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Magnus Brechtken (Nottingham University):
Contents and underlying philosophy of Mein Kampf
Whoever reads Mein Kampf thoroughly might be tempted to summarize the contents and underlying “philosophy” of the book in just two words (which are not philosophical terms at all): nationalism and racism. One might add the word “völkisch”, but at heart the book espouses a strict and uncompromising racist nationalism whose content in its very essence means: war. War for survival, war for a healthier race, permanent war of races and people(s) - and those who do not accept this are to vanish. Hitler throughout speaks of “Weltanschauung”, not of philosophy (which is not discussed in the text). It is not clear in how far Hitler really read philosophical works or just picked up phrases to impress listeners. Some sources suggest that he read Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. Hitler himself mentioned them and also Kant. William Shirer suggests that Hitler had some acquaintance with Hegel’s ideas (which is doubtful). There are clear traces of Hegel’s opponent Schopenhauer and his “doctrine of the will” and there are marks of the so called “Lebensphilosophie” (“vitalism”). Mein Kampf very much follows the attitude that “life is the teacher”, mixes this with the assumptions of the “ideas of 1914”, merges them with “natural laws” of biologism and from there finds its way to establish a “system” of “self evident” racist “völkisch” nationalism with social darwinism as the “historical” force. Hitler’s social-darwinistic model of societies and nations is somewhat “timeless” and therefore reflects a profound misunderstanding of modern industrial states, nations, and societies. His statements on propaganda give vent to an intense disgust for the masses, although they are by virtue of their number the embodiment of the “supreme aryan race” and the “philosophy” of “völkische Weltanschaung” does not make any sense without them.

Aristotle Kallis (Lancaster University):

Perceptions of Mein Kampf in the British anti-appeasement press on the eve of the war
In the early 1930s, when it became apparent that the NSDAP was far more than a transient anomaly confined to the fringes of German politics, attention was drawn to the text, its ideas, its threats and promises for the future. From January 1933 onwards the temptation to treat Mein Kampf as a long-term programmatic statement proved hard to shake off, especially amidst those circles that either opposed Hitler or feared his political ambitions. Others, however, both inside Germany and abroad, continued to perceive the text as a remnant of a different Hitler, a sort of ‘youthful’ indiscretion that had become largely irrelevant in the circumstances of the exercise of power. Combined with other discourses that Hitler used between 1930 and 1939 (some of which contradicted the essence of Mein Kampf) it became increasingly difficult to detect one Hitler, one vision, one political agenda.

This paper examines how layered and changeable the understanding of Mein Kampf inside Britain was in the late 1930s – with particular emphasis on the anti-appeasement (moderate and uncompromising) opinion in the 1938-39 period. It argues that at no point before March 1939 – and, perhaps, even before the outbreak of the war – did the various strands of British opinion on Nazi foreign policy formulate a coherent and convincing interpretation of Mein Kampf. With few notable exceptions, Mein Kampf was deployed more as evidence of Hitler's unwavering consistency and ruthless determination in foreign policy matters than as the matrix for understanding or predicting the policy itself. The paper points to the primarily functional invocation of the text in the context of anti-appeasement arguments – that is, as evidence of an aggressive, unilateral, expansionist method rather than of a concrete territorial and political vision. It was the open-ended, unpredictable but consistent character of this method – rather than any particular British concern or awareness about the content of Nazi foreign policy per se, as outlined in Mein Kampf or pursued by Hitler – that came to be regarded as the major threat of Nazi foreign policy in 1938-39.

Steven F. Sage (Claims Conference Unit, US Holocaust Memorial Museum, Washington DC):

Playwright and plagiarist: a purloined stage script in Hitler's Mein Kampf
The text of Mein Kampf received but cursory notice from English-speaking readers when this (non)-book first appeared in translation. Even when the author rose to bestride the Continent, his memoir was misinterpreted by those scant few who paid it any heed. Post-1945 hisorians and biographers went on slighting Mein Kampf. Not until Barbara Zehnpfennig’s excellent and penetrating study (published 2000) did an analysis truly worthy of the name appear in any language. But even Zehnpfennig overlooked a secret – of some consequence – hidden in Mein Kampf. A significant segment of the first volume of Mein Kampf is demonstrably drawn from the script of a stage play. The play was fairly well known, written by a non-German 19th century dramatist well regarded at the time and since. Nonetheless, scholars and biographers have not heretofore considered this playwright an influence on Adolf Hitler, much less to have composed a text which the “Führer” was moved to rework, unattributed, into Mein Kampf. The cribbing is patent when the purloined part of the drama script is aligned alongside the German text of Mein Kampf. Adolf Hitler borrowed and adapted the highlight scene of the play, notable for its impassioned rhetoric. If any German readers of Mein Kampf noticed the pilferage they kept quiet
about it, an understandable discretion during the Nazi years. Meanwhile in the English-speaking world, certain liberties were taken with part of the Mein Kampf text, which tended to obscure the debt to the stage script. Yet there are indications in Hitler speeches from 1921-1923 and from an article in
Völkischer Beobachter which confirm the textual link as virtually certain. Adolf Hitler plagiarized, although the world missed it at the time and thereafter. What is more, he borrowed consistently from the same playwright. Yet another reworked passage from the play turns up in the wartime Hitler’s Table Talk 1941-1944 monologues (Tischgespräche). Had the early fact of Hitlerian plagiarism been exposed in more timely fashion instead of three quarters of a century later, it’s anyone's guess what the outcome might have been on History.
Stefan Baumgarten (Aston University, Birmingham):

The translations of Mein Kampf into English and its rhetorics

The publication of Hitler’s prose in English was motivated by contrastive goals and interests, and was sponsored and directed by the most different individuals and institutions. Mein Kampf in translation thus delivers a fertile research ground for the study of the subtle interrelation of the ideologies of, and the power relations between the people involved during the production of different abridged and full-text translations. Until 1939, however, the Nazis were generally successful in suppressing the full – unabridged – publication of the book in important countries. During the 1930s, and alerted by the recognition that some of Hitler's political moves might be in line with his statements in Mein Kampf, various attempts had been made to make translated extracts available for public or institutional consumption. Although these translated extracts attempted to compensate for the omissions of the first abridged version from 1933, they did so for slightly different reasons. 

By taking a close look at some examples from these unauthorised extracts and two full-text translations, disparate personal attitudes and ideological perspectives come to the fore. Indeed, it seems that, although shaded in intertwined grades of recognizibiliy, all translations of Mein Kampf had been carried out in the service of an overall rhetorical purpose. In this context, different grades of rhetorical translation assist to unearth obvious instances of ideological bias and also more subtle subjective-emotional factors. Such manufactured translations were to create an image of the dictator and his foreign political intentions which should be congruent with the text producers’ political agendas. Yet interestingly, in some translations, it appears that the intended image was not in line with contemporary British and North-American diplomacy. In sum, the major premise of this paper is to discuss the extent to which different translations display ideological bias and personal attitude.

Felicity Rash (Queen Mary University, London):

Linguistic aspects: the translation of metaphors
This presentation will present recently started work in progress. I am writing a book about Hitler's language in Mein Kampf, concentrating particularly on his metaphors. Using a database of 40,000 words (about 30 types of metaphor, and including Ralph Manheim’s translations), I intend to analyse each of these metaphors with reference to a variety of secondary literature and dictionaries. The presentation will involve a critical discussion of the different uses of the word Kampf and its derivatives as used by Hitler in the original, and by the translator Ralph Manheim.

Dan Stone (Royal Holloway University, London):

Reading Mein Kampf in the late 1930s: Emily Lorimer’s reaction

This paper will examine a small chapter in the history of the reception of Mein Kampf: the reaction by the author Emily Lorimer to the attempt by popular historian Arthur Bryant to publish Mein Kampf in the National Book Association series. The paper she wrote that attacked Bryant will be examined as a source for understanding the context in which Mein Kampf was approached (and sometimes even read) in the late
1930s.

Rudolf Muhs (Royal Holloway University, London):

Mein Kampf in The Times
Vikas Sharma (Punjabi University, Patiala, India):

Mein Kampf: an Indian perspective
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