
Modern Intellectual History (2026), 1–9
doi:10.1017/S1479244326100808

FORUM

Towards an Intellectual History of Caesarism:
Introduction
Francesca Antonini

Ca’ Foscari University of Venice, Italy
Email: francesca.antonini@unive.it

(Received 16 April 2026 UTC; revised 16 April 2026 UTC; accepted 25 May 2026 UTC)

I
What could be timelier than a forum on Caesarism?1 Had this collection of articles
been published only a few years earlier, I would have introduced the topic quite differ-
ently. Recently, Caesarism has become the keyword of US (and therefore, to a certain
extent, global) politics, being used to explain both internal and external political–
ideological dynamics.2 As such, Caesarism is increasingly replacing that much-used
(and abused) concept of recent years: populism. Only time will tell whether it will
be a permanent or temporary replacement, or whether another type of conceptual
relationship (possibly a symbiotic one) will develop.

As with populism, current debates on Caesarism are not immune from con-
fused and confusing statements. With few exceptions,3 contemporary discussion
shows a distinct lack of historical awareness as well as a problematic flattening of
the concept. If disarray reigns at the lay level, even scholars may struggle to define
Caesarism with precision.4 Without judging contemporary political discourse and

1These pages were revised for the final time on 29 May 2026.
2Countless newspaper articles adopt the category of Caesarism to explain Donald Trump’s politics.

See, for example, Noah Millman, “Welcome to America’s Fourth Great Constitutional Rupture,” New York
Times, 10 Feb. 2025, at www.nytimes.com/2025/02/10/opinion/trump-caesar-constitutional-rupture.html;
and Jonah Goldberg, “Donald Trump Isn’t a Dictator, but His Goal May Actually Be Worse,” Los Angeles
Times, 28 Oct. 2025, at www.latimes.com/opinion/story/2025-10-28/donald-trump-dictator. The positive
reference to a “Red Caesar” (red being the color of the Republicans) is a growing commonplace among con-
servative thinkers since the publication of Michael Anton’s The Stakes: America at the Point of No Return
(Washington, DC, 2020). Trump himself, in February 2025, posted on his Truth Social account a quotation
attributed to Napoleon I: “he who saves his country does not violate any laws.”

3See, for example, Jan-Werner Müller, “America’s Grotesquely Mediocre Emperor,” Project Syndicate,
6 March 2025, at www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/trump-napoleon-caesarism-analogy-ultimately-
flawed-by-jan-werner-mueller-2025-03.

©TheAuthor(s), 2026. Published byCambridgeUniversity Press.This is anOpenAccess article, distributed under the terms
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2 Francesca Antonini

its merits, and, equally, with no ambition to resolve once and for all the scholarly
definition of Caesarism, I believe nonetheless that this forum can provide food for
thought.

In this perspective, I would borrow and adapt from the research on populism
an approach that, while being to a certain extent controversial, has been effective
in establishing a point of departure for scholarly debate; that is, the posing of a
“minimal definition” of the concept that can be supplemented and expanded.5 At
bottom, Caesarism is a system of government in which the figure of the leader tow-
ers. Such a leader cannot be a king: the power of Caesarist leaders, even when they
make themselves emperors, remains rooted in a different type of legitimacy from that
which underpinsmonarchical regimes. FollowingMelvinRichter, we canmaintain that
Caesarism is, in its very essence,modern andpostrevolutionary, thus posing also a clear
terminus post quem for its occurrence.6

Such a minimal definition, while providing a common ground for the contri-
butions to this forum, leaves ample room for further investigation of historically
specific expressions of the phenomenon. Since it cuts across the nineteenth and the
twentieth centuries and occurs in different geographical settings, Caesarism exhibits
considerable variety. The changeability surrounding the category, notwithstanding its
conceptual core as defined above, explains the terminological oscillations that can be
found in the scholarly research on the topic, as the present forum demonstrates. Often
combined with Bonapartism, albeit not fully overlapping with it,7 Caesarism is fre-
quently paired with Napoleonism as well. More generally, Caesarism can be associated
or compared with other concepts belonging to the same “semantic family,”8 such as
dictatorship, totalitarianism, or even fascism.9

5A famous “minimal” definition of populism has been put forward by Cas Mudde. For a critical response
see, for example, Carlos de la Torre and Oscar Mazzoleni, “Do We Need a Minimum Definition of
Populism? An Appraisal of Mudde’s Conceptualization,” Populism 2/1 (2019), 79–95; and Takis S. Pappas,
“On Populism, Planets, and Why Concepts Should Precede Definitions and Theory-Seeking,” Sociologica
13/2 (2019), 19–22. The problems of the research on populism go beyond this definitory issue, being also
related to the clash between ideational, discourse-theoretical, and normative approaches.

6Melvin Richter, “A Family of Political Concepts: Tyranny, Despotism, Bonapartism, Caesarism,
Dictatorship, 1750–1917,” European Journal of Political Theory 4 (2005), 221–48. This chronological limi-
tation does not prevent Caesarist regimes and ideologists from exploiting the memory of previous political
experiences, including some far away in time (such as ancient Rome). Indeed, the gameof historical analogies
is crucial to Caesarism.

7The concepts of Caesarism and Bonapartism are tightly connected in their genesis and development.
Although the adjective “Bonapartist” first referred specifically to the regime of Napoleon Bonaparte, the
category was later used precociously to describe a form of democratic dictatorship. In this second sense,
it was closely associated with Caesarism, a neologism coined by the French conservative writer Auguste
Romieu in 1850. Afterwards, the termswere often employed as synonyms, forming a unique conceptual unit.
“Caesarism” remains, nevertheless, the preferred term for most thinkers, not least due to its supranational
and supra-epochal appeal (Bonapartism necessarily evoking nineteenth-century France). For these reasons,
in this forum, “Caesarism” is used more frequently than “Bonapartism.”

8This expression evokes Richter, “A Family of Political Concepts.”
9See, for example, Udi Greenberg, “Intellectual History and the Fascism Debate: On Analogies and

Polemic,” Modern Intellectual History 20/2 (2023), 571–81, where Caesarism is investigated as a forerunner
of Fascism. A comparable approach is taken by Federico Finchelstein, From Fascism to Populism in History
(Oakland, 2017).
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Modern Intellectual History 3

This conceptual expansiveness must also be explained through a further specific
feature of Caesarism, namely its double nature as both a political and a historiograph-
ical concept. This is to say that Caesarism may be either a category that is invoked by
historical actors, with reference to contemporary events or transformations, or a cate-
gory that is imposed retrospectively by external, subsequent observers. In this forum,
the category of Caesarism operates in this twofold fashion.While the latter case applies
mostly to scholarly analyses,10 multiple historical layersmay also be present in contem-
porary interpretations, especially when (pseudo-)historiographical considerations are
embedded in politico-theoretical arguments.

Further qualifications might be added, but for now my central claim is that
Caesarism is a much richer political and philosophical phenomenon than is custom-
arily assumed. Indeed, this provides the basic rationale for this forum. The articles
which comprise it differ from one another both in their historical focus and their
thematic approach. Taken together, they offer a multivocal and opportune scholarly
debate on Caesarism, either shedding light on neglected or under-investigated aspects
or profitably reassessing the concept in already investigated scenarios.

II
But let’s proceed with order. Our first shared argument is that, in order to revisit
Caesarism, it is necessary to focus on some brief considerations concerning its his-
torical and theoretical fortune while also concentrating on the history of the studies
dedicated to it.

The first scholarly works on Caesarism and Bonapartism date back to the after-
math of the exclusion of the two terms fromday-to-day political discourse, particularly
during the 1940s, when they were displaced by the ascendant category of “totalitarian-
ism.”11 The two concepts then resurfaced in the research panorama of the 1970s and
1980s, frequently under the influence of the Marxist paradigm, along with the distor-
tions that this perspective often brought with it.12 From the 1990s onward, interest

10See, for example, Laura Cerasi’s definition of “Fascist Caesarism,” a term that was not used by con-
temporaries, but which Cerasi uses as a political-theoretical formula to grasp the specificity of early
twentieth-century Italy.

11Heinz Gollwitzer, “Der Cäsarismus Napoleons III,” Historische Zeitschrift 173 (1952), 23–75; Arnaldo
Momigliano, “Per un riesame della storia dell’idea di cesarismo,” Rivista storica italiana 68/2 (1956), 220–29.
On the concept of totalitarianism see, for example, Abbott Gleason, Totalitarianism:The Inner History of the
ColdWar (NewYork andOxford, 1995). On the interplay between Bonapartism–Caesarism and totalitarian-
ism see nowNicholas Devlin, “Hannah Arendt andMarxistTheories of Totalitarianism,”Modern Intellectual
History 20/1 (2023), 247–69.

12See, among others, George L. Mosse, “Caesarism, Circuses, and Monuments,” Journal of Contemporary
History 6/2 (1971), 167–82, Zvi Yavetz, “Caesar, Caesarism, and the Historians,” Journal of Contemporary
History 6/2 (1971), 184–201; Dieter Groh, “Cäsarismus, Napoleonismus, Bonapartismus, Führer, Chef,
Imperialismus,” in Otto Brunner, Werner Konze, and Reinhart Koselleck, eds., Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe,
vol. 1 (Stuttgart, 1972), 726–71; Martin Kitchen, “August Thalheimer’s Theory of Fascism,” Journal of
History of Ideas 34/1 (1973), 67–78; Gerhard Botz, “Austro-Marxist Interpretations of Fascism,” Journal of
Contemporary History 11/4 (1976), 129–56; Luisa Mangoni, “Cesarismo, bonapartismo, fascismo,” Studi
storici 17/3 (1976), 41–61; Mangoni, “Per una definizione del fascismo: I concetti di bonapartismo e
cesarismo,” Italia contemporanea 31/135 (1979), 17–52; Karl Hammer and Peter Claus Hartmann, eds., Le
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4 Francesca Antonini

in Caesarism and Bonapartism rapidly and dramatically collapsed, with only a few
scholars continuing to pay attention to them.13 In recent years, a new generation of
scholars has returned to the history of Caesarism, analyzing it from different points
of view as well as revisiting “old” themes with up-to-date approaches. These studies
have reassessed numerous historical and theoretical issues connected to Caesarism,
significantly expanding the field of inquiry in terms of authors, contexts, and geograph-
ical boundaries.14 Moreover, recent academic gatherings on both sides of the Atlantic
testify to the growing appeal of these concepts.15

III
Relying on but also departing from the previous literature, this forum provides a
showcase for new research while encouraging collective reflection on the future of
Caesarism studies. Although arising from autonomous pieces of research, the articles
establish novel and exciting trajectories that might be profitably developed.

The articles presented here achieve these goals thanks to two main features. The
first one is the focus on the modern era and, more specifically, on the late nineteenth
century and the twentieth, these being the “golden age” of the category, in terms both

Bonapartisme: Phénomène historique et mythe politique (Munich, 1977); Frédéric Bluche, Le bonapartisme:
Aux origines de la droite autoritaire (1800–1850) (Paris, 1980); Wolfgang Wippermann, Zur Analyse des
Faschismus: Die sozialistischen und kommunistischen Faschismustheorien, 1921–1945 (Frankfurt am Main,
1981); Wolfgang Wippermann, Die Bonapartismustheorie von Marx und Engels (Stuttgart, 1983).

13See, for example, Innocenzo Cervelli, “Cesarismo: Alcuni usi e significati della parola (secolo XIX),”
Annali dell’Istituto storico italo-germanico in Trento 22 (1996), 61–197; Peter Baehr, Caesar and the Fading of
the RomanWorld: A Study in Republicanism and Caesarism (New Brunswick, 1998); Peter Baehr and Melvin
Richter, eds., Dictatorship in History andTheory: Bonapartism, Caesarism, and Totalitarianism (Cambridge,
2004); Richter, “A Family of Political Concepts”; Jörn Leonhard, “Ein bonapartistisches Modell? Die franzö-
sischen Regimewechsel 1799, 1851 und 1940 im Vergleich,” in Helmut Knüppel, Manfred Osten, Uwe
Rosenbaum, Julius H. Schoeps, and Peter Steinbach, eds.,Wege und Spuren: Verbindungen zwischen Bildung,
Wissenschaft, Kultur, Geschichte und Politik (Berlin, 2007), 277–94; Peter Baehr, Caesarism, Charisma and
Fate: Historical Sources and Modern Resonances in the Work of Max Weber (New Brunswick, 2008).

14As for the main recent publications in English see Iain McDaniel, “The Politics of Historical Economics:
Wilhelm Roscher on Democracy, Socialism and Caesarism,” Modern Intellectual History 15/1 (2016),
93–122; Iain McDaniel, “Constantin Frantz and the Intellectual History of Bonapartism and Caesarism:
A Reassessment,” Intellectual History Review 28/2 (2018), 317–38; Markus Prutsch, Caesarism in the Post-
revolutionary Age: Crisis, Populace and Leadership (London, 2019); Francesca Antonini, Caesarism and
Bonapartism in Gramsci: Hegemony and the Crisis of Modernity (Leiden and Boston, 2020); Antonini,
“Dictatorship, Bonapartism, Caesarism:OnMarx’s ‘Eighteenth Brumaire’,” inMoisés Prieto, ed.,Dictatorship
in the Nineteenth Century: Conceptualizations, Experiences, Transfers (London, 2021), 47–65; Banu
Turnaoğlu and E. Fuat Keyman, “Understanding the ‘New Turkey’ through Max Weber’s category of
Caesarism,” Max Weber Studies 22/2 (2022), 60–93; Cheryl B. Welch, “An Immunity to Authoritarianism?
Bagehot, Bryce, andOstrogorski on the Risk of Caesarism inAmerica,” Society 60/4 (2023), 501–15; Federico
Santangelo, “Caesarism in Ancient Rome?”, Ancient History Bulletin 37 (2023), 151–64; Iain McDaniel,
“American Caesars,” History Today 74/10 (2024), 86–9; Peter Giraudo, “Against the Caesarist Crowd:
Georges Sorel’s Early Democratic Socialism during the Dreyfus Affair,” Modern Intellectual History 23/1
(2026), 92–118, Iain McDaniel, “Democracy, Caesarism, and Kulturgeschichte: Georg Friedrich Kolb con-
tra Mommsen and Hellwald,” Journal of the History of Ideas (2026), advance online publication, at https://
dx.doi.org/10.1353/jhi.0.a991001.

15Besides the Göttingen event, see the conference Caesarism and Democracy: Historical and Normative
Perspectives, organized at the Princeton University Center for Human Values in November 2019.
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Modern Intellectual History 5

of the frequency of its usages and of its conceptual significance. This is not to dismiss
the historical framework within which the term “Caesarism” was coined, nor its spe-
cific background, nor the (analogical) connection between Caesarism and previous
historical scenarios and categories describing authoritarian phenomena, but rather
to underscore the close linkage between Caesarism and political modernity. If the
genesis of the concept of Caesarism corresponds to the early nineteenth-century trans-
formation in the politico-philosophical reflection on legitimacy, it is with the later
politicization of the masses as a point of no return that Caesarism gains its more spe-
cific and original features. The Caesarist model brings together seemingly discordant
phenomena, incorporating the contradictions of modern politics: on the one hand, the
trend towards a broadening of political participation, with the “myth” (in a Sorelian
sense) of universal suffrage; on the other, the increasingly antidemocratic attitude of
the ruling classes and the dangerous appeal of the charismatic strongman.Themajority
of the articles collected in the forum explore precisely these dynamics, also show-
ing indirectly the relevance of Caesarism for contemporary politics, in which such
contradictions are still at play.16

The second distinguishing feature of the articles consists in their approach to the
topic. In line with current methodologies within intellectual history,17 they do not
focus exclusively on the opinions of great political thinkers; rather, they reconstruct the
broader contexts in which the debates on Caesarism arose and developed. Concretely,
this means that less-known authors and little-studied sources are put into dialogue
with the “higher” intellectual developments of the time. Great attention is paid not
only to politics but also to the cultural, social, economic, and even emotional ele-
ments that characterized each epoch—this is particularly necessary considering the
profoundly ideological character of Caesarism and the countless “vulgar” uses of the
concept, which sometimes can be better understood on the basis of the evaluation of
historical circumstances rather than on an abstract politico-theoretical level.18

A theme that cuts across many of the contributions is that of the relation between
Caesarism and similar concepts—first of all its closest relative, Bonapartism, but not
only. Understanding the novelty of the category of Caesarism implies an explanation
of what distinguishes it from other concepts describing authoritarian regimes. Why

16As for the pieces not immediately dealing with this aspect of Caesarism (as in Michael Broers’s case),
I believe that they still contribute to the unraveling of the aforementioned issues, insofar as they provide
readers with a discussion of multiple factors outlining the background of modern politics.

17This is not the place to make general observations on how to write intellectual history, especially con-
sidering the number of contributions that have appeared in recent years and that continue to appear on this
very question. I would like to recall that the contributors to this forum, albeit with clear differences deriving
from their academic backgrounds, share a multilayered approach toward the topic, and apply a (healthy)
variety of skills to their object of investigation (from the philological to the theoretical).

18This broader view of Caesarism might be enhanced by the adoption of a global perspective, which is
not the case of the articles in this forum. As the very term suggests, Caesarism is a distinctly European phe-
nomenon, which immediately echoes the Roman Empire and its “founding father,” Julius Caesar. The same
reasoning applies to Bonapartism, whose eponymous hero is Napoleon Bonaparte. The Caesarist model
thus expresses a way of conceiving political institutions and habits which is deeply grounded, for better
or worse, in the European experience and, especially, in the post-1789 political tradition. Nevertheless,
transfers, receptions, and adaptations of the Caesarist model outside Europe would be a valuable object
of inquiry.
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6 Francesca Antonini

did an author choose to describe something as “Caesarist”? Which positive or negative
connotations were embedded in this definition? And further, was this label connected
to a change in the habits or in the conditions of political practice?

These synchronic observations are combined with the diachronic study of
Caesarism’s development. By and large, the latter covers a time span going from the
1850s to the 1950s, detailing its rapid rise and its equally rapid decline. But what
were Caesarism’s internal turning points? What were the historical–political events
that triggered its shifting applications? To address these questions entails taking into
consideration regionally different political “temporalities,” as well as their dynamic
interactions.

Another crucial theme of our undertaking concerns the role of analogy as a tool of
interpretation of the past and its very political power.19 In modern times, the compari-
son between past and present has been crucial since at least the FrenchRevolution, with
the Jacobins relying heavily on Roman precedents and Napoleon skillfully exploiting
themyths of past conquerors for his own propaganda (the so-called “Great Parallel”).20
To a certain extent, Caesarism represents the highest point of this form of reason-
ing: there are no other political categories that draw so extensively on historical
comparisons—analogy is Caesarism’s very essence. This observation, in turn, opens
up the way for two series of questions. The first is directly related to the history of
Caesarism.Onemaywonder, for instance, why exactly historical comparisons acquired
such a foundational relevance, or what precise meaning the figure of Caesar took on.21

The second set of questions is more general and relates to the usage of analogies
as such. Caesarism constitutes a privileged standpoint from which to reflect on the
role of feelings and emotions in politics, both on the side of leaders and on that of
the people. Since historical comparisons do not rely on analytical reasoning but derive
their strength from the charm of the past, they function, above all, emotionally and not
rationally (Caesarism is indeed often a rhetorical and emotionally charged concept,
designed to act upon the emotions of readers and audiences in specific ways).

Moreover, this enables us to consider a spectrum of theoretical aspects connected to
the Caesarist–Bonapartist model. In what follows, I would like to briefly focus on two
of them: legitimacy on the one hand, and charisma and the personalization of politics
on the other (this latter being in turn conducive to the study of the relationship between
the state and civil society).

19On historical analogy see, for example, Andreas Leutzsch, ed.,Historical Parallels, Commemoration and
Icons (London, 2019).

20On the French Revolution see Ariane Viktoria Fichtl, La radicalisation de l’idéal républicain: Modèles
antiques et la Révolution française (Paris, 2020); on Napoleon see Sudhir Hazareesingh, The Legend of
Napoleon (London, 2005).

21This can also lead to explore the relation between Republicanism, Machiavellism, and
Caesarism—however, this is not the aim of this forum. Further linked to this is the consideration
that also the already mentioned relationship between Caesarism and populism might be better understood
if seen through the lens of historical analogy. Too often couched in overtly polemical tones, this twofold
engagement problematically eschews thorough historical analysis altogether. On this point see Anton Jäger,
“‘Populism without the People’: Fascists, Caesarists, and Democrats in Nadia Urbinati’s ‘Me the People’,”
History of European Ideas 48/8 (2022), 1097–1101. Looking more closely at the history of Caesarism might
profitably lead those working on categories such as populism to embrace a renewed historical awareness.
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Modern Intellectual History 7

Thefirst and broader issue brings us back to the origins of the category of Caesarism
and to the circumstances that made possible the re-foundation of political power after
the rejection of monarchical and divine forms of legitimization. On this basis, sub-
sequent conceptualizations fostered the elaboration of a new political tool kit whose
declared goal was the expression of the people’s will, in a precarious balance between
exploitation and respect, suppression and empowerment. In this regard, Caesarism
found itself at the crossroads of different tendencies, both progressive (e.g. the expan-
sion of the franchise) and regressive (e.g. the necessity of controlling the populace).
The questions the contributors face in this respect are, among others, the following:22
what specific contributions did Caesarism make to the development of the idea of
the people’s sovereignty? What kind of institutional architecture fulfilled the needs of
Caesarist politics? How was Caesarism related to the mass dimension of (nineteenth-
and) twentieth-century politics?

The counterpart of these inquiries is a stress on leadership as a key element of the
Caesarist solution.23 AsDavidA. Bell has demonstrated, charisma is an essential feature
of modernity, and carries with it a “sentimentalization” of politics whose consequences
are still visible today.24 Theconcept of Caesarismfits verywell in this scheme and repre-
sents,mutatismutandis, the elaboration of thismodern tendency at the level of political
theory. In particular, dealing with the personalization of politics from the standpoint
of Caesarism implies, among other things, a reflection on issues such as the impact of
individual leadership on party organization, the relationship between the charismatic
leader and the state aswell as institutions such as the armyor the bureaucratic apparatus
of a nation, the process of selection of leadership, and, last but not least, the sociological
and even psychological mechanisms that regulate the relationship between the leader
and the masses. Connected to these themes are observations on the interplay of state
and civil society that underpin any understanding of Caesarism—Caesarism may be
conceived as the manifestation of the change in the way in which power is exercised,
with politics increasingly interfering with citizens’ private lives (and anticipating, to a
significant degree, “totalitarian” dynamics).

IV
As already mentioned, the forum does not pretend to exhaust all of these questions
or to address them in equal depth (some remain on the margins out of necessity).
Rather, it puts forward a series of new approaches to examining Caesarism, in order
to stimulate further scholarly debate, including beyond the boundaries of intellec-
tual history strictly conceived. In this regard, it is meaningful that the forum brings
together contributions both by established scholars as well as younger academics, and
by researchers stemming from contiguous but nevertheless formally distinct research
fields—from contemporary history to the history of political thought and anglophone
studies.

22The contributions by Cuttica, Jordan, and Antonini are particularly significant in this respect.
23This point is at the center of Müller’s piece.
24David A. Bell, Men on Horseback: The Power of Charisma in the Age of Revolution (New York, 2020).
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8 Francesca Antonini

To conclude, I would like to turn to a succinct overview of the contributions that
follow. Instead of describing the content of the individual pieces (a purpose that their
abstracts serve exhaustively), I will now make some general observations on them.

The forum consists of six articles focusing on different geographical and chrono-
logical frameworks. In particular, two strands can be identified: the first is represented
by the writings by Cesare Cuttica and Alexander Jordan on Victorian Britain, and the
second by those bymyself and Laura Cerasi, dealing with early twentieth-century Italy.
In this perspective, the texts by Michels Broers (on eighteenth-century France) and by
Jan-Werner Müller (which, while discussing chiefly nineteenth-century France, has a
broader scope, both contextually and temporally) work as a premise and an “inter-
lude” between them, respectively. While taking their cue from a comparable historical
background, the aforementioned scholars have succeeded in approaching Caesarism
from complementary points of view. As a result, Caesarism emerges clearly as a
major protagonist of European political discourse across the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries.25

More specifically, far from providing a comprehensive account of Caesarism,
the chief goal of the collection is to cast light on exemplary instances and under-
investigated frameworks. With the (partial) exception of revolutionary and postrev-
olutionary France,26 the other contexts investigated are indeed scarcely attended to in
the secondary literature on Caesarism. Both Britain and Italy historically remained at
themargins of the research onCaesarism, which ismostly focused on France (for obvi-
ous reasons) and Germany (with Bismarckism often being compared, or even equated,
to Caesarism). Moreover, even when scholars investigated Italian or British authors,
the focus was quite different.27 If we add this consideration to the fact that the thinkers
at stake here are mainly minor and the documents analyzed are, in many cases, men-
tioned for the very first time, the originality of this collection of articles clearly stands
out.

Ultimately, whether it is Pareto, mass culture, the Roman legacy, the actual usage
of the term, or buildings, the strength of this forum resides in analyzing Caesarism

25Despite their similarities, the articles have distinct and separate aims.While Cuttica’s contribution stud-
ies the inscription of Caesarism within larger cultural discourses of antidemocracy, Jordan’s essay focuses
closely on the word itself. Whereas Cerasi focuses exclusively on Fascist Italy, I describe the Caesarist
trajectory of a single author, Vilfredo Pareto, from the 1890s to the 1920s.

26AlthoughNapoleon I andNapoleon III represent themost important historical models for reflection on
Caesarism, both Broers and Müller have offered an original reading of them. Broers investigates the way in
which antiquity, in particular the figures of Julius Caesar and Octavian, influenced Napoleon’s political path,
a subject far less studied than one might imagine. The originality of Müller’s article lies in its architectural–
topological and, at the same time, political–sociological approach, which stems from Müller’s current
research on architecture and democracy. Jan-WernerMüller, “Just How Is Architecture Ideological?”, Journal
of Political Ideologies 28/3 (2023), 412–20; Müller, “On the Square,” Philosophy and Social Criticism (2024),
online first, at https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/01914537241244822; Müller, “Building Autocracy
in the Twenty-First Century: Three Monumental Strategies,” Tocqueville Review/La revue Tocqueville 45/1
(2024), 199–216. See now also Müller, Street, Palace, Square:The Architecture of Democratic Spaces (London,
2026).

27Salvatore Cingari, “Il cesarismo nel pensiero politico italiano del secondo Ottocento,” in Manuela
Ceretta, ed., Bonapartismo, Cesarismo e crisi della società: Luigi Napoleone e il colpo di Stato del 1851
(Florence, 2003), 95–104.
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(either through thinkers, material culture, or theoretical perspectives) in unexplored
manners. Rather than a point of arrival, the hope is that these essays will become the
starting point for a reinvigorated scholarly debate on Caesarism, prompting further
research in other geographical areas and historical contexts, with an eye also for the
new contemporary relevance of the category.
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