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1.	Intro…

In this paper, I try to defend what arguably numbers among the most conventional, 
commonsensical and eventually boring theses about fascism, namely that our political 
modernity structurally includes the very possibility of fascism 1. To put it in more vulgar terms, 
the logic of fascism, the way it appears and functions is objectively inscribed in what we are 
bound to experience as modern political subjects on a daily basis. Accordingly, our political 
horizon if not our political reality itself is eternally and relentlessly haunted by this ghostlike 
“always-there” menace. In hobbesian-derived parlance, fascism occupies the place 
of Behemoth, that uncanny monster that signify anarchy, violence, lawlessness and chaos 
and which is always marching in the footsteps of its positive rival, Leviathan, the name for 
order, security and social peace. What I am aiming at here is not just those polemical “leftist” 
gibes addressed to various conservatives or those rhetorical context-fuelled malapropisms 
(Iliescu labeling as neo-fascist the pedestrian euphoria that filled in piata Univeristatii in 
the early 90s), a contrario, the catch is to conceive of modernity and of its political form par 
excellence — democracy — as carrying the seeds of fascism 2. The immediate difficulty 
with such an argument is quite upsetting since there is a whole host of definitions and 
a multitude of accounts of what modernity is all about. I suggest not making too much 
of a fuss about what is ultimately just highfaluting semantic dross and take for granted 
the following scene from a Victor hugo novel as the best answer to what constitutes our 
political modernity. At the beginning of Quatre-vingt-treize the members of le bataillon du 
Bonnet-Rouge encounter a poor woman (muette d’effroi) with two crying children. After 
some trivial questions the sergeant finds out the name of the woman, Michelle Fléchard, 
and that her offspring have not eaten for days. Before offering some food however, the head 
of the battalion asks the basic set of questions that contours the limits of our modern political 
experience — Quelles sont tes opinions politiques? Quelle est ta patrie? Qui es-tu? Parle. De quell 
parti es-tu? Es-tu des bleus? Es-tu des blancs? Avec qui es-tu? What strikes the eye with respect 
to this spontaneous interrogatory conducted by the Authority itself is its absolute novelty. 
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Can we imagine a similar process taking place under the ancien régime where nobody really 
cared whether a humble peasant holds any political convictions at all? It was precisely 
in the immediate aftermath of the French Revolution when society at large became visible 
to the state, that is — when the constituted public power started to be concerned with each 
and every individual conscience that populated its sovereignty. Although opinions about 
modernity are galore, I think that we can confidently state what the common ground between 
them is: in our political reality, of which fascism is only a “repressed” dormant debris, 
everybody counts. This is the sole reason why, during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, 
citizenship acquired the central role in the logic of the political. In the end, each individual 
becomes a citizen, each patois-speaking peasant becomes a Frenchmen, to wit — an equal 
member of the political community sharing with his/her co-citizens a cluster of rights and 
duties in line with a common invented “national” identity. My wager is that the best way 
to grasp the logic of fascism is to situate it on this background and strive to see how it dealt 
in detail with the category of citizenship 3. Therefore, we can even push a bit the limits and 
cast our research question in this rather superficial garb: was/is there something called “fascist 
citizenship”, that is — a purely fascist way of conceptually thinking the political community? 
given my utter unfamiliarity with the field of fascist studies I cannot but gawkily eschew 
any effort to historically investigate the problem. What I shall do instead, is to put to work 
some political theorists and contemporary philosophers who have been preoccupied with 
this kind of riddles for quite some time.

2.	Democracy	and	fascism	—	the	obvious	connection…

To the best of my knowledge, two recent books stand out as typical examples of a newly 
discovered trend that seems to shed a fresh light on the criminal face of democracy: Jean-
Claude Milner’s Les penchants criminels de l”Europe démocratique published chez Verdier/
paris in 2003 and Michael Mann’s The Dark Side of Democracy available from Cambridge 
University press beginning with 2004. Let us briefly take by turn their main claims without 
hoping to do justice to the complexity of the whole.

For Milner, a notable ex-Maoist turned republican in the best French tradition, 
at the very core of our political modernity lays the “Jewish Question”. Several solutions have 
been proposed over the time in order to resolutely put and end to it. The Left, when faced 
with this dilemma, usually employs arguments that go back not only to Marx but more 
importantly to Saint paul, that is, either the Judenfrage is taken to be just a category 
of the bourgeois society and hence a non-problem since all contradictions have their real 
sources in the economic realm or in the face of god and under his Law all distinctions 
between Jews and greeks, between slaves and free persons, between man and woman must 
and do disappear. The Right, on the other hand, never possessed a similar potpourri 
of arguments that would allow it to shrewdly dodge the issue. This is precisely why, Milner 
goes on to argue, all nineteenth century liberal states have transformed le nom juif into 
the epitome of heterogeneity, alterity at its purest, the most serious impediment in the face 
of the nation-building (i. e. democratization) process. When, on the eve of the First World 
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War, national states have begun to think the Jewish identity in terms of rights and were about 
to grant full citizenship to this minority things got complicated. It was a matter of years until 
fascism, what Milner dubs the most radically modern political regime, took root 
on the european soil with the sole intention of putting to rest not primary the economic 
crisis but its origins, to wit — the Jews. This is the point where Milner touches a soft spot 
claiming, in what is presumably a perverse-hegelian manner that europe’s post-1945 peace 
and prosperity alongside with its ignorance vis-à-vis what happens in the Middle east, is 
due to hitler eliminating an entire population of Jews. Would it be too daring a hypothesis — 
he seems to imply — to assert that the european Union has been built on la chambre à gaz? 
To cut the story short, for Milner european democratic homogeneity is the by-product 
of two interrelated events: the annihilation of the Jews and the creation of Israel, that is, 
the “Jewish solution” has been either evacuated from european history or plainly externalized 
into a state that deserves little if any support at all.

Mann works at a different “less speculative” level, bringing history and sociology 
together in order to exemplify his thesis according to which the best way to fully grasp 
the nature and origins of the state-perpetrated genocides is to realize that it is the most 
sacred institution of western modernity — democracy — that acts like the perfect canvas 
for executing mass slaughters. This is approximately what his sermon hears like: modernity 
conceives of the political community as being defined by three intertwined qualitative traits 
1) a given territory, 2) popular sovereignty and 3) what links the preceding two — citizenship. 
having this background the murderous question appears: who is the people? 4 Who are 
those political subjects endowed by the state with the exclusive benefits of citizenship? 
Any answer provided to these questions outlines the portrait of “the Other”, the non-
citizens, in the case of the U.S. for example, “we, the people…” did not include women, 
slaves and Native Americans. What is left outside the body politic, what is except from 
citizenship, what lives on the margins of the nation-state is virtually a dead man, an always-
already victim, the potential target of state-directed violence done in the name of the people 
(i.e. ethnic cleansing). however, what stopped each and every democracy to show its dark 
side was not some sort of mock-“liberal” display of human rights — which is nothing but 
mere rhetoric, quite the contrary, it was the class struggle, the existence of a fissure, a gap, 
a fundamental antagonism in the very structure of the political order that allowed 
for homogeneity to be restrained. Consequently, when the class struggle, even in its 
institutionalized variants, lost its pertinence, that is when the organic nation-state finally 
won the battle with those seditious “red internationalists” (Mann splendidly demonstrates 
how Nazis used to mix up à la Nolte political enemies — Bolsheviks — with ethnic ones — 
Jews) fascism was already an european reality.

Are we not here merely half-consciously repeating all the anti-democratic arguments 
shared by the inter-war european far-right? 5 Let me hastily leaf through some pages 
on democracy by none other than the famous pukka Nazi and party-member Carl Schmitt 
himself — the guru of all left and right reactionaries. Schmitt’s musings on democracy starts 
with the widespread bromide according to which this particular political order rests 
on nothing but identity. To put it in other words, what we value at democracy, namely 
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the possibility to be governed by ones of your own kind proves to be its most hazardous 
substance since: “Toute démocratie véritable repose sur le fait que non seulement ce qui est 
semblable reçoit un traitement semblable, mais encore, conséquence inévitable, ce qui est 
non semblable ne jouit point d’un traitement semblable.” 6 Nice paradox!

Before drawing this first part to a close, let me refer to an essay authored by the most 
outrageous Italian philosopher alive — giorgio Agamben, and the way he manages to draw 
a ground-breaking interpretation of fascism with regard to human rights. Agamben begins 
with a text by Arendt on the figure of the refugee that made its first appearance 
on the european political landscape instantly after the completion of the WW I. At precisely 
the same moment, a number of european states have introduced, for the first time in their 
national history, laws of denaturalization and denationalization. As a result, the possibility 
to split citizenship, to grant it only to those in possession of certain features came about 
“naturally”. In 1926 the Italian fascist regime reserved its right not to take into consideration 
those unworthy of Italian citizenship. Nine years after this moment, the Nazi regime 
promulgated the Nuremberg Laws dividing the german polity into first class and second 
class citizens. What this process amounts to, if we are to follow at the most vulgar level 
Agamben’s reasoning, is purely the death camps, abhorrent constructions that started 
precisely as places where the refugees were destined to consume their provisory condition 
(i.e. to kill their time). The catch here is more or less this: when states abandoned universal 
citizenship the figure of the immigrant which was just an intermediary, transitory, temporary 
limited, stance became and identity per se. The rights of man that protected him were thus 
forcefully pitted against the rights of the citizen making visible the blatant truth of their 
non-existence. In simple terms, what fascism proved is the sheer impossibility of thinking 
the Man (of the Déclaration…) without reference to the citizen, sans citoyenneté pas d’homme: 
“Quand ses droits ne sont plus des droits du citoyen, l’homme alors est vraiment sacré dans 
le sens que donne à ce terme le droit romain archaïque : voué à la mort.” 7 Is this not what 
current post-fascist style of rule is all about? When our clumsy Minister of Foreign Affairs 
declared that we should send to egypt some Romanian citizens on the basis of their alleged 
crimes he was voicing a predictable liberal piece of trivial wisdom 8, when some Italian 
politicians, on the other hand, uttered that lower class Romanians should be expelled 
from the country given their illegal (unlawful) status they were speaking plain vulgata fascista. 
Moreover, when somebody asks you for a passport you can bet all your money that you’ve 
bumped into a fascist incidentally dressed as a douanier.

3.	Democracy	and	fascism	—	the	obscure	connection…

Let me take a different route and discuss fascism with the help of one of the most 
scintillating political theorist of our days — ernesto Lacalu. According to this author, it is 
not democracy but the deeper logic of the political itself what turns fascism into a viable 
political substitute whenever the working class fails to articulate itself as a “hegemonic 
popular alternative”. Laclau shares with his post-Marxist peers the belief that fascism has 
something to do with the painful breakup of the classical Marxian conceptual categories. It 
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is in the passage from the working-class as the subject-object of history to “the people” as 
the single prominent carrier of state-values (particularly nationalism) where fascism looms 
large. Following one of Arendt’s overlooked construal, he argues that “it was not 
interpellations (Althusser’s seminal notion) as a class but interpellation as people which 
dominated fascist political discourse…”, therefore “fascism, far from being the typical 
ideological expression of the most conservative and reactionary sectors of the dominant class 
was, on the contrary, one of the possible ways of articulation of popular-democratic 
interpellations into political discourse.” 9 This is where the work of Zeev Sternhell seems to 
me to be of utmost importance. Was he not the first historian to boldly claim that fascism is 
a kind of socialism sans proletariat replacing this outmoded category with the national 
community? 10 Let us not cloud what is at stake here for, if we believe Laclau, Volksgemein-
schaft was but a randomized outcome of what structures, of what silently underlines our 
everyday life and not some sort of “out of the blue” historical contingency. how does then 
the political function? Or to put it in Laclau’s own terms, what constitutes the logic that 
governs the constitution of our political and social identities? Three fundamental postulates 
are of concern here: i) the social space is mere discursivity, ii) antagonisms are constitu-
tively intrinsic to its conception and iii) each identity is the creation of a hegemonic articu-
lation. Accordingly, “ce qui rend possible la politique c’est que l’impossibilité constitutive 
de la société ne peut se représenter qu’à travers la production de significants vides.” 11 
The political is defined by an essential indecisiveness since the role of any empty signifiant 
is to be colored by a political force 12. To take a trivial example: when in the presence of so-
cial disintegration (or economic crisis as with the fascists) le mot-concept Order emerges 
nobody can a priori predict what particular order (liberalism, fascism, communism etc.) it 
will embody. It is only through a process of hegemonic articulation that some parochial 
political forces gain the privilege to fill in the “empty space of power” 13.

Can we discern roughly the same procedure at work in Fritz Lang’s undisputed Weimar 
masterpiece M? 14 Does not the nefarious figure of the child murderer (peter Lorre) act as that 
crucial missing link, that vanishing mediator that unifies, that binds together the community 
in harsh times? What we get in the last scenes, when the town’s enraged rabble tries to lynch 
Lorre’s character is the political at its purest. When the criminal struggles to defend himself 
by invoking his rights and the possibility of due trial, it is the unitary people that are portrayed 
as brutes by Lang’s camera. This is then why, under any majority formation process one can 
successfully unearth not only jingoism but raw fascism as well. What we therefore should hope 
for is a democracy erected on a plurality of minorities, reconciliating their diverse if conflict-
ual needs, managing between their claims, in short — a political regime bestowed 
with the eminent task of prohibiting majorities of any kind from coming into being.

1 I would not venture into recalling that particular “leftist” cornucopia of authors that 
have mooted this type of reasoning starting with the late 40s onwards. Suffice it to point 
at Adorno and Horkheimer, the two eminences of the Frankfurt School, who have argued 
that what the Enlightenment perceived as the tool of liberation — instrumental rationality, 
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had been transformed into its exact opposite veering off directly into mass murder. Another 
name that follows approximately this logic is the polish sociologist Z. Bauman who seems 
to believe that the Holocaust inhabits the gravamen of our modernity, see Bauman Z. 
Modernity and the Holocaust. — Ithaca; N.Y., 1989, especially pp. 23–45. Interestingly enough, 
Bauman takes as his point of departure the failure of sociology as an academic discipline to 
tackle the legacy of the Nazis, see his “Sociology after the Holocaust // The British Journal of 
Sociology. — 1988. — Vol. 39. — № 4. — Рp. 469–497; I make the same plea with respect to 
historians. I am not suggesting however that dredging up fascism in its contemporary political 
dimension is somehow obstructed by historians inability to resist gewgaws.

2 It goes without saying that roughly the same line of thought has been put forward 
by Jacob Talmon with his famous “totalitarian democracy” thesis. However, in most of 
the cases the boundaries between ideologically opposed camps tend to get blurred. Did 
not the Eley/Blackbourn critique of the Sonderweg approach quickly become the favorite 
argument in the hands of the German conservatives? Conversely, is not Hans Morgenthau’s 
egregious proposal that the only way to come to terms with “German exceptionalism” is 
by way of the “Carthaginian solution” (Germany being destroyed root and branch) just 
early, crude, un-theorized, Sonderweg in disguise?

3 It was none other than Sieyes himself — the ideologue of the Third Estate — who 
emphasized how, in modern societies, citizenship does nor rest, any longer, on civic virtue, 
education or free time (loisir), quite the opposite, it should be perceived as a natural right 
in possession of everyone and hence universal, see Pasquino P. Emmanuel Sieyes, Benjamin 
Constant et le gouvernement des modernes. Contribution à l’histoire du concept de 
représentation politique//Revue française de science politique. — 1987. —Vol. 37. — № 2. — 
Pp. 221–223.

4 Mann was both quick and smart enough to add that people should be translated as 
ethnos as opposed to demos, see: Debate on Michael Mann’s The Dark Side of Democracy: 
Explaining Ethnic Cleansing//Nations and Nationalism. — Vol. 12. — 2006. — № 3. — 
Pp. 407–409.

5 Let us take a moment of pause and celebrate the name of Georges Bataille. Was not 
he the first to oppose homogeneity to heterogeneity in his unjustly forgotten piece 
“The Psychological Structure of Fascism”? The homogeneous part of society is 
the productive/useful society whilst the heterogeneous parts are those elements impossible 
to assimilate, unproductive expenditure worthy of being dumped, check it out in his 
Oeuvres Complètes. — T. I: Premiers Écrits 1922–1940. — Paris, 1970. — Pp. 345–367.

6 Schmitt C. Parlementarisme et démocratie/Translated by J.-L. Schlegel. — Paris, 
1988. — P. 106.

7 Agamben G. Moyens sans fins. Notes sur la politique. — Paris, 2002. — P. 33.
8 On how eighteenth century English liberals dealt with the problem of petty felony 

by mailing the convicts directly onto deserted islands see Ignatieff M. A Just Measure of Pain: 
the Penitentiary in the Industrial Revolution 1750–1850. — London, 1978. — Pp. 102–145.

9 Laclau E. Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory: Capitalism-Fascism-Populism. — 
New Jersey, 1977. — P. 111.

10 Sternhell outlines his theoretical framework in: The Anti-Materialist Revision of 
Marxism as an Aspect of the Rise of Fascist Ideology//Journal of Contemporary History. — 
Vol. 22. — № 3. — 1987. — Pp. 379–400.
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11 Laclau E. La guerre des identités. Grammaire de l’émancipation/Translated 

by C. Orsani. — Paris, 2000. — P. 105.
12 We should be very careful not to mix things up here. Indecisiveness has no Schmittian 

connotations in Laclau. This does not mean however that we cannot turn Schmitt’s ideas 
pieds à l’air and use him against himself. Is not this what both Franz Neumann and Ernst 
Fraenkel did with some success? Is not Neumann’s picture of the Nazi state as a new 
Behemoth only a distant echo of the central “esoteric” argument from Schmitt’s booklet on 
Hobbes? Is not Fraenkel famous distinction from his Der Dopplestaat between 
the “prerogative” and the “normative” state, the first standing for unlimited arbitrariness 
and unchecked violence the later standing for a serene and stable system of legal regulations 
but a gloss on Schmitt’s Verfassungslehre?

13 Have not historians of the Third Reich reached the same conclusion? If I understand 
correctly Eley’s generous cursory-view of recent scholarship, Eley G. Hitler’s Silent Majority? 
Conformity and Resistance under the Third Reich. Part I and II//Michigan Quarterly 
Review. — 2003. — Vol. 42. — № 2. — Pp. 389–425 and pp. 550–583 they did come up with 
a pile of judgments in the same vain.

14 I am not at all convinced that Siegfried Kracauer got the full drift of Lang’s 
achievement: From Caligari to Hitler. A Psychological History of the German Film. — 
Princeton/New Jersey, 2004. — P. 56, 89, 134–156.

Адріан ҐрАмА

Логіка фашизму, або Чому «винні більшості»  
є історично трансґресивними…?

Відштовхуючись від деяких новаторських робіт про зв’язок між демократією та 
фашизмом, які, однак, лишилися переважно непоміченими, це дослідження ствер-
джує, що осягнути політичну природу фашизму належним чином можна, поміс-
тивши його в контекст розвитку концепту сучасного громадянства. Відповідно, далі 
автор уважає, що, з урахуванням рис нашої сучасної ситуації, фашизм, ототожне-
ний із процесом формування більшостей, є завжди присутньою загрозою для 
будь-якого демократичного режиму, старого чи нового.
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