
 

 

German Historical Institute London Bulletin 

Bd. 22 

2000 

Nr. 1 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

Das Digitalisat wird Ihnen von perspectivia.net, der Online-
Publikationsplattform der Max Weber Stiftung – Stiftung 
Deutsche Geisteswissenschaftliche Institute im Ausland, zur 
Verfügung gestellt. Bitte beachten Sie, dass das Digitalisat 
urheberrechtlich geschützt ist. Erlaubt ist aber das Lesen, 
das Ausdrucken des Textes, das Herunterladen, das 
Speichern der Daten auf einem eigenen Datenträger soweit 
die vorgenannten Handlungen ausschließlich zu privaten und 
nicht-kommerziellen Zwecken erfolgen. Eine darüber 
hinausgehende unerlaubte Verwendung, Reproduktion oder 
Weitergabe einzelner Inhalte oder Bilder können sowohl zivil- 
als auch strafrechtlich verfolgt werden. 



67

FELIX BLINDOW, Carl Schmitts Reichsordnung. Strategie für einen europä-
ischen Großraum, Acta humaniora. Schriften zur Kunstwissenschaft und
Philosophie (Berlin: Akademie, 1999), 209 pp. ISBN 3 05 003405 X. DM
98.00

Felix Blindow introduces his book with the now almost obligatory
reference to the sheer scale of the literature on Carl Schmitt. He might
also have added that recent additions to the literature have tended to
grow in size without reducing the heat of the controversy that continues
to surround the would-be crown jurist of the Third Reich. Blindow
justifies adding to the literature by claiming that Schmitt’s concept of
the Reich has been comparatively neglected as, more specifically, has
his Völkerrechtliche Großraumordnung mit Interventionsverbot für raum-
fremde Mächte, first published in 1939 and republished several times
during the war. Both claims are partially justified. Schmitt’s concept of
the Reich, as Blindow notes, has been examined in Andreas Koenen’s
massive study, Der Fall Carl Schmitt (1995), though Blindow disagrees
sharply with Koenen’s interpretation. The neglect of Völkerrechtliche
Großraumordnung, and more broadly of international law in the Third
Reich was even more striking. As recently as 1990 one commentator
referred back to John H. Herz’s Die Völkerrechtlehre des Nationalsozialismus,
published under the pseudonym of E. Bristler in 1938, as still the most
valuable work on the topic. That, too, has begun to change, most notably
with Mathias Schmoeckel’s Die Großraumtheorie. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte
der Völkerrechtwissenschaft im Dritten Reich, insbesondere der Kriegszeit
(1994), a work which Blindow cites but to which he does not take any
explicit position.

Blindow’s disagreement with Koenen, announced in the Introduction,
is central to part 1 of the book, Auf dem Weg zum Reich: Der Kronjurist bis
zu seinem Sturz. Koenen, Blindow complains, sees Schmitt as a religious
thinker, deeply influenced by his Catholicism, who joined the chorus of
enthusiasm for the ideology of the Reich and the Abendland, whose high
point occurred in the years 1932 and 1933. Not so, claims Blindow. He
readily concedes that personally Schmitt was a ‘deeply believing
Catholic’ (p. 9) and that the emphasis in Schmitt’s work changed
significantly between Römischer Katholizismus und politische Form (1923)
and 1933 (p. 19). Nevertheless, he suggests that even the earlier work
was not as religiously motivated as the title might suggest. More
forcefully, he argues that Schmitt was primarily a political thinker, not
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a religious one, indeed that he was an étatist whose hostility to any form
of potestas indirecta had to set him at odds with Catholicism. Blindow
quotes a 1938 letter from Schmitt’s one-time friend Erik Peterson
making exactly this point: ‘the polemic against the potestas indirecta only
has a meaning if one has renounced being a Christian and has decided
for paganism’ (p. 16) The nuances of Schmitt’s attitude to Catholicism
are undoubtedly better covered by the much longer work by Manfred
Dahlheimer, Carl Schmitt und der Deutsche Katholizismus 1888-1936
(1998), but the final point Blindow makes in his conclusion is difficult
to deny: there was no place in Schmitt’s theory for the dictates of
conscience, nor for universalism and natural law (p. 171).

In Part 2, Das Reich als völkerrechtliche Konzeption, Blindow turns to
Schmitt’s discussion of changes in the concept of war, including his
criticism of the concept of wars of aggression. Here he notes that
‘“Universalism” is the concrete “ideological” opponent at which Schmitt
takes aim’, and that Schmitt saw this opponent as being of Anglo-Saxon
provenance (p. 52) This is an important point. As is well known, from
the perspective of Schmitt’s theory the central decision is that between
friend and foe. Yet if we ask, as John Herz has done, which foe Schmitt
had in mind, the answer is not immediately clear. Only if we turn to his
work on the international agenda does it become clear how strong a
candidate Germany’s Anglo-Saxon nemesis in the First World War was
for this role. Although Blindow frequently mentions the anti-western
animus in Schmitt’s work, and in that of his friend Giselher Wirsing, to
whom a brief excursus is devoted, this is not made into a key theme in
Carl Schmitts Reichsordnung. Instead, he sets Schmitt’s Völkerrechtliche
Großraumordnung in its immediate context of the Anschluß, the Munich
agreement and the dismemberment of rump Czechoslovakia, and the
associated dispute over the notion of the protection of minority rights
by the League of Nations versus the rights of national groups as
defended by the relevant mother country. Here Schmitt had found a use
for the concept of the Reich. This was still different from the earlier
ideology of the Reich to which Schmitt had declined to subscribe. It was
not universal. It presumed the existence of more than one Reich, each
prohibiting intervention within its own sphere of influence. Having
made this point, Blindow elaborates on the context of the notion,
considering the economic background, the influence of geopolitical
conceptions and of Friedrich Naumann’s Mitteleuropa, and Schmitt’s
use of the Monroe Doctrine.
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Amidst his survey Blindow provides clear answers to two conten-
tious, and related, issues: what kind of political structure did Schmitt
understand by the term Reich, and how did his vision relate to that of
Adolf Hitler? On the first Blindow holds consistently to his interpretation
of Schmitt as an étatist. Schmitt’s Reich is a ‘superstate’ (p. 89): ‘The
Reich takes over in international law the task which Schmitt previously
wanted to ascribe to the “total state”: the overcoming of indirect power’
(p. 87). On the second he concludes that Schmitt’s vision was one of
German hegemony but was not one of ‘racial purity’ and the pursuit of
Lebensraum (p. 109). Indeed, Schmitt’s critics, including Werner Best of
the SS, had complained of his insufficient attention to völkisch principles.
As Blindow rightly insists, Schmitt had explicitly linked to his concept
of a Großraum a ‘politically awakened people’ and a ‘political idea’, but
Blindow argues that the latter was never spelled out by Schmitt. That is
true. It is also true that the political idea could have been nothing other
than National Socialism. What could not be determined, at least by
ideologues of the New Order like Schmitt, was what National Socialism
meant in terms of the internal structure of the Großraum, and it was this
that interested Schmitt. Schmitt had been forced by his critics to
emphasize that there was a difference between the Reich proper and the
Großraum that also included other political entities. But what those
entities would be, in detail, and what their relationship to the Reich
would be, in detail, had simply not been decided. Here it is notable that
Schmitt’s völkisch critics were little more precise than he was. Schmitt
may well have been the étatist that Blindow describes him as being, but
he had signed up to a ‘political idea’ with an overt racist agenda and had
made his own minor contribution to the anti-Semitic climate, as Blindow
notes. Even before then he had explicitly sanctioned what now goes
under the name of ethnic cleansing. Quite how one summarizes the
resulting connections is inherently difficult and Blindow’s choice is
appropriate to his stress on the consistent étatism of Schmitt. Yet it is also
arguable that something slips through the net here. In signing up to the
‘political idea’ Schmitt had signed more than a blank cheque, even if the
numbers had not been clearly filled in.

In Part 3, Die Politische Theologie des Reiches, Blindow deals with what
he sees as the demythologization of legal concepts. The underlying
cause is ascribed to the increasing discrepancy between Schmitt’s vision
of the Großraum and the actual reality of occupied Europe. In this part
Blindow deals with Schmitt’s Manichaean contrasts between land

Carl Schmitt



70

power and sea power, his Der Nomos der Erde, and the elusive notion of
the kat-echon. In all three cases Blindow is adept at illuminating Schmitt’s
sleights of hand and his evasiveness. He notes, for example, that
Schmitt’s attempt to hold England solely responsible for hollowing out
the classic conceptions of the laws of war was dubious history. When
Schmitt points to English use of indiscriminate naval blockade, Blindow
cites Napoleon’s continental blockade, and when Schmitt points to
English radicalization of prize law Blindow points out that France and
the Netherlands were not far behind (pp. 128-9). In the case of Schmitt’s
comments on the theological concept of the kat-echon Blindow argues,
as he does throughout, that it is the political implications of this notion,
not its religious significance that really interests Schmitt. Again he
suggests Schmitt’s mythological turn hides an evasiveness. Who, he
asks, is the kat-echon supposed to be and, equally important, who is the
anti-Christ that the kat-echon is to hold at bay (p. 159)?

Blindow notes that Schmitt gives greater emphasis to the Manichaean
opposition of land and sea and to the doctrine of the kat-echon precisely
as the war in the east turned into that total war which Schmitt supposedly
wanted to avoid (p. 168). He does not seem to find this strange, but
surely it is. Why, when German armies were committed predominantly
against Soviet forces, when one land power was pitted against another,
did he persist with the opposition of land power and sea power? In part
the answer may lie in a letter, quoted by Blindow, from Giselher
Wirsing, dated as early as 1 June 1939. There, Wirsing wrote: ‘In a word,
I see as the decisive, cardinal point of the situation, the possibility of
American intervention’ (p. 121). As that possibility grew closer and then
became reality Schmitt’s persistent circling around the antagonism of
land power and sea power makes sense. When the United States
rejected the logic of Schmitt’s Völkerrechtliche Großraumordnung and
strayed beyond its own Großraum all he could do was to demonize it.

That Schmitt’s conceptions can be put to other uses is illustrated by
Blindow’s second excursus, entitled Alexandre Kojèves Wiederbelebung
der Schmittschen Reichskonzeption für den römisch-katholischen Mittelmeer-
raum. Kojève’s conception, drawn up after the end of the war, envisaged
a French dominated alliance, or Reich, incorporating Italy and Spain,
united by their Catholicism. Blindow is evidently not impressed by this
scheme, some of whose aspects he describes as ‘unintentionally comical,
indeed naïve’ (p. 164). Yet he seems less sceptical about other uses. The
Cold War is presented as an obvious candidate, as, too, is Samuel P.
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Huntington’s clash of cultures (The Clash of Civilization and the Remaking
of World Order, 1996). Contemporary China’s hostility at any hint of
intervention in its internal affairs and regional ambitions is offered as
another possible application of Schmitt’s theory. So, too, more broadly,
is the backlash against ‘human rights universalism’. Echoing Schmitt,
Blindow adds that this universalism too often amounts to an ‘empty
rhetoric’ behind which lie commercial interests (p. 167). Given his
earlier criticism of Schmitt, the note on which he ends the book, one
might have expected a more overtly critical discussion of such potential
applications of Schmitt’s notions. Nevertheless this is a welcome addition
to the literature on Schmitt. It is forcefully argued and if it raises as many
questions as it answers that is testimony to Blindow’s ability to focus
attention on the neuralgic aspects of the would-be crown jurist of the
Third Reich.
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