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On the desk of Mussolini you will find a bust of Napieon. hen Hitler 

entered Paris in triumph a fe~ months ago, the first place he went to was the 

tomb of Napoleon. Both men, Mussolini and Hitler are quite consciously imitating 

Nanoleon, even as Napoleon imitated Caesar and Ale~nder the Great. All three 

men share the same complex. Both ~ussolini and Hitler mi ht well have t aken to 

heart the lessons of Napoleon. They might have thought of St. Helena where 

Napoleon spent the last six bitter years of his life in exile, even as Napoleon 

in his day might have thought of the end of Caesar -- with an assassin's 

dagger thrust in his back. 

Mussolini and Hitler might have remembered what Napoleon did for France 

after twelve years of war and conquest in which the blood of France was spilled 

and the wealth of France was drained. Napoleon in his defeat left France over

run by enemies, its boundari s conscripted to here they were -before the French 

Revolution, compelled to ay huge indemnities and with foreign garrisons in 

their own fortresses. 

But unfortunately, those who have the Caesar complex never benefit 

by the experiences of the redecessors. They are confident tha t they will 

avoid the mistakes of those others, that they will differ. They are confident 

tha t the empires which they build up will last a thousand years. 

When you come to think of it, there are many startling parallels in the 

life of Napoleon and in the life of Hitler. Napoleon was not born in France 

but he came to rule France. Hitler was not born in Germany and he crune to 

rule Germany. Neither had a high sense of national loyalty. Thut is why 

it was easy for both of them to trample over the national sentiments of 

other people. Both began their careers as little corporals in their 

respective armies and rose to become the commanders-in-chief of the most 

powerful annies in the world although the career of Napoleon was far more 

successful in a profe sional sense than that of Hitler. 
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Both rose to power in the ebb-tide of a long period of national 

revolution and chaos. A series of fatal wars during the reign of Louis XV 

had reduced France to the position of a second rate poter. The French 

Fleet had been driven off the high seas. The Colonial Empire in North 

America had been destroyed. Franc9, under the reign of Louis XV and 

Louis XVI was corrupted by national debt, and was facing stark bankruptcy. 

The sense of national humiliation, financial difficulties, crushing taxes, 

fanned the flames of liberalism in the hearts of the French, and revolution 

broke out, revolution which~ shook France to her very foundat ion. And 

when foreign enemies threatened to invade France, a reign of terror 

took place in France. Executions, massacres, political riots swept over the 

country for month and for years until the French people became earied of 

it all. They wanted order, security. And all these sentiments of a 

w~r-weary and revolution-weary people came to focus themselves in this 

brilliant young man who was to representative of French elan, courage, 

_love of glory, who was so successful in his military expeditions, who as so 

ardent in his revolutionary zeal and who was so devoted to the ideals of the 

epublic -- Liberty, Equality, Fraternity - yet who was opposed to all the 

radicalism and extremism. And so they allied around this man, Napoleon. 

The people pushed this ver willing l Bader up and surrounded him. They 

voted Napoleon po~er. They, the people, overwhelmingly voted him Consul, 

then Consul for Life, and then overwhelmingly Emperor for the French. 

The mas~es willingly helped him to become what he wanted to become 

dictator. The French people, beguiled by the military glory hich he 

brought to them in surprising numbers, intoxicated by the conquests of 

territorial expansion of France which he made possible, did not notice 
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how Napoleon was destroying the Republic and undermining the Revolution, 

how Napoleon was depriving them of their liberties, trapping them into a 

network of espionage, putting a rigid censorship on their books and 

ne spapers. They did not notice how he was leading the French from one 

military adven ure to another, destroying the man po er of the French, 

draining their national wealth and how he was leading ~ranee step by 

step along the paths of glory to the grave. 

That is the story of Napoleon. 

The story of Hitler is all too well known to need repitition 

and rehearsal at this time. The remarkable parallel will not escape 

even the casual observer. The incidents are different. The trends are the 

same. Germany was defeated in the ,orld ~ar, was humiliated, then national 

bankruptcy, then revolution and counter revolution, bitter party rtrife. 

This ent on for months and years until a ear Jeople began to pray 

for mt order, discipline, strong government. And all the longings and 

prayers of the people centered themselves arourrl this man -- Hitler. 

It was the people of Germany by and large ho pushed this leader step 

by step up to power. They voted him time and again greater and greater 

power. 

The parallel between Hitler and Napoleon can be carried a step 

further. Napoleon came in the beginning of a new era in estern European 

civilization. The American Revolution and ttre French Revolution put a 

period to the Age of Feudalism. The mo ern world had begun. New voices, new 

slogans, new ideals, olitical emancipation, intellectual emancipation --

~ 
the/nu of man -- a new order after the dark ages. Had Napoleon, having 

attained all the power, been content to live in peace, devote his talents to 

develo ing his country, to building France into a stron~ and free nation, 

it would have been a blessing to France and to mankind. But he as not made 
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of that stuff. His ambitions which knew no bounds, his vanity was 

consummate. His lust for power drove him on. All the ~ars of France after 

the first few defensive wars which revolutionary France was compelled to 

wage against European conditions of the apoleonic era were of his own 

making. He ¥as out for conquest. He as out for univers 1 sovereignty. 

He did not continue the new order hich the rench and rlmerican Revolutions 

had ushered into the orld. He did his best to restore the old order. But 

at the same time he used the patriotic resources of the revolution, the 

revolutionary slogans, ~entiments , idealism to help destroy the ideals of 

the revolution. He betrayed the revolution, his on revolution, thought 

he was a Jacobin, a follower of the teachings of Rousseau . •hen he fell, 

Europe and France rushed back to the iddle ages, back to feudalism. And 

it took Europe another half sentury of revolution to recapture the heritage 

of the French Revolution. 

Here, ~gain, the rallel is very striking. Hitler came at hat 

seemed to be the beginning of a new era in history. After the orld ,ar 

a ne day had dawned inEurope. It as to be a day of freedom for all 

people and for all empires. It was to be a day of the Le~gue of Nations, 

a da of new and better ex eriments rather than conauest. It was to usher in 

progressive disarmament, industrial democracy. That was the way of the 

future which the World· ar set in motion. But Hitler, while loudly 

proclaiming these ideals did more than any other man in Europe to destroy 

them. He helped to destroy the League of Nations . He contemptuously 

subjugated one small nation after another in Europe. He des royed 

democracy. He destroyed industrial democracy. He betrayed the new 

world. He brou ht b ck all the black orthodoxies and all the dark 

torture chambers of the iddle Hges. He put taskmast rs and scourges over 

the minds of men inEurope. Na oleon at leaf t paid lip service to ro ressive 
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human i deals. Wherever the armies of Napieon came, the ghetto walls 

collapsed. 

coll pse. 

Wherever the armies of Hitler come democracy and freedom 

They establish ghetto walls. They dot the countries with 

concentration camps. Napoleon created a code of civil law for ranee. 

Hitler has destroyed all law and has built up a form of life ruled _by the 

will and t he whim of a person. Al l the wars since 1958 in which Germany 

has been engaged have been of Hitler's own making. He used one pretext 

after another, one decision after another to justi fy wars of his own 

making. He said that Germany was bound to es t ablish a new order in 

Europe, a re-organized Europe. ~ctually this new order is just a new 

disguise for the old dream of Pan-~ermanism which was popular among the 

people, the dream of establishing a German empire which would stretch f rom 

the Baltic to the Indian Oceal. 

Napoleon sought to unify Europe and model his Empire after 

Charlemagne - to unify Europe under French control. Hitler is attempting 

to unify Europe under German control. Napoleon almost succeeded. He broke 

one dynasty after another. He defeated the Hapsburghs and the Roaanoffs, 

but he could not defeat the people themselves. Once a war of liberation 

set in, Napoleon was doomed. 

It remains to be seen whether this parallel will also be true in 

the case of Hitler. 

There is also an interesting parallel in the military experiences 

of Hitler and Napoleon. Napoleon succeeded in conquering Europe because 

Europe was divided. He beat one nation after another. Europe could not 

organize against him. It did not know how. The Holy Roman Empire was 

neither Holy, nor Roman, nor an Empire. It was a congeries of loosely 

knit states and powers ready to fall apart. There was no German 
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nation in those days. There was no Italian nation in those days . France 

was a united and powerful regime. Napoleon was in a position to defeat one 

nation after another . when some of these nations attempted a coalition 

against them, they attem ted it too late. 

The parallel there is quite clear. Hitler has succeeded in 

defe~ting Europe because Europe did not know how to unite against him. 

He defeated one nation after another. Every nation thought of rotecting 

itself be preserving neutrality instead of uniting with all other aJl 

nations in defense of this oncoming menace which threatened them all. 

The last victim was Yugoslavia, a nation which might have offered much 

stronger resistance had it early enough joined f orces with other nations 

in a united resistance to the conqueror. 

Napoleon enjoyed an almost unbroken series of victories, breath

taking victories - Austrilitz, Jena, Friedland, Vienna, Berlin. He ma.de 

himselfmaster of the continent until there was left only one country that 

challenged his power on the continent - England . England in those days 

had a Prime ~inister, William Pitt , who had many of the qualities of 

Churchill today. He was not an appeaser. He was not errified by 

Napoleon. He was determined to break hi m. And after n2arly fifteen 

long years, England broke the back of Napoleon . t.ngland proved the 

undoing of Napoleon, England and the English Navy. Napoleon realiz.ed 

who his real enemy was and he tried to break the back of tngland furs t 

b~r striking at the :h.nglish life line inEgypt, just exactly as the 

Nazis tried to do. And he invaded igk Egypt. He hoped to cut England 's 

communication with the East and with India. But England and the 

British Navy under elson defeated the French Fleet not far rom a1exandria . 

Napoleon and his army were left stranded in Egypt . Following a disastrous 

campaign in Syria, Napoleon returned to Egypt. He left his army in Egypt 

and he himself fled to France. His army was, after a while, captured by the 
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English. 

Napoleon knew ho his foe was and a few years later, in 1804, he resolved 

to inva e England. He gathered together a large army and a huge flotilla of 

flat-bottomed boats and repared for a large-scale invasion oft ~ British 

Isles. Napoleon was so certain of victory that he struck a medal and erected 

a column at Boulogne to commemorate the triumph of his nroj cted invasion. 

The English Fleet was to be decoyed away from the Channel . Napoleon was 

to "jump the ditch" into England and make a march on England. But again in 

the Battle of 'iafalgar, Nelson scrapped what remained of the French Fleet. 

he invasion never took lace. 

It was this defeat in 1805 ·hich really spelt doom of Napoleon although 

it took ten years to re lly break him. Because of his inability to invade 

England, he tried other methods to destroy England . Napoleon tried to blocka e 

England but the British then resorted to the device of convoyed shi s covered by 

armed ships and that enabled them to break Napoleon's attem ted blockade of 

England. Na~oleon then resorted to a more desperate effort - a continental 

blockade of England. The vhole Eu:r.pean continent was not to oermit nritish ships 

to sail into any ports and neutral ships coming from the continent wPre to be 

seized by the French . This increased the priv·tions and sufferings of the 

people of ~urope and one nation after another refuse to comply. Portu6al, 

Spain and later on Ru sia resisted this continental blockade and this 

forced him to meet one defeat Lfter another. 

It remains to be seen hether this parallel will hold good -

whether Hitler will succeed in invading England, 

Napi.eon believed that "might :iakes right". 

here apoleon did not. 

Cynically he said that 

"God is on the side of strongest battalion". To him, too,• justice was 

always m1 the right of the stronger. That was his philosophy. That is 

the :>hilosoph of tm Nazis. Napoleon came to kno at t ~e end of hi li e 



-8-

something th ' t the Nazis have not yet learned and that is that you can do 

an awful lot of things with bayonets, but you can not sit on them. You can 

not keep a whole people in subjugation. The azis, of course, possess f ar more 

efficient wea ons and methods t han Napoleon did in his day. They a re far 

more streamlined. They have developed the techniaue of propaganda and the 

techni ue of terrorism and of espionage to a far greater degree than in 

t he days of Napoleon. Napoleon had secret police, spies, agents, all 

over Europe for propaganda purposes, fifth columnists in t he enemy camps, but 

certainly not to the degree of the az:iStoday. 

But this is as true today as it was more than a century and a katt 

quarter ago. Nations, however long suppressed, will ultimately come to 

claim their freedom. The revolt of nations may be post oned, but ultimately 

it comes. It can not be postponed indefinitely. You cannot re-organize 

the continent of Europe without the consent of the peoples of ~urope. 

You can only organize Europe in freedom, in law and in respect for 

national rights. 

What Charles V and Philip II failed to accomplish in the 

Sixteenth Century, Ferdinand II, Louis XIV in the &eventeenth Century 

and Napoleon in the Nineteenth entury it is not likely that Hitler will 

accomplish in the Twentieth - not as long as thee is an England, as 

long as there remains a people like the Greeks who will shed t heir last 

drop of blood, not as long as there remains a Free orway, Holland, a 

Free Denmark, a Free France and a Free Czechoslovakia who will •it for 

the first break in the series of victories of the Nazis, rise in 

revolt for the libert tion of t heir )eople. 
II 

A scholar of the Napoleonic ~ra asks this auestion: hy di d 

Napoleon f il?" and he answers it. "He failed because England fourht on 
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against a oarently insuperable obstacles; because Russia was opoosed to his 

drive to the east aga nst Turkey; because t he subject oeople in Germany and Holland, 

in Italy and pain were ready to revolt at the fist opportunity; because t he French 

were fed up with 'living heroi cally', wear ' of the incre sing burden of financ i al 

and military conscription, outraged by the mounting arrogance and increasingly 

despotic conduct of their leader, and because they had long since ceased to see 

any glamour in the 'glory' of military victories and imperial dominion. Until 

1808 Naooleon seemed to control events; afterwards events ceased to occur 

'accordi n to schedule.' lore and more, events f orced him to do things he did not 

want to do, compelling him to remain in upain after he realized that the invasi on 

was a serious blun1er, to fight the Austrian ar of 1809 agains t hi will, to 

break with Russia before he was ready to do so. The more his empire expanded, 

the more difficult it was to control it, t he le s brilliant and economical his 

military victories became, and his first serious militaIJ reverse was the 

beginning of the end. The fundamental reason is that his empire was created 

by naked force directed by irresponsible will, and w en the force failed 

the will was wi thout eff ect because there was nothing in reserve to support 

it -- neither law nor custom nor political trad tion, nor popular assent, 

not even the inertia of ingrained social habit." 

These are the reasons why Napoleon failed. Is there any reason 

to doubt why these r eason will not bring about the failure of this 

Napoleon of the Twentieth Century? There is nothing inevit able about 

the advance of Hitler. There is nothing invincible about his armies any 

more than about apoleon's. Na oleon ultimately met his iaterloo. 
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same law must run throughout Europe. I shall fuse all the 
nations into one. . . . Thi , my lord Duke, is the only olu
tion that pleases me." \iVhen these words were spoken, 
everything seemed favorable to his success. Yet within 
thirty months the empire that he had labored for twelve 
years to create was a thing of the past. 

Why did apoleon fail? He failed because England 
fought on again t apparently in uperable ob tacles; becau e 
Rus ia was opposed to his drive to the east again t Turkey; 
because the subject people in Germany and Holland, in 
Italy and Spain were ready to revolt at the first opportunity; 
because the French people were fed up with "living heroi
cally," weary of the increasing burden of financial and mili-
tary conscription, outraged by the mounting arrogance and 
increasingly de potic conduct of their leader, and becau e 
they had long ince ceased to ee any glamour in the "glory" 
of military victories and imperial dominion. Until I 8og--;,-
Napoleon seemed to control events; afterward event 
ceased to occur "according to schedule .. " More and more, 
events forced him to do things he did not want to do, com
pelling him to remain in Spain after he realized that the in
vasion was a serious blunder, to fight the Au trian war of 
1 809 against his will, to break with Ru sia before he was 
ready to do o. The more his empire expanded, the more 
difficult it wa to control it, the le s brilliant and economical 
his military victories became, and his fir t erious military 
reverse was the beginning of the end. The fundamental 
reason is that hi empire was created by naked force directed 
by irresponsible will, and when the force failed the wiII was 
without effect becau e there was nothing in reserve to up
port it-neither law nor custom, nor political tradition, nor 
popular a sent, not even the inertia of ingrained social 
habit. -----Analogies prove nothing, and Hitler may succeed where 
Napoleon failed. He has certain advantages. He is far more 
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fanatical and ruthle , far less inhibited, than Napoleon 
was. apoleon created the Civil Code, but Hitler i de
stroying all law. apoleon censored the press, established 
an educational sy tern and endeavored to direct opinion 
through it, but he was not an enemy of science and did not 

• disperse or liquidate nonconf ormi t intellectuals on prin
ciple. He suppres ed overt oppo ition, refused to allow 
Madame de Stael to reside in Pari , had a German book-
eller shot, and shanghaied and executed the Due d' Anghien; 

but he had no concentration camp , did not indulge in tor
ture or sy tematic pogroms against entire races or parties, or 
dissolve and redistribute cohering oppo ition groups and re
duce them to servitude. In any case, mechanized power 
makes it more difficult for di armed people to organize 
effective resi tance to Hitler, and mechanized propaganda 
makes it easier for him to deceive and render stupid both 
hi own and conquered people by official decree. Perhap 
Napoleon was not ufficiently ruthle in employing the 
naked power at his comman ; pe_r_haps the power at hi com
mand was not sufficiently effective. Thi may be why he 
only created confusion tempered by apprehen ion, where a 
Hitler is creating anarchy te:mpered by terror. 

Hitler may, therefore, ucceed where Napoleon failed. 
But the greater hi uccess the greater the failure of Europe, 
and particularly of the German people, who have contrib
uted o much to the civilization which Hitler deni ; the 
German people particularly, becau e it doe not profit a na
tion, any more than a man, to gain the whol world and 
lo e it ovvn ou1. He may ucceed for a time, since the power 
at hi command i ind ed efficient. But wh n it i aid of 
anything that it i efficient, the relevant que tion alway js 
-efficient for what. The creator of the so-called ccnew 
order" have been efficient indeed, but chiefly for compul
sion, for uppre ion, for de truction and di olution. They 
have been efficient a death i efficient. urveying the pre -




