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PREFACE TO THE 1945 FRENCH EDITION

Fascism and Big Business was begun in 1934 shortly after
February 6, and appeared in July 1936. Was it necessary to
reprint the book in its present form or continue the inves-
tigation to the start of 1945?

The date on which we stopped writing was undoubtedly
premature. The phenomenon of fascism was then still in
the full course of development (above all in Germany).
Certain of its traits had not yet been sufficiently revealed.
It was necessary to probe further.

But perhaps there was an impediment in probing too
extensively. The object of this book, if we can so express it,
is the study of fascism in its pure form.

After 1939, the phenomenon of fascism tends to become
confounded with the great upheaval of the imperialist
war. Nothing so resembles a country at war as another
country at war. The characteristic traits of fascism are, in
large part (not completely) blurred by those now familiar
traits, namely, universally unleashed militarism and war
economy. Undoubtedly a materialist explanation of the
war should be undertaken as well as the materialist expla-
nation of fascism. But whoever embraces too much grasps
too little. We leave this task to others. We have consciously
limited the scope of this work to the study of the phenom-
enon of fascism by itself.

An objection might perhaps be raised that fascism and
war are inseparable, that the present war is the monstrous



8 FASCISM AND BIG BUSINESS

product of fascism. But that’s precisely what we deny. There
is, certainly, a direct link between war and fascism. They
grow out of the same dungheap; they are, each in its own
way, the monstrous products of the capitalist system in
decline. They both flow from the fundamental vice of the
system: first, the incompatibility between the tremendous
development of the productive forces, and private owner-
ship of the means of production; second, the partitioning
of the world into national states. They both aspire, by dif-
ferent roads, to break the iron ring of the contradictions
in which this system is henceforth enclosed. They both
aim to restore endangered capitalist profits. Moreover,
beyond these general ties, a more direct interconnection
can be observed between fascism and war in Italy and in
Germany: because these two countries lack raw materials
and markets, because they are in the category of “hungry
nations” as opposed to the “sated” nations, the crisis in
which the whole capitalist system is convulsed takes on
in their case a particularly acute character, and imposes
upon them, in advance of the others, a “strong state.” They
act as “aggressive” powers with the aim of seizing part of
the plunder from the “sated” nations. They aim at a new
division of the world by force of arms, while their adver-
saries, opposing this redivision, assume the attitude of
“peace-loving” powers.

Thus fascism and war are, to be sure, related. But the re-
lationship is not one of cause and effect. Eliminate fascism
(assuming that could be done) and the causes of rivalries
and of imperialist wars will not in the least thereby be
eliminated. For four years, from 1914 to 1918, two groups of
great powers fought over possession of the world market.
In neither camp was there a “fascist” country. In reality,
fascism and war are both the effects, different effects, of
the same cause: though the two phenomena criss-cross,
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though, at times, they seem to be confounded with each
other (and every conscious effort is made to confuse them)
still each has a distinct existence and demands a separate
study.

Do the events since 1939 cast a new light on the phenome-
non of fascism? At the risk of disappointing the reader, we
reply in the negative. At the risk of appearing presumptu-
ous or of clinging to outlived positions, we will say that the
events of these last years, in our opinion, do not modify to
any marked degree the conclusions of our book. The only
thing that fascism has brought, since 1939, is renewed proof
of its barbarism. But who can be surprised at this, after
witnessing the manner in which it crushed the Italian and
German proletariat before crushing Europe? And can this
barbarism which is “fascist” in its most hideous traits, be
considered solely “fascist”? The whole war is barbarous.
Apart from that, the war and the German occupation, by
giving us the opportunity to observe the phenomenon more
closely, taught us, as we had already suspected, that the fas-
cist regime, despite its “totalitarian” pretensions is not ho-
mogeneous. It never succeeded in dissolving the different
elements of which it was composed into one single alloy. Its
different wheels did not function without friction. Despite
Hitler’s attempts for several years to find a compromise
formula between the party and the army, the Wehrmacht
on the one hand, and the Gestapo and the SS on the other,
continued their cat and dog fight. Behind this conflict is a
class question. The fascist regime, despite appearances, ap-
pearances that it delighted in maintaining, never domesti-
cated the bourgeoisie. When we upheld this thesis several
years ago, that fascism is an instrument of big business, it
was objected that in Italy as in Germany (in Germany above
all) big business marches in step. This is not exactly true.
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The bourgeoisie remained an autonomous force, pursu-
ing its own ends in the totalitarian state. It made others
don the brown shirt, for the Hitler bands were indispens-
able to crush the proletariat, but thus far it has not donned
the brown shirt itself (or, if it has, it was only for the gal-
lery). Hermann Rauschning led us into error with his the-
sis according to which the ruling class was eliminated by
the Nazi plebeians, people who respected nothing, “nihil-
ists.” Undoubtedly there have been individual cases where
big capitalists have been ill-treated or forced to emigrate.
But big business, taken as a whole, was not engulfed by the
brown tide. Quite the contrary.

At all times the army is the instrument par excellence
of the ruling class. The relative independence of the army
with regard to the regime, its refusal to permit itself to
be thoroughly nazified, makes clear the autonomy of big
business (and the big landlords) towards the fascist regime,
its refusal to be brought into line. We will be told: Hitler
dealt some secret blows within his General Staff; insub-
ordinate generals were successively eliminated. No doubt;
but this continual “purge” was only a confirmation of the
resistance that the army, backed by the big bourgeoisie,
put up against complete nazification.

But what about July 20, what about those generals, those
big capitalists, those country squires who were hung or
shot, following the attempted assassination of Hitler? July
20, 1944, in Germany, just like July 25, 1943, in Italy (the
day that Marshal Badoglio and the King had Mussolini
arrested) carries striking proof that the capitalist ruling
class was never absorbed by the self-styled totalitarian
state. After subsidizing fascism and pushing it into power,
the bourgeoisie tolerated, in spite of minor inconveniences,
the overrunning of the state by the Nazi plebs: this con-
formed to its interests. But from the day when it appeared
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that the inconveniences of the regime outweighed the
advantages, the bourgeoisie, with the support of the army,
did not hesitate to throw it overboard.

As early as 1936, in the conclusions of our book, we set
forth this hypothesis. The move succeeded in Italy. It has
failed, for the time being, in Germany. But since the at-
tempted assassination of July 20, Hitler is virtually finished.
Big business, the top circles of the army, do not follow
him any longer. He only survives artificially by means of
unheard of terror that the police and Himmler’s SS exer-
cise within the very midst of the army and the population
as a whole. He survives only because the plans for the
dismemberment of Germany, agitated from abroad, have
aroused in the masses a desperate reflex of the instinct of
self-preservation. The regime, although abandoned by the
people, has been able to take momentary advantage of this.
He survives only because the ruling class fears to let loose
open civil war in the midst of total foreign war. This last
episode proves that the redoubtable instrument of repres-
sion forged by fascism can prolong the life of the latter for a
moment, even after it has been abandoned by big business.
The bullet destined for the workers can also serve to make
a hole in the skin of a few capitalists. But not for long.

No political regime can govern against the class which
holds the economic power. Although it may not please
some naive people, the old laws which have always gov-
erned the relations of classes have not failed this time ei-
ther. Fascism has not suspended them, as with a wave of
the magic wand. The link between fascism and big busi-
ness is so intimate that the day when big business with-
draws its support is the beginning of the end for fascism.

We pointed out, in the conclusion of this book, fascism’s
extraordinary will to endure. The desperate tenacity with
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which it defends itself today, although knowing itself lost,
evidently surpasses all expectations. Nevertheless the phe-
nomenon is comprehensible if one remembers that fascism
is not only an instrument at the service of big business, but,
at the same time a mystical upheaval of the pauperized and
discontented petty bourgeoisie. Although a large part of
the middle class who had helped fascism to power is cru-
elly deceived today, such is not the case with the militant
sector. There are many playboys and corrupt people in the
enormous bureaucratic apparatus of the Fascist state, but
there are also some real fanatics. These not only defend
their social position, even their lives, in defending the re-
gime—they also defend an idea to which they firmly cling
to the death. (Let us note in passing: it is not by brute force,
much less foreign bayonets, that one loses faith. Only the
powerful wind of the proletarian revolution in Germany
would be able to clear their brains.)

Fascism, in the countries where it attained power, stands
a chance of surviving for another reason: in its decline, as
at its birth, it owes much to the complacence of its “ad-
versaries™ the “democratic” state which succeeded it re-
mains completely infected with the fascist virus (just as
the “democratic” state which had preceded it was entirely
infected with the fascist virus). The “purge” is nothing but
a shameful comedy, because to really disinfect the bour-
geois state, it is necessary to destroy it. The administrative
tops, the army, the police, the judiciary remain staffed
with auxiliaries and accomplices of the former regime, the
same personnel for the most part who, a short time ago,
delivered the keys of power to fascism. In Italy, Marshal
Badoglio is the man who once placed the cadres and re-
sources of the army at the disposition of the “black shirts.”
Who can be surprised if, as Mussolini’s successor, he lets
the Duce escape from prison?
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Perhaps in the conclusions of this book, there is a point
which has not been sufficiently stressed: the underground
development of the class struggle beneath the fascist lid.
We stressed, and it was necessary to stress, the formidable
methods employed by the totalitarian regimes to break
up, to “atomize” the movement of the working class, to
scientifically track it down, if one can so express it, and
to destroy in the embryo every form of opposition. But
gradually and to the extent that the fascist lid is lifted, we
perceive that beneath it, the class struggle, supposedly
destroyed forever, continues right on its way. As we are
writing these lines, Northern Italy has not yet been liber-
ated. But we have already heard many echoes of the ex-
traordinary fighting power displayed in these last years by
the workers of Milan, of Turin, within the great industrial
combines on which the red flag waved in 1920. More than
twenty years of fascist dictatorship have not succeeded in
changing the Italian worker.

In Germany, the grip of the regime and the police ter-
ror have been infinitely stronger. But, in spite of the savage
muzzling of the German people, we find once more traces
of a revolutionary vanguard, especially in the concentra-
tion camps and the prisons. Fascism has not halted hu-
manity’s continuous march toward emancipation. It has
only delayed it temporarily.

Is it necessary to reissue this book at the moment when
the fate of Mussolini and Hitler would appear to discour-
age their imitators in other countries? Outside of its retro-
spective interest, does it retain its timeliness?

Re-reading it, we are impressed with the fact that its
real subject is socialism much more than it is fascism. For
what is fascism, at bottom, but the direct product of the
failure to achieve socialism? Behind fascism, the shadow
of socialism is ceaselessly present. We have only studied
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the first in relation to the second. More than once, in the
course of these pages, fascism has served us simply as a
counterpoint with which to define better by contrast cer-
tain essential aspects of socialism. When, as we hope, the
day comes in which nothing remains of fascism but a bad
memory, this book will remain an attempt to contrast so-
cialism to what was, at one time, its most redoubtable op-
ponent. On this score perhaps Fascism and Big Business
will not become outdated too quickly.

But, as a matter of fact, is it really certain that the fascist
epidemic has been definitively checked? We can only hope
so, but we cannot at all be certain of it. It is a widespread
illusion that the defeat of “The Axis” sounds the death
knell of fascism in the entire world.

The big “democracies” do not always tell the truth. They
fought Hitler, not, as they claim today, because of the
authoritarian and brutal form of the National Social-
ist regime, but because German imperialism, at a given
moment, dared to dispute with them the hegemony of
the world. It has been too generally forgotten that Hit-
ler was hoisted to power with the blessings of the inter-
national bourgeoisie. During the first years of his rule,
Anglo-American capitalism from the British aristocracy
to Henry Ford gave him, according to all evidence, their
support. They viewed him as “the strong man,” who alone
was capable of reestablishing order in Europe and saving
the continent from Bolshevism.

Only much later, when the capitalists of the “demo-
cratic” countries found their interests, their markets, their
sources of raw materials menaced by the irresistible ex-
pansion of German imperialism, did they start to preach
against National Socialism, to denounce it as “immoral”
and “un-Christian.” And, even then, there were capitalists
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and princes of the Church, who, more anxious to ward off
the “red peril” than the German peril, remained partial
towards the policeman of Europe.

Today the big “democracies” proclaim themselves
“anti-fascist.” That’s the word they’re always mouthing. In
reality, anti-fascism became necessary as a platform for
them to overcome their German competitor. They could
not gain the full allegiance of the popular masses in the
struggle against Hitlerism solely by exalting national sen-
timent. Despite all appearances, we are no longer in the
age of national wars. The struggle of the classes, the so-
cial war, dominates our epoch. The toiling masses could
not have been brought to sacrifice themselves to liberate
Europe unless sentiments of a social order were aroused
in them, unless an appeal was made to their class instinct.
They were told that it was necessary to finish off fascism.
And as they understood more or less clearly, that fascism
is the exacerbated form of detested capitalism, they con-
sented to all sacrifices. The Parisian barricades of the end
of August 1944, the exploits of the various Maquis [un-
derground partisans], will live as admirable examples of
proletarian devotion.

But tomorrow the big “democracies” may very well put
antifascism back on the shelf. Already, this magic word,
which inspired the workers to rise up against Hitlerism,
is considered by them undesirable as soon as it becomes
the rallying point of the adversaries of the capitalist sys-
tem. Already in Belgium and Greece, the Allies did not
hesitate to brutally crush the very resistance movement
which they had been only too happy to utilize for their
own purposes. To reestablish “order,” they will sooner
or later be compelled (as is already the case in Greece) to
find points of support in the midst of the liberated popu-
lations. Against the people’s vanguard they will support
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formations of a clearly fascist character. Naturally they
will be baptised with another name, for the word fascist is
definitively “played out.” But, under the new label, the old
merchandise will remain the same. Fascism, by whatever
name it is called, will remain the reserve army of decay-
ing capitalism.

Thus our basic conclusion is seen to be confirmed by
the most recent developments, namely, that fascism, out-
growth of the failure to achieve socialism, can be effec-
tively fought and vanquished definitively only by the pro-
letarian revolution. All “anti-fascism” that rejects it is but
vain and deceitful babbling. The misfortune is that we
have permitted the bourgeois-democrats to seize hold of
anti-fascism. These gentlemen fear the fascist whip for
their own skins, but they fear the proletarian revolution
at least as much. They conjured up a bastard solution to
reconcile these two fears, that of the “Popular Fronts.”
The “Popular Fronts” declaim against fascism but without
taking a single thoroughgoing measure to attack its mate-
rial roots. They refrain from laying a hand on capitalism
despite their demagogic tirades against the “two hundred
families,” against the “trusts,” and, an even graver crime,
by their economic and social policies, they deepen the
causes of friction between the proletariat and the middle
classes; and thus they push the latter towards the very fas-
cism from which they pretend to divert them.

The fascist menace has made many people discover the
problem of the middle classes. Only recently, the parties of
the left saw in them only an easy, faithful and stable elec-
toral clientele. But from the day when it was demonstrated
that in the course of their oscillations, amplified by the
economic crisis, the middle classes could enter the oppo-
site camp, that they could be seized with collective mad-
ness, that they could don the fascist uniform, these same
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parties have known the anguish of the mother hen men-
aced with losing her chicks; the question has become an
obsession with them—how to retain the middle classes?

Unfortunately, they have understood nothing (nor do
they wish to understand anything) of the problem. We
must apologize for only having, in this book, skimmed the
surface of this problem. In effect, the logic of our analysis
has led us less to research concerning how socialism could
have been able to turn the middle classes away from fas-
cism than to showing why and how it, fascism, succeeded
in conquering them. The reader will therefore permit us a
brief digression here.

The middle classes and the proletariat have common
interests against big business. But there is more involved
than common interests. They are not “anti-capitalist” in
the same fashion. Undoubtedly the bourgeoisie exploits,
sharpens at will these differences of interests, but it does
not create them out of the whole cloth. It is therefore im-
possible to bring together the proletariat and the petty
bourgeoisie around a common program which will com-
pletely satisfy both. One of the two parties must make
concessions. The proletariat, naturally, can agree to some.
Whenever possible, it must see that the blows it directs
against big business do not strike at the same time the
small investors, artisans, merchants, peasants. But on cer-
tain essential points, it must remain intransigent, for if it
yields on these points in order to retain influence over the
middle classes, to reassure the small shopkeepers or peas-
ants, it would renounce dealing capitalism the decisive
blows.

And every time that it failed in its mission to destroy
capitalism, every time it has not pushed its advantage right
to the end, the middle classes, caught between menacing
big business and an aggressive working class, have become
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enraged and turned toward fascism.

In short, the proletariat cannot win over the middle
classes by renouncing its own socialist program. The pro-
letariat must convince the middle classes of its capacity to
lead society onto a new road; by the strength and firmness
of its revolutionary action. But it is precisely this that the
inventors of the “Popular Fronts” do not wish to under-
stand. They have but one idea in their heads: to catch the
middle classes on bait-hooks, and they do this with so
much skill that they eventually throw them back towards
the fascist bait.

Anti-fascism cannot triumph as long as it drags along
as the tail to the kite of bourgeois democracy. Beware of
“anti” formulas. They are always inadequate because they
are purely negative. One cannot conquer a principle except
by opposing to it another principle—a superior principle.
The world of today, in the midst of its convulsions, is not
only looking for a form of property that corresponds to
the collective character and gigantic scale of modern pro-
duction; it seeks also a form of government capable of
substituting a rational order for chaos, while liberating
man. Bourgeois parliamentarianism offers only a carica-
ture of democracy, ever more impotent and more corrupt.
Deceived and disheartened, the world turns towards the
strong State, the heaven-sent man, towards the “leader
principle.”

On the plane of ideas, fascism will be defeated only on
that day when we present to humanity and when by ex-
ample we make triumphant a new form of government of
men, an authentic democracy, complete, direct, in which
all the producers take part in the administration of things.
This new type of democracy is not a chimera, an invention
of the spirit. It exists. The Great French Revolution—as
we will demonstrate in another work—let us hear its first
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birth cries. The Commune of 1871 was the first attempt at
its application, as Marx and Lenin have shown in a mas-
terly manner. The Russian soviets of 1917 provided the
model to the world in unforgettable fashion. Since then,
soviet democracy has gone through a prolonged eclipse
in Russia itself, for reasons too numerous to outline here.
This eclipse coincides with the rise of fascism.

Today fascism lies crippled. We will give it the finishing
blow by proving in action that true democracy, democracy
of the Commune or soviet type, is viable and superior to
all other types of government of men. All Power to the So-
viets, said Lenin. Mussolini shamefully caricatured this
slogan, making of it the slogan of the totalitarian state: all
power to fascism.

The totalitarian state is a tottering monster. We shall be
forever rid of it by assuring the triumph of the antithesis:
the Republic of the Workers’ Councils.






PREFACE TO THE 1965 FRENCH EDITION

After Hitler came to power in the beginning of 1933, and
after the attempted fascist putsch in Paris on February 6,
1934, I let myself be persuaded by friends, and particularly
by Simone Weil, to fight fascism by means of “learned”
research. To expose the real reasons for the fascist victory;
to unsparingly expose the failings of the defeated workers’
parties, which others persistently covered up; to convince
the reader that fascism could not be combatted by grasp-
ing at the straw of bourgeois democracy, that one must
therefore choose between fascism and socialism—that was
my plan.

But in carrying this undertaking through it was first
of all necessary to diagnose the true nature of fascism. In
my view, fascism was a disease. To describe a new and
little-known disease the doctor has no recourse but to
minutely compare the symptoms observed in various pa-
tients. This is what I tried to do. My patients were, appro-
priately, Italy and Germany. Setting aside the particular
divergent traits of the two countries under study, I tried to
retain only the common traits of the fascist phenomenon.

In this immense comparison I was undertaking, the
writings of Leon Trotsky on Germany and France served
as a guide.* They helped me understand the complex
problem of the middle classes, who wavered between the

* References will be found at the end of the volume.
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proletariat and the bourgeoisie, and who were propelled by
the economic crisis on the one hand, and the default of the
working class on the other, towards the gangsters of the
ultraright. These writings likewise steered me towards my
description of how fascism, once in power, eliminates the
most left-wing of its “plebeians,” and, having carried out
this purge, ends up at least to a certain extent in a classic
military and police dictatorship.

Two other works were a great help to me. The first was a
theoretical analysis of Italian fascism—noteworthy for its
precision, lucidity, style, and wealth of facts—that Igna-
zio Silone, exiled in Switzerland, published in German
under the title Der Faschismus. The second was a work by
Trotsky’s Spanish disciple Andres Nin: Les dictatures de
notre temps (Contemporary Dictatorships), which Pierre
Naville had translated into French and which he entrusted
to me in manuscript (still unpublished). It was Nin who
taught me the respective roles of light and heavy indus-
try in fascism’s march to power and the reasons why “big
business” needs the fascist “strong state” more than other
economic pressure groups do.

As for the innumerable facts I had to collect in the
course of the evolution of the fascist disease, I drew them
from the columns of the daily paper Temps, conservative
but well-informed, and from two abundantly documented
periodicals, one “Stalinist” and the other “reformist™ the
monthly bulletins published by the “Institute for the Study
of Fascism” in Paris under the title Etudes sur le fascisme,
and the newsletter published in Amsterdam by the In-
ternational Federation of Transport Workers (under the
leadership of its Secretary-General Eddo Fimmen) entitled
Fascism.



FOREWORD

To define fascism—how can this be better done than by
studying that phenomenon in the countries in which it
has manifested itself in an altogether characteristic form,
those countries where it has, so to speak, assumed its clas-
sic form—in Italy and in Germany?

This book is not a history of fascism in either country.
Nor is it a comparison of the two examples—that is, a bal-
ance sheet of their similarities and differences. Such dis-
tinctions have been intentionally disregarded in favor of
an attempt to define, above and beyond accidental factors
peculiar to one or the other nation, a certain number of
general traits. If scientific terms were valid in politics, one
might write: a certain number of laws.

But “laws” are of interest in politics only in so far as
practical conclusions may be drawn from them. It is hoped
that the reader will be convinced that there is only one way
to bar the road to fascism, namely, to overthrow capital-
ism. “Fascism,” Clara Zetkin wrote as far back as 1923, “is
the punishment inflicted on the proletariat for not having
continued the revolution begun in Russia. . ..”"

Fascism could be our punishment tomorrow if we let
the hour of socialism pass.

23






Big business finances fascism

The state has always been the instrument by which one
social class rules over other social classes. When a state
changes its outward features, when one political regime
yields to another, the first thought that comes to mind is:
what is going on behind the scenes? Is a new class com-
ing into power? But when a number of unequivocal signs
indicate that it is the same class in the saddle, the ques-
tion instead becomes: what interests of the ruling class are
served by this upheaval?

Up until now, the political system in most of the advanced
industrial states was “democracy”—pseudo-democracy,
that is: parliamentary democracy not direct democracy,
bourgeois democracy not proletarian democracy, adulter-
ated democracy not pure democracy. On close examination,
it often even turns out to be half-breed Caesarism. But on
the whole, even today one may say it is the most usual po-
litical form in the advanced countries.

In two great Western European powers, Italy and Ger-

25
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many, democracy has been superseded by a new political
system, quite different from democracy: namely, fascism.
Because it first appeared in Italy, this new system is usually
given an Italian name.* But it is by no means specifically
Italian. The problem it poses is universal. Since the rise of
capitalism, the dominant bourgeoisie has considered de-
mocracy the most desirable political system. Now in two
countries, and those by no means the least important, the
bourgeoisie has changed its mind. Why?

Revolutionaries have a perfectly natural tendency to see
everything as it relates to themselves. They are under the
impression that the bourgeoisie resorts to fascism only
to smash the imminent threat of proletarian revolution.
There is a certain grain of truth in this explanation, but
it is oversimplified. The wealthy certainly fear revolution
and finance bands of gangsters to teach the workers good
manners. But it is not so much to stifle the revolution that
they hand state power over to the fascists. Neither in Italy
nor in Germany was revolution in the offing at the mo-
ment fascism took state power. The bourgeoisie resorts to
fascism less in response to disturbances in the street than
in response to disturbances in their own economic system.
The sickness they aim to banish is within, not without.

The keystone of capitalism is profit. As long as capital-
ism was growing, the bourgeoisie was able to tap ever new
sources of profit through the ceaseless development of
production and the constant expansion of domestic and
foreign markets. After World War I, capitalism as a whole

* In ancient Rome, certain public officials were preceded by officers
called “lictors” who carried bundles of willow sticks tied around an axe
as a symbol of power. In modern Italian political jargon, the name fascio
(pl. fasci) was applied to various militant political and social groups,
many of which were politically very advanced. But then Mussolini’s
fascist movement took the word over.
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began to decline. To the periodic economic crises of the
past there has been added a chronic crisis, involving the
whole system and threatening capitalist profit at its very
source.

Up to the war, democracy suited capitalism perfectly.
Everyone knows the old refrain: Democracy is the cheap-
est form of government . .. The spirit of free enterprise can
flower only in the benign climate ofliberty . . . The political
rights which democracy grants to the masses act as a sort
of safety valve and prevent violent clashes between rulers
and ruled . .. Democracy enlarges the capitalist market by
encouraging the masses to want more goods and by giving
them, to some extent, the means of satisfying their needs.
All true enough—when the feast is abundant, the people
may safely be allowed to pick up the crumbs.

In the present period of capitalist decline, however, the
ruling class is impelled to put democracy into the scales,
carefully weighing its advantages against its drawbacks.
Like Buridan’s ass, it eyes the two bundles of hay—and
hesitates. Cruel dilemma! In certain countries and under
certain conditions, the drawbacks seem to outweigh the
advantages. Seern—for on this point, it is not yet certain
that the bourgeoisie has correctly calculated its own inter-
ests. Time alone will tell.

When the economic crisis becomes acute, when the
rate of profit sinks toward zero, the bourgeoisie can see
only one way to restore its profits: it empties the pockets
of the people down to the last centime. It resorts to what
M. Caillaux, once finance minister of France, expressively
calls “the great penance™ brutal slashing of wages and so-
cial expenditures, raising of tariff duties at the expense of
the consumer, etc. The state, furthermore, rescues busi-
ness enterprises on the brink of bankruptcy, forcing the
masses to foot the bill. Such enterprises are kept alive with
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subsidies, tax exemptions, orders for public works and ar-
maments. In short, the state thrusts itself into the breach
left by the vanishing private customers.

But such maneuvers are difficult under a democratic re-
gime. As long as democracy survives, the masses, though
thoroughly deceived and plundered, have some means of
defense against the “great penance™ freedom of the press,
universal suffrage, the right to organize into unions and
to strike, etc. Feeble defenses, it is true, but still capable
of setting some limit to the insatiable demands of the
money power. In particular, the resistance of the orga-
nized working class makes it rather difficult to simply
lower wages.

And so, in certain countries and under certain condi-
tions, the bourgeoisie throws its traditional democracy
overboard and conjures up with its invocations—and its
subsidies—that “strong state” which alone can strip the
masses of all means of defense, tying their hands behind
their backs, the better to empty their pockets.

The phrase “in certain countries under certain condi-
tions” is important. These are those nations which have
put in their claim for a place in the sun too late, and so
find themselves lacking raw materials and markets. In
richer, more fortunate countries, the bourgeoisie seems
to have succeeded, not in escaping the crisis permanently,
but at least in extricating itself for the time being from its
difficulties. They have been able to start up again, after a
fashion, the mechanism of profit, resorting to expedients
which at least have not required the substitution of dicta-
torship for democracy. But they used basically the same
methods in both cases: the state refloated private capital-
ism, revived it with great public works and huge “defense
contracts.” But thanks to the wealth accumulated by pre-
ceding generations, in the latter case there was no need
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for the fascist club to empty the workers’ pockets. In the
U.S.A., Roosevelt’s New Deal sufficed.

It is not enough to say that the bourgeoisie in certain
countries like Italy and Germany financed fascism and
brought it to power for the above reasons. That would
be imprecise. Contrary to common belief, the capitalist
bourgeoisie is not completely homogeneous. To any gen-
eral threat against its class interests, it presents a face of
granite. But in less crucial matters, the rock betrays deep
fissures. Each capitalist group, in defending its own eco-
nomic interests, comes into conflict with the interests of
other capitalist groups. It is quite true that such groups are
closely interrelated, and that the lines of demarcation are
not always very sharp. But this by no means prevents the
existence of violent conflicts of interest. And so it is im-
portant to ask whether, in Italy and in Germany, fascism
was invoked and subsidized by the bourgeoisie as a whole
or by certain particular groups of capitalists. Since the
various bourgeois political parties are simply the mirrors,
or rather the tools, of the various capitalist groups, unless
one knows the attitude of these groups towards fascism,
it is impossible to understand the shifting, complex, and
puzzling interplay of political parties in the period which
precedes fascism’s seizure of power.

This chapter will show that fascism, in Italy and Ger-
many alike, has been subsidized above all by the magnates
of heavy industry (iron and steel, mining) and by bankers
with a stake in heavy industry. Let us anticipate for a mo-
ment the conclusions we shall later draw: the detailed and
objective study of fascism in Italy and Germany will show
clearly that the heavy industrialists, the “big business men”
are the chief, and one might even say the only, beneficiaries
of the fascist dictatorship.
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But to return to our analysis. Why, in the early stages,
are the heavy industrialists almost alone in subsidizing
and egging on the fascist movement? Why are other capi-
talist groups—and those, notably, which may be lumped
under the heading of light industry or finished goods in-
dustry—why are they, in the beginning, noncommittal
and sometimes even hostile towards the growing fascist
movement?

One does not have to go to Italy and Germany to ob-
serve that heavy and light industry do not have the same
economic interests and do not use the same social and
political strategy. Conflicts are constantly breaking out
between the two groups. Light industry often complains
about the overlordship of heavy industry, which makes
it pay through the nose for raw materials and machines.
In foreign policy, heavy industry, living in great part off
munitions orders (originating in its native state as well as
in “friendly” powers), is characteristically for a policy of
“prestige,” force, and imperialistic adventure. Light indus-
try however, interested in exporting non-military prod-
ucts, has nothing much to gain from war or from autarky.
Besides, it is much more closely tied up with international
capitalism and international finance than heavy industry.
It favors, therefore, a policy of international collaboration.

In dealing with labor, heavy and light industry usually
rely on quite different methods. The chiefs of steel and
mining enterprises are noted for their authoritarian at-
titude, their “tough boss” psychology. Their will to power
is explained by the vast scope of their enterprises and the
dominant role they play in the economy and in the state.
But the explanation must also be sought in what Marx
calls “the organic composition” of the capital invested in
their enterprises: the ratio of “fixed capital” (invested in
plant, raw materials, etc.) to variable capital (i.e., wages)
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is much higher in heavy than in light industry. The result
is that the limits within which production is profitable
are especially narrow in heavy industry.! Whenever the
steelmasters are unable to run their works at a sufficiently
high percentage of capacity, the “fixed charges” (inter-
est, depreciation) on their plants are distributed over an
insufficiently large quantity of products, and profits are
impaired.? When a strike breaks out, the least stoppage of
production means losses mounting into the millions.* If
the economic crisis sharpens they are unable to cut their
fixed costs, and can only reduce their wage bill; brutal
wage cuts are for them an imperious necessity.

The light industrialists follow a rather different labor
policy. The organic composition of their capital is lower,
their fixed costs less burdensome, their arrogance less
overpowering. Furthermore, the fact that they produce
goods for consumption makes them fear that the too bru-
tal measures of deflation demanded by heavy industry
during a period of crisis will have a disastrous effect on
the purchasing power of the masses, that is to say, of their
consumers. So most of them prefer, in place of strong-arm
tactics, what they call “class collaboration” and “industrial
peace” and what is actually only a more hypocritical and
insidious way of taming, and corrupting, the proletariat.

It is, then, hardly surprising that in Italy and Germany,
heavy and light industry should have looked on the growth
of fascism with quite different feelings. Heavy industry
wanted to pursue the class struggle until the proletariat
was crushed; light industry still believed everything could
be patched up by “industrial peace” and political horse
trading. Heavy industry called for a “dynamic” foreign
policy; light industry leaned toward a policy of “internal
cooperation.” Heavy industry wanted to strengthen its eco-
nomic hegemony with the aid of a dictatorial state which
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should be its state; light industry feared this development.
But—the point cannot be too strongly underlined—the
capitalist groups in light industry put up no serious resis-
tance to fascism. They did not want its triumph, its “totali-
tarian” dictatorship, but they did nothing effective to block
its progress. Why not? First, because fascism was a “na-
tional” movement, that is to say, in the service of the own-
ing class and deserving, by this token, the sympathy, or at
least the tolerance, of all property owners. Again, because
they did not think a “totalitarian” fascist dictatorship was
possible. They saw fascism as just one more political move-
ment, which they could manipulate and even make use
of. And so in both countries, “liberal” politicians closely
connected to the light industry groups temporized with
fascism. Faithful to their customary tactics of “industrial
peace” and political jockeying, they imagined that, once
it was housebroken and parliamentarized, fascism would
serve as a useful counterweight to the forces of the prole-
tariat. They succeeded only in putting it into the saddle.
And on that day when fascism, to their amazement,
had become a considerable political force in its own right,
a popular movement which could no longer be checked
without the use of armed force, light industry and its lib-
eral politicians put class loyalty ahead of the conflict of
interests. They were loath to shed the blood of “patriots.”
They resigned themselves to the triumph of fascism. The
entire capitalist class united to put fascism into power.
This should be a warning to those anti-fascists who think
they can rely not on themselves but on “left-wing capitalism,”
on the “liberal” bourgeoisie to block fascism’s road to power.

We shall see in detail, first in Italy and then in Germany—
according to the scheme of this book—what the various
capitalist groups thought of fascism.
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For clarity’s sake, this analysis will be presented in two
parts:

1) At first, it does not occur to big business to launch fas-
cism toward the conquest of power. Business uses its hired
fascist gangs for nothing more than anti-labor militia.

After World War I, in the two countries under consider-
ation, it was necessary to make important concessions to
the working class in order to avoid a real social revolution.
Determined to take back these concessions some day, big
business had the quite original idea of entrusting to armed,
militarized gangs the task of harassing the organized pro-
letariat and smashing its resistance. The great landed pro-
prietors joined in the game. They drew their income from
the unlimited exploitation of the rural proletariat, and
they, too, had been forced to make concessions and were
anxious to regain the ground they had lost.

Their backers assigned another task to the armed bands
of Mussolini and Hitler. After the war, Italy and Germany
found themselves in the position of powers that were ei-
ther conquered or humiliated, in contrast to the great

“satisfied” powers. Hungry for munitions orders, the heavy

industrialists subsidized the fight against “unjust treaties.”
And they used the fascist gangs to carry on the fight over
the heads of the legal governments.

2) But as soon as a serious economic crisis threatened to
destroy its profits and a “strong state” alone seemed able to
make its enterprises profitable again, big business decided
to go a step further and launch its fascist troops towards
the conquest of political power. With their aid, big business
moved to set up a new kind of dictatorship.

In Italy
In Italy, after World War I, there was a real revolution-
ary upsurge of the masses. Workers and peasants, although
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they were not mature enough to address themselves to the
conquest of power, at least were militant enough to force
big concessions. Industrial workers got better wages, the
eight hour day, general recognition of collective contracts,
and a voice in production through “factory committees.”
One strike followed another—1,663 in 1919; 1,881 in 1920. In
Genoa and other big seaports, the solidly organized dock
workers won out over the shipowners. The steel workers
did even better: in September, 1920, they broadened a sim-
ple wage dispute into a large-scale class struggle. When
the big industrialists resorted to a lock-out, 600,000 Italian
metal workers occupied the mills and carried on produc-
tion themselves through their own elected “shop commit-
tees.” They did not hesitate to violate the holy of holies of
the bosses. They opened their safes and discovered secrets,
so closely guarded, of cost prices and profits . . . They won
the fight: they were given—on paper, anyway—the right to
check up on management, and “workers’ control.”*

The peasantry showed no less fighting spirit. Returning
from the trenches, they demanded the “division of the
land” which had been promised them, and, when it was
not forthcoming, they occupied the coveted soil. A gov-
ernmental decree sanctioned the fait accompli: on condi-
tion that they organize themselves into cooperatives, they
obtained the right to remain four years on the lands they
had spontaneously occupied (Visochi decree, September 2,
1919). The tenant farmers also succeeded in improving the
terms of their leases. The agricultural day laborers formed
strong unions, the famous “red leagues,” backed up by the

* On paper, because the law drafted on “workers control” never went
into effect. The magnates used the sharp economic crisis at the end of
1920 as a pretext to obtain its postponement to better times. And the
better times were . . . the triumph of fascism.
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rural communes, won over to socialism, which had be-
come so many proletarian fiefs. They bargained with the
great landowners as one power with another, forcing from
them union agreements, etc.

These conquests threatened directly both the interests
and the authority of the two dynastic powers that ruled
Italy: the industrial “dynasty” and the landowning “dy-
nasty.”

The industrial dynasty was very young. Not until the
first decade of this century did the steel industry arise in
Italy. In a country barren of iron ore and coal, such an in-
dustry could not but be parasitic, could become profitable
only by subjugating all the economic and political forces
of the country, only by levying a heavy toll on the manu-
facturing and consumption industries, only by living off
tariff protection and government orders. The Tripoli ex-
pedition (1911-1912) and then World War I put steel in the
saddle. Certain steel magnates who had piled up insolent
fortunes in the manufacture of instruments of death—the
Perrones, the Agnellis, etc.—aspired, when the armistice
was signed, to dominate the whole economic life of their
country. Grudgingly, and to avoid a revolution, they made
certain concessions to their workers, but they were deter-
mined to take them back as speedily as possible. The occu-
pation of the factories, in particular, was for them a danger
signal. They felt the chill of expropriation pass over them.
Once the crisis was past, they and their allies, the ship-
owners—notably those of Genoa—were ready to go to any
lengths to escape “workers’ control” and the meddling of
employees in management. Spurred by their strong class
consciousness, they organized the powerful Associazione
Agraria in 1908, and they were reinforced during the war
by a new layer of landed proprietors.

In Genoa, at the beginning of April, 1919, the big indus-
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trialists and landowners sealed a holy alliance for the fight
against “bolshevism.” “This gathering,” Rossi wrote,* “is
the first step towards a reorganization of capitalist forces
to meet the threatening situation.” On March 7, 1920, the
first nationwide conference of industrialists was held at
Milan, and the General Federation of Industry was cre-
ated. An all-embracing and detailed plan of joint action
was drawn up, covering everything including the strategy
of the campaign against the labor unions. Shortly after,
on August 18, the General Federation of Agriculture was
formed. “Industrialists and landowners will no longer en-
ter the battle with scattered forces.”

But neither the industrialists nor the landowners could
themselves undertake the fight against the organized
proletariat. For this job, they called in the armed gangs,
the fasci of Benito Mussolini, which styled themselves
the “united front against bolshevism.” These gangs were
to harry the working class, to weaken its ability to fight
and resist, so as to allow the bosses to recapture their lost
ground as speedily as possible. In April, 1919, Mussolini
hailed the gathering of the economic “congregations” and
offered his cooperation, which was not rejected. But it was
above all in the fall of 1920, after the workers’ occupation
of the factories, that the subsidies of the industrialists and
the landowners rained into his coffers.

2

Italian big business had still another reason to subsidize
the fascist gangs. The youthful Italian imperialism had
arrived too late in a world where all the best places were
already preempted. It had been lucky to get a crumb from
the feast—the sandy deserts of Tripoli. The Italy of 1914
was, in the words of the nationalist Corradini, “the great
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proletarian.” And she remained just that after the armi-
stice was concluded. As the price of her entry into the war,
the Allies had promised her certain territorial conces-
sions; but the promises were not kept. The big industrial-
ists had a direct interest, as we have seen, in an aggressive
foreign policy which would enrich them with munitions
orders and open by force new markets for their produc-
tion. And so they financed and armed extra-legal gangs
of war veterans and adventurers. Because the Versailles
Conference had denied Italy the little city of Fiume on the
Adriatic,* they had these gangs carry out a symbolic ges-
ture: they sent them, under the command of the litterateur
d’Annunzio, to occupy the city (September 17, 1919). Later,
at the end of 1920, they furnished Benito Mussolini the
means to carry on in his paper, the Popolo d’Italia, now a
journal with a big circulation, a noisy campaign for naval
and air armaments. In the issue of December 23, Musso-
lini announced that he was going to campaign “for a for-
eign policy of expansion.”®

3

This policy of heavy industry was opposed by light indus-
try, textiles in particular, which in Italy antedated heavy
industry. The opposition was financed by the powerful
Banca Commerciale. On the eve of Italy’s entrance into
the war, and during and after the hostilities, the struggle
between the two groups had been especially sharp. It was
the Perrone brothers and their great metal-working trust,
Ansaldo, against Toeplitz, head of the Banca. Light indus-
try feared the domination of heavy industry, which would

* After July, 1919, Fiume, awarded to neither Italy or Yugoslavia, was
turned over to an international military commission.
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mean excessively high tariff duties and monopoly prices
for machinery. Following the traditional labor policy of
light industry, its political leader, Giolitti, exerted all his
ingenuity to tame the proletariat through “class collabo-
ration.”

In 1915, light industry—and Giolitti—had unsuccess-
fully opposed the entrance of Italy into the war. But in
July, 1919, Giolitti returned to power. He proposed to the
Chamber an investigation of war profits, a measure openly
aimed against heavy industry. He liquidated the Fiume ad-
venture (end of December, 1920). He carried out a policy
of international collaboration. Finally, during the occupa-
tion of the factories, he played a middle-of-the-road game,
giving his complete support neither to the lock-outers nor
to the locked-out, restraining the revolutionary impulses
of the one and forcing concessions from the other party.
For their part, the directors of the Banca Commerciale
assured the FIOM (the strikers’ union) of their “friendly
neutrality.”®

4

It was not long before the big industrialists began to look
beyond merely weakening the organized proletariat by
means of fascism. They began to think of launching fas-
cism towards the conquest of power, they longed for the
“strong state,” through which they could directly impose
their will.

During 1921, a serious economic crisis relentlessly
dried up the wellsprings of profit. Under the hot sun of
war, their enterprises had burgeoned prodigiously. Giant
trusts had arisen, such as Ansaldo, a huge combination of
metal-working and iron plants, and Ilva, which brought
together a number of mining, metal, and shipping compa-
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nies. During this period, Ansaldo had a par stock value of
500,000,000 lire and bonds outstanding in the amount of
100,000,000 lire. Ilva had a par stock value of 300,000,000
and bonds outstanding to the tune of 146,000,000.” The
very idea of cost of production was forgotten. Artificial,
parasitic industries were created. Mines long abandoned
were exploited again. Munitions orders led people to be-
lieve that markets and profits were both without limits.

But when the hour of peace struck, war orders ceased
overnight, the domestic market vanished, and the estab-
lished foreign outlets disappeared. Italy was cheated out of
the “compensations” promised by the Allies, and, worse
yet, she lost the markets she had won with such difficulty
before 1914 in Eastern Europe and the Near East. How
could the enormous capital invested in heavy industry be
made to yield a return? How could the productive capac-
ity of so mushroom-like an industry be reduced? One after
another, “dinosaurs” like Ansaldo and Ilva, and their bank,
the Banca di Sconto, went under. In January, 1921, there
were 600,000 unemployed.

The big business interests had reached the point where
only the aid of the state could make their enterprises profit-
able again. It was up to the state to help them break working-
class resistance and cut wages; it was up to the state to re-
float their sinking enterprises, grant them subsidies and tax
exemptions, assure them greater tariff protection, and keep
them going with armament orders. “Among those involved
in the failure of that big bank [the Banca di Sconto],” Rossi
writes, “were several financial backers of fascism . . . who
wanted to be rescued at the expense of the state.”®

But the state was not an utterly obedient tool in their
hands. The politicians in power (Giolitti and his colleagues)
represented the interests of light industry rather than their
own. Above all, democratic liberties allowed the toiling
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masses some means of defending their standard of living.
Even though the working class organizations had been
weakened, and their members demoralized by the savage
“punitive expeditions” of the fascist gangs, the Socialist
Party and the CGT (General Confederation of Labor) still
represented a force which had to be reckoned with.

One solution remained: completely blot out democratic
liberties, smash the labor organizations, and hand over
the state to completely subservient politicians. The fascist
gangs no longer played merely the part of anti-labor mili-
tia. At their Rome congress (November 7-10, 1921) the fasci
turned themselves into a political party. At the national
council meeting in Florence (December 20-21, 1921), Mus-
solini gave its marching orders to the new party: On to the
conquest of power!

5

As we have seen, light industry by no means wanted the
triumph of fascism. But the politicians in its pay tempo-
rized with fascism, because it was a “national” movement.
Giolitti imagined that, having tamed the proletariat and
having prevented the occupation of the factories from
turning into a revolution, he would be able, in the same
way, to tame fascism. Once it was “parliamentarized,” fas-
cism would serve as a useful counterweight to the forces
of the proletariat.

In the spring of 1921, he dissolved the Chamber of Dep-
uties and, preparing for the new elections, incorporated
fascism into a “national bloc” of government parties. All
through Italy, fascist candidates presented themselves with
governmental support. In this way Giolitti caused the elec-
tion of thirty fascist deputies, Mussolini among them. “I
consider this a fine stroke,” Giolitti wrote in his Memoirs,
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“for fascism already represented a real force in our national
life, and, according to my old principle that every political
force in the nation should express itself in parliament, it
was desirable that fascism should have parliamentary rep-
resentation.” Believing he had brought both the socialists
and the fascists under control, Giolitti tried to reconcile
them. His lieutenant, Bonomi, got them to sign on August
3, a “peace treaty.”

But Giolitti’s scheme had a result precisely the opposite
of what its author had planned. Far from bringing fascism
to heel, he supplied it, by endorsing its candidates in the
elections, with the best of springboards. Far from ending
the civil war, the “peace treaty” gave Mussolini an in-
valuable breathing spell, which he used to reassure public
opinion, antagonized by fascist violence, and to discipline
a movement which had grown too fast. Once this double
result was attained, Mussolini hastened to denounce the
pact (November, 1921). “It had been useful and necessary
to make it,” writes the historian Volpe. “It was now use-
ful and necessary to break it.”® The civil war began again,
more implacable than ever.

By the beginning of 1922, the leaders of light industry
as well as the Crown, intimately linked to the Banca Com-
merciale, realized that fascism had become an indepen-
dent power which could only be checked by force of arms.
But the general interests of the owning classes required
that “national” forces should not tear each other apart.
Moreover, a new economic factor had entered into the sit-
uation: after the foundering of the great metal trusts and
the Banca di Sconto, the Banca Commerciale had taken
over part of the latter’s industrial holdings, thus acquiring
an interest in heavy industry. From then on, not only the
big industrialists but also the Banca Commerciale pushed
Mussolini into power: the magnates of the “Federation of
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Industry” and Toeplitz came together in October, 1922, to
supply the millions necessary for the March on Rome. On
October 28, according to Rossi, “some very lively confer-
ences took place between Mussolini . . . and the heads of
the General Federation of Industry, Sig. Benni and Olivetti.
The chiefs of the Banking Association, who had paid out
twenty million to finance the March on Rome, the lead-
ers of the Federation of Industry and of the Federation
of Agriculture, telegraphed Rome that in their opinion
the only possible solution was a Mussolini government.”
Senator Ettore Conti, a big power magnate, sent a similar
telegram. “Mussolini was the candidate of the plutocracy
and the trade associations.”

In Germany

Here, too, when the war is over, we see a revolution-
ary upsurge of the workers and peasants. When Prus-
sian militarism collapsed in November, 1918, a new order
sprung up spontaneously in a few hours: the workers’ and
soldiers’ councils, a German version of the Russian soviets.
For some days, these councils were the only legal author-
ity in the Reich. In each city, the councils delegated their
powers to an executive committee. In Berlin, the central
government of “people’s commissars” was merely a reflec-
tion of the executive committee of the Berlin workers” and
soldiers’ councils.

The experiment was cut short, partly by the treachery
of the Social Democracy, partly by the lack of education
and revolutionary tradition on the part of the masses.
The republic of the “councils” had to give way very soon
to a bourgeois democratic republic. But, under this re-
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public, the workers and peasants won vital economic and
political advantages: the extension of universal suffrage
to both sexes, the eight-hour day, general recognition
of union agreements, unemployment insurance, elected
“shop committees,” etc. The farm laborers, employed by
the great landowners of the East, won for their part the
right to organize and they crowded into the unions. The
Federation of Farm Workers increased from 10,000 mem-
bers in the middle of 1918 to 700,000 in 1920. They extorted
better working conditions, union agreements, unemploy-
ment insurance, and the right to elect shop committees.
Nevertheless, the gains of the farm workers were much
more limited than those of the industrial workers. To be
allowed to elect a “shop committee,” for instance, they had
to have at least twenty workers in the same establishment
(as against only ten in industry). The agricultural work
day was fixed at ten, not eight, hours. Part of the farm
laborers were practically excluded from unemployment
insurance, and farm servants were excepted from union
agreements.'’

These gains impaired the interests and the prestige of both
the industrial and the landowning dynasties of Germany.

The industrial dynasty was much older in Germany
than in Italy. Long before the war, the Krupps, the Thys-
sens, the Kirdorfs and Boersigs and the rest played the part
of “tough bosses,” treating their exploited workers like
serfs. “The military and bureaucratic state,” writes Pro-
fessor Bonn, “did not negotiate with its subjects. It com-
manded. Likewise German capitalism, once it had come
into power, sought to rule its subordinates with authority
and to impose on them, from above, the viewpoint of the
masters.”'! Krupp told his employees: “We want only loyal
workers who are grateful from the bottom of their hearts
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for the bread which we let them earn.”'? Long before the
war, the big iron and steel masters were giving huge sub-
sidies to the “German Union to Fight Against the Social
Democracy.”

For a few days, the magnates of heavy industry felt the
chill of expropriation pass over them. But they recovered
quickly and their fright merely intensified their desire for
revenge, merely strengthened their determination to take
back the concessions they had been forced to make. In
February, 1919, Stinnes said: “Big business and all those
who rule over industry will some day recover their influ-
ence and power. They will be recalled by a disillusioned
people, half dead with hunger, who will need bread and
not phrases.”'® Fritz Thyssen said (1924): “Democracy with
us represents—nothing.”'* The former minister Dern-
berg spoke out for the big employers: “Every eight-hour
day is a nail in Germany’s coffin!” Big business remained
deeply hostile to the “shop committees,” pale caricature
though these were of the “councils” of 1918. It sabotaged
the so-called “socialization” laws. It gave lip service only
to the idea of “collaborating” with its employees. The in-
dustrialists looked forward to the time when each would
be “master in his own house.”

More ominous still was the point of view of the Junker
proprietors of the great estates east of the Elbe. In Ger-
many, as in Italy, the old aristocracy still owned the land.
Preserving a medieval idea of their authority, the Junker
landlords were accustomed to treat their farm laborers
like serfs. Up to the war, these laborers were deprived of
the most elementary rights. They had to vote alongside
their masters for the conservative candidate, or else “pack
their bundles.”*® A German writer has given an impres-
sive description of this region east of the Elbe, this terra
incognita where feudal rights, such as the jus primae noctis,



Big business finances fascism 45

still hold sway.'® One must have felt this atmosphere if one
is to understand the rage of the post-war Junker at the few
concessions he was forced to give to his serfs.

But neither the industrialists nor the Junkers could
themselves carry on the fight against the organized prole-
tariat. This task they confided to the “volunteer corps” or

“combat leagues,” armed gangs specializing in “bolshevik
fighting.” These bands became, as Professor Gumbel puts
it,'"” “the bodyguard of capitalism.” They were trained to
fight the organized proletariat, to weaken and subdue it.
One such gang in Munich took the name, “National So-
cialist Party,” and, from 1920 on, hailed as its chief, Adolf
Hitler.

7

German big business had still another reason for financ-
ing these armed bands. German imperialism, arriving on
the scene too late, had failed to carve out a new division
of the world by force of arms. The Versailles Treaty had
robbed it of raw materials and vital industrial regions
(Lorraine, Silesia, the Saar, etc.) as well as of its colonial
empire. Germany had been forced to disarm and to pay to
the victors, under guise of “reparations,” the astronomical
sum of 132 billion gold marks. The magnates of heavy in-
dustry pushed Germany into an aggressive and chauvin-
ist foreign policy, (1) to recapture their lost markets, (2) to
get rid of disarmament, which cut them off from a major
source of profit, (3) to shake off the burden of reparations
which weighed so heavily on their production costs. Act-
ing over the head of the Reich government, they paid and
armed gangs of war veterans and adventurers. In June,
1919, for example, they sent the “Baltikum” corps, 50,000
strong, to fight in Lithuania against the Soviet army. In
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1923 their “volunteer corps” resisted the French occupa-
tion of the Ruhr. The “Black Reichswehr”—as these differ-
ent squadrons were called—was formed to transform the
official “passive resistance” of big business to democratic
gains into “active resistance.” On September 25, 1923, all
these “combat leagues” were merged into a single organi-
zation, at the head of which was put Adolf Hitler.'®

8

The policy of the magnates of heavy industry was opposed,
as in Italy, by the leaders of the Fertigindustrie (finished
goods industry), particularly the electrical goods and
chemical industries.

After the war the antagonism was particularly violent
between the two groups—Stinnes and Thyssen, magnates
of heavy industry, versus Rathenau, president of the pow-
erful AEG (the General Electric Association). The Fertigin-
dustrie rose up against the overlordship of heavy industry,
which forced it to pay cartel prices for the raw materials
it needed. Rathenau publicly denounced the dictatorship
of the great metal and mining industries: just as medieval
nobles had scoffed at the German Emperor and divided
Germany into Grand Duchies, the magnates of heavy in-
dustry were dividing Germany into economic duchies
“where they think only of coal, iron, and steel, and neglect,
or rather absorb, the other industries.”"’

The social policy of the Fertigindustrie was built around
class collaboration. While the Stinnesses and Thyssens
were dreaming of taking back from the proletariat the
concessions made, and subsidizing anti-labor militias, Ra-
thenau worked out plans for “corporatism,” for collabora-
tion between employers and wage earners.”® While the
former accepted only grudgingly the Weimar republic and
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dreamed of dictatorship, Rathenau entered the cabinet of
the democratic government of the Reich. In foreign affairs,
heavy industry, though also dependent on exportation,
had mainly nationalist and protectionist tendencies. The
Fertigindustrie, oriented chiefly toward export trade, and
closely connected with the powerful American company,
General Electric, which had an important interest in the
German AEG, was for free trade and international collab-
oration. Rathenau signed the Wiesbaden agreement with
France, the treaty of Rapallo with Russia, and accepted
the principle of reparation of German capitalism. A sig-
nificant detail: when he was assassinated in June, 1922, by
young nationalists, it was proved that the car used by the
murderers had been put at their disposal by a great indus-
trialist in Saxony.*!

9

From 1924 to 1929 the big business interests subsidized the
fascist bands just enough to keep them from disappear-
ing. They did not, in fact, have immediate need for them,
and merely wanted to keep them in reserve. For during
these years they were engaged in an enormous industrial
reorganization with the aid of foreign capital. This enter-
prise demanded, temporarily, a policy of collaboration—
collaboration abroad with the Entente, with Anglo-Saxon
finance, and collaboration at home with the workers’ or-
ganizations. When the mark was definitely stabilized and
the Dawes plan came into effect, American capital began
to flow into Germany. Until 1931, the “most enormous
investment operation in financial history”** was taking
place. It reached the figure of 30 billion gold marks.

But this audacious operation ended in an economic
catastrophe also without precedent. With the dollars bor-
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rowed at very high rates, German industry expanded its
productive machinery by a third; she equipped herself to
supply the needs of the whole world. But one thing was
lacking: the consumer. At home, the purchasing power
of wages rose much more slowly than the productive ca-
pacity; on the other hand, an increasingly large number
of workers had been eliminated by “rationalization” and
reduced to idleness. (This technological unemployment
appeared as early as 1927, and in January, 1929, there were
already more than two million unemployed). Finally, the
ever-widening trustification, by permitting the big mo-
nopolies to raise sales prices arbitrarily, overwhelmed
the consumer and reduced his purchasing power. But the
magnates were counting above all on the foreign market;
they cut their export prices to the bone and, at the expense
of the domestic consumer, prepared to dump on a gigantic
scale.

And, suddenly, at the moment the new means of pro-
duction were put into operation, when the finished prod-
ucts were beginning to pile up in the factories, the foreign
buyer disappeared; the world crisis began. While the index
for production (1928: 100) dropped sharply in the United
States from 106.3 in 1929 to 64 at the end of 1931, there was
a parallel drop in Germany from 101.4 in 1929 to 60 at the
end of 1931. By February, 1930, the number of unemployed
rose above four million. The gigantic machinery was soon
operating at only half its capacity.

The industrial crisis was accompanied by a financial
crisis. While America had prudently granted most of its
credits on short terms, the German banks reissued them
to their clients on long terms. The announcement of the
Austro-German Anschluss (customs plan) on March 19,
1931, which aroused the opposition of French imperialism
and its satellites, precipitated a series of crashes. First came
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the failure of the Vienna Credit-Anstalt (May 11), which
shook the credit of the German banks. Like Panurge’s
sheep, foreign short-term capital rushed out of the Reich.
And the banks, which had themselves made long-term
loans to industry, could not continue their payments (fail-
ure of the Danatbank, July 13). The rise of the discount rate
to absolutely prohibitive heights completed the paralysis
of German economy. The accumulation of capital was in-
terrupted. Corporations no longer paid dividends, and a
number of them were practically in bankruptcy; the rate
of profit tended toward zero.

The great industrialists were particularly hard hit: their
enormous fixed capital burdened them with extremely
high fixed costs which they had to carry even when their
plants lay idle. They reached the point where only state aid
could artificially revive their profits. It was up to the state
to help them reduce the workers’ wages, raised during the
deceptive prosperity of “rationalization.” But in order to
lower wages, they first had to smash the system of union
contracts, which in 1931 applied to ten million workers
and almost two million office employees. Hence they had
to reduce to impotence not only union organization but
its projection in the factory, the “shop committee.” It was
up to the state to restrict “social expenditures,” which
resulted in excessive taxation. It was up to the state to
refloat the sinking enterprises, grant them subsidies and
tax exemptions, and nourish them on its orders. The cri-
sis was no less severe in agriculture, and the great landed
proprietors demanded one state “emergency subsidy” after
another, and import duty piled on import duty.

But the state was not an altogether docile tool in the
hands of the magnates and the Junkers. Men like Chancel-
lor Bruening and Chancellor von Schleicher represented
more the interests of the Fertigindustrie (in particular the
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chemical products industry, which depends largely on
exports) than those of heavy industry. Bruening was still

recommending “collaboration” with the organized pro-
letariat. Schleicher humored the reformist union leaders,
and, contrary to the interests of heavy industry, he advo-
cated plans for “state socialism” more or less inspired by

Rathenau. Bruening would not heed all the demands of
the Junkers, and he prepared a “colonization” plan which

threatened, however slightly, their privileges. Schleicher

refused to grant them the import quotas they demanded,
and which von Papen’s government (June-November 1932)

had promised the Junkers. But the electrical goods and

chemical industries, fearing reprisals that would endanger

their foreign markets, rose up against von Papen’s plans,
forcing him out of power. By way of making himself even

more disagreeable, Schleicher exploded the scandal of the

Osthilfe (“emergency subsidies” in East Prussia), which

had been dispensed a little too generously to the landed

aristocracy, at the instigation of President Hindenburg,
himself now a country gentleman.

To be sure, Bruening had promulgated a number of
decree-laws reducing wages and restricting “social expen-
ditures.” But these measures were not enough. Papen tried
to revive activity by subsidies and tax exemptions for in-
dustry. Still it was not enough. Moreover, the leaders of the
Social Democracy and the unions, who had “swallowed”
the decree-laws, had reached the extreme limit of conces-
sions. They risked being overwhelmed by the masses if
they yielded more.

One solution remained: The great industrialists and the
landowners must subjugate the state completely to them-
selves and hand its direction over to entirely subservient
politicians. That is why they brought National Socialism
out of the obscurity in which they had let it vegetate for a
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number of years, and launched it towards the conquest of
power. Fritz Thyssen, who had never “let down” his friend
Hitler; old Emil Kirdorf, master of the powerful Gelsen-
kirchen metal trust, who had been Hitler’s “admirer” since
1927; and others increased their subsidies.
Later, on May 1, 1936, Emil Kirdorf made this statement:
“When I think back over my life, I cannot be too thankful
to God for giving me a long life . . . and thus making it
possible for me to come to the assistance, at the opportune
moment, of our beloved Fuehrer.”** On April 8, 1937, Hit-
ler visited Kirdorf in Duisburg on his ninetieth birthday
and bestowed on him the order of the German Eagle, the
Reich’s highest distinction. Finally, on July 16, 1938, the
Fuehrer-Chancellor was present in person at Kirdorf’s fu-
neral in Gelsenkirchen and placed a wreath on the coffin.
By the summer of 1930, most of the great industrialists
and bankers associated with them were underwriting the
National Socialist party. They gave it the formidable mate-
rial resources that permitted it to win the electoral victory
of September, 1930, and gain 107 seats in the Reichstag.
Much later, in a speech evoking the memory of that “as-
tonishing campaign,” Hitler begged his listeners to think
of “what it means when a thousand speakers each has a car
at his disposal and can hold in a year a hundred thousand
meetings.”?* In 1931 and 1932 the subsidies of the great
industrialists continued to rain, always more abundantly,
into the coffers of the NSDAP.

The Fertigindustrie did not want the triumph of National
Socialism. It still feared above all else the hegemony of
heavy industry. But the statesmen who were connected
with the Fertigindustrie temporized with National Social-
ism, because it was a “national” movement. Chancellor
Bruening imagined that, having tamed the socialists, he
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could tame National Socialism the same way. The latter,
once “parliamentarized,” would serve as a useful counter-
balance to the proletarian forces. In the spring of 1930 he
dissolved the Reichstag. But he succeeded only in putting
Hitler in the saddle by giving him the opportunity for his
great electoral success. Still, he persisted in his error. He
flattered himself that he would trap Hitler in his net, so-
ber him, “lay at the feet of the President of the Reich, like
a rare catch, this masterpiece of his policy.”** In January,
1932, he had an interview with the Fuehrer and tried to
bring him around. But his plan failed. Schleicher was no
more successful a few months later in taming the moder-
ate wing of National Socialism (Gregor Strasser) and in
reconciling it with the moderate wing of the labor move-
ment (Leipart).

The Fertigindustrie understood finally that National So-
cialism had become an independent force that could not
be restrained—except by the use of armed force. But the
general interests of the owning classes forbade that “na-
tional” forces tear each other to pieces.

On January 4, 1933, Hitler’s coming to power had been
decided upon at an interview between Papen and Hitler,
in the house of a big Cologne banker, von Schroeder, who
had connections with Rhenish-Westphalian heavy indus-
try.2®

Thus on January 30, 1933, Chancellor Schleicher gave up
the game, and German capitalism united to hold the Third
Reich over the baptism font.



The middle classes considered as
fascism’s mass base

Fascism is not born solely from the desire and subsidies
of capitalist magnates. “To declare,” Silone correctly ob-
serves, “that these organizations are only a diabolic in-
vention of finance capital, wishing to preserve its rule, is
not enough for an understanding of the nature of these
forces which rise from the depths of society.”! Doubtless,
in the beginning, when they are still playing merely the
role of “anti-labor militia,” the fascist bands recruit many
adventurers with the mentality of mercenaries. But as fas-
cism orientates itself towards the conquest of power and
becomes a great mass movement, the motives that bring
thousands of human beings to it become more complex
and require painstaking analysis. The capitalist magnates
could never, in spite of all their gold, have “set marching”?
such human forces if the masses had not previously been
in a state of instability and discontent that conditioned
them for conquest.

As a matter of fact, in Italy as in Germany, the various

53
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social layers intermediate between big capitalist bourgeoi-
sie and organized proletariat, who were victims of both
the developments and the crisis of capitalism, were pro-
foundly discontented with their condition, material as well
as moral. They dreamed of a radical change. At once the
question arises: why did they not turn to socialism? This
is what we are going to try to explain.
Let us first consider the urban middle classes.

1

The backbone of the fascist troops was the urban “middle
classes.”

Socialism long believed that these middle classes were
doomed to disappear as a result of capitalist development
itself; competition and the concentration of industry
and capital would destroy their economic roots. “The
lower strata of the middle class—the small tradespeo-
ple, shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen generally, the
handicraftsmen and peasants,” the Communist Mani-
festo of 1848 declared, “all these sink gradually into the
proletariat . . . they even see the moment approaching
when they will completely disappear as an independent
section of modern society . . .” In actuality, the develop-
ment has been somewhat different or, at least, much less
rapid than socialism had expected. The middle classes
have, it is true, suffered from competition and capitalist
concentration. Their condition has grown worse; they
have been impoverished, but they have not disappeared.
The individuals making up the class have not all “sunk
into the proletariat.” They have not been proletarianized
but only pauperized. They stubbornly persist, even today,
in attempting to constitute “an independent section of
modern society.” The more they suffer, the more they
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cling to their existence as a class. Toward the end of
the last century, Eduard Bernstein® noted that the small
manufacturers, artisans, and tradesmen succeeded in
maintaining themselves and even in increasing their
numbers absolutely if not relatively. This does not mean
of course that capitalist concentration is slowing down.
The big enterprises are expanding more rapidly than the
little producers or small tradesmen are increasing. The
latter find the competition of the great monopolies ever
harsher, but they continue to exist. Why this resistance?
Because the independent producer prefers his condition,
even though it becomes more precarious every day, to
that of the proletariat—just as, for the same reason, pro-
letarians continually escape from their own class and
come to join the starving ranks of the middle classes.
The course of evolution predicted has been checked by
still another factor. At a certain stage of its development,
capitalism itself engenders middle classes of a new kind.
Their characteristic, in comparison with older ones, is eco-
nomic dependence. Unlike the independent petty bour-
geois, the newcomers no longer control the greater part of
their instruments of production. If they are not, properly
speaking, wage earners, they live from salaries, fees or
commissions.” Kautsky was the first to draw attention to
them.” He showed how the heads of modern enterprises
delegate a part of their functions to appointed workers—
engineers, designers, technicians, doctors, lawyers, at-
tached to the company. Furthermore, the great industrial
combinations organize their own commercial outlets; they
set up an army of distributors, agents, garage managers,
repairmen, etc. The small artisan and little tradesmen can
survive only by renouncing their independence and indi-
rectly becoming wage earners. The small retailer becomes
a branch manager for a chain store; the craftsman is re-
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duced to the role of skilled worker, etc.

Although they have no economic independence, the
individuals composing the “new” middle classes have by
no means “sunk into the proletariat.” As Lucien Laurat
has written, “the work they do is of a particularly skilled
nature and, although their remuneration takes the form of
salary or wages, the fact remains that their directing func-
tion in the economic process brings many of them close to
the capitalist class . . . An extremely large section of this
social category . . . continues for the present to consider
themselves above the proletariat.”®

Long before the war, the condition of the old middle
classes was growing constantly worse. As for the rapidly
growing new middle classes, they painfully felt their eco-
nomic dependence and saw, with apprehension, the day
approaching when they would be reduced to the status of
the wage earner, pure and simple.

2

The war accelerated both the pauperization of the “old”
middle classes and the proletarianization of the “new.”
The war was financed in great part by the holders of small
savings. Monetary devaluation and the funding of gov-
ernment debts cut off the income of small investors; the
little taxpayers were crushed by tax levies; the salaries
of functionaries and office employees were not increased
proportionately; the shrinkage in buying power of the
masses diminished the business of the little merchants;
the competition of monopoly capital remorselessly drove
the small independent manufacturers to the wall; techni-
cians came more and more to feel themselves the slaves
of the corporations that employed them. These symp-
toms, observable in all the postwar capitalist countries,
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appeared with particular violence in Italy, and still more
in Germany.

In Italy

The fall of the lira (1919-1920) cruelly squeezed the own-
ers of fixed income. Their condition appeared all the more
painful to the small investors, the holders of pensions, and
those retired, because the proletariat had obtained, thanks
to union action, a partial readjustment of its wages. At
the same time the economic crisis had driven many ar-
tisans and small merchants into bankruptcy. Industrial
concentration, which had already whipped up, was go-
ing on faster than ever. As to the lot of the middle classes,
Russo writes: “receiving incomes much lower than those
of wage earners, and forced to support much greater ex-
penses both for their living and their education, their life
after the war became a daily torture. Too refined to adapt
themselves to the narrow existence of the proletariat, too
poor to bear the burden of continually increasing prices,
they felt themselves caught in pincers that were slowly
crushing them . . . Mistreated by governments whose least
concern was to satisfy their needs, exploited by the newly
rich who had built its fortunes on the ruins of their own
... the middle classes felt they were losing every day a little
of their rank and former superiority.”’

In Germany

The fate of the German middle classes was still more
tragic. While under the Empire they enjoyed “appreciable
material security and moral prestige,”® the total collapse
of the mark bled them white. Those with fixed incomes
and savings were reduced to the blackest misery. After
the stabilization of the mark, the public loans of the Re-
ich, the states, and the municipalities, were revaluated
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at only about 12.5 percent of their original value (law of
April 1925).° “Whole social strata of respected professions
fell to the level of the proletariat in spite of the desperate
resistance by individuals to their fate,” writes Moeller van
den Bruck.'® The salaries or fees of functionaries or office
employees were reduced far more than the wages of work-
ers in industry. A professor was paid less than a proletar-
ian. After the inflation, 97 percent of the Germans were
without capital.

Then came the “rationalization,” which took the form of
accentuated concentration and trustification. The middle
classes suffered as consumers. They had to pay artificially
raised prices for manufactured products; the little manu-
facturers and artisans were put out of business by the com-
petition of the trusts and cartels, and the banks gave them
credit only at exorbitant rates; the small merchants were
hard hit by the increase in big stores and chain stores, and
by the appearance of “one-price stores.”

Big stores such as Tietz, Wertheim, and Karstadt em-
barked on an increasing number of activities (hair dress-
ing parlors, bathing establishments, food shops, fish shops,
butcher shops, tea rooms, restaurants, dressmaking shops,
manufacturing and repair shops of all sorts). After 1925
the one-price stores multiplied in all the large and me-
dium sized towns. In 1931 three companies (one founded
by Karstadt, another by Tietz, and the third by the Amer-
ican Woolworth Company) alone owned 250 shops. The
one-price stores were very successful owing to the cheap-
ness of their goods, made possible by the purchase of
stocks at advantageous prices and by the rapid turnover
of their capital."*

Technicians and members of the liberal professions
came more and more to feel themselves the house servants
of big capital. Reduced to the rank of intellectual laborers,
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they were nothing but “a number in the factory.”** As for
the small shareholders, they were increasingly swallowed
up by the capitalist magnates. The creation of new pre-
ferred stocks with multiple voting power took from them
all means of control and expression; they no longer had
a voice and were forced to be content with the miserable
dividends alloted them.

In 1929 the minister Stresemann cried out: “If we go on
this way much longer, we shall have nothing but the trusts
on one side and millions of employees and workers on the
other. . . . It [the middle] is today almost completely pro-
letarianized.”**

With the crisis of 1930, the third station of the cross
began for the middle classes. They suffered more severely
from it than did the proletariat, which was protected to a
certain extent by union contracts and unemployment al-
lowances. The situation of small commerce and industry
became desperate. Office workers and technicians often
saw their salaries sink lower than those of skilled work-
ers. They were thrown into the street like authentic prole-
tarians. Some of them were the sons of investors already
ruined by the inflation—the “old” and the “new” middle
classes were united in a common distress.'* As the stock
market quotations continued to fall, the small fortunes,
rebuilt after the stabilization of the mark, were dissipated.

3

In Italy, as in Germany, the sufferings of the middle classes
drove them to revolt. The petty bourgeois is ordinarily of
a peaceful temperament. As long as his economic situa-
tion is endurable, or he has hope that it can be improved,
he is respectful of the established order and looks for the
improvement of his condition through reforms. But when
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he must abandon all hope of improvement by legal and
peaceful methods, when he perceives that the crisis from
which he is suffering is not passing but is a crisis of the
whole social system, and one that can be resolved only by
a radical transformation of this system, then “he is easily
enraged” and “ready to give himself over to the most ex-
treme measures.”

But it is a known fact that the middle classes are pre-
vented by their heterogeneity and their position between
the two fundamental classes of society—the bourgeoisie
and the proletariat—from having a political policy of their
own. Their revolt does not have an autonomous character.
It can be exploited by the bourgeoisie or the proletariat.

Here we find ourselves faced with the crucial question:
Why do not the middle classes, ruined and despoiled by
big capital, hold out their hands to the anti-capitalist class
par excellence, the proletariat? Why do they not become
socialist?

We must first remember that between the middle classes
and the organized working class there has long been a
certain amount of antipathy and disagreement which the
bourgeoisie has not failed to maintain and aggravate cun-
ningly, to its advantage.

1) From the dawn of capitalism, the interests of the mid-
dle classes have been in sharpest conflict with the indus-
trial and financial big bourgeoisie, and after the war the
middle classes became frankly anti-capitalist. But their
anti-capitalism was somewhat different from that of the
proletariat. Proletarian socialism aims straight at the heart
of capitalism. It wishes to destroy its motive force—the
exploitation of labor power and the theft of surplus value.
Hence it attacks the capitalist system as a whole, and pro-
poses as a goal the socialization of the means of produc-
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tion. But the middle classes are not the victims of the
exploitation of labor power but chiefly of competition and
the organization of credit. Hence, when left to themselves,
when their anti-capitalism is not given direction by prole-
tarian socialism, they tend to have reactionary aspirations.
They do not demand that capitalist development be pushed
to its ultimate conclusion, the socialization of the means
of production. They want “to roll back the wheel of his-
tory.”'® “They call for an economy that is not dynamic or
progressive but a routine economy. They want the state to
regulate economic freedom and activity in order to restrict
the competitive capacity of their rivals.”'” They dream of a
modified capitalism, freed from the abuses of concentra-
tion, credit, and speculation.

On the other hand the technicians and office employ-
ees of the big industrial consortiums have anti-capitalist
aspirations closer to those of the proletarian. “Many wish,”
writes Herisson, “for the nationalization of those big en-
terprises that have not succeeded in winning their loy-
alty. They hope that as functionaries they would achieve
material advantages, moral prestige, and security. Their
anti-capitalism is much more socialistic than that of the
tradesmen.”'®

While proletarian socialism is breaking the framework
of private property, now grown too narrow, the middle
classes cling to an archaic conception of property. And
the capitalist bourgeoisie, while daily expropriating them
without pity, poses before the middle classes as the de-
fender of sacrosanct property and erects as a scarecrow,
socialism . . . that denies property.”

2) Furthermore, the middle classes are passionately at-
tached to their class privileges, and after the First World
War their increasing impoverishment only aggravated
that attachment. The petty bourgeois has an invincible
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repugnance for the working class and the condition of
the proletariat. In Mein Kampf, Hitler makes this charac-
teristic confession: “For people of modest situation who
have once risen above that social level, it is unendurable
to fall back into it even momentarily.” The middle classes
were not resigned to being proletarianized. “The more
their belief in their own social value is threatened, the
more they attempt to consolidate their position. The most
poverty-stricken functionary, the most debt-ridden shop-
keeper, continues to consider himself a member of a class
superior to the proletariat, even if he makes less than the
majority of industrial workers.”** The “white-collar pro-
letarian,” whose employer has imbued him with “a false
feeling of bourgeois respectability,” is likewise hostile to
the industrial workers. He envies them for earning more
than he, and tries at the same time to differentiate him-
self from them by every means. He does not understand
why proletarian socialism speaks of destroying classes;
he trembles for his illusory class privileges. Wishing to
escape at any price from the proletarianization that lies in
wait for him, he has scarcely any sympathy for a socialist
regime which, according to him, would complete his pro-
letarianization. He is ready, on the other hand, to listen to
those who promise to save him from that fate—or, if it has
already taken place, who promise to “de-proletarianize”
him.

3) The capitalist bourgeoisie tries to align the middle
classes against the organized proletariat. It utilizes the fact
that any wage increase obtained by union action raises
costs for small enterprises more than those of big cor-
porations, and that taxes necessary for the state’s “social
expenditures,” also have more effect on the costs of small
producers than on those of the big companies. Finally the
capitalist bourgeoisie incites the small shopkeeper against
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the workers” cooperatives (this was particularly true in It-
aly and Germany, where socialist cooperatives reached a
sizeable growth after the First World War).

4) The idea of the class struggle, the basis of proletar-
ian socialism, is at first not understood by the petty bour-
geois. For him, unlike the worker, the capitalist exploiter

“remains anonymous, unperceived, hidden behind the
curtain of free transactions.”?' When he defends his
threatened interests, he does it with the same mentality
as the capitalist he opposes: one individual struggling
against another individual. There is a conflict of inter-
ests; there is no class struggle. The position of the middle
classes between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat ex-
plains why they tend to condemn all class struggle—that
waged by the bourgeoisie against the proletariat as well
as that waged by the proletariat against the bourgeoisie.
They are persuaded that class collaboration is possible,
that there is a general interest above all antagonistic in-
terests. And by general interests they mean their own
interests, intermediate between those of the capitalist
bourgeoisie and those of the proletariat. They dream of
a “state above classes,” which will not be in the service
of either the proletariat or the bourgeoisie, and conse-
quently will be in their own service. But while the prole-
tariat proclaims the reality of the class struggle between
capital and labor, the capitalist bourgeoisie carries on the
class struggle behind the mask of “class collaboration,”
and often succeeds in turning the middle classes away
from socialism.

5) Another misunderstanding between the middle
classes and the proletariat is found in the idea of the nation.
While the worker, rootless and owning only the strength
of his arm, “has no fatherland,” the petty bourgeois gives
what he possesses the name of fatherland. To defend the
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fatherland is for him to defend his property, his work-
shop, his merchandise, his government bonds. But while
the proletariat is inclined towards internationalism, the
capitalist bourgeoisie, for whom money has no fatherland,
decks itself out in the “national” mask, and succeeds in
duping the middle classes.

Particularly after the First World War, the chauvin-
ism of the middle classes was fanned, in Italy, by the
disappointments of the “mutilated victory,” and in Ger-
many by the humiliation of defeat. The Italian and Ger-
man middle classes were successfully persuaded that the
principal cause of their misery was the “unjust treaties,”
or the Diktat of Versailles. These good people came to
hate, not the capitalist system, which was really respon-
sible for their wretchedness, or the representatives of
this system in their own countries, but the “interna-
tional plutocracy.” Anti-capitalism and chauvinism, na-
tional liberation and social liberation, became confused
in their minds. On the other hand, during this same
period, the workers, tired of the war and full of enthu-
siasm for the Russian Revolution, rejected the gory idol
of the “fatherland” and placed all their hope in the In-
ternational.

However, despite these misunderstandings and antipathies,
so skilfully fostered and inflamed by the capitalist bour-
geoisie, proletarian socialism in both Italy and Germany
could have neutralized or even won over a large section of
the suffering and rebellious middle classes. It could have
done so—not by disowning itself and making conces-
sions that would render its program unrecognizable. The
middle classes” hand is easily forced: had the working class
shown itself bold and determined to transform the social
order from top to bottom and to show them a way out of
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their distress, they would have overcome their reluctance.
But in both Italy and Germany the working class parties
did not want, or did not know how, to struggle against the
existing system.

In Italy

After the war a rather large section of the battered mid-
dle classes placed their hope in socialism. In the 1919 elec-
tion, the ballots of the petty bourgeois were cast with those
of the workers in greater numbers than ever before. When
the metal workers occupied the factories in 1920, they had
the sympathy of a great part of the petty bourgeoisie. But
the Socialist Party showed itself absolutely incapable of
leading the revolutionary upsurge of the masses. Instead
of placing itself at their head, it dragged in their wake. In
Mussolini’s own words, it did not know how “to profit
from a revolutionary situation such as history does not
repeat.”??

In Germany

Large layers of the middle classes voted for the So-
cial Democracy in 1919 for the first time, while office
workers and functionaries joined the unions. In 1923, at
the time of the Ruhr occupation and the monetary col-
lapse, many ruined and desperate petty bourgeois came
over to communism. But big capital was not defeated
in Germany either in 1919 or 1923. In January, 1919, the
Social Democratic leaders crushed the Spartakist insur-
rection in blood; in October, 1923, a new betrayal by the
Social Democracy, to which was added the vacillating
and zigzagging policy of the Communist International,
paralyzed the fighting spirit of the masses and led to
another fiasco. Finally, after 1930, neither of the two
parties claiming to be working class profited from the
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crisis of capitalism by destroying the “system” and con-
quering power.

The working class disappoints the middle classes by show-
ing itself incapable of finding a way out of the crisis. In ad-
dition, it exasperates the middle classes by its day-to-day
economic struggles, which are too fragmentary and timid
to even maintain past gains, but which are quite suffi-
cient to maintain a state of instability without curing any
of the ills of society as a whole. So the middle classes do
an about-face and blame not only the trusts, but also the
workers for their economic stagnation. The organized
Right then only has to exploit this resentment against the
workers. But the traditional bourgeois parties, such as the
Nationalist Party in Italy or the German National Party
in Germany, can hardly play this role since their avowed
program is preservation of the status quo. So the bour-
geoisie changes its methods. It disguises itself and subsi-
dizes a political formation of a new kind—fascism. Fas-
cism, far from declaring itself in the service of the existing
order, claims to seek its overthrow. The better to dupe the
middle classes, it professes to be anti-capitalist, even revo-
lutionary. Thus capitalism accomplishes the tour de force
of channeling for its own benefit the revolt of the middle
classes, which should have been directed against it, and of
enrolling its own victims in organizations whose real aim
is the defense of its privileges!

4

Let us now consider the rural middle classes.

It is well known that the peasants, although they consti-
tute a homogeneous class with identical interests, seldom
have a political policy of their own. Their intermediary
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position between the fundamental classes of society, the
fact that they are scattered, which prevents them from
having contacts with each other and from assembling, and
also their individualism, are unfavorable to the formation
of a purely peasant political movement. The peasant oscil-
lates between two poles of attraction, the socialist prole-
tariat and the great landed proprietors.

Unlike the urban middle classes, they do not feel that
they belong to a different class from the workers. Was not
the worker himself a peasant yesterday, or the son of a
peasant? The peasant is conscious of belonging, like the
worker, to the people. He is not far from being a socialist
in his hatred of the landed feudalism that monopolizes
the land, and the great capitalism to which he pays trib-
ute (fertilizer trusts, agricultural machinery trusts, seed
trusts, electric power companies, big speculators, banks,
insurance companies, etc.). But the capitalist bourgeoisie
tries to arouse the peasant against the worker. It claims
the proletarian socialist program would socialize the land,
and it makes the peasant tremble for his bit of soil. It uti-
lizes the fact that under the capitalist system higher wages
in industry bring increased living costs, and that govern-
mental “social expenditures” call for higher taxes. Finally,
the bourgeoisie seeks to convince the peasant that he and
the big landowner have common interests. It utilizes the
conflict that exists under capitalism between the interests
of agriculture and industry. Agriculture wants to be pro-
tected by higher tariffs and to sell its products as dearly
as possible. Industry is hostile: first, to the high prices of
agricultural commodities which increase living costs and
consequently burden its own cost prices; and second, to
an excessive protective tariff which would deprive it as
a result of reprisals, of its foreign markets. Hence an at-
tempt is made to persuade the peasant that as a farmer he
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has common interests with the big landowner to defend
against industry.

The peasant can, then, according to circumstances, be
drawn into either of the two “blocs,” that of all agricultur-
alists from the poor peasant to the great landed proprietor,
or that of all the victims of capitalism from the poor peas-
ant to the proletarian. If the socialist proletariat knows
how to resolutely wage the struggle against the feudal
landowner and the great capitalist monopolies; if it shows
itself to be the most “dynamic,” it can clear up all the mis-
understandings and draw large masses of poor peasants
behind it. If, on the contrary, the initiative comes from
the big landed proprietors; if these show themselves to be
the most audacious and appear to energetically defend the
interests of the poor peasantry, they will draw into their
wake the masses of small landowners.

The latter is what happened in Italy and Germany.

In Italy

The independent peasants were in a minority. Italy has
remained a country of large estates. About 60 percent of
the agricultural population has no economic indepen-
dence and can be assimilated into the proletariat; they are
agricultural laborers or tenants. As for the “independent
peasants,” their independence is entirely relative; they are
either farmers who, while owning their instruments of
labor, their cattle, their working capital, do not own land;
or they are very small landowners, so poor that many of
them have to work outside their own morsel of land as
hired laborers.

After the First World War, socialism could have concili-
ated or at least neutralized this rather thin layer of inde-
pendent peasants. The small landowner and farmer are
eager to increase their holdings or to achieve ownership
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of the land. By demanding “division of the land,” they di-
rectly attack the great landed proprietors. But the Socialist
Party did not dare fight the big landowners, and concealed
its inertia under ultraleftist phraseology. Not only did it
fail to support the peasants in their struggle for the land,
but it warned them on the contrary that the proletarian
revolution would take the land from them.?* Hence at
one congress, a leader of the Federation of Agricultural
Workers declared that the Italian Socialists were “more
revolutionary than the Bolsheviks, who had betrayed so-
cialism by giving the land to the peasants.”?* The con-
gress of the Federation of Labor in February, 1921, adopted,
purely as a matter of form, a plan for “socializing the land,”
which they very well knew would never be passed by par-
liament and which offered the small farmers and tenant
farmers on the land intended for expropriation only the
prospect of “becoming proletarians.” This plan, as Rossi
wrote, turned “millions of peasant families, the great ma-
jority of the rural population of Italy” against socialism.?

The result was that the peasants turned away from the
socialist proletariat. The poorest rallied to the Catholic
party (Popolare), which easily controlled their spirit of
revolt until it was time to hand them over to fascism. The
others passed directly into the camp of the big landowners,
the defenders of property.

But if the latter had shown their real faces and spon-
sored a conservative party of the traditional type, they
would not have won the peasants so easily. Hence they dis-
guised themselves and subsidized a new kind of political
formation, the fasci. The latter declared themselves revolu-
tionary and even took for their own the demagogic slogan
“land for those who till it.” They went even further: in cer-
tain regions, Rossi relates, they succeeded in persuading
the big landowners’ association to lease some tens of thou-
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sands of hectares of land—the poorest of course—directly
to individual farmers, thus enabling the fascists to boast:
“You see, the socialists promised you everything and gave
you nothing; they prevented you even from becoming in-
dependent farmers. The fasci have installed hundreds of
families on their own land, which they can work all year
round.”*® Thus the great landed proprietors succeeded in
enlisting the peasantry in defense of their own privileges.

In Germany

Small landholdings are much more widespread than
in Italy. They go back to the beginning of the nineteenth
century (legislation of von Stein and Hardenberg). About
28 percent of the rural population is without economic
independence (agricultural laborers), but approximately
55 percent are small peasants owning not more than five
hectares. These small proprietors predominate in the South
and West. On the other hand, in the East (Pomerania, East
Prussia, Brandenburg, Silesia) big estates predominate;
some 18,000 Junkers own 20 percent of the German soil.

After World War I, the socialist movement could have
won over or at least neutralized a large part of the Ger-
man peasantry. In January, 1919, the small peasants voted
in large numbers for the Social Democracy and set up
“peasants’ councils,” after the pattern of the “councils of
workers and soldiers.” As in Italy, their essential demand
was the division of the big estates—Siedlung (colonization).
Rosa Luxemburg and the first German Communists advo-
cated an alliance of the proletariat and peasantry on the
basis of division of the big estates and the elimination of
the landed aristocracy.”” But their Spartakus League was
crushed, and the Social Democracy was careful not to
wage a struggle against the landowners. In its passion to
destroy Communism, it enlisted the aid of all the forces
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of reaction and especially the army, which means the aris-
tocratic caste.

A “colonization law” was promulgated April 11, 1919, by
the terms of which the state could buy two-thirds of es-
tates larger than a hundred hectares. But the state bureau-
cracy sabotaged the law, and the Social Democracy did not
even attempt to force its application. Likewise a Prussian
law of March 10, 1919, dissolved the entailed seignorial do-
mains, but that law was almost cancelled out by a decree in
November 1921. By 1933, only one-third of the hereditary
domains had been broken up.

Thus at a decisive hour the proletariat did not succeed in
attaching the peasantry to itself, and later the indifference
of the peasants was transformed into open hostility. After
1929, in fact, German agriculture fell into an extremely
serious crisis. To understand this crisis, it must be remem-
bered that Germany was not originally an agricultural
country. Good land is rare. Costly efforts are necessary to
make the northern plains profitable, where forests, sand,
and marshlands alternate.”® In this country of astounding
industrial development, the unevenness of development
between agriculture and industry is more marked than in
other capitalist countries. On the eve of the war this lack
of balance found, on the one side, industry at the zenith of
its development, and on the other, agriculture more than
sixteen billion marks in debt.

Although during the war and the inflation, German
agriculture had an artificial boom and freed itself from
the greater part of its debts, the old differences between
agriculture and industry soon reappeared, and the agri-
culturalists began to go into debt again. While industry
advanced with giant strides, agriculture strove in vain to
follow it. “Rationalization” of farming was on the order of
the day; foreign capital was offered in abundance. The til-
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lers of the soil, who had emptied their woolen stockings
during the period of inflation, had to borrow at high rates.
After having paid tribute to American lenders and Ger-
man banks, they paid a heavy toll to the big national fer-
tilizer and farm machinery trusts. The yield from cultiva-
tion continued to increase, the herds to multiply; but these
improvements were profitable only in appearance. “Every
year the burden weighing on agriculture grew heavier, and
the hope of amortizing the debt became fainter.”*® The
least favored farmers could not even embark on an at-
tempt at “rationalization.” They continued to employ the
same backward methods of cultivation and borrowed, not
in an attempt to increase their return, but simply to pay
their daily expenses and their taxes.*’

The result? The sum of agricultural debt rose regularly
every year, from a billion and a half in 1925 to almost six
billion in 1928 and to twelve billion in 1930. As long as
market prices—although none too profitable—held up,
and the abundance of foreign capital made it possible to
pay off debts by contracting new loans, the farmers were
not aware of their real situation. But during the summer of
1929 farm prices began to weaken much faster than indus-
trial prices. German agriculture entered the crisis, and—a
vital fact—the little and middle peasants were harder hit
than the big landowners. It is one of the peculiarities of
German agriculture that feed and grain are grown chiefly
by the large landowners, while the small peasants have
specialized more in raising cattle and producing dairy
and poultry products—butter, eggs, milk, cheese, etc. The
Junkers had succeeded in obtaining, especially after 1930,
strong tariff protection on grains, which prevented the
market quotations from collapsing. On the other hand,
the small cattle raisers were not protected because indus-
try was opposed to raising the duty on secondary prod-
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ucts for fear of foreign reprisals. Not only were the small
farmers in an unfavorable position in comparison with
the big landowners, but they had to buy the feed and grain
necessary to feed their cattle at prices that had stayed high.
Finally, the landowners were maintained by all sorts of
state subsidies, particularly the famous Osthilfe, while the
small peasants were abandoned to their fate. The agricul-
tural taxes (a billion marks in 1932 as compared with 750
million in 1929) hit the small and middle peasants almost
exclusively.

Hence the German peasants were literally ruined.
Would their sufferings bring them closer to the prole-
tariat? In Weimar Germany, the Social Democracy was
a government party; in Prussia it was even in power. It
was the Social Democracy, the “system,” the “social ex-
penditures,” that the peasants considered responsible for
their misery. Overwhelmed with taxes, pitilessly pursued
by the treasury, driven to forced sales, they arose against
the existing order. After 1928, in Schleswig-Holstein, the
peasants, taking as their emblem the black flag, revolted
against the state apparatus, the tax collector, and the sher-
iff. They first used the weapon of passive resistance, of

“non-cooperation.” The tax strike started in Schleswig and
spread throughout the North of Germany, as far as Silesia
and East Prussia. The Socialist government of Prussia re-
plied by imprisoning the principal instigators of the move-
ment, which then turned to terrorism. Tax offices were
attacked, bombs thrown.

That was the moment the big landowners chose to sug-
gest to the small peasants that all “agriculture” was in soli-
darity against “industry” and should defend itself. They
promised the small cattle raiser to help him to obtain the
same tariff protection from which their own grain already
benefited. They tried to enlist him in a “peasant defense”
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association, the Gruene Front (Green Front).

But the Green Front was an organization too openly
dominated by the big landowners, too frankly serving
their interests. Consequently it was unable to attract the
mass of revolting peasants. Then the Junkers, who had
more than one trick in their bags, disguised themselves;
they subsidized a new kind of political formation, the
National Socialist Party. National Socialism claimed to
devote itself particularly to the defense and rescue of the
small peasantry and even demanded the “colonization” of
the big estates. By means of this subterfuge, the Junkers
succeeded in enlisting the small peasants for the defense
of their own privileges.

5

Fascism also recruits from two other social categories
composed of individuals belonging to different classes but
having certain economic interests and moral aspirations
in common: the war veterans and the youth.

The war veterans have in common certain material
claims against the state (payment of war pensions), and
this community of interests leads them to organize. But
there are other sentiments and memories that also help to
unite them—what has been called the “comradeship of the
front,” and the “spirit of the trenches.”

Demobilized and back home after the war, they were
prey to deep discontent; many of them could not adapt
themselves to civilian life. Even when they got back their
former employment, they were “weary, restless, disap-
pointed.”®! It was painful for them to “return to the mo-
notony of average existence, divided between work, the
family, and a game of cards in the corner cafe.”*> The most
disoriented were those who could not find a job again or,
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because they had not completed their studies, lacked a
profession. To them must be added the former commis-
sioned and non-commissioned officers who were retired
(160,000 officers were put on the retired list in Italy in
1920; and many more in Germany). And finally, there were
those who carried back from the war a physical need for
violence, a need they could no longer satisfy in the prosaic
existence of peace times.>* All were hostile to the existing
order of things; they were irritated because the nation,
which they had defended at the cost of their blood, did
not give them the rank they expected. They felt a confused
need for political and social regeneration.

These aspirations might, in certain respects, have brought
them closer to the organized proletariat and socialism. But
between them and socialism there were a number of dif-
ferences. The comradeship of the front, born of equality
before death, was of a quite different nature from prole-
tarian comradeship, and was unwilling to recognize the
class struggle. The war veteran reproached socialism for
insisting on the reality of the class struggle. Furthermore,
the confused hatred the war veteran preserved for “those
behind the lines” was two-edged—almost socialist when
its target was the war profiteer and the bourgeois politi-
cian responsible for prolonging the great slaughter, but
anti-socialist when its target was the militant workers la-
beled “defeatist” and “pacifist.”

Nevertheless, socialism after the war could have guided
the discontent of the war veterans. It was certainly impos-
sible for it, without self-betrayal, to make concessions to
the “trench spirit” and to give “the fraternity of the front”
precedence over class solidarity. Nor could socialism, in
order to pamper the war veterans, renounce its interna-
tionalism. But if it had displayed audacity, had it known
how to link hatred of war and the war profiteer to the
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revolutionary idea, and had it shown itself determined to
overthrow the capitalist system responsible for the great
butchery and bring on that “better human civilization” for
which so much blood had been shed—doubtless socialism
could have attracted many war veterans. But it did not do
so. It showed itself incapable of action. To these men eager
for a new order, it appeared to be a superannuated and fos-
silized movement.

It was fascism which offered satisfaction to the aspira-
tions of the war veterans (Chapter 3).

6

Similarly, the youth have in common both a tragic mate-
rial fate—unemployment—and an aspiration of a senti-
mental order: that youth should be considered an autono-
mous factor in society.

In so-called “normal” times, the bourgeois youth and
the young proletarian have little in common. The student,
of a bourgeois or petty bourgeois family, remains in the
college or university classroom until he is fairly old, often
well beyond his twentieth year. During the long years of
study, he is not integrated into the productive process, and
he has no economic independence, for instead of support-
ing his family, his family supports him. He is a sort of
parasite, not yet a productive citizen. Hence he has the il-
lusion of belonging to a special category. He differentiates
himself from adults and believes he has interests to defend
against them. He talks a great deal about the “aspirations
of youth.” In all periods, the common trait of this student
youth has been impatience and envy. The young doctor,
lawyer, or artist must wait for many years before enter-
ing his chosen career. They form a union of malcontents
against the elders who bar their road.
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Thus in Italy, around 1910, the intellectual and student
youth was futurist, with the poet Marinetti. These young
people could differentiate themselves only by stressing
their youth, and inscribing the word “youth” on their ban-
ners. They knew only one thing: their impatience in the
face of the future. Their bugbear was the adult, the man
in office, the “has-been.” “The oldest among us is not yet
thirty! Let us hasten to make everything over. We must go
against the stream!”>* Such was their leitmotiv.

In Germany, from 1900 to 1914, the intellectual and stu-
dent youth was organized in the Jugendbewegung (youth
movement), in order to assert, in opposition to the “ma-
ture in years,” the autonomy and mission of youth. Very
characteristic is the letter of invitation to the congress of
1913, held on the Hohen Meissner, near Kassel, by 10,000
young people: “For the older generations, youth has been
up to the present only an accessory. It has been excluded
from public life, reduced to the passive role of learning
while mured away in stupid sociability. Now it is begin-
ning to become conscious of itself and is striving to build
its own life, independently of the cowardly habits of its
elders . . . It aspires to act as an autonomous factor in the
social community.”*®

With the young worker, on the contrary, the idea of
class is more important than the idea of age. As soon as
he comes from the elementary school, there is nothing to
distinguish the youth from the adult. On the job, young
and old are subjected to the same exploitation. Often the
young worker is the support of the family. He has passed,
without transition, from childhood to maturity; he is al-
ready a man.

But after the war, in both Italy and Germany, the lot of
the young bourgeois (or petty bourgeois) and young pro-
letarian was almost identical: all young people, without
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distinction, were victimized by the crisis.

1) As a result of the economic crisis, the position of the
intellectual and student youth became most precarious.
Their particular “aspirations” were thereby intensified.

In Italy, the demobilized youth, whose studies had been
interrupted, as well as the new graduates, had the greatest
difficulty in finding or getting back a position. Their fami-
lies were severely affected by the monetary depreciation
and the high cost of living. Furthermore, the war, which
they had experienced either as soldiers or behind the lines,
had given them a taste for adventure. Their quality of youth
had been exalted: “Youth, youth, springtime of beauty,”
sang the Arditi in their hymn Giovinezza (“Youth”) which
was adopted by the fascists. Now they were idle, rudderless,
eager for action.

In Germany, the economic crisis which began at the end
of 1929 plunged young students and intellectuals into ter-
rible distress. Their ruined families could no longer afford
to pay for their studies, and they could not work with their
hands. As for the graduates, they had no hope of finding
positions. The candidates for government employment
had to wait until they were twenty-seven or even thirty
years old, and only 20 percent of the applicants were ex-
amined. For 24,000 diplomas granted, there were 10,000
positions offered. These young people, demoralized and
rebellious, hated a society that forbade them to use their
talents and condemned them to inaction.

2) Unemployment crushed the proletarian youth. Root-
less and declassed, rejected by the productive process, and
transformed into a parasite, the young unemployed was
placed in an economic and moral position quite similar
to that of the young student. The solidarity of age brought
closer together all the youth reduced to idleness and de-
spair. They rebelled against the injustice of their lot, and
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demanded a social system under which youth would no
longer be sacrificed.

The phenomenon was especially striking in Germany
where, in 1932, 26 percent of the unemployed were less than
twenty-four years old. Large numbers of young proletar-
ians had to abandon the family roof and wander through
the streets and the highways, without hope of finding
work again, or without having ever worked. Uprooted, de-
classed, often delinquent, these young vagabonds no lon-
ger expected their salvation from the action and triumph
of their class. They joined the army of unemployed young
intellectuals.

In Italy, and especially in Germany, socialism could have
won over a great part of this desperate youth. It was obvi-
ously impossible for socialism—without self-betrayal—to
take a stand on the fallacious ground of “youth in itself”
and to give the idea of age precedence over the idea of class.
But it would have been sufficient for it to display strength
and audacity. Youth naturally has a love for risk and sac-
rifice, and a contempt for danger. The boldest, most ide-
alistic movement, the one demanding the greatest sacri-
fice, and showing itself the most capable of overturning
the existing system which is responsible for their distress,
would be the one to win them. If socialism had shown it-
self the most “dynamic,” it not only would have prevented
the young workers from deserting their class, but it would
have attracted a number of young intellectuals and stu-
dents into the proletarian army.

But the socialist movement did not show itself revolu-
tionary and ceased to be a pole of attraction. It was fascism,
playing skilfully on the youth mystique, which won over
not only the intellectual youth, but also—what was far
more serious—many declassed unemployed youth.

Finally, fascism recruited a certain number of proletar-
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ians. Although it did not succeed in making an impression
on the great masses of the proletariat (Chapter 8), it did
succeed in detaching from the working class certain cat-
egories of workers who, for various reasons, lacked class
consciousness. In a period of crisis, a strong and daring
working class vanguard gathers around it all the periph-
eral layers of the proletariat. But if the vanguard lacks
energy and dynamic force, the class decomposes and falls
apart. That is what happened in Italy and Germany.

The corruption took place both from above and below.
From above, fascism recruited from those known as the
“aristocracy of labor.” It succeeded in attracting a certain
number of proletarians who had become “bourgeoisified,”
and who already considered themselves above their class.
These persons remain faithful to labor organizations as
long as it is necessary to belong to them in order to get
work, or as long as they insure a decent living standard.
But when labor organizations lose their influence or are
no longer capable of insuring this living standard, these
workers abandon and betray them. In Germany, espe-
cially, National Socialism gathered in those formerly privi-
leged wage earners who blamed the Social Democracy
and the unions for not having been able to achieve their
petty-bourgeois ideal.*

From below, fascism recruited those who had recently
become proletarian—peasants’ sons freshly arrived from
the country, who had not had time to acquire class con-
sciousness, and workers transformed by modern tech-
nique into unskilled labor, moving indiscriminately from
one branch of industry to another, no longer having a
trade or professional pride, remaining on the fringe of
the labor organizations and, consequently, predisposed to
desert their class.>” Through them, in Italy as in Germany,
fascism was introduced into the factories.”®
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From below also fascism recruited the unemployed. The
unemployed rejected by the productive process is on the
fringe of his class, the ties uniting him to his brother work-
ers are loosened and soon there is no longer an identity but
an opposition of interests between him and the worker on
the job. Poverty and inactivity demoralize him, frequently
even degrade him. He despairs for himself and his class.
He is ready to betray his class for a mouthful of bread.

Finally, fascism recruits a certain number of outcasts
from the working class—the “scabs,” those eternally re-
belling against labor organization, who are always ready
to lick the boss’s boots, to act as stool-pigeons, to accept
wages below union rates, to break strikes: and on the other
hand, those that Marx called the lumpenproletariat, that
is, the ragged bums—those who are voluntarily declassed,
who remain outside their class and betray it because they
do not want to work and because they hate a revolution
that will force everybody to work.

In Italy, tramps and ex-convicts met in Mussolini’s

“squadrons of action.” There they took characteristic nick-

names: “The Savages,” “The Damned,” “The Desperate.”*
There they could freely satisfy their depraved instincts
while feeling assured of absolute immunity from punish-
ment.*® A former fascist, Aniante, evoking memories of
1924, writes: “On that day I truly felt that Mussolini and
fascism had called upon the dregs of society.”*!

In the Hitler storm troops there was the same stench
of refuse. The case of Horst Wessel, a vulgar pimp trans-
formed into a national hero, is symbolic. “All who live on
the outskirts of the law,” write D. and P. Benichou, “the
adventurers, gangsters, and procurers, are drawn into the
fascist movement . . . They are found from top to bottom
in the Hitler organizations.”*?

The fascist leaders, in all ranks of the hierarchy, are in
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the image of their troops. For the most part they are ple-
beians, whether petty bourgeois or declassed proletarians.
Out of 308 Italian fascist leaders of the party and of the
“unions,” 254 come from the petty bourgeoisie.*> Musso-
lini began his career as a functionary; he was a country
schoolteacher. “At the age of twenty,” he told the Lombard
steelworkers, “I worked with my hands. I was a laborer,
and then a mason.”** But Benito Mussolini is a proletar-
ian of a very peculiar sort. Angelica Balabanoff, who knew
him, defined him as a “declassed vagabond.” A thwarted
individualist, at heart he had only scorn for the class to
which he temporarily belonged.

Hitler too is the son of a functionary, a customs officer.
He dreamed of becoming an architect, but he was tempo-
rarily forced to work with his hands. “In Vienna,” his pan-
egyrists relate, “as a building laborer and mason’s helper,
he lived with the workers, worked, and struggled with
them.”** But he was an odd proletarian. His working com-
panions—he himself confesses in Mein Kampf—inspired
in him only disgust, and he was almost “dumped” off a
scaffold for refusing to comply with union discipline.

The Duce and the Fuehrer are certainly grown in the im-
age of their troops. Even in their success, they effortlessly
preserve a plebeian manner and aspect which flatters and
reassures their supporters. Hear the eyewitnesses: “The
overall impression I received and which persists,” wrote
Daniel Halevy after a visit to Mussolini, “was that of a
rather rough man, still very much of the people, scarcely
well dressed and badly shaved . . . His vigor is great, strong
as the beard that blackens his face in a few hours. . . ”*¢
And Georges Suarez, after having seen Hitler: “He went
back to the station with a heavy step . . . He looked kind
and vulgar . . . He was nothing more than a good moun-
taineer embarrassed by his hands . . . His heavy step, his
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ungraceful gesture, and his incredible lock of hair are so
many signs in which a whole nation recognizes itself.”*’

From their origin, the fascist leaders from top to bot-
tom of the hierarchy retain not only a plebeian aspect but
a plebeian mentality. They are parvenus. They cordially
hate and despise the big bourgeoisie who subsidize them.
They try to supply the shortcomings of their own upbring-
ing and education by demanding all sorts of deference for
their persons. That is why, when the capitalist magnates
entrusted them with the guidance of the state, they piti-
lessly eliminated the old political staff of the bourgeoisie
and demanded all the power for themselves.






Fascist mysticism: the man
of destiny, the fatherland

Before all else, fascism offers its followers mysticism. Why
is mysticism put first?

In the first place, because the fascist troops are not ho-
mogeneous; each social category to which fascism appeals
has its own demands and aspirations. No doubt it uses
anti-capitalist demagogy as a “pass-key,” but it adds for-
mulas intended specifically for the conscious proletarians,
the peasants, et al. (Chapter 4). But this demagogy, often
contradictory, is not enough to unite all these malcon-
tents. First must be found the cement that will bind them
together, an intentionally vague mysticism in which all,
whatever their divergencies of interests or conceptions,
can commune—a mysticism through which, in the words
of a National Socialist, “the many individuals of an as-
sembled crowd are amalgamated in spiritual unity, in a
sentimental union.”*

Moreover, fascism would rather arouse faith than ad-
dress itself to the intelligence. A party supported by the

85
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subsidies of the propertied classes, with the secret aim
of defending the privileges of property owners, is not in-
terested in appealing to the intelligence of its recruits; or
rather, it considers it prudent not to appeal to their under-
standing until they have been thoroughly bewitched. The
moment the faithful believe, nothing is easier than to play
with truth and logic. They will notice nothing. And if, by
chance, they open their eyes, there will be no difficulty
in closing them immediately with the argument: It is so
because the Leader says so! Fascism, furthermore, is for-
tunate enough to address its appeal to the miserable and
discontented. It is a psychological phenomenon, as old as
the world, that suffering predisposes to mysticism. When
man suffers, he renounces reason, ceases to demand logi-
cal remedies for his ills, and no longer has the courage to
try to save himself. He expects a miracle and he calls for
a savior, whom he is ready to follow, for whom he is ready
to sacrifice himself.

Finally, fascism has the advantage—if we may say so—
over socialism in that it despises the masses. It does not
hesitate to conquer them through their weaknesses. Mus-
solini (he has boasted of it publicly) has had experience
with the people which “has helped him very much,” and
“permitted him to know the psychology of crowds and
have, so to speak, a tactile and visual perception of what
they want and can do.”? In addition to his personal expe-
rience, he knows by heart Doctor Le Bon’s Psychology of
Crowds, which is one of his bedside books: “Crowds are al-
ways feminine . . . They are incapable of having any opin-
ions except those imposed on them . . . They are not led by
rules based on pure theoretical equity but by seeking what
can impress and seduce them . . . Crowds understand only
simple and extreme sentiments . . . and can be impressed

only by images.”
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Hitler has made the same observations: “The great ma-
jority of the people,” he writes, “have a disposition so femi-
nine that their opinions and actions are determined much
more by the impression produced on their senses than
by pure reflection. The masses . . . are little receptive to
abstract ideas. On the other hand, they can be most eas-
ily taken hold of in the domain of the emotions. Who-
ever wishes to win the masses must know the key to their
hearts. In all periods, the force that set in motion the most
violent revolutions on this earth has lain less in the proc-
lamation of a scientific idea which took possession of the
crowds, than in a driving fanaticism and a real hysteria
which madly excited them.”

1

Thus fascism presents itself, above all, and even before try-
ing to define itself, as a religion.

Religion seems to have originated among primitive peo-
ples in the fear and anguish in the face of natural forces
which man did not yet know how to control and which
overwhelmed him. Subsequently, when he began a social
existence, the need to believe in the supernatural is main-
tained by the misery that the exploiting classes force him
to live in. Hope for life in heaven is compensation for the
privations of life on earth.

In modern times, as man has learned to rule nature to
lighten the burdens of everyday life, religion has concomi-
tantly lost ground. But the crisis of capitalism plunges the
masses into dismay and confusion analogous to what their
distant ancestors must have experienced in the face of the
incomprehensible unchained forces of nature. And since
traditional religion, threadbare and too discredited by its
ties to the wealthy, no longer always has any appeal left,
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an ersatz religion is manufactured, modernized and cut
to the latest style. But even if the form is new, at bottom it
is still the same old opium.

“Fascism is a religious conception,” Mussolini states.* “If
fascism were not a faith, how could it give its adherents sto-
icism and courage?”® “Nothing great can be accomplished
except in a state of loving passion, of religious mysticism.”®
In Milan, a “School of Fascist Mysticism” was inaugurated,
and a newspaper stated on this occasion: “Fascism is a re-
action of the divine.”” “I believe,” enunciates the Credo of
the Balilla “in our Holy Father, fascism.”

Believe! is also the alpha and omega of the National So-
cialist religion. After taking power, Hitler thus addressed
his troops: “You were the guard that formerly followed me
with a believing heart. You were the first partisans who be-
lieved in me . . . It was not hair-splitting intelligence that
led Germany out of her distress, but your faith ... Why are
we here? By command? No, because your heart ordered it;
because an inner voice dictated it; because you believe in
our movement and its leadership. Only the force of ideal-
ism could accomplish this . . . Reason would have advised
you against coming to me, and only faith commanded you
to do so!”®

Like all religions, this one consoles its followers for their
miseries by preaching absolute scorn of the “material” and
by giving “spiritual” nourishment precedence over that of
the stomach. Fascism here, in short, only plagiarizes the
Catholic Church: “What would it profit [man] to find . . .
material abundance,” asks Pope Leo XIII, “if a spiritual
famine imperiled the salvation of his soul?”’

Mussolini writes that “fascism believes in saintliness
and heroism, that is to say in deeds in which there is no
economic motive, immediate or ultimate.” He “rejects the
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idea of economic well-being which . . . would transform
men into animals thinking of only one thing—being fed
and fattened.”*°

Hitler likewise asserts: “The man who, for his satisfac-
tion in life, needs nothing but to eat and drink has never
understood him who sacrifices his daily bread to appease
the thirst of his soul and the hunger of his spirit.”!!

2

But asceticism in itself is not enough consolation. Fascism’s
great discovery is merely the revival—again borrowing
from the Church—of the oldest form of religious feeling,
the cult of the Man of Destiny. Under the thin varnish of
civilization, men remain idolaters. Those of old, imagined
gods who were merely the “distorted reflection of their own
being.”'* Those of today feel the need of creating, in the
words of Marcel Martinet, “a redeeming myth which is only
the projection of themselves, but which in return assumes
the burden of their grievances, their needs, their thoughts,
and their very life.”'* They abdicate before the divinity they
have made in their own image, and await their salvation
from the Man of Destiny, the Duce or the Fuehrer.

But this mythical being is not created spontaneously by
the masses. Fascism helps them along with a long and labo-
rious process of suggestion. At first we see skillful charla-
tans, among them the future idol himself, working to bring
to birth in the people’s soul the obscure need for a messiah.
Mussolini wrote in 1921 that during the coming decades

“men would necessarily feel the desire for a dictator.”** “We
await a savior who will lead us out of our misery, but no-
body knows from where he will come,” Thyssen states in
1922."° “We need a Fuehrer,” sighed Moeller van den Bruck
in 1923.'° And Hitler himself: “Our task is to give the dicta-
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tor, when he shall appear, a people ready for him.”"’

Then the Man of Destiny appears. But he is still only a
mortal like the rest. He will be deified by degrees. He can-
not, obviously, achieve this by himself, and, happily for him,
those around him lend a hand. Every morning and eve-
ning his flatterers present him to the crowd as the Elect. At
first they are not believed. Their attempts at canonization
are really too crude, and arouse laughter. But they are pa-
tient, and time works for them. Ten times in succession they
propose—without success—their messiah, but the eleventh
time, the petty bourgeoisie begins to wonder: “After all, per-
haps he is the savior!” Thus in Italy, Farinacci and a few oth-
ers tirelessly wove a myth (the expression is Count Sforza’s)'®
around Mussolini. In Germany, as early as February, 1921,
Esser consecrated his friend Hitler as Fuehrer. Rosenberg
and Goebbels carried on for years the work begun by Esser.

The man is then (still according to Sforza) “promoted to
the rank of a demi-god.” He is proclaimed infallible and om-
niscient. “Mussolini is always right,” we read in the Decalogue
of the Militia Man. And in the Credo of the Balilla, “I believe
in the genius of Mussolini.” “Adolf Hitler is a personality of
universal genius,” asserts Wilhelm Kube. “There is unques-
tionably no domain of human activity that the Fuehrer does
not supremely dominate.”*® Goering said to a representative
of the Morning Post, “Just as Catholics consider the Pope
infallible in all questions of religion and morality, we believe
with the same profound conviction that the Fuehrer is infal-
lible in all matters concerning the moral and social interests
of the people.”?® “One person is above all criticism, the Fueh-
rer!” exclaimed Rudolf Hess. “Everybody knows that he has
always been right and that he always will be right.”*!

From this to worship, there is only a step, and it is quickly
taken. In Italy, the official publication, Milizia Fascista, of-
fers this instruction: “Remember to love God, but do not
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forget that Italy’s God is the Duce.”** Gentizon, Rome cor-
respondent of the Temps, relates: “Peasants and their wives
knelt on perceiving on a distant hill the tower where the
Duce had just arrived for a brief stay . . . Already a halo of
idealism and poetry envelops him. For some he has become
a legendary figure. When he appears at a demonstration,
the faces of many spectators seem to be illuminated.”**

In Germany, Goebbels made himself the high priest of the
new cult. “Faith in the Fuehrer,” he said, “is surrounded,
one almost might say, with a mysterious and enigmatic
mysticism!”?* He addresses Hitler in the style of a Father
of the Church: “In our profound despair, we found in you
the one who showed the road of faith . . . You were for us
the fulfillment of a mysterious desire. You addressed to
our anguish words of deliverance. You forged our con-
fidence in the miracle to come.”*® When “his” Fuehrer
had become master of Germany, he went still further and
spoke to him as to God himself. On April 20, 1930, Hit-
ler’s birthday, he sent him this prayer over the radio: “To-
day Thou must know that behind Thee, and if necessary
before Thee, stands a compact army of fighters who at
any moment are ready to sacrifice themselves for Thee
and Thy idea. . . . We promise Thee solemnly that Thou
wilt always be for us what Thou art today: Our Hitler!”?°
Roehm called him a “new redeemer.”?” Hess affirmed that
“this man will lead the German people without concerning
himself with earthly influences.”*® “His will is in fact the
will of God,” wrote a panegyrist.*

3

There is something else this religion must have if it is to
exercise its full attractive force on the masses. Fascism



92 FASCISM AND BIG BUSINESS

superimposes on the old cult of the Man of Destiny the
more recent one of the fatherland—the fatherland, “the
terrible idol of our age,” as Martinet says, “pseudonym for
the masses themselves, in which the crowd adores its own
power as a crowd.”*® We perceive how fascism profits from
identifying the two cults. The leader henceforth appears as
the nation incarnate, materialized; to worship the Man of
Destiny is to worship the fatherland; to serve the father-
land is to serve the beloved leader. The zealots of the leader
automatically become zealots of the national idea, and
conversely zealots of the national idea become zealots of
the leader. When finally power is won, the laws of the state
will become personal orders of the Duce or Fuehrer.

In Italy

“Fascism is the religion of the fatherland,” writes the
Italian Gorgolini.’® On the eve of the March on Rome,
Mussolini himself declared: “Our myth is the nation. Our
myth is the greatness of the nation!”?? “A new religion,”
writes Gentizon, “is born in Italy . . . The divinity is the
fatherland . . . The veneration displayed for it requires a
whole sacred terminology. Read the fascist papers. On ev-
ery page appear the expressions: Holy Italy, Divine Italy!”*
The militiaman cries out in his daily prayer, “Lord, thou
who lightest every flame and stoppest every heart, renew
in me each day my passion for Italy!”

And the two cults now are but one. The prayer of the
Italian militiaman ends with this supplication: “Lord, save
Italy in the person of the Duce.”

In Germany

The word Deutschland has become a fetish before which
a whole people kneels. When Hitler utters it, he goes into
ecstasy and his speeches become veritable sermons. “I
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cannot separate myself from the faith of my people and
the conviction that this nation will arise again; I cannot
separate myself from the love of this people, which is my
own, and the conviction that the hour will come when the
millions of men behind us will see the new German Reich,
the Reich of glory, honor, strength and justice. Amen!”**
“The divine reality,” exclaims Professor Hauer, “is the peo-
ple and the national history!”*> And Baldur von Schirach,
leader of the Hitler youth, in celebrating the pagan festival
of the Solstice, delivers this sermon: “Before the burning
flame we all swear to devote ourselves to the service of
the fatherland, for the greatness and purity of the eternal
German empire.”>®

The mysticisms are now but one: “Adolf Hitler is Ger-
many, and Germany is Adolf Hitler!” This will be the leit-
motiv of National Socialism in power.”’

4

Around this central mysticism, fascism maintains a cer-
tain number of collateral mysticisms, for instance the cult
of the dead. Fascists fallen in the civil war are the object
of constantly nourished veneration.

In Italy

“A tradition,” writes the historian Volpe, “henceforth
exists, founded and strengthened by the dead.”® Gentizon
notes in one of his dispatches, “Those who died for the
fatherland or the black-shirt revolution are martyrs for
an ideal of which they were the apostles. In their mem-
ory, altars are raised, votive flames lighted, and rites cel-
ebrated.”*” “I believe,” we read in the Credo of the Balilla,
“in the communion of martyrs of fascism.” A special room
in the Exposition of the Fascist Revolution is dedicated to
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them. “From a circular gallery rises very soft singing, ex-
alting the memory of those who have disappeared.”*°

In Germany
The first stanza of the Horst Wessel Lied, the official
anthem of National Socialism, evokes the memory of the

dead:

Comrades, the victims of the Red Front and Reaction,
March in spirit in our ranks.

Rosenberg wrote that “the sacrifice of all the dead for
National Socialism makes it a religion.”*! This cult has, as
in Italy, its grandiose ceremonies. Thus in 1935, the an-
niversary of the Munich putsch of 1923 was dedicated not
only to the victims of the putsch but to all those who died
for the party, to the number of 225. “In the street each has
his special pillar with his name in golden letters. When
the procession passes, a flame will be lighted in the urn at
the top of each of these black-draped pylons.”*

5

Another mysticism is that of the “youth.” Fascism has skil-
fully taken over in Italy the heritage of Futurism, and in
Germany that of the Jugendbewegung (Chapter 2); it exalts
youth in itself, recognizes it as an “autonomous factor in the
social community,” and promises its support in the struggle
against the adults, the “has-beens,” and the old world.

In Italy

“There was in the early days of fascism,” writes Volpe,
“something higher than politics and its problems, and that
was above all the youth, the Italian youth, the postwar
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youth, a youth overflowing as if the nation were being re-
juvenated. The fascist revolution is in good part its work.
Thus the myth of youth grew up, by virtue of which a man
of forty almost has to beg pardon for existing.”** Gentizon
stresses that “fascism considered adolescence not only a
transition period between childhood and manhood but a
phase in itself, with special characteristics, requirements
and necessities. Before fascism, Italian youth was, so to
speak, an intermediary zone between the unconsciousness
of the child and the career of the man. Fascism, however,
by giving it its own laws, has made it of value in itself.”**

In Germany

As early as 1921, Spengler’s essay, Prussianism and Social-
ism, started the vogue for appeals to the youth. They are
found in all Hitler’s harangues from 1921 to 1923: “We ap-
peal above all to the powerful army of our German youth
... The young Germans will some day be the architects of
a new racist state.”*> Later, Goebbels lyrically exclaimed:
“The revolution we have made . . . has been almost entirely
the work of the German youth.”*® “In Germany, it is the
youth that governs. .. .”*

6

And finally, there is the mysticism of the “war veteran”
(Chapter 2).

In Italy the first groups founded by Mussolini in 1915
were soldiers’ Fasci, and the Fasci of 1919 were formed un-
der the sign of the “spirit of the trenches.”

“Only unknown men can save the German people,” Hit-
ler declared, “but these unknown must come from the
front . .. they must come from the ranks of those who did
their duty during the war.”*®* And Rudolf Hess asserted:



96 FASCISM AND BIG BUSINESS

“The Third Reich was founded on an idea that came from
the trenches.”*’

The Duce and the Fuehrer are pictured as “anonymous”
soldiers of the great war. Mussolini published his War Di-
ary, and Hitler related his war exploits in Mein Kampf.

7

It is not enough to create a mysticism; it must be spread ev-
erywhere. So fascism forges itself an instrument of prodi-
gious resources, propaganda. Before taking power, propa-
ganda is its principal weapon; and after the victory, it plays
such an important role that a special ministry is devoted
to it, entrusted to a high dignitary in the government—to
the Duce’s son-in-law in Italy, to Goebbels in Germany.

In Mein Kampf, that amazing handbook of a politi-
cal agitator, which might have the subtitle, “Or the Art
of Taming the Masses,” Hitler explains: “I was always
extraordinarily interested in propaganda, an art that re-
mained almost unknown to the bourgeois parties. Pro-
paganda should considerably precede organization, and
first win the human material to be kneaded by the lat-
ter.” Goebbels stated later that “propaganda is an essential
function of the modern state. No one else has brought
to such a degree of virtuosity the art of dominating the
masses. The feeble attempts of other countries to imitate
us are those of mere amateurs.”*°

Fascist propaganda rests on a fundamental principle,
scorn of the masses. “Propaganda must be kept on the level
of the masses, and its value should be measured only by the
results obtained,”*" Hitler advises. And his pupil Goebbels
cynically repeats: “Propaganda has only one aim, to win the
masses. And any means that serve this end are good.”*?

In order not to go beyond the limits of this work, we
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shall be content to give a brief summary of these means:

Employment of modern technical methods (made pos-
sible by the big subsidies of the industrialists). After taking
power, Hitler explained: “Without automobiles, airplanes,
and loud speakers, we could not have conquered Germany.
These three technical means enabled National Socialism
to carry on an amazing campaign. Its adversaries were
finally crushed because they underestimated the impor-
tance of these three means of propaganda . ..”>

Intensive utilization of symbols—Visual—the fasces of
the lictor, or the swastika; vocal—“Eia Eia Alala,” or “Heil
Hitler”; physical —Roman salute, etc.

Repetition—Fascism hammers its slogans into skulls
by repeating them tirelessly: “The great masses’ faculty of
assimilation,” Hitler writes, “is very limited, their under-
standing small, and their memory poor. Therefore all ef-
fective propaganda must be confined to a very few points,
set forth in stereotyped formulas as long as is necessary
to make the last person in the audience comprehend the
idea.”** This procedure, however crude it may be, succeeds.
When a person has heard these platitudes a number of
times, he comes in the end to take them for the expression
of his own thought, and rejoices at finding it on the lips
of the speaker.”

The power of the word—Spoken propaganda is much
more effective than written propaganda. Hitler constantly
boasts of the “magic power of the word,” the mysterious
bond that in a public meeting unites listeners and orator.
He has a predilection for the “mass meeting,” the only way,
because it is personal and direct, to exert a real influence
on large crowds and to win them over.>® Thanks to the ra-
dio, the human word is transmitted everywhere, even to
the most distant village.

Suggestion—Mussolini learned from Doctor Le Bon
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that the crowd was extremely impressionable, and that its
leaders exercise over it a “fascination truly magnetic.”*’
Hitler exalts this “miraculous influence which we call
mass suggestion.”*® The whole art of fascist propaganda
is to create a circuit for this mysterious current. “Musso-
lini’s manner of speaking,” Volpe relates, “amounted to
action, so well did he succeed in taking hold of his listen-
ers’ souls, so well did he know how to arouse them to an
emotional state . . . He evoked visions.”*® “The medium
of the German crowds,” is the way a journalist described
Hitler. “His arms rise, his hands clench, his hair falls down
over his brow with its swollen veins, his voice strangles, a
sort of ecstasy seizes him, which he communicates to the
crowd.”®°

Assembling of vast crowds, and spectacular settings—
When great masses of human beings are gathered in one
place and an appropriate background sets them off, the
current does not even need to be spread by orators; it flows
from the crowd itself, drunk with its own power. Fascism
excels in this sort of spectacle. Are we not assured that in
Germany “the great leader does not disdain to concern
himself with them. He is interested in the rehearsals, and
is no stranger to the arrangement of masses, lines and col-
ors, and the rhythm of movement.”®

Hitler had a sort of speaker’s stand and microphone
built, which serves to broadcast his addresses. Likewise,
from this stand, by manipulating a series of electric but-
tons, he himself can increase or reduce the strength of the
floodlights. He can also get into direct communication
with the motion picture cameramen and give them the
signal to start their cameras rolling.*®

“Marching together” and the uniform-fetish—a similar
impression is produced by the parades of fascist troops.
Zusammenmarschieren, to march together! Here again the
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current does not need to be created; it is generated spon-
taneously by this wave of men whom the uniform renders
identical to the point of forming a single body. And this
current is communicated to the crowd that watches them
pass. The crowd is acclaiming itself—idealized, sublimated,
transformed into an army on the march.

8

At the conclusion of this analysis, a question comes to
mind: What has the labor movement done to combat fas-
cist “mysticism”? In Italy as in Germany, socialism in this
field was manifestly inferior. Let us try to analyze the
reasons.

Some are legitimate and derive from the very nature of
socialism. 1) Socialism is less a religion than a scientific
conception. Therefore it appeals more to intelligence and
reason than to the senses and the imagination. Socialism
does not impose a faith to be accepted without discussion;
it presents a rational criticism of the capitalist system and
requires of everybody, before his adherence, a personal ef-
fort of reason and judgment. It appeals more to the brain
than to the eye or the nerves; it seeks to convince the
reader or listener calmly, not to seize him, move him, and
hypnotize him.

Doubtless its propaganda methods need to be rejuve-
nated and modernized. Socialism should place itself more
within the reach of the masses, and speak to them in clear
and direct language that they will understand. It is even
to its interest to utilize symbols and slogans, but it cannot,
on pain of self-betrayal, appeal like fascism to the lower
instincts of crowds. Unlike fascism, it does not despise the
masses, but respects them. It wants them to be better than
they are, to be the image of the conscious proletariat from
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which socialism emanates. It strives, not to lower, but to
raise their intellectual and moral level.

2) Socialism, seeking above all else the improvement
of the material condition of the workers, cannot, like the
Church and fascism, preach scorn of the goods of this
world in the name of so-called “religion.”

Besides these reasons inherent in its very nature, there are
others which arise from the degeneration of socialism.

1) Socialism is an old movement which has lost its orig-
inal flame. Although in the beginning it put immedi-
ate material improvement of the workers’ lot in the fore-
ground, and promised, at a more distant date, “happiness
on earth,” it did not conceal the fact that winning these
improvements in the present, and this “earthly paradise’
in the future, demanded an unceasing struggle, struggle
made up of suffering and sacrifice.

And in fact, early socialism, more than any other move-
ment, required of its pioneers and militants an unheard of
amount of unselfishness and devotion. It had, more than
any other movement, its heroes and martyrs. Although
materialists, the proletarian revolutionists were, in the
words of Marcel Martinet, “the only idealists in the mod-
ern world.”®®

But little by little socialism degenerated. It came to be-
lieve that immediate advantages, as well as the “paradise
on earth,” could be achieved without struggle and sacrifice,
by the vulgar practice of “class collaboration.” In order to
follow the curve of this degeneration, it would be neces-
sary to retrace the whole history of the labor movement in
Italy and Germany from its beginning to the war, which
would exceed the scope of this study. It would be neces-
sary to recall the golden age of Italian socialism, going
back to the years 1890-1900, the years of heroic struggle

Y



Fascist mysticism 101

against the bourgeoisie. “In the golden age of socialism,”
the fascist Gorgolini concedes, “it is a fact that young
people rushed to it, moved by a generous impulse.”** Then
it would be necessary to show socialism sinking gradually
into the swamp of “social peace” and parliamentarism
and follow the growth of that bureaucracy of the trade
unions and the cooperatives—well paid and increasingly
conservative—whose whole ambition was to do business
and to get new subsidies for themselves, even government
orders during the war.

In Germany, too, it would be necessary to start with the
heroic years 1880-1890, years of bitter class struggle, and
evoke with Gregor Strasser “that faith, that violent aspi-
ration, that enthusiasm of millions of men . . . this party
which a fiery temperament like Bebel’s had made great, and
for which thousands of ardent hearts, devoted to the point
of renunciation, sacrificed themselves.”** Then we should
see the Social Democracy gradually degenerate, sinking
likewise into class collaboration, and transform itself into
a vulgar party of “democratic reform.” “Marxist Germany,”
writes the National Socialist Rosenberg, “lacked a mythol-
ogy; it no longer had an ideal in which it believed and for
which it was ready to fight. It had given no heroes to the mil-
itant army of workers.”*® It would be necessary to describe
that labor bureaucracy, conservative and routine-minded,
implanted in the existing order, well fed and complacent
high priests, who ruled in buildings paid for by the workers’
pennies and called “peoples’ houses.” To win a legislative
seat or find a soft berth in a union office had become the
rule of life for the leaders of this degenerate socialism. They
no longer believed, they enjoyed. And they wanted troops
in their own image, troops without ideals, attracted only by
material advantages.

2) At the same time, in the field of doctrine, socialism
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has distorted one of its essential conceptions, “historical
materialism.” The first Marxian socialists were material-
ists in the sense that, according to them, “the means of
production in economic life condition in general the pro-
cesses of social, political, and intellectual life.”®” Unlike
the “idealists,” for whom the profoundest motive force
of history is an already existing idea of justice and right
which humanity bears in itself and which it achieves grad-
ually through centuries,®® those early socialists thought
that the relations of production, the economic relations of
men with each other, play a preponderant role in history.
But if they stressed the economic base, too often neglected
before them, they in no way disdained the juridical, politi-
cal, religious, artistic, and philosophical “superstructure.”
That was conditioned, they believed, by the base; but the
superstructure had its own value none the less, and was
an integral part of history and life.*’

The degenerated Marxists, however, believe it is very
“Marxist” and “materialist” to disdain the human factors.
They accumulate figures, statistics and percentages; they
study with great accuracy the profound causes of social
phenomena. But by failing to study with the same care the
way in which these causes are reflected in the consciousness
of men, and failing to penetrate the soul of man, they miss
the living reality of these phenomena.

Hence, being interested only in the material factors,
they understand absolutely nothing of the way in which
the privations suffered by the masses are transmuted into
a religious aspiration. Why do not these petty bourgeois,
these peasants, these young intellectuals, these unem-
ployed youths, come to those who possess the Marxist
truth, who denounce with such clarity the faults of the
capitalist system, and who have so brilliantly analyzed the
economic causes of fascism?
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Without a doubt, the socialist movement does not aim
to maintain and exploit the mystical tendencies of the
masses, but, on the contrary, to destroy the material roots
of religious sentiment by abolishing the capitalist sys-
tem, the source of suffering and chaos. The surest way to
stamp out the forms of reactionary mysticism (traditional
religion and fascist “religion”) is to hasten the end of capi-
talism and the advent of socialism. But while waiting for
success, socialists face a concrete fact that they must take
into account: the survival of religious sentiment.

This religiosity can be turned to account by transform-
ing it, counterposing a superior substitute to fascist mysti-
cism: an “idealism” which would not be fallacious, because
it would be based on reality, with both feet on the ground,
guided by a scientific concept of history and by its highly

“spiritual” purpose of ending man’s alienation.

But the socialists are incapable of this demystification,
since they are bogged down in the swamp of class col-
laboration and they also have a “materialist disdain for the
human factor.” Thousands and thousands of men, women,
and adolescents who are burning to give themselves, will
never be attracted by a socialism reduced to the most op-
portunistic parliamentarism and vulgar trade unionism.
Socialism can regain its attractive force only by saying to
the masses that to win the “paradise on earth,” its supreme
goal, requires great struggles and sacrifices.






Fascist demagogy:
‘Anti-capitalist’ capitalism

“Mysticism” is not enough; it fills no bellies. The individu-
als composing the fascist troops are not all equally fanatic,
and even the most fanatic do not forget their material in-
terests. Concern for these interests continues to dwell in
their subconscious. In order to win them and keep up their
enthusiasm, fascism must also hold forth to them a practi-
cal solution for the ills from which they suffer. Although
in the service and hire of capitalism, it must—and this is
what radically distinguishes it from the traditional bour-
geois parties—make a show of demagogic anti-capitalism.

But this anti-capitalism, if closely examined, is quite
different from socialist anti-capitalism; in fact it is essen-
tially petty bourgeois. Fascism thus kills two birds with
one stone: on the one hand it flatters the middle classes by
becoming the faithful interpreter of their most reaction-
ary aspirations; on the other, it feeds the working masses,
and particularly those categories of workers lacking class
consciousness (Chapter 2), with a utopian and harmless
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anti-capitalism that turns them away from genuine so-
cialism.

But this “pass-key” demagogy will not satisfy everybody.
Fascism is obliged therefore to speak, not without under-
standable embarrassment, to the conscious workers, and
to the small peasants hungry for land, in a more radical
language.

We shall see that they will push this self-styled “social-
ism” very far—in words. Is it really useful, the reader will
ask, to go to such pains to dissect this lying phrasemon-
gering? The undertaking is indeed necessary, both to un-
derstand what slogans the fascist demagogues have used
to dazzle their followers, and to point up the gulf between
promises and fulfillment.

1

Fascism’s game is to call itself anti-capitalist without seri-
ously attacking capitalism. It first endeavors to transmute
the anti-capitalism of the masses into nationalism. An
easy task! In all periods, as we have seen, the hostility of
the middle classes towards big capital is accompanied by
a tenacious attachment to the idea of the nation. In Italy
and Germany particularly, the masses as well are disposed
to believe that the enemy is less their own capitalism than
foreign capitalism (Chapter 2). Hence fascism has no dif-
ficulty in shielding its financial backers from popular an-
ger by diverting the anti-capitalism of the masses to the
“international plutocracy.”

In Italy

Long before the war, the syndicalists of the school of
Sorel—who were later to become fascists—coupled their
revolutionary syndicalism to an increasingly pronounced
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nationalism. Rossoni discovered that “the fate of the Ital-
ian workers is indissolubly linked to that of the Italian
nation.” Labriola demanded the right of Italy to try its
fortune by leading the crusade against plutocratic Europe.’
Syndicalists and nationalists joined in proclaiming Italy
the great proletarian.® Mussolini had only to delve into
their writings. From 1915 to 1918 he incessantly repeated
that “the war must be given a social content.”® Later he
declared that the League of Nations “is only a sort of in-
surance policy of the successful nations against the prole-
tarian nations.”* The minister Rocco recalled that “there
is not only an internal but an international problem of
the distribution of wealth,” and counterposed the poor
nations to the rich nations: “The Italian proletariat suf-
fers from the inferior position of the Italian nation with
respect to rival nations far more than from the avarice or
greed of its employers.” Therefore, in order to improve the
condition of the Italian masses, it would be necessary first
to improve the international position of the “proletarian
nation.””

In Germany

As early as 1919, the founder of the National Social-
ist Party, Drexler, asserted that “Toiling Germany is the
victim of the greedy Western powers.”® Moeller van den
Bruck took up the formula of the proletarian nation: “So-
cialism,” he wrote, “cannot give justice to men if there
is no previous justice for nations. The German workers
should realize that never before have they been enslaved
as they are today by foreign capitalism. . . . The struggle for
liberation that the proletariat is carrying on as the most
oppressed section of an oppressed nation is a civil war that
we are no longer waging against ourselves but against the
world bourgeoisie.”’
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However, it was Gregor Strasser who became the bril-
liant and tireless propagandist of this synthesis: “Ger-
man industry and economy in the hands of international
finance capital means the end of all possibility of social
liberation; it means the end of all dreams of a socialist
Germany. . . . We young Germans of the war generation,
we National Socialist revolutionists, we ardent socialists,
are waging the fight against capitalism and imperialism
incarnated in the Versailles treaty. . . . We National Social-
ists have recognized that there is a connection, designed
by providence, between the national liberty of our people
and the economic liberation of the German working class.
German socialism will be possible and lasting only when
Germany is freed!”® Goebbels summed this up in a par-
ticularly striking formula: “What is the aim of the Ger-
man socialist? He wants the future Germany to have no
proletariat. What is the aim of the German nationalist? He
wants the future Germany no longer to be the proletarian
of the universe. National Socialism is nothing but the syn-
thesis of these two conceptions.”®

2

Would it be possible to transmute the anti-capitalism of
the masses into still something else? Fascism found in the
Jews—under favorable circumstances—a second scape-
goat.

Anti-Semitism exists in a latent state in the subcon-
scious of the middle classes. Throughout the entire nine-
teenth century, the petty bourgeoisie, victim of capitalist
development, had a tendency to concentrate its animosity
on the Jewish usurer or banker and the little Jewish mer-
chant. Toussenel, the Frenchman, gave his Financial Feu-
dalism the subtitle, “The Jews, kings of the epoch,” and
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wrote: “I advise all makers of revolution to take the banks
from the Jews.” By exploiting the theme of racism, the
fascists were sure to please the middle classes; at the same
time it protected its own financial backers from popular
anger, and it diverted the anti-capitalism of the masses to
the Jews.

In Italy

In Italy, where the Jews were only a small minority of the
population (fifty or sixty thousand out of forty-four mil-
lion), this demagogy had little chance of success, though
fascism did not completely neglect it. The newspaper, I
Tevere, stated after the publication of the Labor Charter
that the time of domination by Jewish bankers is now past.'®
The fascist “extremists” readily attributed the economic
miscalculations of their regime to the Jewish action of in-
ternational banking.'

It was not until July 1938 that Italian fascism, in imita-
tion of its ally Hitler, and to distract attention from its
current difficulties, officially added anti-Semitism to its
demagogic arsenal.

In Germany

Anti-Semitism found a much more favorable field in
Germany. Numerically the Jews constituted only one per
cent of the population, but following the war a sudden in-
flux of more than 100,000 Jewish immigrants from Poland,
the Ukraine, and Lithuania, revived the “Jewish question.”
The role played by the Jews in the economic, political, and
intellectual life was considerable. There were enough Jews
at the head of banks for the identification of high finance
with Judaism to be readily accepted by the masses; at the
head of the big department and one-price stores there
were enough Jews for the anger of the small shopkeep-
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ers to be transferred to the Jews. There were enough Jews
prominent in Anglo-Saxon finance for its debtor, Ger-
many, to seem to be the slave of “world Jewry,” and among
the speculators carrying on profitable operations on the
Stock Exchange there were enough Jews for the small in-
vestors to consider them responsible for their ruin. The
Marxist parties also had at their head enough stirring and
brilliant Jewish leaders to make it possible to denounce
the collusion of capitalism and Marxism, and to represent
Jewish bankers and Jewish workers as working hand in
hand for universal domination by the Jewish race, accord-
ing to the plan revealed by the so-called Protocols of the El-
ders of Zion—a legend already invented in the nineteenth
century. Finally and most important, there were enough
Jews belonging to the middle classes and the liberal pro-
fessions—enough small Jewish shopkeepers, doctors, law-
yers, journalists, writers and artists, hated by their “Aryan”
rivals—to make it possible when the time came to unleash
popular fury against them, and thereby protect not only
the “Aryan” industrial magnates and bankers but even the
big Jewish financiers!'?

National Socialism’s trick is to transmute the anti-
capitalism of its followers into anti-Semitism. “Socialism,”
Goebbels wrote, “can be achieved only in opposition to
the Jews, and it is because we want socialism that we are
anti-Semitic.”*?

Subsequently the sorcerer’s apprentice, as in Goethe’s
famous ballad, became a prisoner of the evil spirits which
he had invoked. Besieged by a fearsome coalition of great
powers which he caused to unite against him, face to face
with the dilemma “to be or not to be,” his delirious imagi-
nation saw in the Jews, by the very fact that he persecuted
them, not only a scapegoat, but a servant of the Devil: at
home invincible adversaries, and abroad directors of a
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global encirclement. He imagined they were some foreign
body that he must “kill or be killed by.”

In the madness of a persecutor himself persecuted, he
massacred an entire people, like Herod not even sparing
the infants who, though innocent, were threatening be-
cause they might perpetuate this race of bogeymen. The
slaughter was heaviest in Eastern Europe with its heavy
Jewish population; the German conquest made this area
the eastern rampart of the Third Reich. Thus anti-Semitism,
which began as a racial prejudice exploited as a demagogic
trick, ended in the most abominable genocide of all time.

3

Although fascism arouses the popular masses especially
against the “international plutocracy” and the Jews, it cannot
avoid—without unmasking itself—an attack on its own big
bourgeoisie. However, the fascist declamations against the
big bourgeoisie, if examined closely, are in no way socialist.
The middle classes’ opposition to the big bourgeoisie
differs sharply from that of the working class. The middle
classes do not desire the elimination of the big bourgeoi-
sie as a class. On the contrary, they would like to become
big bourgeois themselves. When fascism proclaims itself
anti-bourgeois, and when it denounces the “degeneration”
of the big bourgeoisie, it has no intention of attacking the
existing social order; rather, it wants to rejuvenate that or-
der by injecting fresh blood, plebeian blood. Thus it flatters
the middle classes, while at the same time diverting the
masses from the class struggle and proletarian socialism.

In Italy
Gorgolini sneers when he describes this “bourgeoisie
inhibited by the timidity which frequently attacks those
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who are too refined and made sluggish by digestive dif-
ficulties.”'* Lanzillo, at the time of the occupation of the
factories, also ridiculed the “humiliated, clumsy, rot-
ten, and corrupting bourgeoisie.”"* But here the cloven
hoof appears. To restore to the big bourgeoisie “some of
its energy,”'® new talents must come on the scene: “The
dynamic law of social history,” declares a motion voted
on October 5, 1924, by a fascist “trade union” congress,
“consists less in an irreconcilable struggle between the
classes . . . than a struggle of ability, that is to say, the
struggle led by professionally skilled groups who are
acquiring the ability to assume the functions of man-
agement, against groups who are losing their ability to
fulfill these functions of command. . ..” To translate this
gibberish into clear language: the big bourgeoisie must
gradually give way to the “competent”—that is, to the
fascist plebeians.

In Germany

The Nazis make the big bourgeois their whipping boy.
Hitler has not enough epithets at his command with which
to flay the big bourgeoisie. He denounces its “proverbial
cowardice,” its “senility,” its “intellectual rottenness,” its
“cretinism.” But later his real meaning appears: it is nec-
essary, he writes, “to take care that the cultivated classes
are continually renewed by an influx of fresh blood com-
ing from the lower classes.”"” August Winnig devotes an
entire book to the theme that the mission of the popular
masses is to rejuvenate an aged social order and regener-
ate an exhausted ruling class: “The raw material that is
the proletariat has the vocation of creating its own new
values, its own ideas, and introducing these forces into
the old community, not in order to destroy it, but to re-
juvenate it.”®
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4

Fascism cannot, however, unless it is to unmask itself,
avoid taking issue with the capitalist system itself, though
here again its anti-capitalism is very far removed from
proletarian socialism.

The anti-capitalism of the middle classes has as its chief
target the organization of credit. Throughout the nine-
teenth century, the petty-bourgeois theoreticians attacked
not producing capitalism but idle capitalism—the lender,
the banker. Toussenel, in his Financial Feudalism, de-
nounced the usury which “burdens the national labor of
France with a tax of two billion a year,” and demanded
that banking should become a state monopoly. After Saint-
Simon, Proudhon, believing that “interest on money . . . is
the heaviest fetter on labor and the most unjustified levy
on consumption,” launched his idea of “credit mutualized
to the point of being without interest charges,” thanks to
which “every worker might become an independent en-
trepreneur.”

Fascism, in its turn, concentrates its attacks on “loan
capital,” and thereby expresses the aspirations of the mid-
dle classes while diverting the working masses from the
struggle against capitalism as a whole.

In Italy

Most of the radical demands of the fascist program
of 1919 were directed against the banks and loan capi-
tal: “The dissolution of corporations; suppression of all
sorts of banking and stock market speculation; state credit
through the creation of a national organization for credit
distribution; confiscation of idle income; a special gradu-
ated surtax on capital. . . .” In the Popolo d’Italia for June
19, 1919, Mussolini wrote: “This is what we propose now
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to the Treasury: either the property owners expropriate
themselves, or we summon the masses of war veterans to
march against these obstacles and overthrow them.”

In Germany

In National Socialist demagogy, the struggle against
capitalist organization of credit plays an important part.
The various programs of the National Socialist Party pro-
pose control, and even nationalization of the banks. Thus
in October, 1930, the National Socialist parliamentary
group in the Reichstag presented a motion demanding
“that the big banks should pass without delay into the
hands of the state.” In the Nazi program, too, are fea-
tured the closing of the banks, transformation of nego-
tiable bonds into non-negotiable securities, and finally
into partnerships. But the chief attraction was Gottfried
Feder’s idea of abolishing interest slavery. Feder dreamed
of suppressing interest without suppressing capitalism.
“Our vision is clouded by the fraud of sacrosanct interest,”
he writes. “Interest has as little connection with money as
goiter has with the circulation of the blood. . . . Abolition
of slavery to interest which, in the gigantic struggle waged
throughout the universe is . . . the solution of the social
question and the means by which, in the gigantic struggle
waged throughout the universe between Capital and La-
bor, will come the liberation of Labor, but without injuring
property and the production of wealth.”** Thus he can leave
aside industrial capital and attack only loan capital, for the
good Krupp died in 1826 without wealth and the capital
of his company today amounts only to the modest sum
of 250 million marks, while the fortune of the bad Roth-
schild, who started with a few millions, today amounts to
40 billion marks.

“We recognize clearly,” Feder concluded, “that the cap-
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italist system—capital itself—is not the scourge of the
human race; the insatiable thirst for interest of big loan
capital is the curse of all toiling humanity.” Hence there
is no need for a revolution of the Marxist kind. “Capital
must exist, and Labor too. . . . Bolshevism imagines it can
cure the malady by a surgical operation, whereas the real
cause is the poison that should be eliminated. . . . To over-
turn economy as in Russia is useless, but there should be
a united front of the whole producing population—from
the manual worker crushed by indirect taxes, to the func-
tionaries and office employees, artisans, peasants, inven-
tors, and managers of industrial enterprises, intellectuals,
artists, and scholars—against the slavery of interest.”

The promise to abolish interest slavery was aimed espe-
cially at the small peasants whose bit of earth was laden
with mortgages. When National Socialism comes to power,
it was asserted, it would no longer permit the mortgaging
of land, which would be proclaimed exempt from seizure
and inalienable.

But when Feder tries to explain how he will abol-
ish the slavery of interest within the framework of the
capitalist system, he gets into difficulty. He calls for the
rapid amortization of the standing public debt and of
all loans and mortgages, without however indicating
how the operation would be financially practicable. And
after having solemnly condemned interest, he reintro-
duces it by the back door: industrial dividends will be
simply converted into a fixed revenue of 5 percent; and
under state control “credit cooperatives,” with a regional
and corporative base, will be able to grant, at regulated
rates, loans on commodities and “labor power.”?° “No-
body will consider the few marks interest coming from
savings or government bonds as interest slavery,”?! he
writes in 1930.
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5

Fascism cannot however, without giving itself away, es-
cape attacking industrial capitalism itself. And here again
its anti-capitalism remains far short of proletarian social-
ism.

We have seen that the middle classes are less anxious
than the working class to destroy the motive force of
capitalism—that is, the exploitation of labor power and
the appropriation of surplus value (Chapter 2). Through-
out the entire nineteenth century and up to the present,
petty-bourgeois ideologists limited themselves to attacks
on competition and industrial concentration, and to ask-
ing the public powers to render the great monopolies (car-
tels and trusts) less injurious. By taking over these reac-
tionary aspirations, fascism flatters the middle classes, and
at the same time turns the working masses away from
proletarian socialism.

In Italy

Gorgolini in 1921 denounced in most vehement terms
the “magnates of big industry and commerce who have
starved Italy [read: ruined the middle classes]. . . .”*? Later,
Bottai wrote: “We should strive for the development and
definite victory of the artisan, especially for the following
reason: in order to oppose the growing concentration of
capital . . . of forces resting on the opposite principle. . . .
It is not excluded that the worker may become a factor
strongly influencing the development of our industry.”*

In Germany

In Germany, where capitalist concentration was much
more developed, trust-busting demagogy played an even
more important role. “A few individuals,” Goebbels ex-
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claimed, “should not have the right to use the national
economy against the nation! But in reality a few monopo-
lies dominate, a few individuals have amassed enormous
fortunes. These individuals have unlimited means for tak-
ing away from the people its daily bread and robbing it of
its labor. . . ”**

Therefore the 1920 program demanded the nationaliza-
tion of all enterprises already incorporated (trusts). Here
fascist anti-capitalism seems to be on the verge of socialist
anti-capitalism. But the Nazis hastened to water down
their formula: Feder carefully explained that this nation-
alization would have nothing in common with Marxist
socialism; it would be a preliminary to dismemberment.
“A hundred thousand independent cobblers,” he asserted,
“are worth more to the economy of the people and the state
than five giant shoe factories.”** The program of 1920 pro-
vided likewise that the big stores be “communalized,” and
then broken up and rented cheaply to little merchants.

A young Nazi student defined this reactionary “social-
ism” in particularly striking terms: “National Socialism
wants to stop the automatic movement of the capitalist
wheel, put a brake on it, then make it turn back to its start-
ing point, and stabilize it there.”?°

6

This modified capitalism, brought back to its origin, pre-
supposes a return to the autarky of former times. National
Socialism exhumes the plan, typically petty bourgeois,
of the closed commercial state drawn up in 1800 by the
philosopher Fichte. From such a state, competition—the
accursed—is banished; the prices of all commodities are
fixed by public authority. There is no risk of overproduc-
tion or shortage; supply is assured of finding its comple-
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mentary demand, and vice versa. Nobody can grow rich,
but neither can anybody be impoverished; every individ-
ual is the servant of the community and receives his fair
share of the community’s wealth. But such an economy
is possible only if the state in question is strictly isolated
from the outside world and protected from international
competition. Hence the state must assume the monopoly
of foreign trade and issue a purely internal currency.

Gregor Strasser has read his Fichte; in his Fourteen The-
ses of the German Revolution,”” he rejects the liberal capi-
talist system “whose destruction is the prelude to the suc-
cess of the German revolution,” and proposes in its place
an economy aiming not at profit but supplying the needs
of the nation, or in the words of his brother Otto: “the
satisfaction of the need of every member of the commu-
nity for food, clothing, and shelter.”*® The odious law of
supply and demand must be abolished, fixed prices es-
tablished by the state for all commodities, and a balance
assured between the quantities available and the quanti-
ties required. Nevertheless, the National Socialists did not
conceal the difficulties of putting such a system into effect.
Hence they wished first to experiment in agriculture, as
the first field to be withdrawn from the liberal capitalist
economy. But they insisted that “sooner or later, the other
economic groups should join the peasantry and adopt its
principles.”***

Such an economy is possible only after international
competition has been abolished; it requires autarky—that
is to say, prohibitive tariffs. Trade balances and exports
are “things belonging to an epoch that is finished.” “Each
people should produce its own living requirements on its

* For the way victorious National Socialism put this idea into practice,
see Chapter 10.
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own soil.”*® It is necessary first to feed German citizens
and only then think of exportation.”® German commodi-
ties formerly exported would find their market within
the country. The industrial crisis, the Nazis asserted, was
merely a result of the agricultural crisis. Thanks to prohib-
itive tariffs, the prices of agricultural commodities would
be revised upward, and agriculture, regenerated, would be
capable of absorbing the industrial products.

But how does one achieve this “closed economy”? By
entrusting the state with the monopoly of foreign trade,
and creating a new currency reserved exclusively for do-
mestic use and independent of gold: “Going off the gold
standard,” Feder wrote, “is the necessary condition for a
healthy economy in the Third Reich, an economy in which
Labor will again take precedence over Money.”

7

Corporatism is one of the lures fascism offers to the petty
bourgeoisie and to workers with a petty-bourgeois men-
tality. On close inspection, one finds three distinct ruses
in the corporatist demagogy of the fascists:

1. The promise made to workers with a petty-bourgeois
mentality that they will be “deproletarianized.” To be
sure, this will not be done by erasing the sharp division
between capital and labor and between bosses and em-
ployees, but by reconciliation of the two groups involved
in production. These workers are assured that within the
joint “corporations” they will be able to live like petty
bourgeois—guaranteed a position, a “fair salary,” and se-
curity in their old age—and, above all, that the bosses will
deal with them on an equal footing, like true “collabora-
tors” in the task of production.

2. The promise made to the independent petty bour-
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geois (small manufacturers, small merchants, etc.), who
are victims of big monopoly competition and are in the
process of being proletarianized, that a social order will be
revived for them, inspired by that of the Middle Ages, the
precapitalist era, a regime not of competition and “might
makes right,” but one where the small producers will be
organized and protected within their autonomous “corpo-
rations,” once again finding stability and security there.

3. Finally, the promise that the parasitic and incompe-
tent parliamentary regime will be replaced by a “corporate
State” in which all producers, grouped in trade and pro-
fessional bodies, will have a voice in their local chapters,
and where all interests will be reconciled in the name of
the common weal.

This triple utopia of the petty bourgeoisie is not the sole
property of fascism, but reappears all through the nine-
teenth century, assuming different forms in reactionary
and reformist petty-bourgeois thought.

In the last century, many petty bourgeois were haunted
with regret for the dissolved guilds. Economic liberal-
ism had hurled them defenseless into the capitalist jungle.
Merciless competition ruined them and sent them into the
working class. Thus they sought to bar the march of prog-
ress, and to return to a stage before capitalism.

The parties of reaction (in France the monarchist party)
and the Church, exploited this backward-looking longing
for their own ends and wrote into their program the re-
establishment of the guilds. They concocted a mythology
of the medieval guilds, which is nothing but a crass falsi-
fication of history. The guilds of the Middle Ages in fact
did not resemble in the least what they are today imag-
ined to have been. They were but a passing moment in
the Middle Ages and the development of capitalism very
quickly eliminated them or totally altered their character.



Fascist demagogy 121

They appeared late, and developed only in a limited sphere:
among artisans and in small trade. And even in this area
there were “free professions.”

On the other hand, big industry, already flourishing in
the Middle Ages, escaped the guild system. The bourgeois
who created it were organized in businessmen’s associa-
tions which were very different from the guilds.*?

As the capitalist mode of production spread, the guilds
encompassed an ever-shrinking part of the economic do-
main. Thus in France, the royal manufacturing monopo-
lies, harbingers of modern industry, were created outside
the tyranny of the guild system. When Turgot (1776), and
then the Revolution (1791), abolished the guilds in France,
they had already died all by themselves. Capitalism had

“broken the chains” which checked its development.**

Moreover, even within the guild, the rift between capital
and labor, the class struggle, appeared very early. The ar-
istocracy of the masters quickly laid hold of all the power,
and it became more and more difhicult for the journey-
man to become a master. By the seventeenth century, the
journeyman was a veritable proletarian. The guild was
only a caste monopoly, a “fortress for a jealous and greedy
oligarchy.”**

However, the reactionary parties and the Church pro-
posed to revive these medieval guilds, so long outmoded
by economic evolution.

Thus in France in the first half of the century, an elite
group of Catholic writers (Sismondi, Buchez, Villeneuve-
Bargemont, Buret, et al.) denounced the crimes of compe-
tition and demanded the reestablishment of occupational
organizations. The Count of Chambord, in his Letter on
the Workers (1865), recalled that “royalty has always been
the patron of the working class,” and demanded “the for-
mation of free corporations.” After 1870, the Church of-
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ficially included “corporatism” in its doctrines. “The only
way to return to the peaceful state society enjoyed before
the Revolution,” the Catholic Congress of Lille declared in
1871, “is to reestablish, through Catholic organization, the
reign of solidarity in the field of labor.”

In 1894, Pope Leo XIII issued the encyclical Rerum No-
varum in which, after having ascertained that capitalism
“has divided the body of society into two classes and has
dug an immense abyss between them,” he proposed to
remedy the evil by returning to the past: “Our ancestors
long experienced the beneficent influence of the guilds. . ..
Thus it is with pleasure that we now see everywhere the
formation of societies of this sort.” Subsequently, La Tour
du Pin, who is both Catholic and monarchist, expressed
the hope that the guild will reconcile the worker and the
employer and will “replace false ties with a natural fu-
sion.”**

The reactionaries accorded these corporations or guilds
only a consultative role, strictly subordinate to the politi-
cal state. Politics comes first! For the Count de Chambord
the corporations must become “the basis for the elector-
ate and the right to vote.” For La Tour du Pin, they will be

“the natural and historical electoral colleges of all political
bodies.” But above them there will be the monarchy or
the omnipotent, authoritarian state, for which the cor-
porations will be “simple collaborators in economic mat-
ters.”>¢

Whereas the reactionaries want to go backwards and
revive the past, the social reformers of the nineteenth
century, without demanding the actual restoration of the
medieval guilds, do dream of applying the basic principle
of the guild to modern society and of “organizing” labor.
But their aspirations are confused. Saint-Simon wanted to
divide up the “producers” (i.e., workers and factory own-
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ers both) into industrial “corporations.”®” His disciples
asserted that the “regenerating principle” of the future so-
ciety was “no different from the principles underlying the
organization of society in the Middle Ages.” “Legislative
provisions had the object of establishing order in indus-
trial relations. There then existed an institution which has
recently appealed to many minds, and which answered to
the need for unity and organization . . . in so far as was
permitted by the state of society at the time—we refer to
the corporation. Without question this organization was
defective in many respects. . . . However, a bad organi-
zation was abolished without anything being erected in
its place. . . . Because there have been institutions called
corporations which we dislike, we should not conclude
that industrialists ought necessarily not to form asso-
ciations. . . . Hence we find instinctive efforts being made
with the manifest intention of restoring order through a
new organization of labor.”*® Proudhon also wanted to
“reestablish on a new basis the natural organizations of
labor—the trade guilds.”*

The social reformers of the nineteenth century had no
clearer idea than the Catholics and royalists of the division
brought about by capitalism between capital and labor,
employer and wage earner; or if they were conscious of
it, they dreamed of bringing this division to an end and
keeping alive or artificially reviving the small independent
producer.*

Their successors, the “reformist” trade unionists, have
rejected, it is true, the corporations of independent pro-
ducers. But they hope to “deproletarianize” the workers

* One must, however, point out that Proudhon made an exception for
modern big industry, which he believed should be nationalized and
managed by the organized workers.
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in another way; they wish to return to the corporations
by a different road, by the practice of “class collaboration”
within the organized trade. They would like, through the
parallel development of employers’ associations and labor
unions, and on the strength of each group’s experience in
the industry, to reconcile the two “indispensable” factors
of production. They flatter themselves that they can share
the management of industry equally well with the em-
ployers, first within each trade and then in the nation as a
whole, by instituting an economic parliament.

Paul-Boncour was formerly the brilliant exponent of
this utopia.*® After the war it fascinated reformists in
many countries, especially in Germany, but also in Italy,
France, and others. Almost everywhere, the reformists
thought the hour of “economic democracy, corporatism,
and class collaboration” had come. And despite all the
disappointments they have suffered, international reform-
ism lives yet upon this utopia: in Switzerland for instance,
the unions announced their acceptance of the principle of
“professional communities” legally grouping workers and
employers. In Austria, shortly before the defeat, the Wie-
ner Arbeiter Zeitung wrote that the socialists “could very
well consider the idea of corporatism.”

In Belgium, De Man called for a “joint organization of
production along corporatist lines”; and in the program
of the POB [Belgian Labor Party] this joint organization
“goes from union recognition and industry-wide contracts
to the establishment of an Economic Council in place of
the Senate.”*!

In France the crowning of the CGT’s “plan” was the
National Economic Council, “composed of qualified dele-
gates designated by the most representative of the employ-
ers and workers organizations.”** Even the International
Trade Union Confederation dreamed of a “true corporate
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state, meaning, in effect, the collaboration of employers
and wage earners in a single common organization or in-
stitution.”*?

And the reformists always accord these corporate insti-
tutions only a consultative role. In the CGT plan, for in-
stance, the economic parliament “inspires the government
in its decisions.” But it does not replace the government.
The political state remains the ruler.

Fascist demagogy draws simultaneously on the reaction-
aries and the reformists. From the former it borrows the
idea of resurrecting the medieval artisans’ and small mer-
chants’ guilds. From the reformists it takes the idea of
the corporation based on “class collaboration,” and the
notion of a consultative economic parliament. But in two
essential respects it aligns with the reactionaries against
the reformists:

1. The reformists wanted to set up their form of corpo-
ratism in the framework of a democratic political state,
and the fascists in the framework of an authoritarian po-
litical state.

2. The reformists want their “class collaboration” within
each corporation to be accompanied by full trade union
rights. The fascists, on the contrary, do not conceal their
intention to base their corporate state not on free trade
unions but on trade unions placed in receivership.

In Italy

Mussolini had a model before his eyes: the “corporative”
constitution proclaimed by d’Annunzio in Fiume on Sep-
tember 8, 1920, but which never went into effect. In certain
respects the inspiration for this constitution was clearly
reactionary. It created in the little artisan town of Fiume
ten obligatory corporations enjoying autonomy “such as



126 FASCISM AND BIG BUSINESS

was established and exercised during the four glorious
centuries of our communal epoch.” But its drafter, the
former militant trade unionist de Ambris, also introduced
the reformist idea of an economic parliament composed of
sixty members elected by the corporations.**

Moreover, Mussolini borrowed directly from the re-
formists. At about the time when the Italian Federation
of Labor was proposing that laws should be drawn up
by “consultative trade union bodies,” he wrote a friend:
“The future will see many parliaments of competents
substituted for the single parliament of incompetents.”*
At the constituent assembly of the fasci on March 23,
1919, he declared: “Present political representation can-
not suffice for us; we want direct representation of all
interests. . . . The objection can be made to this program
that we are returning to the corporations. What of it?”
And in fact, the fascist program of 1919 demanded the

“creation of national technical councils of labor, indus-
try, transportation, etc., elected by the entire profession
or trade.”

In Germany

From Fichte to the present, numerous reactionary writ-
ers in Germany, particularly at the end of the war, have ad-
vocated the reestablishment of the medieval corporations.
“It was logical,” writes Moeller van den Bruck, “that the
attack on parliamentarism, which was carried on by the
revolutionaries with the slogan of ‘councils,’ should be car-
ried on by the conservatives with that of corporations. . ..
In restoring their rights to the corporations, it was a ques-
tion not of looking at them historically or romantically,
but of following modern ideas. . . .”*® The Nazis drink
deeply from this same spring: “the point of departure” of
National Socialism, in the words of Gregor Strasser, “is the



Fascist demagogy 127

spirit and content of the professional system of guilds and
corporations in the Middle Ages.”*’

Feder borrows from the reformists the idea of “uniting
employers and workers in the different branches of econ-
omy in occupational corporations . . . in order to direct
them toward the common aim of national production in
a feeling of confidence and reciprocal responsibility.”*® In
these corporations, “employers and employees should sit
together with the same rights.”*> Following the reformists,
the Nazis take over as their own the idea of a consultative
economic parliament, consisting of elected regional eco-
nomic councils with a supreme economic Chamber at the
top charged with conciliating the various interests.>

What do the great capitalists, fascism’s financial back-
ers, think of its “corporatist” demagogy? So long as fas-
cism has not conquered state power, they see the weight
of advantage on the side of demagogy. It draws many
petty bourgeois into the ranks of the fascists, diverts
a certain number of workers from trade unionism and
the class struggle, and disparages parliamentary democ-
racy.

But, despite their tolerance, fascism’s backers are pri-
vately utterly hostile to corporatism, to any form of class
collaboration, to any “equal dealings” with their victims.
In their businesses as well as within their class, they want
to give all the orders and maintain no equal relationships
with their personnel. They fear above all that their victims
may demand the right to control and participate in eco-
nomic management.

They have not forgotten their postwar terror, when in
Italy the workers occupied the factories and claimed the
right of management of production; when in Germany
the workers’ and soldiers’ councils were the sole legal au-
thority for several days. Therefore, they systematically
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sabotaged every trace of corporatism and workers control
which they might have momentarily had to accept in prin-
ciple. In Italy, the “workers control” promised the metal
workers after the factory occupations (1920) was never put
into practice. In Germany, the bosses were totally opposed
to the “socialization” laws of 1919, and within such organi-
zations as the Potash and Coal Councils they refused any
effective collaboration with the workers’ representatives.

The employers wanted no “corporations,” and even if

they accepted them in principle, it was only when the idea
was made unrecognizable and emptied of all content. So,
for instance, the French industrialist Mathon deplores the
fact that “those who have heretofore dreamed of recreat-
ing the guild” have understood by this “a collaboration
carried at times to the point of workers sharing in the
management and profits of businesses.” This domain must
remain the bosses’ private reserve. Mathon upholds the
“principle that the employers rule alone in the economic
corporation. . . . They own the firms which constitute it;
they therefore have supreme command and all responsi-
bility. . . . They are the most qualified for this position of
leadership. . . . They alone can judge with sufficient dis-
crimination and breadth of vision, with all the necessary
competence and experience. . . . One person in charge is
an absolute necessity.”*! It follows that the economic cor-
poration should be composed exclusively of bosses. But,
granted that private domain, Mathon sees no disadvan-
tages in bosses and workers joining together in the social
corporation and debating questions of wages and working
conditions.

All French employers who have written about “corpora-
tions,” whether it be Maurice Olivier®? or Lucien Laine>?,
have expressed the same opinion: no participation by work-
ers in economic management: “This would be the road to
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anarchy.” Hitler himself expressed a similar opinion in a
moment of sincerity. When Otto Strasser asked him, in
1930, “Well then, economic self-management for coal min-
ers?,” he answered angrily, “The system is basically fair;
there can be no other. Co-ownership and co-management
by the workers is Marxism. .. .”**

The great capitalists are just as hostile to independent
“corporations” for the independent petty bourgeoisie
(small manufacturers, small merchants). They have no
desire to see the small producers protected from competi-
tion in such “corporations.” They are likewise opposed to
a “corporate state” within which all interests would actu-
ally have a voice at the local level. They do not want to
harmonize their interests with the interests of others, but
rather seek hegemony for their interests by crushing and
fleecing everyone else.

The German National Party, which unlike the Nazis
did not address itself to the broad masses, expressed the
inner thoughts of the big capitalists when it included in
boldface in its 1932 program: “We reject the corporate
state.”

We shall see later how the fascists in power lay aside
their corporatist plumage.

We shall see later how the fascists in power parade in
corporate feathers but only keep a shadow of corporatism
in practice lest they displease their backers.

8

Such are the essential components of fascist “anti-capitalism.
In order to analyze them, a certain amount of schematiza-
tion has been necessary. Unlike socialism, fascism does not
have—and cannot have—a definite and coherent doctrine:
“There is a fascist demagogy,” as Pierre Gerome has said,

>
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“which varies according to the country, and within each
country according to social classes and circumstances. It
makes very little difference to fascism how many contra-
dictions it piles up in its program . . .”**> Hence its “anti-
capitalism,” of which only the main lines have been traced
here, permits many variants. And this without taking ac-
count of the fact that fascism, as it approaches power, waters
down its program before it betrays it.

Especially when it is striving (in vain) to win the con-
scious workers, the Socialists, Communists, or syndical-
ists, fascism is obliged to “stiffen” its program. To these
conscious workers it not merely offers a vague “corporat-
ism” (which would fail to dupe them) but adopts in their
honor the class terminologys; it not only claims it does not
reject the principles of socialism but declares itself to be
more socialist than the socialist parties.

In Italy

“Fascism is not opposed to socialism in itself,” but to its
“theoretical and practical degeneration,” states the Hand-
book of the Italian Fascist. “Fascism,” Gorgolini writes,
“will never prevent socialism from following its course and
keeping its promises, of which the essential, it must be
confessed, cannot be rejected.” Fascism “has more bold-
ness in reform than pure socialism.”*®

In Germany

Gregor Strasser speaks of the “German labor move-
ment, an entirely justified movement, which we recognize
and affirm in its most fundamental content.”*” “We do
not fight Marxism because it is a working class move-
ment,” exclaims Goebbels, “but because it is a distortion
of one. . . .”*® “The only real socialists in Germany, in all
Europe, are ourselves!”*’
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9

To the conscious workers, fascism brazenly presents itself
as the natural protector of labor unions.

In Italy

“Mussolini attaches the greatest importance to the labor
union movement,” writes Gorgolini. “He has sympathy
for the trade groups [of the working masses], their unions
and cooperatives, of which they have a right to be proud
because they represent a continuous and lasting effort.
He appreciates their strength when organized into solid
national and international federations, which have ex-
isted for years, and which express not only the desire for
a theoretical emancipation but real proletarian interests.
Fascism does not dream of depriving the proletariat of its
organizations.”®® What the workers have gained cannot
be touched: “Nobody can dream of driving the working
masses back to less favorable working and living condi-
tions than those of today,” writes Mussolini.®* On the very
eve of the March on Rome, fascism asserted in a proclama-
tion: “Labor has nothing to fear from the fascist power. . ..
Its just rights will be loyally guaranteed.”*?

In Germany

The same assurances, the same solemn promises, were
made by National Socialism. “We believe absolutely neces-
sary,” Gregor Strasser declares, “the organization of work-
ers into unions within the dominant capitalist system. . . .
We have always recognized the unions as the necessary
representatives of the workers, and we will always recog-
nize them.”®> August Winnig asserts: “Today, less than
ever, the existence of a healthy community is inconceiv-
able without labor unions. This must be understood.”**
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10

Fascism claims to support, if not political strikes, at least
economic strikes.

In Italy

“Fascism,” we read in the Handbook of the Italian Fas-
cist, “advises the proletariat to use all methods of strug-
gle to insure the development of the community and
the well-being of the producers.” Rossoni declares: “We
should not condemn a priori the strike as a weapon
when its causes are economic. When a party such as fas-
cism has made a revolution with 100,000 bayonets, we
should not be astonished if, in certain circumstances,
it resorts to energetic measures in order to impose the
recognition of a just right.”®® In 1924, Mussolini warned
the industrialists that if they did not raise wages, “the
workers would have the right to act on their own ac-
count.”

But the fascist strike must never become political. Dur-
ing its session of April 24-25, 1925, the Grand Council
“considers the strike to be an act of war which can be re-
sorted to when all peaceful methods have been tried and
exhausted . . . [but] it clearly establishes the difference be-
tween the fascist strike, exceptional and with definite aims,
and the socialist strike, which is a regular act of training
for revolution with distant and unattainable ends. . ..”

And, in fact, so long as independent unions were not
suppressed, fascism competed with them in regard to
strikes. In 1924, the fascists supported the miners’ strike
of San Giovanni Val d’Arno, and that of 30,000 marble
workers in Carrara, etc. In March, 1925, the fascist metal
workers’ “union” issued an order for a general strike to the
workers of the Togni factory in Brescia, etc.
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In Germany

Hitler likewise writes: “as long as there are employers
devoid of social understanding or lacking a feeling for
right and justice, their employees . . . have the right and
duty to defend the interests of the community against the
greed or unreasonableness of a single person. . .. When
men are treated unworthily . . . thereby making resistance
necessary . . . force alone will decide conflicts.”®® The pro-
paganda pamphlet issued by the National Socialist “indus-
trial cells” states even more unblushingly: “As a workers’
party, National Socialism recognizes without restriction
the right to strike. . . . It is a shameful lie to say that the
National Socialists, when they have taken power . . . will
deprive the workers of their supreme weapon: the right to
strike.”’

But the strike must preserve its economic character and
not become political. “For the Nazi corporation,” Hitler
writes, “the strike is not a means of destroying or weak-
ening national production, but a means of increasing it
by overthrowing all obstacles of an anti-social nature that
hamper the economic progress of the masses.”®®

And as a matter of fact, before taking power, National
Socialism supported extensive movements for labor de-
mands. For instance, in October, 1930, it supported the
strike of the Berlin metal workers, in which 100,000 work-
ers took part. In November, 1932, it, together with the
communists, instigated the Berlin transport strike.

11

But fascism goes still farther. As a lure for the conscious
worker it leaves a door agjar for the management of produc-
tion by the workers.
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Italian fascism did not absolutely reject the possibility
that one day the workers themselves would control pro-
duction. The 1919 program promised the labor unions
control of public services and institutions with, however,
this qualification: “provided they are worthy of it, morally
and technically.” In his speech to the constituent assem-
bly of the fasci (March 23), Mussolini used this intention-
ally ambiguous language: “We wish gradually to make
the working classes capable of directing industry, were it
only to convince them that it is not easy to run an industry
or business. . . .” During the occupation of the factories,
he accepted not only the famous workers’ control of the
factories but also social, cooperative control of industry.
However, he made this reservation: “I demand that the
factories should be more productive. If this can be assured
by the workers in place of the industrialists, I am ready to
say that the former have the right to replace the latter.”®’

But after the taking of power, workers’ management
turned out to be nothing more than a distant hope: “Fas-
cist unionism does not exclude that in the distant future
the producers’ unions may be the essential nuclei for a
new type of economy. But it does deny that the proletariat
today is in a position to create its own type of civiliza-
tion.””°

12

Finally, fascism dangles before the eyes of the conscious
workers a fundamental transformation of property rights.

In Italy

“Fascism,” we read in the Handbook of the Italian Fascist,
“takes a realistic position which does not recognize only
one possible type of political system but declares itself fa-
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vorable to all forms, whether individualist, collectivist, or
otherwise, that can assure the maximum production and
well-being.” Rossoni has also declared in an interview:
“The fascist corporations have no prejudices regarding a
system of production. As between capitalism and com-
munism, they prefer whatever system guarantees the most
abundant production, and they decide in accordance with
the requirements of the historical moment.””*

Professor Ugo Spirito wants the “corporations” some
day to become proprietors of all the means of production.
When capital and labor will have completed their fusion,
when the corporations will control the means of produc-
tion and exchange, when the members of the corporations
will be the shareholders, then the idea of property, in the
capitalist meaning of the word, will be “outmoded.””?

In Germany

Gregor Strasser cleverly digs up “the old Germanic con-
ception of the collective ownership by the tribe or the na-
tion of the means of production and the soil, property of
which each individual producer is only the vassal, in the
service of the community.” The Marxists, he explains, are
right in demanding “ownership of the means of produc-
tion”; but no single class—not even the working class—
should be the owner, but the whole nation.”> We must
therefore distinguish between Eigentum (property) and
Besitz (ownership). Only the people should be the pro-
prietor of the national wealth; individuals can be only its
depositaries, responsible to the community. Hence the
ownership of wealth is not in question at present, but the
future is another matter: the nation being the sole propri-
etor, everybody can keep the hope that some day the “fiefs”
will be redivided among the “vassals.””*

Otto Strasser goes further than his brother. He pro-
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poses that each “comrade of the people” should become a
co-possessor of the German economy. All that is necessary
is for the state, the sole proprietor of the national wealth,
to bestow as a “fief” on each employer his own business
in return for an assessment to be paid in five or ten years.
The business would be inalienable. Ownership, manage-
ment, and profits of the business would be divided into
thirds among the employer, the employees, and the state.
The right of inheritance would be limited; if the owner of
property dies without a male heir judged fit to succeed
him, the fief would return to the people.””

13
Appealing to the small peasants, fascism is also obliged to
“stiffen” its program a little. It affects to take as its own the
slogan of the division of the land. It claims to be more so-
cialist than the Socialists, who in Italy and Germany had
not dared to touch the big estates.

In Italy

The fascist program of 1919 was categoric: “We wish
to give the land directly to the peasants . . . to be culti-
vated by them jointly.” “The land for those who till it,” was
the slogan the fasci used to reach the peasantry. In 1921,
Gorgolini declared fascism was “irrevocably opposed to
excessively large estates.” He attacked “the latifundium
with its unproductive absentee ownership, leaving vast
tracts uncultivated. . . . The latifundists who fail to culti-
vate their estates . . . actually lose their property rights.””®
Mussolini, in an article dated March 23, 1921, wrote these
flamboyant phrases: “In a few months, all of Italy will be
in our power . . . and we shall be entrusted with the task
of accomplishing the only revolution possible in Italy, the
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agrarian revolution, which must give the land to those
who cultivate it.”

In Germany

National Socialism likewise inscribed in its program
the partition of the great estates, or “colonization.” Wal-
ter Darre made innumerable demagogical attacks on the
agrarian feudalism “squatting on its property and bank
accounts like the decadent Roman nobility denounced by
Ferrero.””” Another specialist, Dr. Carl Hartwich, devoted
an entire pamphlet to the question; he expected Hitler to
solve the problem of the East. “Big estates in the East must
for the most part disappear. . . . The East must be colo-
nized. We cannot preserve the big estates out of respect for
tradition.””® Even after the taking of power, the Governor
of East Prussia, Koch, proclaimed that a “great historical
development has just begun” with the “socialization of
the East.” He announced the launching of a big “coloni-
zation” plan to be carried out within from five to eight
years.”” Kube, the Governor of Brandenburg, promised
a similar plan, “more important than the peasant libera-
tion achieved by von Stein.”®® “The real socialists,” said
the Taegliche Rundschau, “like Presidents Erich Koch and
Helmuth Brueckner, have uttered words these last few days
that give the signal for the agrarian revolution, which will
make a clean sweep of agrarian capitalism and unbearable
and outworn property relations. The reaction embodied in
the great capitalists and agrarians will be carried away by
the mounting wave, and soon they will be only a histori-
cal memory.”*






Fascist strategy on the
march to power

We shall now see fascism go into action, first attacking the
organized workers; then setting out to conquer power; and
finally, once master of the government, using the machin-
ery of the state to complete the destruction of democracy

and the workers’ organizations in order to set up an open
dictatorship.

1

At first, the fascist gangs have the character of anti-
labor militia entrusted by the capitalist magnates and
country landlords with the mission of harassing the
organized proletariat and destroying its power of resis-
tance (Chapter 1). If the manner of using these bands
varies somewhat from one country to another, the tac-
tics are basically the same: military and aggressive. Fas-
cism confronts the power of numbers with “audacious
minorities,” and the amorphous and generally unarmed

139
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working masses with disciplined, well-armed squad-
rons.

In Italy

Immediately after the war there was a veritable flow-
ering of anti-labor leagues in Italy: Mussolini’s Combat
Fasci, the Anti-Bolshevik League, Fasci for Social Educa-
tion, Umus, Italy Redeemed, etc. At the same time, the
members of the Arditi, the war volunteer corps, on be-
ing demobilized, formed a militant association of 20,000
members, which became the shock troops for the various
anti-labor leagues and had headquarters in the principal
cities." Almost everywhere peaceful processions of work-
ers, parading through the streets with women and chil-
dren, were unexpectedly attacked by the Arditi in groups
of twenty or thirty, armed with daggers and hand gre-
nades. For instance, in Milan, on April 15, 1919, when an
impressive parade, formed after a socialist meeting, had
nearly reached the center of the city, a little troop of young
men rushed into the crowd, and the paraders, surprised
by the attack, stopped, hesitated and retreated. On the af-
ternoon of the same day, another band sacked the offices
of the paper Avanti. On December 1, 1919, when the new
Chamber opened its session, the Socialist deputies were at-
tacked and beaten as they left the parliament building. In
July, 1920, the Rome edition of Avanti in its turn suffered
the attack of the young desperados. Soon the Arditi and
other anti-labor leagues merged with Mussolini’s fasci.

During the same year, 1920, a colonel was sent out by
the War Ministry as a sort of “military expert in civil war.”
After traveling through Italy and finishing his investiga-
tion, he made a report which contained, writes Rossi, “a
detailed plan for an anti-socialist offensive.”? But, for this
task the 25,000 mercenaries it had been decided to recruit
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to insure internal order would not suffice: “There must
be added an idealistic [sic] militia organized by the most
expert, courageous, strong, and aggressive among us. This
militia must be capable both of military resistance and
political action. . . . Local actions, with the view to subdu-
ing the insolence of the most subversive centers, will be an
excellent school for our militia and will at the same time
serve to demoralize and crush the enemy. . ..” Already he
was christening these “actions” “local punitive expedi-
tions.” The militia to be formed should have strict military
organization and tactics. Only thus would they get the
better of the enemy forces—“heterogeneous mobs,” badly
armed, passive, and incapable of planned and coordinated
action.

There was nothing more for Mussolini to do but put
the good advice of the colonel into effect. We know that
in the autumn of 1920, after the blow dealt by the occupa-
tion of the factories, the subsidies of the industrialists and
agrarians flowed into his coffers. From then on he could
buy arms, pay his young recruits and the ex-officers who
enrolled. “Revolutionary action squadrons” were formed.
They first tried their hand in the country, where the work-
ers could be more easily crushed because of their isolation.
The offensive began with a provocation in Bologna, the
center of Emilia’s “Red Leagues.” The municipal elections
there in November, 1920, had brought a victory for the So-
cialist Party. On November 21, while the Municipal Coun-
cil was in session, the Black Shirts attacked the town hall,
and a reactionary municipal councilman, Pietro Giordani,
who was a lawyer and war veteran, was killed. Who fired
the shot, nobody knew, but his corpse served as a spring-
board for the reaction. The Bologna affair, according to
one of Mussolini’s own apologists, “opened the great fas-
cist era. . . . The law of brutal retaliation, atavistic and sav-
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age, reigned in the peninsula. It was the will of the fascists.”

“A year and a half later, the body of a woman who had been
murdered and cut to pieces was found in Bologna. The as-
sassin was arrested and recognized as the same man the
police had arrested at the door of the municipal council
chamber the day the lawyer Giordani was killed. Since
he was a fascist gunman and a police informer, he was
immediately released. Everything pointed to his guilt. . . .
Nobody in Bologna doubts that he was the murderer of the
municipal councilman, or that he acted on orders.””

“Action squadrons” appeared on the scene in all the vil-
lages of the Po Valley. At their heads were the sons of the
big landowners. Armed by the landowners, who also sup-
plied automobiles, they undertook “punitive expeditions”
against the red villages. Then, encouraged by their success
in the country, they attacked the proletariat in the cities.
From the beginning of 1921, in Trieste, Modena, Florence,
etc., fascist gangs wrecked the labor exchanges and the of-
fices of cooperatives and labor papers.

In the country and in the city their tactics were the
same: to use the effect of surprise. The squadrons, subject
to iron discipline, blindly obeyed their leaders and struck
with lightning rapidity, concentrating at a given point,
transported in trucks, and few in numbers, they burst
into the midst of their much more numerous adversar-
ies. As Malaparte related, “they are trained in the tactics
of infiltration and surprise attacks, and armed with dag-
gers, hand grenades, and incendiary material.”* Generally,
before the workers had time to recover, the bands had
completed their work of destruction and death and had
swiftly withdrawn. If the slightest resistance was shown,
reinforcements, prepared in advance, entered into action.
If the fascists were forced to retreat, they returned the next
day in greater numbers and carried out terrible reprisals.
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Militant workers were purged with castor oil, tortured or
assassinated.

An important fact is that the fascist squadrons had at
their disposal, even in this period, not only the subsi-
dies of their financial backers but the material and moral
support of the repressive forces of the state: police, cara-
binieri and army. The police recruited for the squadrons,
urging outlaws to enroll in them and promising them all
sorts of benefits and immunity. The police loaned their
cars to squadron members, and rejected applications for
arms permits by workers and peasants while extending
the permits granted to fascists.” The guardians of “law
and order” had their orders to remain idle when the fas-
cists attacked the “reds” and to intervene only if the latter
resisted.® Often the police collaborated with the fascists in
preparing attacks on labor organizations. The liberal, Go-
betti, tells of a student who took part in punitive expedi-
tions being summoned by the police and receiving, with
the congratulations of the authorities, the fascist cap.” We
also have the confessions of the fascists themselves. For
instance, Umberto Bianchelli states in his Memoirs of a
Fascist: “Fascism, it must be confessed, developed and had
almost a free hand because we found among the function-
aries [of the police] and officers Italian hearts who rejoiced
to see us come to the rescue. [They] vied with each other in
helping the Fasci.” A fascist student and squadron member,
in a sort of public statement which he sent to a commu-
nist paper, wrote: “We have the police disarm you before
we advance against you, not out of fear of you whom we
despise, but because our blood is precious and should not
be wasted against vile and base plebeians. . . .”*

The courts on their side, handed down “centuries in
prison for the anti-fascists and centuries of absolution for
the guilty fascists.”® In 1921, the Minister of Justice, Fera,
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“sent a communication to the magistrates asking them to
forget about the cases involving fascist criminal acts.”*°

But it was the army, above all, that favored the Black
Shirts. We have seen the role played by the colonel whom
the ministry of war charged with studying the technical
problems of the anti-socialist struggle. Shortly afterwards,
General Badoglio, Chief-of-Staff, sent a confidential cir-
cular to all commandants of military districts stating
that the officers then being demobilized (there were about
60,000 of them) would be sent to the most important cen-
ters and required to join the Fasci, which they would staft
and direct. They would continue to receive four-fifths of
their pay. Munitions from the state arsenals came into the
hands of the fascist bands, which were trained by officers
on leave or even on active service. Many officers, know-
ing that the sympathies of their superiors had been won
over to fascism, openly adhered to the movement. Cases
of collusion between the army and the Black Shirts grew
more and more frequent. For instance, the Fascio of Trent
broke a strike with the help of an infantry company, and
the Bolzano Fascio was founded by officers of the 232nd
Infantry.

In November, 1921, with the aid of General Gandolfi,
the “squadrons” were welded into a veritable military or-
ganization; the best fighters and surest elements, the Prin-
cipi, were organized into sections, centuries, cohorts, and
legions, and given a special uniform. In addition to this
active army, there was set up a sort of reserve, the Trairi,
who were given missions of secondary importance.

The Principi, numerically stronger, then proceeded to
a systematic occupation of the regions they wished to
subjugate. “Thousands of armed men,” Malaparte relates,
“sometimes fifteen or twenty thousand, poured into a city
or the villages, borne rapidly in trucks from one province
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to another.”'' Everywhere, they attacked the labor ex-
changes and the headquarters of cooperatives and work-
ing class publications. In the beginning of August, 1922,
they seized the city halls of Milan and Leghorn, which
had Socialist administrations; they burned the offices of
the newspapers Avanti, in Milan, and Lavoro, in Genoa;
they occupied the port of Genoa, the stronghold of the
dock workers’ labor cooperatives. Such tactics gradually
wore out and weakened the organized proletariat, depriv-
ing it of its means of action and support