonial soil, e.g. Austria, Prussia,
England, and a few more. On the other hand, Germanic core countries

* This should be clear to all racial researchers who want to evaluate the medieval
German nobility for insights into the soul of the Nordic race.

# The Swedes were more fortunate in this respect. In the heroic Wasas dynasty,
the peasants still found old, genuine, Gothic nobility (the Wasas, especially the
famous Gustav Adolf, prided himself on being of Gothic descent), which provided
them with leaders in their fight agamsl a fomgn nobility, mostly of German origin.
In this way, the Wasas p d the P from coming under the
pressure of a noble class. Hence the bundle of ears of corn in the coat of arms of
the Wasas and their motto, “ All through God and the Swedish peasantry.”
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such as northwest Germany, which is still predominantly populated by
Germanic peoples, did not produce any Germanic states of significance,
but, importantly, their blood was decisive in determining the statesmen
of other countries. Treitschke occasionally points out that every
reasonably important German statesman usually has a parent, or at least
a grandparent, of Lower Saxon —generally peasant— blood.

The Germanic state of the Germanic peoples, correctly structured in
terms of space, economy, and blood — from the bottom up and from the
top down—as well as clearly delimited and purposefully managed, is still
waiting to be created today. The Prussian state of the Hohenzollerns may
have come very close to this goal,® at least in its basic ideas, but it was
still not perfect. The renewal begun by Freiherr vom Stein attempted to
incorporate the Germanic concept of self-governance into the Prussian
state, but this attempt was ultimately unsuccessful. The task of creating
the Germanic state of the Germanic peoples or, which is the same thing,
the Germanic state of the Germans, is still before us and is still to be
mastered by us and our successors. This is the Third Reich we confidently
hope and strive for. For the time being, however, we have not even
fulfilled the demand that E. C. Jahn was able to outline with the brief
words, “The state is the basic structure of the people, the people’s
external structure and appearance.”

To sum up, we can say that over the course of the first millennium of
our era, a clear conception of the state asserted itself amongst the
Germans, replacing their old conception of nobility with a completely
new one. Outwardly, the reason for this was their circumstances, while
inwardly the reason lay in moral terms, with Christianity, which no
longer wanted to and could not tolerate the concept of a nobility
originating from divine ancestors. Therefore, the second millennium of
German history, dominated by the idea of emperorship, began with a
completely new conception of nobility in the core of German thought.
Our historical nobility goes back to the Christian German nobility
established at the beginning of the second millennium, not to the pagan
nobility of the Germanic tribes, even if the blood of the pagan Germanic
nobility may have largely been passed down to the Christian nobility. It
is now well understood why I said in Chapter I, Section 2 that the
considerations of race and the considerations of German history lead us

® The Swedish state created by the first Wasas kings, including Gustavus
Adolphus II, could also be mentioned here in some respects.
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into a dichotomy with regard to the history of the development of the
German nobility, which can only be overcome when we realize that the
contrast exists in the philosophical differences (though perhaps not so
much in blood) between the pagan and the Christian nobilities of the
Germanic peoples.



III

MEANS AND POSSIBILITIES FOR THE
FormaTiON OF A NEw NoOBILITY

“Those who want success must also want the means.”

What we Germans need is a genuine nobility in the old Germanic sense.
In some way, we must return to the Germanic concept of nobility.

Since we have a scientifically established theory of heredity, the moral
justification for any demarcation of rank based on outward appearances
and not on hereditary blood value, together with the associated
prejudices of rank, has collapsed. To the people of our time who have
advanced our understanding of heredity, it seems ridiculous when the
bearer of a noble name is at the same time the bearer of hereditary
physical or mental inferiorities. It is precisely the modern and
progressive branch of our science, natural science, which has opened up
for us paths that lead back to the morality of our Germanic ancestors ina
very interesting way. For their morality was based on the recognized
hereditary inequality of humanity, and today’s natural science is
returning to this realization. In any case, it is of no importance whether
or not the Germanic peoples were on the right path regarding the details
of heredity and in the knowledge of its causes.

If we want to build up the actual core of a new German nobility based
on the Germanic concepts of nobility, then we must first and foremost
lead the thoroughly un-Germanic form of noble stratification, which
began with the German Early Middle Ages, back to its original form
based on the integration of the nobility into the people and built on the
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basis of innate values. Our new German nobility must again become a
living source of highly-bred leadership talents. It must have institutions
that retain blood of proven value in the hereditary line, repel inferior
blood, and guarantee the possibility of absorbing newly emerging talents
from the people at any time.

Nevertheless, it is important to note that among the Germanic
peoples, nobility was not only a matter of blood, but as a concept also
depended on other circumstances that will play a role for us here. The
documents for the following can be derived directly from the remains of
ancient Germanic legal literature. Where these have gaps or are
ambiguous can be filled-in directly in two ways. Firstly, there is ancient
Indo-European legal literature whose often peculiar synchronicity with
Germanic legal literature astonishes us and allows us to assume that the
Germanic legal sources we are missing were the same or at least very
similar to the Indo-European ones; and secondly, the known land laws of
the Germanic tribes from the Middle Ages can help us. There is
undoubtedly a connection between Germanic and Indo-European rights
in the history of legal development, making it possible through
comparative jurisprudence to use old Indo-European legal literature and
the Germanic land laws of the Middle Ages to carefully supplement or
make comprehensible what is missing or unclear in the Germanic legal
literature in question.

The Germanic nobleman—it was the same with the Indo-
Europeans—derived his origin from a divine ancestor whose blood (in
other words: genetic material!) had to be passed on by the descendants
to the offspring in the purest possible form. Such a passing on of the
blood was symbolically linked to the eternally burning hearth fire. This
hearth fire, which had to be continuously maintained, represented, so to
speak, the visible soul (central tenet) of the idea. The roof belonged to the
hearth fire as its protection and thus also the house. To the house
belonged the family that kept the whole system alive—in our German
language the term haus (house) for “family” has survived. For example,
we say “House Habsburg” and mean “the Habsburgs,” or we say “ich
und mein ganzes haus” and mean “everything that belongs to the family.”
House, hearth, and family were definitely synonymous concepts for the
Germanic people.

If the family unit was to be kept viable, its nutritional basis had to be
ensured. Therefore, a defined landholding was the legal basis of this
institution. How closely land ownership was perceived to be included in
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this term is evident from the fact that far into German history —in custom
even into the nineteenth century —a land purchase only became legally
binding when the buyer extinguished the old hearth fire and rekindled
it.

In the essence of this institution, which links land ownership directly
with religious ideas and the family, the Germanic nobleman does not
differ from the Germanic common freeman. Common to both—as well as
to the Indo-Europeans—is also the view that such a structure, which is
born of religious and legal concepts of life, can only tolerate monogamous
marriage; where we see evidence of polygamous marriages, however, it
is always obviously also a matter of several hearths, i.e. households; I am
not aware of any instance of several equal and legally married wives
living together under one roof. This is not, however, the case with unfree
women, whose position as a wife did not affect the wife’s position as a
mistress.

In contrast, there seems to have been quite a difference between the
Germanic noble and the Germanic common freeman in the way land
ownership was inherited. This fact is important!

The common freeman was called bauer (peasant) among the Germanic
peoples because of a direct connection with the dwelling, the “house,” of
which he was the head of the household. Particularly, the term traces its
roots to the Old High German biir, meaning “dwelling” or “house,” a
word that according to Heyne and Weigand has survived with us in
vogelbauer (birdcage). Since only the land-owning head of the household
was a full citizen and thus a fully valid individual in the eyes of the law
and in the Thing, it is important to note that the word “peasant”
represented a title of honor and an expression of personal freedom. This
is important to emphasize because it shows most clearly how much
things were turned upside down in the second millennium of German
history, when the very concept of peasantry was associated with the
concept of subjugation. From a Germanic point of view, the word “unfree
peasant” is a contradiction in terms. Certain people would like to deny
this fact by saying that only the Germanic nobleman was free, while the
Germanic peasant was basically in bondage. For the supporters of this
view, who are mainly to be found in the field of economics, we should
refer to the history of the development of Holstein, where old Germanic
customs have survived for a relatively long time. At the Diet in Oldesloe
in 1392, free peasants appeared for the last time on an equal footing with
the nobility and prelates at the regional assemblies, where occasional
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blood feuds would be negotiated. This is the last national assembly where
peasants were seen to appear! Later nothing more is heard of them; they
disappear into the gloom of serfdom. The old volkstage (assemblies of the
people) are replaced by the state assemblies of the estates.

Since the house and the family associated with it, as well as full legal
freedom, are the hallmarks of the Germanic peasantry, the land area of
such a Germanic peasant was only as large as was needed to feed the
family. However, a “family” at that time also included unmarried
relatives and the servants, so it was usually significantly larger than a
family today.® 7 Therefore, Germanic peasants were allotted land of a
size that ensured the family’s nourishment, but had nothing to do with
any kind of template land distribution or allotment. Von Amira writes in
Grundriss des Germanischen Rechts (Outline of Germanic Law):

The unit of measure of possession is the hufe or the lot or the
residential land or the plough land. Everywhere this unit was
understood to be the land which was necessary on average for the
maintenance of a family, and which, for this very reason could not
be the same size of area everywhere, i.e. could only become a fixed
area of measure at the regional level. The shares in the use of
common land not subject to cultivation were usually based on this
measurement.

Where Germanic peoples did not settle in individual farms but rather in
village cooperatives, the p try of a village would form a margraviate.
On a case by case basis, this cooperative had the authority to redistribute
available agricultural land whenever circumstances made this measure
appear advisable. We do not know the reasons which could lead to a
redistribution of the plough-land, but we may assume that such a thing
happened only rarely and on special occasions; the minimum extent of a

# This form of Germanic peasantry has been preserved in its old form among the
so-called Couronian royal peasants in Courland (Latvia) and in an even more
ancient form among the twenty-eight farms on the island of Rund (Estonia) in the
Gulf of Riga, where customs and traditions can still be found that we otherwise
only know from ancient Germanic legal literature. See W. Ziercke,
Mecklenburgische Monatshefte (Mecklenburgian Monthly Bulletins), February and
August 1927,

? Editor’s note: the ancient Germanic farming practices described here in both
Courland and Rund Island were exterminated following the end of the Second
World War and the voluntary or forced removals of the Germans living there.
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plough-land could never be less than that required for the nourishment
of the family to which the plough-land was allotted. In this respect, the
margraviate differs quite fundamentally from the Russian mir, which we
will get to know in more detail in the next section. The Russian mir
disregards the livelihood of households and only takes into account an
individual’s hunger for land, regardless of whether or not the land
allotted to the person concerned will be used to feed him and his family.
In contrast, the Germanic margraviate was a cooperative of household
heads—their decisions on a redistribution of plough-land therefore
always took into account the livelihood of cooperative’s households.
Since the head of the household was always at the same time the head of
the family living in the house, it is understandable that every land
reallocation or redistribution was always carried out by clan. In this
respect, the Germanic traditions are unambiguous and in this area also
agree with ancient Indo-European traditions, including the fact that, if
possible, only one third of a conquered land was ever taken from the
subjugated population for their own settlement purposes. The land
distribution of the Ostrogoth king Odoacer in Italy, for example, is very
clear. Since the sources expressly tell us that the Goths lived on these
lands according to their customary rights, and history tells us the same
thing about Ariovist and the Suebi, there is no need to doubt about
whether this is indeed an ancient Germanic institution. Anyone who is
even somewhat familiar with these connections knows that all
interpretations which would like to compare Germanism to “soil
communism” are grossly missing the facts. Certainly, the Germanic
people did not enjoy any freedom with regards to an individual’s usage
of land — but this land-boundness did not arise from communist thinking,
rather it arose from the simple fact that land was included in the concept
of godhood and the family idea derived from it, belonging to the family
like a roof to the house. To the Germanic, land was only a necessary link
in the unity of the clan, which was built up according to their way of life
and religious beliefs, and it would have seemed inconceivable to him to
value agriculturally-usable land independently of the idea of family.
The Germanic nobility seems to have been independent of the
constraints of a cooperative decision, i.e. they did not have to make their
land available in the event of a redistribution. Not that the nobility was
in a position to appropriate land at will and bequeath it as they saw fit,
but it seems as if the Germanic nobility had an inherited estate which they
bequeathed to others independently of the margraviate. In any case, our



38 A NEw NOBILITY OF BLOOD AND SoOIL

word for nobility is derived from such a hereditary seat. According to
Heyne, our word for nobility originally meant nothing more than the
cooperative of landowners (it would probably be better to say:
cooperative of those owning hereditary property)—Middle High
German adel and Old High German adal, in the diminutive of Old High
German uodal, meaning “hereditary seat.” Weygand has the following
derivation: Old High German uodil/uodal, Old Saxon odil, and Old Norse
odal, all meaning “hereditary property” or “home.” With von Amira we
find: the word for hereditary or ancestral estates was derived from the
Old Norse odal (elsewhere in the north meaning “real property” in
general), Old German edel (until about 900), Old Saxon odhil, Old High
German wuodil, and probably the Frisian ethel in its early medieval form.
In some of these, not only was the owner’s power of disposition limited,
but the male line was also granted the right of first refusal over the
property, as in the Norwegian odal and the Old Saxon edel. The
indivisibility and inheritance of the ancestral property to the oldest male
heir was also characteristic of those forms of hereditary property which
appeared during the Early Middle Ages in Upper Germany as
hantgemahele (contracted as hantgemihl) in the p ion of fully free and,
as a rule, knight-born people. In the Early Middle Ages, Norwegian law,
specifically West Norwegian law, distinguished between those who
inherited a manor (odal) or had a claim to it, and the ordinary old or
common freeman (also called bonde). Among the Anglo-Danes of the
tenth century, too, there was a difference in value between hold and bonde,
which was based on ownership.

This shows, first of all, that our word for nobility is derived from a
Germanic institution that granted an inalienable and indivisible
inheritance to a family, the enjoyment of which was reserved for either
the eldest or the most important son (holdr signifies hero!). Inheritance
was linked to the obligation to marry, and the concepts of inheritance,
nobility, and monogamy seem to have been so intertwined that, for

ple, the term adhalkona for the wife has survived in Icelandic up to
the present day. In other words, nobility among the Germanic peoples
was an institution that concerned property for the preservation and
multiplication of proven blood value. We shall see that this Germanic
conception of nobility lasted the longest in England.”!

7 The connection between land ownership and nobility in the sense of a head of
household on a hereditary estate is particularly evident in England from the local
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Let us bear the following in mind: in a region or a country there is a
fixed number of hereditary seats. The succession to each hereditary seat
is only ever possible for a son, who at the same time must show himself
worthy of this distinction through proven performance. Linked to the
acceptance of the hereditary seat is the obligation to marry, in accordance
with the idea developed above that the sacred fire of the hearth must be
maintained by the same blood that lit the fire in ancient times. Connected
with the idea of marriage is monogamy and the idea that the blood of the
ancestor must be passed on to the offspring in the purest possible form,
i.e. the evaluation of a spouse with regard to the offspring, i.e. breeding.
In other words—only the best of the young people inherited the
hereditary seat and married, thus placing themselves in the best possible
position to bear the largest number of offspring. These leading people
were then the actual nobility, while their brothers and sisters, as far as
they did not also marry on a hereditary seat, were presumably no longer
counted as part of the nobility, although they were of course descended
from the nobility by blood. In general, the non-inheriting sons did not
marry or had to obtain an opportunity to marry outside the country. The
Norman Empire in Sicily, for example, owes its origin to such non-
inheriting sons. Its founder and the Norman nobility invited into the
country by him were this very same sort of non-inheriting sons of the
Norman nobles of northern France; the phenomenon is quite similar to
the reislauf?? (going for a journey) of the non-inheriting Swiss peasant
sons. The custom relating to the bachelorhood of the non-inheriting sons
continued in places into the nineteenth century. These sons are called
Jjunkers among the nobility, and uncles” among the peasants.

nobility designation “lord” Lord, from the Anglo-Saxon hlaford, meaning
“brother” /“bread keeper,” which in turn comes from half, meaning “loaf” or
“bread,” and weard, meaning “keeper” or “guardian.” Correspondingly, Lady is
from the Anglo-Saxon hlafidige, meaning “brother” /“bread issuer,” in turn from
hlaf and dige; probably related to the Old Swedish degja or deja, meaning “issuer”
or “caretaker.”

72 Editor’s note: The reisldufer were Swiss nationals who left Switzerland in huge
numbers to seek status, adventure, or wealth as mercenaries in European
militaries from the fourteenth century until the 1874 amendment to the Swiss
constitution that banned participation in foreign conflicts. World-renown for their
fighting abilities, they played a role in virtually every European conflict of the era,
The Vatican’s Swiss Guard is today the world's last remaining Swiss reisliufer
force.

7 In a healthy modern state, these non-inheriting sons of landowners must be the
real and ding source of I for the non-agricultural professions.
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While the number of marriages on the Germanic hereditary seats was
limited, the best of the young were given every opportunity to reproduce
and did not have to worry about the number of their children—indeed a
large number of offspring seems to have been obligatory. Thus the
hereditary seats acted like filters, purifying the blood of the individual
generations to ever higher perfection. This probably explains why the
Germanic nobility of some tribes achieved pure thoroughbred breeding,
which in principle did not allow any foreign blood to flow into the noble
families.?

We hear nothing of any other privileges for the nobility in any other
area. The view often found in economics that the Germanic peasant was
obliged to the Germanic nobleman in the same way that a bondholder is
to the lord of the manor is nowhere to be found in Germanic law. Even if
we assume only a very loose relationship between landlord and
bondsman, the unique —and we could even say socially ideal — Thing law
of the Germanic peasant would still not be explainable. Von Amira, for
example, says:

The original Germanic system of governance left no room for the
power of individual rulers. The head of state was the
Landsgemeinde (People’s Assembly). Apart from the Landsgemeinde
and the Hundertschaft: lung (A bly of Hundreds), there
were no other state organs or officials —indeed, apparently the
only officials were those who were elected by the Landsgemeinde.
Certain basic features recur uniformly in the character of
Germanic kingship, for example, the king's personal responsibility
for his functions. Additionally, the ancient Germanic king lacked
any and all independent legislative power—he had no greater
right to vote in the Landsgemeinde than the next best free peasant.

To the Germanic sensibility, privilege was always only a personal reward
for duties performed or to be performed, in proportion and in accordance
with the actual scope of the duties, but not, for example, in accordance
with actions that were not needed. The Germanic was imbued with the
thought— power is only justified insofar as it means service.”s

7 For more information, see Darré, Das Bauerntum als Lebensquell der Nordischen
Rasse (The Peasantry as the Source of Life of the Nordic Race), sections IX and X (1928).
7 An excellent introduction to the basic ideas of Germanic law is offered by Merk,
Vom Werden und Wesen des Deutschen Rechts (On the Development and Essence of
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If, therefore, e ists want to maintain the view that the Germanic
was a landlord, then it can only maintain its assertion if it stamps both
the Germanic peasants and the Germanic nobles as landlords. But that
makes no sense, because the landlord theory in economics is concerned
with drawing a line between the Germanic nobles and the Germanic
peasants by making the nobleman the landlord and the peasant the
landholder. This is an attempt to explain why the spreading feudal
system destroyed the old common freedoms of the Germanic peasants
and transferred them to the landed Christian lordship. In the preceding
section, however, we see that things are quite simple in this regard.
Moreover, the landlord theory of economics is contradicted by the history
of law, the history of settlement, and also by the word “peasant” itself, as
was pointed out in Chapter II, Section 2. Far more probable would be the
assumption that E. Meyer, for example, expressed in his research on the
ancient Germanic nobility, namely that the Germanic peasants arose
from the younger sons of Germanic noble families who were able to
establish a household, but who through their descendants remained
subordinate, so to speak, to the lineage of the eldest son.

Let us summarize: by providing hereditary seats, to which the heir
was only entitled to after proven performance and on which marriage
and breeding laws applied, the Germanic peoples not only held on to
proven leadership blood, but multiplied it and thus deliberately bred it.
Incidentally, there is no evidence of any privileges enjoyed exclusively
by the nobility, so that there can be no doubt that a separate noble class
did not exist. The Germanic nobility seems to have been nothing more
than the division of the nation according to different bloodlines, based on
the ideological affirmation of the hereditary inequality of mankind, for
the purpose of providing well-tested hereditary material for the selection
of suitable leaders. The Germanic nation was thus, within the framework
of its tasks at that time, a thoroughly structured whole, i.e. a life structure,
with living content and purposeful division. Although the law applied
equal rights for all, 76 not everyone was expected to bear the same level of
responsibilities, but rather everyone was expected to do what could be
expected of them on the basis of their hereditary status.

German Law) (Langensalza, 1926).
7 “Equal rights for all” applied first and f to the G ic f in their
various ranks within the legal cooperative.
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We must fall back on this basic idea of Germanism if we want to create
a new nobility for our people.

The idea of creating a new nobility on the basis of recognized hereditary
seats has already been brought to fruition in one European state—
Hungary. It was the imperial administrator Horthy who achieved this.
For us, it is essential that Horthys successes in this field free us from any
doubts as to whether it makes sense to revive old Germanic ideas of
nobility in a modern guise. Horthy has proven that the path can be
followed. We will first describe here what Horthy has created.

Horthy wanted first and foremost to counter the destructive ideas of
Bolshevism, which threatened Hungary. Bolshevism is, in its deepest
sense, nothing more than Tartarized Marxism, i.e. modern nomadism.
Bolshevism is actually, albeit through different means, exactly the same
as the nomadic attacks on Germanic Europe by the Huns, Hungarians,
Tartars, Turks, and so on. Horthy knew of no better way to counter the
predatory and destructive ideas of Bolshevism than with the ideas of the
homeland, soil, and blood. It was the rootedness of the Hungarians that
was of primary importance to him, through which the old Hungarian
nomadic idea was replaced by a Germanic one. Furthermore, Horthy’s
great care in providing the Hungarian people with a sufficient number of
leaders was driven by a sense of responsibility for the future. Perhaps he
was also aware that in the future, the old Hungarian nobility would no
longer be in a position—purely in terms of numbers—to provide the
independent state of Hungary with a sufficient number of leaders.

Treitschke once stated that in the fate of a people, it is not so much the
knowledge of a leader that is ultimately important, but his character, that
is, the firmness of his human soul. Probably from a similar train of
thought and on the basis of the experiences of the past World War (1914~
18), Horthy concluded that the frontline soldiery that had proven itself in
the four difficult years of the war undoubtedly represented a selection of
the people with genuine strength of character and useful leadership
abilities; at least he did not think he was making a mistake when he tried
to preserve the humanity of the frontline soldier in as many descendants
as possible for the Hungarian state.

Horthy’s idea was first and foremost to provide proven frontline
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soldiers with amenities that would reinforce their roots in Hungary, and
secondly would preserve them for the Hungarian people through their
descendants. He gathered proven frontline soldiers of the World War,
namely officers, non-commissioned officers, and enlisted men, into a
heroes’ cooperative. A member of a heroes’ cooperative was rewarded
with a small estate, a so-called heroes” or noble domain. The counter-
obligation of the feoffed, both towards the heroes’ cooperative and
towards the state in its capacity as the patron of the heroes’ cooperative,
consisted of not monetary or other economic recompense, but exclusively
in moral value. First and foremost, the feoffed had to exemplify real
leadership to the Hungarian people through impeccable conduct of life,
continue to be devotedly loyal to the fatherland, cultivate this spirit of
loyalty in his house, and finally by marrying a healthy woman to ensure
that numerous healthy and valuable offspring was born to him.

With this institution, Horthy hoped “to bring into being a new class
from the stratum of the nation which was undoubtedly the most valuable
and the healthiest, which could serve as a model for everyone, and which
would continue to cultivate the traditional virtues of the Hungarian
race.” A title of nobility is attached to the noble domain, which is only
granted to the feoffed—in this Horthy evidently followed English
custom. The noble domain belongs to a nobility chapter, to which the
feoffed is also subordinate. The nobility chapter regulates, among other
things, the inheritance of the noble domains; the heir is generally the
eldest son if there are no physical, mental, or moral reservations against
him. In accordance with the feudal nature of the entire system, an heir’s
siblings are naturally not compensated, but the brothers, provided they
are suitable, are given preference in the civil service or in the allocation
of new noble domains.

The land for the noble domains owes its origin to voluntary
donations; these donations either took the form of voluntary cessions of
land or of periodic financial subscriptions which enabled the noble
chapter to acquire land on the property market. It was also stipulated that
not just anyone could donate something to the noble chapter, but only
those Hungarians whose personal and professional impeccability could
be proven. The names of the donors were published.

If we think through what Horthy created in terms of its fundamental
ideas, we realize that Horthy, whether consciously or unconsciously,
revived the old Germanic concept of nobility and integrated it into a
modern state. If Horthy had only endowed proven frontline soldiers with



44 A New NOBILITY OF BLOOD AND SoiL

landed estates in gratitude for their services and in order to bind them to
himself, as it were, but without requiring them to incorporate breeding
responsibilities, then he would have merely repeated the medieval feudal
system built on sinecures. But it is precisely the feoffing for the purpose
of rooting a family and its mission of producing valuable offspring that
proves that this is only outwardly a repetition of the medieval concept of
fealty, while in reality it is beyond that—it is a connection to the oldest
Germanic ideas of nobility. Like the Germanic peoples, Horthy is also
carried by the idea that every moral upward development of a people is
causally and thus inevitably dependent on the promotion of valuable
hereditary tribes within the people, but not primarily dependent on the
promotion of the individual members of the people.

The talent of a people, which rests in the hereditary stock of its
generations, is basically the only real source of value because all other
value can only come to life through that talent. Nothing comes from
nothing!” The hereditary talent of a people is therefore its only real good,
out of which it produces all values. This is a truth that many of our
« poraries find very unpl to hear, but it nevertheless forms
the cornerstone of all cultural realities. Thoughtlessly or maliciously
squandered endowments cannot be replaced — they are irrevocably gone.
The causes of the decline of states and civilizations in history can be
traced back to this fact to a large extent—this is no longer a mystery to
natural science today, but is clearly and openly revealed. Here, divine
nature, disgraced by our obsession with progress, smilingly confronts us
with iron laws, the fundamentals of which, however, no subhuman or
inferior will ever want to recognize, for these laws speak his judgment.

The thinking of many of today’s German cc poraries is infested
with the ideas of Marxism, and so they resist the scientific findings of the
fundamental hereditary inequality of human beings. But Marxism, by its
very nature, is not concerned with how values come into being. With the
blind narrowness of nomadic grazing instinct, it stares only at the task of
how the goods and values of this world are to be utilized, without
wasting a single thought on the laws that condition the creation of those
values; the questions of the laws of value creation is as far from Marxism

7 Even an idea is inh ly incapable of imposing itself against the inadequate
echo of a talentless people. In these cases, i.e. among less gifted peoples, ideas are
only realized when they become flesh and blood in a man and this man, in a very
sober and calculating way, more or less forcibly converts the people to this idea
with the strength of his personality and energy.
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as, say, the cow is from the question of how the hay it has just eaten came
into being. At its core, Liberalism is not so far removed from Marxism;
although it has grasped and affirmed the economic laws of the creation
of value and the production of goods, it nevertheless tends to persist in
purely material thinking and wants to know nothing of the people’s way
of life, or, in the truest sense, of the decisive forces which condition and
constrain the human being who produces value—a reality that
Liberalism believes it is entitled to disregard. Liberalism and Marxism
are directly responsible for today’s state of affairs, where our way of life
is disregarded and ridiculed in our national bodies. Only in this way can
it be explained that the Germans, a people of such high-quality
endowment and disposition, have the madness to make the healthy
support the inferior and, by means of extensive—allegedly social—
legislation, also see to it that the inferior are given the widest possible
opportunities to live, while the valuable who are in need of help are
denied help.7 Or is it not perhaps madness that healthy German married
couples today cannot find a place to live, while huge sums are spent on
making prisons and asylums as comfortable as possible?

Horthy is absolutely right: establish institutions that favor the
advancement and multiplication of the valuable, while at the same time
inhibiting the possibility of multiplication of the inferior. This, and only
this, purifies a people over time by removing the worthless components
from its genetic material, ultimately developing it into an ever more
unified whole. It was right that Horthy began with the creation of a new
nobility, because for the implementation of a state idea based on value-
creating traits, a tested and trained leadership class is as important to it
as the officer corps is for an army.

For the tasks we are to solve here, the essentials are clear —both from
the old Germanic nobility tradition and from what Horthy has created,
to the effect that hereditary seats, i.e. hereditary estates, are necessary for
a new nobility to be created. In any other attempt at a solution, the

7 It should be emphasized here that Darré is not speaking out against
unemployment welfare. The unemployed as such are first and foremost only proof
of an economic disorder within the national body, but not necessarily proof of his
own inferiority; this can be the cause of his unemployment, or better, of his lack of
will to work, but it does not have to be. The present army of the unemployed is
the most visible symptom of the incompetence of German economic management
since 1918, but it is not the consequence of a professional or character inferiority
of the unemployed per se.
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continuity of the system and of the idea would suffer and the founding
of families would become too easily dependent on unpredictable
circumstances, as history teaches us. Moreover, unfavorable external
conditions could also lead to fewer births, thus endangering the basic
idea of the whole system. Finally, and this is almost the most essential
point, the rearing of children under unfavorable conditions is detrimental
to their soul and health. In any case, it is a fact that the Germanic family
has never been able to live or maintain itself for a long period of time in
an urban area or in circumstances otherwise detached from rural life
without the necessary counterbalance of land ownership. Other races and
peoples seem to have been better prepared for an urban existence
detached from the land and rural life — perhaps because their ancestors,
as nomads, were once accustomed to an unpredictable way of life” and
to rocky landscapes or treeless steppes without green and fresh forests.
For the Germanic peoples, such developmentally favorable requirements
for urban life are not present, and for all of known history the Germanic
has hated the city with all the fibers of his heart, probably out of healthy
sentiments. Where the Germanic did become a city-dweller, this
obviously always happened by force and never did him any good
without the counterweight of a country home. It is very significant that
all the Germanic tribes of the Migration Period almost fearfully avoided
settling in Roman cities. As late as the eleventh century, for example, the
small landowners of Lombardy, the vavasours® were the population in
whom the Lombard blood had been preserved in the most unmixed form.
The aversion to urban areas can be traced back to the Lower Saxons of
King Henry [—who resorted to choosing by lot those who were to live in
the cities and castles that he founded, since the Saxon did not want to
separate himself from the countryside —through to the Anglo-Saxons of
today’s England, who seek their dwellings outside urban areas if at all

™ In any case, animal breeding knows similar ples of this. For ple, it is
easy to get a tamed Norwegian rat to reproduce, even under the simplest and most
meager conditions, whereas the house rat, although just as easily tamed, can only
be made to reproduce if the keeper has spectal skllls The situation is similar with
the house sparrow, which, despite its h duces only
very rarely in captivity. This is obviously a matter of certain basic physiological
laws that we have not yet fully explored —we might conclude that species and
breeds adapted to a migratory life are less sensitive to changing environmental
influences than sedentary ones.

% Editor’s note: vavasours were vassals or leaseholders of a baron that also had
vassals or leaseholders under th Ive
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possible.8! Since German civilization is based on Germanism, we must
also take its living conditions into account if we want to ensure a
continuous upward development of German civilization.

The way in which hereditary property can be created will be shown
in detail in the next section. However, one point should be mentioned
here — the designation for such a hereditary property. Horthy speaks of a
“noble domain.” A domain is a crown estate, so for the still royal
Hungary, the word noble domain is justified. However, we cannot use
this term, firstly because it is doubtful whether a monarchy will ever
again arise in Germany, and secondly because even in the case of a
returning monarchy, under the current circumstances, the old Germanic
people’s kingship would still be conceivable, that, by its very nature,
could not effectively distribute “domains.” The word “noble estate”
would perhaps be the closest term in accordance with the old Germanic
meaning of the word “nobility.” However, there are concerns with this;
for example, that the word nobility is no longer understood by our people
in the Germanic sense of the word, and misunderstandings would be
likely to arise. More seriously, however, is the fact that today in East
Elbia, various estates still bear the designation Adlig Gut (Noble Estate)
and are registered accordingly in the land register. I would therefore like
to avoid the word nobility in the terminology of the hereditary estate.

The word hegehof is hereby proposed.$2 8 This word unmistakably
expresses what is to be cherished in blood and soil.

® This is significant—when the French moved into Wiesbaden in 1918, they
preferred the good flats close to the city center for their officers and officials. When
the English occupying force of Cologne came to Wiesbaden a few years later and
replaced the French, the English avoided the flats in the city center as much as
possible and looked for flats in the urban outskirts or in the g