An elucidation of Landauer’s concept of Antipolitics

In this paper, I would like to elucidate, if only partially, Gustav Landauer’s concept of Antipolitik. For this purpose, I would like to juxtapose a few of Landauer’s central texts with three sources that constitute, in my view, important parts of the philological background of his notion of Antipolitics.
	The first source is La Boetie’s Discours sur la servitude volontaire (On Voluntary Servitude, in English)
Landauer is not widely known for his decisive role in introducing the essay On Voluntary Servitude, written around 1550 by Michel de Montaigne’s great friend, Etienne de La Boetie, to German readers. Landauer first inserted a few pages of translation and commentary on La Boetie’s text in his 1907 essay “Die Revolution,” among the first German discussions of La Boetie’s political thought. Later, in 1910 and 1911, he published translations of important passages of the work in his newspaper Der Sozialist. [see on the screen]
In “Die Revolution,” Landauer devotes a long discussion of to modern times, a period that he delimits chronologically as beginning around 1500 and continuing until his own time, in 1907. Landauer defines modernity theologically and politically as a period of the retreat of the Geist, and therefore of political revolution. At the heart of this discussion, as mentioned, Landauer inserts a few fascinating pages on La Boetie’s text, mixing translation and commentary. I am showing on the screeYou can see here on the screenn the German translation, but I will also read an English translation of La Boetie’s the passages from La Boetie selected by Landauer: 
[Quote+German translation+original]
Be resolved no longer to serve; and you will find yourselves free. I do not want you to push or to shake him, but only to no longer support him, and you will see him, like a great colossus, of which the base been removed, collapse of his own weight and break.
Sei entschlossen, keine Knechte mehr zu sein, und ihr seid frei. Ich will nicht, daß ihr den Tyrannen verjagt oder ihn vom Throne werfet; stützt ihn nur nicht; ihr sollt sehen wie er, wie ein riesiger Koloß den man die Unterlage nimmt, in seiner eigenen Schwere zusammenbricht und zertrümmert.
Soyez résolus de ne servir plus, et vous voilà libres. Je ne veux pas que vous le poussiez ou l’ébranliez, mais seulement ne le soutenez plus, et vous le verrez, comme un grand colosse à qui on a dérobé sa base, de son poids même fondre en bas et se rompre.
Before commenting this passage, and its meaning for Landauer. I would like to focus on the word “colossus” appearing that appears in the quote. In an article on the meaning of the Greek term κολοσσός, famous historical linguist Emile Benveniste explains that the word originally designated “a substitute” or “a double” of the deceased, which was meant to perpetuate his presence after death in the form of a stone statue in his likeness. This stone figure was, at first, a kind of promise of individual immortality, but soon became a human figuration of the divine as well, which could bestow protection on the citizens of the polis. The most famous example is the Colossus of Rhodes, the bronze statue erected by the people of Rhodes for the god Helios after their victory over Cyprus at the beginning of the 3rd century BC. One could mention also the second chapter of the Book of Daniel, and Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of the collapse of the composite statue which signifies the transient nature of empires and kingdoms, rising and falling one after the other, in contrast to the future messianic kingdom of God. The colossus, the gigantic statue, expresses, on the one hand, the individual and collective longing for immortality, as if stones could overcome death. On the other hand, it conceals the human anxiety about the transiency of life and political power.
In the passage quoted by Landauer from On Voluntary Servitude, La Boetie explains that it is the voluntary servitude of the subjects or citizens that produces the colossus, understood here as the dissymmetry between the ruler and the ruled. Landauer was much impressed by La Boetie’s theory, and wanted to share it with his German readership. For that reason, he translated the lines I quoted a few moments ago in Die Revolution, but also another very suggestive passage, preceding it with a few words of commentary:	Comment by editor: Asymmetry is a more common term.
[Quote+German translation+original]
The tyrant’s power comes from the voluntary servitude of humanity. “From where has he taken so many eyes with which he spies you, unless you give them to him? How does he have so many hands with which to strike you, unless he takes them from you? The feet with which he tramples your cities, where does he get them from, if they are not yours? How does he have any power over you except through you? How would he dare to come after you, unless he had information from you? What could he do to you, if you weren’t acting as fences for the thief who steals from you, accomplices of the murderer who kills you and traitors to yourselves?”
Nein, seine Macht [des Tyrannen] kommt von der freiwilligen Knechtschaft der Menschen. „Woher nimmt er so vielen Augen, euch zu bewachen, wenn ihr sie ihm nicht leiht? Wieso hat er so viele Hände, euch zu treffen, wenn er sie nicht von euch erhält? Woher hat er überhaupt Macht über euch, wenn er nicht im Einverständnis mit euch wäre? Was könnte er euch tun, wenn ihr nicht der Hehler des Diebes wäret, der euch beraubt, der Helfer des Mörders, der euch tötet, und Verräter an euch selbst.“
D’où a-t-il pris tant d’yeux, pour vous surveiller, si vous ne les lui avez pas prêtés ? Comment peut-il avoir tant de mains pour vous attraper, s’il ne les a pas reçues de vous ? Comment pourrait-il vous poursuivre s’il n’était pas d’intelligence avec vous ? Que pourrait-il vous faire, si vous n’étiez point le receleur du brigand, qui vous vole, le receleur du meurtrier, qui vous tue, et si vous n’étiez pas traîtres à vous-même ?
	
The effect of the political augmentation that constitutes the dissymmetry between the ruler or the state and the subjects, or the colossus, is labelled by La Boetie “treason to oneself.” For Landauer, this terminology points to the new psychological background of political modernity, understood as the separation or transcendence of political power from society and individuals. This situation is opposed to the Christian spirit of Middle Age, defined by Landauer as the following:
[Quote+German original]

The Christian era was characterized by the totality of these forms – forms that were interrelated and organized without ever creating a social pyramid or totalitarian power. The social priority of the Middle Ages was not the state but society, or, to be exact: the society of societies.
of the Middle Ages was not the state but society, or, to be exact: the society of societies.

Die christliche Zeit wird charakterisiert eben durch diese Gesamtheit von Selbständigkeiten, die sich gegenseitig durchdrangen, die sich durcheinander schichteten, ohne daß daraus eine Pyramide oder irgendwelche Gesamtgewalt geworden wäre. Die Form des Mittelalters war nicht der Staat, sondern die Gesellschaft.

This moment of political separation is famously described by Hobbes as the “Generation of the great Leviathan:”
This is more than Consent, or Concord; it is a real Unitie of them all, in one and the same Person, made by Covenant of every man with every man, in such a manner, as if every man should say to every man, I authorise and give up my Right of Governing my selfe, to this Man, or to this Assembly of men, on this condition, that thou give up thy Right to him, and Authorise all his Actions in like manner. (Leviathan, 120)

Be resolved no longer to serve; and you will find yourselves free, wrote La Boetie wrote, and translates Landauer translated 360 years after.
By resolving no longer to serve, the subjects could halt the “generation of the great Leviathan”—that is, the transference of power responsible for the modern states—and cause the political colossus to collapse. This vision surely played an important role in Landauer’s initial interest in La Boetie, and in his desire to translate him into German and disseminate his political thought, which represented such a strong challenge to political modernity.
However, Landauer added to this vision of the collapse of the colossus a warning of his own:

 [Quote+German original]
But conspiracies to chase away or kill a tyrant can be enormously dangerous when conceived by men who are after fame and glory, and hence prone to reproducing tyranny.

…man hüte sich vor den Verschwörungen der Ehrsüchtigen, die den Tyranen verjagen oder töten, die Tyrannei aber bewahren und fortpflanzen... 

Modern political action, especially revolution, presented itself as a remedy to unjust political power. In fact, however, such moves served to reproduce it in different forms, and thus to disseminate, amplify, and perfect it into more abstract forms of statehood. Before proceeding to his next quotation, Landauer develops further his psychological understanding of La Boetie’s concept of voluntary servitude:

[Quote+German original]

tyranny is ]…[ is not an external evil. It is an internal flaw.
Weil ]die Tyrannei[ nicht ein Übel draußen ist, sondern ein Mangel im Innern

Landauer next presents to his German readership another famous passage from La Boetie about the necessity to of suspending any transference of power to the ruler. The passage reads like a fantasy of the reabsorption of the political transcendence of the sState back into its immanent psychological background, the individual:
[Quote+German translation+original]
.…When the tyrant does not receive and is no longer obeyed, he ends up naked, without force and without power. He ends up being nothing. He shares the fate of a root that is left without water and nourishment: it turns into a dry, dead piece of wood.
… Wenn man den Tyrannen nichts mehr gibt und ihnen nicht mehr gehorcht, dann stehen sie ohne Kampf und ohne Schlag nackt und entblößt da und sind nichts mehr; wie eine Wurzel, die keine Feuchtigkeit und Nahrung mehr findet, ein trockenes totes Stück Holz wird.
... et si on leur baille rien, si on ne leur obéit point, sans combattre, sans frapper, ils demeurent nus et défaits et ne sont plus rien, sinon que comme la racine, n’ayant plus d’humeur ou aliment, la branche devient sèche et morte.

In his role as German translator and promoter, Landauer explains that La Boetie anticipated all later revolutionary thought, and even surpassed it! If one changes just a few words in La Boetie’s text (braucht man wenige Worte bei Boetie zu verändern), then the Discours is the microcosm of the revolution!
[Quote+German original]
The message is: It is in you! It is not outside. It is you. Humans shall not be united by domination, but as brothers without domination: an-archy.
In euch sitzt es, es ist nicht draußen; ihr selbst seid es; die Menschen sollten nicht durch Herrschaft gebunden sin, sondern als Brüder verbunden. Ohne Herrschaft; An-archie.

Landauer further explains: Revolution is only spirit in a negative form, a search for spirit in the age of states and empires. Only an understanding of revolution in La Boetie’s terms can bring political modernity to its necessary psychological point of regression, accord the motto of Landauer: without domination – with spirit! The suspension, the re-absorption of modern political transference will create, according to Landauer, the conditions in which the psyche will cease to externalize itself in political colossi and return to its individual and social immanence, as in the Medieval Christian era.
In a passage of the Discourss, not translated by Landauer, La Boetie defines the possible goal of the undoing of tyranny:
[Quote+ original]
There is nothing a human should hold more dear than the restoration of his own natural right, to change himself from a beast of burden back to a man, so to speak
Qu’est-ce que l’homme doit avoir de plus cher que de se remettre en son droit naturel, et, par manière de dire, de bête revenir homme...
If, for La Boëtie, the “undoing” of tyranny consists in ceasing to magnify the power of the ruler to colossal dimensions, and in going back from a pathological political state to a state of nature and humanity, Landauer defines the finality of regression from the political modern state not in terms of nature, but in terms of the resurgence of a spiritual bond, as I will explain with my second literary source.

The second literary source for Landauer’s concept of Antipolitik that I would like to mention is Nietzsche.
As Siegbert Wolf has taught us in his introduction to the volume of Landauer’s Ausgewähle Schrifte entitled Antipolitik, already ten years before the publication of Die Revolution, Landauer defined himself as an “Antipolitiker.” One source of inspiration for this notion of Antipolitik is Nietzsche; Wolf points specifically to Ecce Homo in his introduction. I would like to refer to another Nietzschean text, the chapter entitled “What the Germans Lack” in Twilight of the Idols, published in 1889.
In the fourth section of this chapter, we read:
[Quote+German original]
Even a rapid estimate shows that it is not only obvious that German culture is declining but that there is sufficient reason for that. In the end, no one can spend more than he has: that is true of an individual, it is true of a people. If one spends oneself for power, for power politics, for economics, world trade, parliamentarianism, and military interests — if one spends in the direction the quantum of understanding, seriousness, will, and self- overcoming which one represents, then it will be lacking for the other direction. Culture and the state — one should not deceive one-self about this — are antagonists: "Kultur-Staat" is merely a modern idea. One lives off the other, one thrives at the expense of the other. All great ages of culture are ages of political decline: what is great culturally has always been unpolitical, even anti-political. 
Man mache einen Überschlag: es liegt nicht nur auf der Hand, daß die deutsche Kultur niedergeht, es fehlt auch nicht am zureichenden Grund dafür. Niemand kann zuletzt mehr ausgeben, als er hat – das gilt von einzelnen, das gilt von Völkern. Gibt man sich für Macht, für große Politik, für Wirtschaft, Weltverkehr, Parlamentarismus, Militär-Interessen aus – gibt man das Quantum Verstand, Ernst, Wille, Selbstüberwindung, das man ist, nach dieser Seite weg, so fehlt es auf der andern Seite. Die Kultur und der Staat – man betrüge sich hierüber nicht – sind Antagonisten: »Kultur-Staat« ist bloß eine moderne Idee. Das eine lebt vom andern, das eine gedeiht auf Unkosten des andern. Alle großen Zeiten der Kultur sind politische Niedergangs-Zeiten: was groß ist im Sinn der Kultur, war unpolitisch, selbst antipolitisch...
Nietzsche defines his critical attitude to the new Bismarckian Reich in antipolitical terms, opposing state—the Germans’ new passion, which swallows every former spiritual aspiration—and culture, an autonomous and self-sufficient goal or drive. In section five, Nietzsche opposes Bildung as an end in itself (selbst Zweck) to the Reich, which transforms any institution, especially educational ones, into a factory that swiftly produces and shapes men useful to the state.
For Nietzsche, the growing involvement of the political realm in every sector of human activity, especially culture, resulted in the decadence of the German spirit. Its objects of thought and its preoccupations began to be more and more defined by the state and its “news”, making almost impossible the pathos of distance necessary for the autonomous development of the spirit.
[Quote+German original]
All unspirituality, all vulgar commonness, depend on the inability to resist a stimulus: one must react, one follows every impulse. In many cases, such a compulsion is already pathology, decline, a symptom of exhaustion — almost everything that unphilosophical crudity designates with the word "vice" is merely this physiological inability not to react.
Alle Ungeistigkeit, alle Gemeinheit beruht auf dem Unvermögen, einem Reize Widerstand zu leisten – man muß reagieren, man folgt jedem Impulse. In vielen Fällen ist ein solches Müssen bereits Krankhaftigkeit, Niedergang, Symptom der Erschöpfung, – fast alles, was die unphilosophische Roheit mit dem Namen »Laster« bezeichnet, ist bloß jenes physiologische Unvermögen, nicht zu reagieren.
	Against this decadence of the German Spirit, Nietzsche develops not only an Antipolitik, but also eine große Politik. This he opposes to the politics of the interests of empires, and defines as “the will to make of physiology the mistress who decides all other questions” (die große Politik will die Physiologie zur Herrin über alle anderen Fragen machen.)
Without exaggerating the connection with Nietzsche, it is fair to say that Landauer develops his antipolitical aspirations, partly formulated with the help of La Boetie, especially the “undoing” or “resorption of the State,” in terms of spiritual regeneration. The end of state domination will correspond, for Landauer, to the resurgence of an immanent spirit, understood as a psychological and social principle.

[Quote+German original]
… we will eventually reach a point when state and society – or the surrogate of community and authoritarian power, on the one hand, and the true spiritual union on the other – will be separated, and when only one of them will prevail.… Their eventual separation will not be abstract but real – it will be brought on by destruction and the creative spirit. For Etienne de La Boetie, retreat and passive resistance against the one were still directed against the king – in the future, the one will be the state. Then it will also become obvious that it is not a particular form of the state that causes oppression. What causes oppression is self-coercion, self-denial, and the worst of all emotions: mistrust, not only towards others but also towards oneself. All this is engrained in the notion of the state itself; a notion that replaces spirit, inner sovereignty, and life with domination, external control, and death.

Vorhin schon habe ich vorwegnehmend bemerkt, daß zwischen Staat und Gesellschaft, das heißt, zwischen der Surrogatform der Gemeinschaft, der Gewaltmacht und aber der Einung, dem Geistesbund einmal die große Entscheidung fallen muß, und daß jetzt die beiden, die einmal gesondert werden, wirr durcheinander gehen. Nicht zu einer abstrakten Scheidung wird es kommen, sondern zu einer wirklichen: durch Destruktion und schöpferischen Geist. Was Etienne de la Boetie noch gegen den Einen, den König gekündet hat, der Abfall, der passive Widerstand, wird sich gegen den Einen richten, der Staat heißt. Man erkennt dann, daß nicht die Staatsform es ist, die die Knechtung in sich birgt, sondern daß die Selbstknechtung und Selbstpreisgebung, das Schmutzigste des Unsaubern, das Mißtrauen des Menschen nicht nur gegen die anderen, sondern zumal gegen sich selbst in der Form des Staates an sich liegt, die die Form der Herrschaft, des Außen, des Toten an die Stelle des Geistes, des Innern, des Lebens gesetzt hat.

Landauer uses a strange and particularly powerful formulation in German, das Schmutzigste des Unsaubern, the dirtiest of the unclean, to designate the psycho-social degeneration which accounts for modern state building: self-coercion, self-denial. With antipolitics, as envisioned by Landauer, the pathological psychological projection and alienation of an inner spiritual and relational principle onto an external realm will come to an end, leading to the regeneration of spirit, to a new health, and to a new un-political life, which I would like to briefly outline with the help of my third comparison.

The third source I would like to mention is Aristotle
Landauer’s understanding of Antipolitik as a suspension of political externalization and as the regeneration of the immanent spirit of individuals and nations is coupled with a regressive notion of salvation, from modern States or Empires back to the Grundform of society.
[Quote+German original]
No world statistic and no world republic can help us. Salvation can come only from the rebirth of the peoples out of the spirit of community!
The basic form of socialist culture is the league of communities, with independent economies and exchange system. Our human prosperity, our existence, now depends on the fact that the unity of the individual and the unity of the family, which are the only natural groups that have survived, is again intensified to the unity of communities, the basic form of every society.

Keine Weltstatistik und keine Weltrepublik kann uns helfen. Rettung kann nur bringend die Wiedergeburt der Völker aus dem Geist der Gemeinde!
Die Grundform der sozialistischen Kultur ist der Bund der selbständig wirtschaftenden und untereinander tauschenden Gemeinde. Unser Menschengedeihen, unsere Existenz hängt jetzt davon ab, daß die Einheit des Einzelnen und die Einheit der Familie, die uns allein noch an natürlichen Verbänden geblieben sind, sich wieder steigert zur Einheit der Gemeinde, der Grundform jeder Gesellschaft.
This passage of the 1911Call to Socialism makes clear the link between salvation, the rebirth of the spirit, and a return to the basic form of society. This basic form of society is defined, in antipolitical terms, as the Bund der selbständing wirtschaffenden Gemeinde, as the economical association that secures the self-sufficiency of the small community. For Landauer, the retrogression from centuries of state and empire building to the self-sufficient unit of economic activity was meant to liberate the spirit from its modern urge to alienate itself in expansionist political and capitalistic forms—and thus, to regenerate the human spirit in its fundamental form, a free and immanent drive responsible for the association of individuals.
In the following lines, Landauer defines this basic form of society with the help of two interrelated models. The first model is that of the oikonomia, the family:
[Quote+German original]

The independent individual, who lets no one interfere in his business; for whom the house community of the family, with home and work-place, is his world; the autonomous local community; the county or group of communities, and so on, ever more broadly with the more comprehensive groups that have an ever smaller number of duties — that is what a society looks like, that alone is socialism, which is worth working for, which can save us from our misery. Futile and wrong are the attempts to further expand in states and groups of states the coercive system of government that is today a surrogate for the absent free-spirited unity, and to extend their sphere still further into the field of economics than had previously happened.

Der selbständige Einzelne, dem keiner in das hineinspricht, was seine Sache allein ist; die Hausgemeinschaft der Familie, der Heim und Hof ihre Welt sind; die Ortsgemeinde, die autonom ist; das Amt oder der Gemeindeverband und so immer mehr ins Breite mit einer immer kleineren Zahl Aufgaben die umfassenderen Verbände – so sieht eine Gesellschaft aus, das allein ist der Sozialismus, für den zu wirken sich lohnt, der uns aus unsrer Not erretten kann. Vergebens und verfehlt sind die Versuche, in Staaten und Staatverbänden das Zwangsregiment unsrer Zeiten, das heute ein Surrogat für die fehlende freigeistige Verbindung ist, noch auszubauen und ihren Bereich noch weiter auf das Gebiet der Wirtschaft zu erstrecken, als bisher schon geschehen ist.

In contrast to the political movement of externalization, which transfers most of the deliberation and decisions onto the higher political sphere of the ruler or the assembly, the model of the family Landauer reclaims here consists in the economic capacity of the family to sustain itself. This strictly limits the necessity for any transfer of authority and expertise to another entity, except for the basic need for exchanges and free association. With the return to the family oikonomia, the antipolitical project of resorbing political transference clearly takes a clear regressive shape.
The second model, related to the first, is the community

[Quote+German original]

A natural unity can be attained by us men only where we are in local proximity, in real contact. In the family, the uniting spirit, the union of several persons for a common task, and for a common purpose, has too narrow and scanty a form for communal life. The family is concerned only with private interests. We need a natural core of the common spirit for public life so that public life will no longer be filled and led exclusively by the state and coldness as till now, but by a warmth akin to family affection. This core of all genuine communal life is the local community, the economic community, whose essence no one can imagine who seeks to judge if, for instance, by what today calls itself “community.”

Ein Zusammenschluß natürlicher Art ergibt sich uns Menschen nur da, wo wir in örtlicher Nähe, in wirklicher Berührung beisammen sind. Der verbindende Geist, der Bund mehrerer zu gemeinsamem Werk, aus gemeinsamem Grunde, hat in der Familie eine zu schmale und dürftige Form für das Mitleben. In der Familie geht es nur um private Interessen. Wir brauchen einen natürlich Kern des Gemeingestes für das öffentliche Leben, damit das öffentliche Leben nicht mehr, wie bißher ausschließlich, von Staat und Kälte, sondern von einer Wärme erfüllt und geleitet werde, die der Familienliebe verwandt ist. Dieser Kern alles echten Gemeinschaftslebens ist die Gemeinde, die Wirtschaftsgemeinde, von deren Wesen niemand ein Bild hat, der sie etwa nach dem beurteilen will, was sich heute Gemeinde nennt.
I would like to explain this second model, which reads both as a correction and development of the family oikonomia, by way of a comparison with a famous passage in the first book of Aristotle’s Politics. 
The partnership [κοινωνία] therefore that comes about the in course of nature for everyday purposes is the house [οικός]...
On the other hand the primary partnership made up of several households for the satisfaction of not mere daily needs is the village. The village according to the most natural account seems to be a colony from a household, formed of those whom some people speak of as “fellow-nurslings,” sons and sons’ sons...
The partnership finally composed of several villages is the city-state; it has at last attained the limit of virtually complete self-sufficiency, and thus, while it comes into existence for the sake of life, it exists for good life. Hence every city-state exists by nature, inasmuch as the first partnerships so exist; for the city-state is the end of the other partnerships, and nature is an end, since that which each thing is when its growth is completed we speak of as being the nature of each thing, for instance of a man, a horse, a household…

Whereas Aristotle describes an historical development toward the polis as a natural development, which unfolds the telos already present in the first partnership, the family, and which becomes more visible in the village and is then fully realized in the polis, Landauer is not interested in making the necessary passage from family to community an anticipation of the state and a justification of its necessity. On the contrary, while very much aware of the Aristotelian three-stage development family-village-polis, Landauer is interested in reaching the common interest of public life without the Aristolian solution of continuity between “life” [ζην] and “good life” [ευ ζην], and without the supplementary institution of a political realm of decisions and deliberations beyond the economic activity of sustaining one’s own existence. Landauer’s affirmation “We need a natural core of the common spirit for public life” situates clearly the Aristotelian “good life” [ευ ζην] back into the notion of Gemeingeist, the common spirit of the community. In opposition with to the Aristotelian distinction between the private care for the family’s and community’s vital needs and the public and general dimension of the “good life” [ευ ζην] searched sought by the [male] citizens of the polis, Landauer’s notion of Gemeingeist tries to re-unify the material urges of the family and the intellectual capacities of the community to understand its common interest. By refusing to cross the political Rubicon of the separation between private and political realms, and this at the height of the political age of state and empire building, Landauer attempted to reabsorb politics into economy, to retro-gress into the small-scale oikonomia of the village. 

Conclusion
As a provisory conclusion, I would like to evoke an article published a few years after Landauer’s death, in 1931 by psychoanalyst Sandor Ferenczi and entitled “Kinderanalysen mit Erwachsenen,” “Child Analysis in the Analysis of Adults.” In this article, Ferenczi defends the utility of regression as part of the analytic cure:

[Quote+German original]

When you consider that […] most pathogenic shocks take place in childhood, you will not be surprised that the patient, in the attempt to uncover the origin of his illness, suddenly lapses into a childish or childlike attitude. Here, however, several important questions arise, which I had in fact to put to myself. Is there any advantage in letting the patient sink into the primitive state of the child and act freely in this condition?

Wenn Sie bedenken, daß nach unseren bisherigen Erfahrungen und Voraussetzungen die Mehrzahl der pathogenen Erschütterungen in die Kinderzeit fällt, werden Sie sich nicht darüber wundern, daß der Patient beim Versuch, die Genese seines Leidens preiszugeben, plötzlich ins Kindische oder Kindliche verfällt. Nun erheben sich aber einige wichtige Fragen, die ich auch mir selber stellen mußte. Hat man etwas davon, wenn man einen Patienten in die kindliche Primitivität sinken und ihn in diesem Zustande frei agieren läßt? 
In contrast to Freud’s own view and practice, Ferenczi thought “that the cathartic result of being submerged for a time in neurosis and childhood has ultimately an invigorating effect.” (Ich glaube aber, daß das kathartische Resultat dieses Untertauchens in Neurose und Kindheit am Ende erquickend wirkt und, wenn zu Ende geführt, keinesfalles schadet) Against Marx and his followers, Landauer thought also that there could be a cathartic effect in the anti-political regression from the modern state and capitalism to “a joyful life in a just economy” (in his formulation in a 1910 article entitled “Die Siedlung.”) Landauer explains this term “just economy” a few lines later: “we have to step out of capitalism: we want to establish… socialist villages.”
As Nietzsche put it so bluntly, Antipolitik is a cure, a physiology, a violent return to vital normality, coming after men have lost the spirit that inhabits them and binds society, and developed instead a political and capitalist surrogate, as Landauer would formulate it.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Yes, Antipolitik is a cure, but a cure of what? Following Ferenczi’s essay, we could say that Antipolitik seeks to be a cure for the traumatic, modern split of the self between [again I quote Ferenczi] “a suffering, a brutally destroyed part, a part which […] knows everything but feels nothing.”
If we return to Landauer’s translation of La Boetie with which I began: “Be resolved no longer to serve; and you will find yourselves free,” we could say that Antipolitik sought to be a cure for the repressed traumas that are responsible for the modern transcendence of politics and capitalism, for the modern psychological split between the servant and the ruler, and for the frightening playing out of this traumatic split in the history of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
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