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The Communist Manifesto
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels
(1848)

A spectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of communism. All the powers of old Europe
have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: Pope and Tsar, Metternich and
Guizot, French Radicals and German police-spies.

Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as communistic by its
opponents in power? Where is the opposition that has not hurled back the branding
reproach of communism, against the more advanced opposition parties, as well as against
its reactionary adversaries?

Two things result from this fact:

I. Communism is already acknowledged by all European powers to be itself a power.

I1. It is high time that Communists should openly, in the face of the whole world, publish
their views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet this nursery tale of the Spectre of
Communism with a manifesto of the party itself.

To this end, Communists of various nationalities have assembled in London and
sketched the following manifesto, to be published in the English, French, German,
Italian, Flemish and Danish languages.

Bourgeois and Proletarians
The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles.

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman,
in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried
on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a
revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending
classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere a complicated arrangement

of society into various orders, a manifold gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we
have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals,
guild-masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these classes, again,
subordinate gradations.

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has not
done away with class antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new conditions of
oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the old ones.



Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinct feature: it has
simplified class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two
great hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other—Bourgeoisie and
Proletariat.

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns.
From these burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were developed.

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the
rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the colonisation of America,
trade with the colonies, the increase in the means of exchange and in commodities
generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to industry, an impulse never before known,
and thereby, to the revolutionary element in the tottering feudal society, a rapid
development.

The feudal system of industry, in which industrial production was monopolised by
closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets. The
manufacturing system took its place. The guild-masters were pushed on one side by the
manufacturing middle class; division of labour between the different corporate guilds
vanished in the face of division of labour in each single workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacturer no
longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolutionised industrial production.
The place of manufacture was taken by the giant, Modern Industry; the place of the
industrial middle class by industrial millionaires, the leaders of the whole industrial
armies, the modern bourgeois.

Modern industry has established the world market, for which the discovery of America
paved the way. This market has given an immense development to commerce, to
navigation, to communication by land. This development has, in its turn, reacted on the
extension of industry; and in proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways
extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and
pushed into the background every class handed down from the Middle Ages.

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a long course of
development, of a series of revolutions in the modes of production and of exchange.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding
political advance of that class. An oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility,
an armed and self-governing association in the medieval commune : here independent
urban republic (as in Italy and Germany); there taxable “third estate” of the monarchy (as
in France); afterwards, in the period of manufacturing proper, serving either the semi-
feudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact,
cornerstone of the great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, since the
establishment of Modern Industry and of the world market, conquered for itself, in the



modern representative State, exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern state
is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part.

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal,
patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that
bound man to his “natural superiors”, and has left remaining no other nexus between man
and man than naked self-interest, than callous “cash payment.” It has drowned the most
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine
sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth
into exchange value, and in place of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, has
set up that single, unconscionable freedom—Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation,
veiled by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked, shameless, direct,
brutal exploitation.

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto honoured and looked
up to with reverent awe. It has converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet,
the man of science, into its paid wage labourers.

The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental veil, and has reduced the
family relation to a mere money relation.

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the brutal display of vigour in the
Middle Ages, which reactionaries so much admire, found its fitting complement in the
most slothful indolence. It has been the first to show what man’s activity can bring about.
It has accomplished wonders far surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and
Gothic cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions that put in the shade all former Exoduses
of nations and crusades.

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionising the instruments of
production, and thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole relations of
society. Conservation of the old modes of production in unaltered form, was, on the
contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier industrial classes. Constant
revolutionising of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions,
everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier
ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices
and opinions, are swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can
ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last
compelled to face with sober senses his, real conditions of life, and his relations with his
kind.

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over
the entire surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish
connexions everywhere.



The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market given a cosmopolitan
character to production and consumption in every country. To the great chagrin of
Reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of industry the national ground on which it
stood. All old-established national industries have been destroyed or are daily being
destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries, whose introduction becomes a life and
death question for all civilised nations, by industries that no longer work up indigenous
raw material, but raw material drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose products
are consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the old
wants, satisfied by the production of the country, we find new wants, requiring for their
satisfaction the products of distant lands and climes. In place of the old local and national
seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal inter-
dependence of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual production. The
intellectual creations of individual nations become common property. National one-
sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, and from the
numerous national and local literatures, there arises a world literature.

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the
immensely facilitated means of communication, draws all, even the most barbarian,
nations into civilisation. The cheap prices of commodities are the heavy artillery with
which it batters down all Chinese walls, with which it forces the barbarians’ intensely
obstinate hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinction,
to adopt the bourgeois mode of production; it compels them to introduce what it calls
civilisation into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it creates
a world after its own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It has created
enormous cities, has greatly increased the urban population as compared with the rural,
and has thus rescued a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural life.
Just as it has made the country dependent on the towns, so it has made barbarian and
semi-barbarian countries dependent on the civilised ones, nations of peasants on nations
of bourgeois, the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered state of the
population, of the means of production, and of property. It has agglomerated population,
centralised the means of production, and has concentrated property in a few hands. The
necessary consequence of this was political centralisation. Independent, or but loosely
connected provinces, with separate interests, laws, governments, and systems of taxation,
became lumped together into one nation, with one government, one code of laws, one
national class-interest, one frontier, and one customs-tariff.

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more massive
and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations together.
Subjection of Nature’s forces to man, machinery, application of chemistry to industry and
agriculture, steam-navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents
for cultivation, canalisation or rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground—



what earlier century had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the
lap of social labour?

We see then: the means of production and of exchange, on whose foundation the
bourgeoisie built itself up, were generated in feudal society. At a certain stage in the
development of these means of production and of exchange, the conditions under which
feudal society produced and exchanged, the feudal organisation of agriculture and
manufacturing industry, in one word, the feudal relations of property became no longer
compatible with the already developed productive forces; they became so many fetters.
They had to be burst asunder; they were burst asunder.

Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and political
constitution adapted in it, and the economic and political sway of the bourgeois class.

A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. Modern bourgeois society, with its
relations of production, of exchange and of property, a society that has conjured up such
gigantic means of production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer who is no longer able
to control the powers of the nether world whom he has called up by his spells. For many
a decade past the history of industry and commerce is but the history of the revolt of
modern productive forces against modern conditions of production, against the property
relations that are the conditions for the existence of the bourgeois and of its rule. It is
enough to mention the commercial crises that by their periodical return put the existence
of the entire bourgeois society on its trial, each time more threateningly. In these crises, a
great part not only of the existing products, but also of the previously created productive
forces, are periodically destroyed. In these crises, there breaks out an epidemic that, in all
earlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity—the epidemic of over-production.
Society suddenly finds itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears as
if a famine, a universal war of devastation, had cut off the supply of every means of
subsistence; industry and commerce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there is too
much civilisation, too much means of subsistence, too much industry, too much
commerce. The productive forces at the disposal of society no longer tend to further the
development of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they have become
too powerful for these conditions, by which they are fettered, and so soon as they
overcome these fetters, they bring disorder into the whole of bourgeois society, endanger
the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions of bourgeois society are too narrow
to comprise the wealth created by them. And how does the bourgeoisie get over these
crises? On the one hand by enforced destruction of a mass of productive forces; on the
other, by the conquest of new markets, and by the more thorough exploitation of the old
ones. That is to say, by paving the way for more extensive and more destructive crises,
and by diminishing the means whereby crises are prevented.

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled feudalism to the ground are now turned
against the bourgeoisie itself.



But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to itself; it has also
called into existence the men who are to wield those weapons—the modern working
class—the proletarians.

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion is the
proletariat, the modern working class, developed—a class of labourers, who live only so
long as they find work, and who find work only so long as their labour increases capital.
These labourers, who must sell themselves piecemeal, are a commaodity, like every other
article of commerce, and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition,
to all the fluctuations of the market.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery, and to the division of labour, the work of the
proletarians has lost all individual character, and, consequently, all charm for the
workman. He becomes an appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most
monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is required of him. Hence, the cost of
production of a workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he
requires for maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the price of a
commodity, and therefore also of labour, is equal to its cost of production. In proportion,
therefore, as the repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage decreases. Nay more, in
proportion as the use of machinery and division of labour increases, in the same
proportion the burden of toil also increases, whether by prolongation of the working
hours, by the increase of the work exacted in a given time or by increased speed of
machinery, etc.

Modern Industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal master into the
great factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of labourers, crowded into the factory,
are organised like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army they are placed under the
command of a perfect hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the
bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois State; they are daily and hourly enslaved by the
machine, by the overlooker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufacturer
himself. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more
petty, the more hateful and the more embittering it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labour, in other words, the
more modern industry becomes developed, the more is the labour of men superseded by
that of women. Differences of age and sex have no longer any distinctive social validity
for the working class. All are instruments of labour, more or less expensive to use,
according to their age and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the manufacturer, so far, at an end, that
he receives his wages in cash, than he is set upon by the other portions of the bourgeoisie,
the landlord, the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.

The lower strata of the middle class—the small tradespeople, shopkeepers, and retired
tradesmen generally, the handicraftsmen and peasants—all these sink gradually into the
proletariat, partly because their diminutive capital does not suffice for the scale on which



Modern Industry is carried on, and is swamped in the competition with the large
capitalists, partly because their specialised skill is rendered worthless by new methods of
production. Thus the proletariat is recruited from all classes of the population.

The proletariat goes through various stages of development. With its birth begins its
struggle with the bourgeoisie. At first the contest is carried on by individual labourers,
then by the workpeople of a factory, then by the operative of one trade, in one locality,
against the individual bourgeois who directly exploits them. They direct their attacks not
against the bourgeois conditions of production, but against the instruments of production
themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete with their labour, they smash to
pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the vanished
status of the workman of the Middle Ages.

At this stage, the labourers still form an incoherent mass scattered over the whole
country, and broken up by their mutual competition. If anywhere they unite to form more
compact bodies, this is not yet the consequence of their own active union, but of the
union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order to attain its own political ends, is
compelled to set the whole proletariat in motion, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to
do so. At this stage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the enemies
of their enemies, the remnants of absolute monarchy, the landowners, the non-industrial
bourgeois, the petty bourgeois. Thus, the whole historical movement is concentrated in
the hands of the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a victory for the bourgeoisie.

But with the development of industry, the proletariat not only increases in number; it
becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and it feels that strength
more. The various interests and conditions of life within the ranks of the proletariat are
more and more equalised, in proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of
labour, and nearly everywhere reduces wages to the same low level. The growing
competition among the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages
of the workers ever more fluctuating. The increasing improvement of machinery, ever
more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood more and more precarious; the collisions
between individual workmen and individual bourgeois take more and more the character
of collisions between two classes. Thereupon, the workers begin to form combinations
(Trades’ Unions) against the bourgeois; they club together in order to keep up the rate of
wages; they found permanent associations in order to make provision beforehand for
these occasional revolts. Here and there, the contest breaks out into riots.

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their
battles lies, not in the immediate result, but in the ever expanding union of the workers.
This union is helped on by the improved means of communication that are created by
modern industry, and that place the workers of different localities in contact with one
another. It was just this contact that was needed to centralise the numerous local
struggles, all of the same character, into one national struggle between classes. But every
class struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to attain which the burghers of the
Middle Ages, with their miserable highways, required centuries, the modern proletarian,
thanks to railways, achieve in a few years.



This organisation of the proletarians into a class, and, consequently into a political party,
is continually being upset again by the competition between the workers themselves. But
it ever rises up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. It compels legislative recognition of
particular interests of the workers, by taking advantage of the divisions among the
bourgeoisie itself. Thus, the ten-hours’ bill in England was carried.

Altogether collisions between the classes of the old society further, in many ways, the
course of development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie finds itself involved in a
constant battle. At first with the aristocracy; later on, with those portions of the
bourgeoisie itself, whose interests have become antagonistic to the progress of industry;
at all time with the bourgeoisie of foreign countries. In all these battles, it sees itself
compelled to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for help, and thus, to drag it into the political
arena. The bourgeoisie itself, therefore, supplies the proletariat with its own elements of
political and general education, in other words, it furnishes the proletariat with weapons
for fighting the bourgeoisie.

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the ruling class are, by the advance of
industry, precipitated into the proletariat, or are at least threatened in their conditions of
existence. These also supply the proletariat with fresh elements of enlightenment and
progress.

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive hour, the progress of
dissolution going on within the ruling class, in fact within the whole range of old society,
assumes such a violent, glaring character, that a small section of the ruling class cuts
itself adrift, and joins the revolutionary class, the class that holds the future in its hands.
Just as, therefore, at an earlier period, a section of the nobility went over to the
bourgeoisie, so now a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in
particular, a portion of the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to the level
of comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a whole.

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone
is a really revolutionary class. The other classes decay and finally disappear in the face of
Modern Industry; the proletariat is its special and essential product.

The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant,
all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction their existence as fractions
of the middle class. They are therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more,
they are reactionary, for they try to roll back the wheel of history. If by chance, they are
revolutionary, they are only so in view of their impending transfer into the proletariat;
they thus defend not their present, but their future interests, they desert their own
standpoint to place themselves at that of the proletariat.

The “dangerous class,” [lumpenproletariat] the social scum, that passively rotting mass
thrown off by the lowest layers of the old society, may, here and there, be swept into the
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movement by a proletarian revolution; its conditions of life, however, prepare it far more
for the part of a bribed tool of reactionary intrigue.

In the condition of the proletariat, those of old society at large are already virtually
swamped. The proletarian is without property; his relation to his wife and children has no
longer anything in common with the bourgeois family relations; modern industry labour,
modern subjection to capital, the same in England as in France, in America as in
Germany, has stripped him of every trace of national character. Law, morality, religion,
are to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as many
bourgeois interests.

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand sought to fortify their already acquired
status by subjecting society at large to their conditions of appropriation. The proletarians
cannot become masters of the productive forces of society, except by abolishing their
own previous mode of appropriation, and thereby also every other previous mode of
appropriation. They have nothing of their own to secure and to fortify; their mission is to
destroy all previous securities for, and insurances of, individual property.

All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in the interest of
minorities. The proletarian movement is the self-conscious, independent movement of the
immense majority, in the interest of the immense majority. The proletariat, the lowest
stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot raise itself up, without the whole
superincumbent strata of official society being sprung into the air.

Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie
is at first a national struggle. The proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all
settle matters with its own bourgeoisie.

In depicting the most general phases of the development of the proletariat, we traced the
more or less veiled civil war, raging within existing society, up to the point where that
war breaks out into open revolution, and where the violent overthrow of the bourgeoisie
lays the foundation for the sway of the proletariat.

Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we have already seen, on the
antagonism of oppressing and oppressed classes. But in order to oppress a class, certain
conditions must be assured to it under which it can, at least, continue its slavish existence.
The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself to membership in the commune, just as
the petty bourgeois, under the yoke of the feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a
bourgeois. The modern labourer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the process of
industry, sinks deeper and deeper below the conditions of existence of his own class. He
becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops more rapidly than population and wealth.
And here it becomes evident, that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer to be the ruling class
in society, and to impose its conditions of existence upon society as an over-riding law. It
is unfit to rule because it is incompetent to assure an existence to its slave within his
slavery, because it cannot help letting him sink into such a state, that it has to feed him,



11

instead of being fed by him. Society can no longer live under this bourgeoisie, in other
words, its existence is no longer compatible with society.

The essential conditions for the existence and for the sway of the bourgeois class is the
formation and augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage-labour. Wage-
labour rests exclusively on competition between the labourers. The advance of industry,
whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers,
due to competition, by the revolutionary combination, due to association. The
development of Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very foundation
on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie
therefore produces, above all, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the
proletariat are equally inevitable.

Proletarians and Communists

In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a whole? The
Communists do not form a separate party opposed to the other working-class parties.

They have no interests separate and apart from those of the proletariat as a whole.

They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by which to shape and mould
the proletarian movement.

The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties by this only:

(1) In the national struggles of the proletarians of the different countries, they point out
and bring to the front the common interests of the entire proletariat, independently of all
nationality.

(2) In the various stages of development which the struggle of the working class against
the bourgeoisie has to pass through, they always and everywhere represent the interests of
the movement as a whole.

The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, practically, the most advanced and
resolute section of the working-class parties of every country, that section which pushes
forward all others; on the other hand, theoretically, they have over the great mass of the
proletariat the advantage of clearly understanding the lines of march, the conditions, and
the ultimate general results of the proletarian movement.

The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as that of all other proletarian
parties: formation of the proletariat into a class, overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy,
conquest of political power by the proletariat.

The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in no way based on ideas or
principles that have been invented, or discovered, by this or that would-be universal
reformer.



12

They merely express, in general terms, actual relations springing from an existing class
struggle, from a historical movement going on under our very eyes. The abolition of
existing property relations is not at all a distinctive feature of communism.

All property relations in the past have continually been subject to historical change
consequent upon the change in historical conditions.

The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal property in favour of bourgeois
property.

The distinguishing feature of Communism is not the abolition of property generally, but
the abolition of bourgeois property. But modern bourgeois private property is the final
and most complete expression of the system of producing and appropriating products,
that is based on class antagonisms, on the exploitation of the many by the few.

In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be summed up in the single sentence:
Abolition of private property.

We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abolishing the right of
personally acquiring property as the fruit of a man’s own labour, which property is
alleged to be the groundwork of all personal freedom, activity and independence.

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do you mean the property of petty
artisan and of the small peasant, a form of property that preceded the bourgeois form?
There is no need to abolish that; the development of industry has to a great extent already
destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily.

Or do you mean the modern bourgeois private property?

But does wage-labour create any property for the labourer? Not a bit. It creates capital,
i.e., that kind of property which exploits wage-labour, and which cannot increase except
upon condition of begetting a new supply of wage-labour for fresh exploitation. Property,
in its present form, is based on the antagonism of capital and wage labour. Let us
examine both sides of this antagonism.

To be a capitalist, is to have not only a purely personal, but a social status in production.
Capital is a collective product, and only by the united action of many members, nay, in
the last resort, only by the united action of all members of society, can it be set in motion.

Capital is therefore not only personal; it is a social power.
When, therefore, capital is converted into common property, into the property of all

members of society, personal property is not thereby transformed into social property. It
is only the social character of the property that is changed. It loses its class character.
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Let us now take wage-labour.

The average price of wage-labour is the minimum wage, i.e., that quantum of the means
of subsistence which is absolutely requisite to keep the labourer in bare existence as a
labourer. What, therefore, the wage-labourer appropriates by means of his labour, merely
suffices to prolong and reproduce a bare existence. We by no means intend to abolish this
personal appropriation of the products of labour, an appropriation that is made for the
maintenance and reproduction of human life, and that leaves no surplus wherewith to
command the labour of others. All that we want to do away with is the miserable
character of this appropriation, under which the labourer lives merely to increase capital,
and is allowed to live only in so far as the interest of the ruling class requires it.

In bourgeois society, living labour is but a means to increase accumulated labour. In
Communist society, accumulated labour is but a means to widen, to enrich, to promote
the existence of the labourer.

In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the present; in Communist society,
the present dominates the past. In bourgeois society capital is independent and has
individuality, while the living person is dependent and has no individuality.

And the abolition of this state of things is called by the bourgeois, abolition of
individuality and freedom! And rightly so. The abolition of bourgeois individuality,
bourgeois independence, and bourgeois freedom is undoubtedly aimed at.

By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois conditions of production, free trade,
free selling and buying.

But if selling and buying disappears, free selling and buying disappears also. This talk
about free selling and buying, and all the other “brave words” of our bourgeois about
freedom in general, have a meaning, if any, only in contrast with restricted selling and
buying, with the fettered traders of the Middle Ages, but have no meaning when opposed
to the Communistic abolition of buying and selling, of the bourgeois conditions of
production, and of the bourgeoisie itself.

You are horrified at our intending to do away with private property. But in your existing
society, private property is already done away with for nine-tenths of the population; its
existence for the few is solely due to its non-existence in the hands of those nine-tenths.
You reproach us, therefore, with intending to do away with a form of property, the
necessary condition for whose existence is the non-existence of any property for the
immense majority of society.

In one word, you reproach us with intending to do away with your property. Precisely
s0; that is just what we intend.

From the moment when labour can no longer be converted into capital, money, or rent,
into a social power capable of being monopolised, i.e., from the moment when individual
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property can no longer be transformed into bourgeois property, into capital, from that
moment, you say, individuality vanishes.

You must, therefore, confess that by “individual” you mean no other person than the
bourgeois, than the middle-class owner of property. This person must, indeed, be swept
out of the way, and made impossible.

Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the products of society; all
that it does is to deprive him of the power to subjugate the labour of others by means of
such appropriations.

It has been objected that upon the abolition of private property, all work will cease, and
universal laziness will overtake us.

According to this, bourgeois society ought long ago to have gone to the dogs through
sheer idleness; for those those of its members who work, acquire nothing, and those who
acquire anything do not work. The whole of this objection is but another expression of
the tautology: that there can no longer be any wage-labour when there is no longer any
capital.

All objections urged against the Communistic mode of producing and appropriating

material products, have, in the same way, been urged against the Communistic mode of
producing and appropriating intellectual products. Just as, to the bourgeois, the
disappearance of class property is the disappearance of production itself, so the
disappearance of class culture is to him identical with the disappearance of all culture.

That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the enormous majority, a mere training
to act as a machine.

But don’t wrangle with us so long as you apply, to our intended abolition of bourgeois
property, the standard of your bourgeois notions of freedom, culture, law, &c. Your very
ideas are but the outgrowth of the conditions of your bourgeois production and bourgeois
property, just as your jurisprudence is but the will of your class made into a law for all, a
will whose essential character and direction are determined by the economical conditions
of existence of your class.

The selfish misconception that induces you to transform into eternal laws of nature and
of reason, the social forms springing from your present mode of production and form of
property—historical relations that rise and disappear in the progress of production—this
misconception you share with every ruling class that has preceded you. What you see
clearly in the case of ancient property, what you admit in the case of feudal property, you
are of course forbidden to admit in the case of your own bourgeois form of property.

Abolition [Aufhebung] of the family! Even the most radical flare up at this infamous
proposal of the Communists.
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On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family, based? On capital, on
private gain. In its completely developed form, this family exists only among the
bourgeoisie. But this state of things finds its complement in the practical absence of the
family among the proletarians, and in public prostitution.

The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course when its complement vanishes,
and both will vanish with the vanishing of capital.

Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of children by their parents? To
this crime we plead guilty.

But, you say, we destroy the most hallowed of relations, when we replace home
education by social.

And your education! Is not that also social, and determined by the social conditions
under which you educate, by the intervention direct or indirect, of society, by means of
schools, &c.? The Communists have not invented the intervention of society in
education; they do but seek to alter the character of that intervention, and to rescue
education from the influence of the ruling class.

The bourgeois clap-trap about the family and education, about the hallowed co-relation
of parents and child, becomes all the more disgusting, the more, by the action of Modern
Industry, all the family ties among the proletarians are torn asunder, and their children
transformed into simple articles of commerce and instruments of labour.

But you Communists would introduce community of women, screams the bourgeoisie in
chorus.

The bourgeois sees his wife a mere instrument of production. He hears that the
instruments of production are to be exploited in common, and, naturally, can come to no
other conclusion that the lot of being common to all will likewise fall to the women.

He has not even a suspicion that the real point aimed at is to do away with the status of
women as mere instruments of production.

For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than the virtuous indignation of our bourgeois at
the community of women which, they pretend, is to be openly and officially established
by the Communists. The Communists have no need to introduce community of women; it
has existed almost from time immemorial.

Our bourgeois, not content with having wives and daughters of their proletarians at their
disposal, not to speak of common prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each
other’s wives.

Bourgeois marriage is, in reality, a system of wives in common and thus, at the most,
what the Communists might possibly be reproached with is that they desire to introduce,
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in substitution for a hypocritically concealed, an openly legalised community of women.
For the rest, it is self-evident that the abolition of the present system of production must
bring with it the abolition of the community of women springing from that system, i.e., of
prostitution both public and private.

The Communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish countries and
nationality.

The working men have no country. We cannot take from them what they have not got.
Since the proletariat must first of all acquire political supremacy, must rise to be the
leading class of the nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is so far, itself national,
though not in the bourgeois sense of the word.

National differences and antagonism between peoples are daily more and more
vanishing, owing to the development of the bourgeoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the
world market, to uniformity in the mode of production and in the conditions of life
corresponding thereto.

The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish still faster. United action, of
the leading civilised countries at least, is one of the first conditions for the emancipation
of the proletariat.

In proportion as the exploitation of one individual by another will also be put an end to,
the exploitation of one nation by another will also be put an end to. In proportion as the
antagonism between classes within the nation vanishes, the hostility of one nation to
another will come to an end.

The charges against Communism made from a religious, a philosophical and, generally,
from an ideological standpoint, are not deserving of serious examination.

Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that man’s ideas, views, and conception, in
one word, man’s consciousness, changes with every change in the conditions of his
material existence, in his social relations and in his social life?

What else does the history of ideas prove, than that intellectual production changes its
character in proportion as material production is changed? The ruling ideas of each age
have ever been the ideas of its ruling class.

When people speak of the ideas that revolutionise society, they do but express that fact
that within the old society the elements of a new one have been created, and that the
dissolution of the old ideas keeps even pace with the dissolution of the old conditions of
existence.

When the ancient world was in its last throes, the ancient religions were overcome by
Christianity. When Christian ideas succumbed in the 18" century to rationalist ideas,
feudal society fought its death battle with the then revolutionary bourgeoisie. The ideas of
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religious liberty and freedom of conscience merely gave expression to the sway of free
competition within the domain of knowledge.

“Undoubtedly,” it will be said, “religious, moral, philosophical, and juridical ideas have
been modified in the course of historical development. But religion, morality, philosophy,
political science, and law, constantly survived this change.”

“There are, besides, eternal truths, such as Freedom, Justice, etc., that are common to all
states of society. But Communism abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes all religion, and
all morality, instead of constituting them on a new basis; it therefore acts in contradiction
to all past historical experience.”

What does this accusation reduce itself to? The history of all past society has consisted
in the development of class antagonisms, antagonisms that assumed different forms at
different epochs.

But whatever form they may have taken, one fact is common to all past ages, viz., the
exploitation of one part of society by the other. No wonder, then, that the social
consciousness of past ages, despite all the multiplicity and variety it displays, moves
within certain common forms, or general ideas, which cannot completely vanish except
with the total disappearance of class antagonisms.

The Communist revolution is the most radical rupture with traditional relations; no
wonder that its development involved the most radical rupture with traditional ideas.

But let us have done with the bourgeois objections to Communism.

We have seen above, that the first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise
the proletariat to the position of ruling class to win the battle of democracy.

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from the
bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of
the proletariat organised as the ruling class; and to increase the total productive forces as
rapidly as possible.

Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by means of despotic inroads
on the rights of property, and on the conditions of bourgeois production; by means of
measures, therefore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but which, in
the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old
social order, and are unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionising the mode of
production.

These measures will, of course, be different in different countries.

Nevertheless, in most advanced countries, the following will be pretty generally
applicable:
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1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land to public

purposes.

. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

. Abolition of all rights of inheritance.

. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.

. Centralisation of credit in the banks of the state, by means of a national bank

with State capital and an exclusive monopoly.

. Centralisation of the means of communication and transport in the hands of

the State.

7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the State; the
bringing into cultivation of waste-lands, and the improvement of the soil
generally in accordance with a common plan.

8. Equal liability of all to work. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for
agriculture.

9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition
of all the distinction between town and country by a more equable
distribution of the populace over the country.

10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children’s
factory labour in its present form. Combination of education with industrial
production, &c, &c.

b~ wiN

(2]

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all
production has been concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole nation,
the public power will lose its political character. Political power, properly so called, is
merely the organised power of one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat during
its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organise
itself as a class, if, by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and, as such,
sweeps away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with these
conditions, have swept away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms and of
classes generally, and will thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall
have an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free
development of all.

The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare that their
ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let
the ruling classes tremble at a Communistic revolution. The proletarians have nothing to
lose but their chains. They have a world to win.

WORKING MEN OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!

* * *
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Marx Quotations

From Das Kapital: The “natural laws of capitalist production”: “It is a question of these
laws themselves, of these tendencies working with iron necessity towards inevitable
results. The country that is more developed industrially only show, to the less developed,
the image of its own future.” (Preface to the First Edition)

Zero-sum economics: “In proportion as capital accumulates, the lot of the laborer must
grow worse. Accumulation of wealth at one pole is at the same time accumulation of
misery ... at the opposite pole.”

From “Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law”: “[Religion] is the
fantastic realisation of the human essence because the human essence has no true
reality.”

From Early Writings: “Activity and mind are social in their content as well as in their
origin; they are a social activity and social mind.”

“Though man is a unique individual—and it is just his particularity which makes him an
individual, a really individual communal being—he is equally the whole, the ideal whole,
the subjective existence of society as thought and experienced. He exists in reality as the
representation and the real mind of social existence, and as the sum of human
manifestations of life.”

“Everything which the economist takes from you in the way of life and humanity, he
restores to you in the form of money and wealth.” “The enemy of being is having.”

From “The Materialist Conception of History”: “As individuals express their life, so
they are. What they are, therefore, coincides with their production, both with what they
produce and with how they produce. The nature of individuals thus depends on the
material conditions determining their production.”

From “Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law”: “The weapon of
criticism cannot, of course, replace criticism by weapons, material force must be
overthrown by material force; but theory also becomes a material force as soon as it has
gripped the masses.”

“By declaring people his private property the king simply states that the property owner
is king.” (“Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law,” 187)

From Theses on Feuerbach (1845): “The philosophers have only interpreted the world
in various ways; the point is to change it.”

From The Jewish Question: “Let us consider the actual, worldly Jew—not the Sabbath
Jew, as Bauer does, but the everyday Jew. Let us not look for the secret of the Jew in his



20

religion, but let us look for the secret of his religion in the real Jew. What is the secular
basis of Judaism? Practical need, self-interest. What is the worldly religion of the Jew?
Huckstering. What is his worldly God? Money. Very well then! Emancipation from
huckstering and money, consequently from practical, real Jewry, would be the self-
emancipation of our time.... We recognize in Jewry, therefore, a general present-time-
oriented anti-social element, an element which through historical development—to which
in this harmful respect the Jews have zealously contributed—has been brought to its
present high level, at which it must necessarily dissolve itself. In the final analysis, the
emancipation of the Jews is the emancipation of mankind from Jewry.”

On liberal bourgeois freedom versus true freedom: “None of the supposed rights of man,
therefore, go beyond the egoistic man, man as he is, as a member of civil society; that is,
an individual separated from the community, withdrawn into himself, wholly preoccupied
with his private interest and acting in accordance with his private caprice... Thus man was
not liberated from religion; he received religious liberty. He was not liberated from
property; he received the liberty to own property. He was not liberated from the egoism
of business; he received the liberty to engage in business.”

“Wage Labour and Capital”: On the worker: “He works in order to live. He does not
even reckon labour as a part of his life; it is rather a sacrifice of his life. It is a commodity
which he has made over to another.”

“The Coming Upheaval”: “Combat or death: bloody struggle or extinction. It is thus
that the question is inexorably put.”

“Class Struggle and Mode of Production”

“And now as to myself, no credit is due to me for discovering the existence of classes in
modern society or the struggle between them. Long before me bourgeois historians had
described the historical development of this class struggle and bourgeois economists the
economic anatomy of the classes. What | did that was new was to prove: 1) that the
existence of classes is only bound up with particular historical phases in the development
of production, 2) that the class struggle necessarily leads to the dictatorship of the
proletariat, 3) that this dictatorship itself only constitutes the transition to the abolition of
all classes and to a classless society.”
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Benito Mussolini
The Doctrine of Fascism

(1932)

Like all sound political conceptions, Fascism is action and it is thought; action in which
doctrine is immanent, and doctrine arising from a given system of historical forces in
which it is inserted, and working on them from within." It has therefore a form correlated
to contingencies of time and space; but it has also an ideal content which makes it an
expression of truth in the higher region of the history of thought.? There is no way of
exercising a spiritual influence in the world as a human will dominating the will of
others, unless one has a conception both of the transient and the specific reality on which
that action is to be exercised, and of the permanent and universal reality in which the
transient dwells and has its being. To know men one must know man; and to know man
one must be acquainted with reality and its laws. There can be no conception of the State
which is not fundamentally a conception of life: philosophy or intuition, system of ideas
evolving within the framework of logic or concentrated in a vision or a faith, but always,
at least potentially, an organic conception of the world.

Thus many of the practical expressions of Fascism such as party organization,
system of education, and discipline can only be understood when considered in relation to
its general attitude toward life. A spiritual attitude. Fascism sees in the world not only
those superficial, material aspects in which man appears as an individual, standing by
himself, self-centered, subject to natural law, which instinctively urges him toward a life
of selfish momentary pleasure; it sees not only the individual but the nation and the
country; individuals and generations bound together by a moral law, with common
traditions and a mission which suppressing the instinct for life closed in a brief circle of
pleasure, builds up a higher life, founded on duty, a life free from the limitations of time
and space, in which the individual, by self-sacrifice, the renunciation of self-interest, by
death itself, can achieve that purely spiritual existence in which his value as a man
Cconsists.

The conception is therefore a spiritual one, arising from the general reaction of the
century against the materialistic positivism of the XIX™ century. Anti-positivistic but
positive; neither skeptical nor agnostic; neither pessimistic nor supinely optimistic as are,
generally speaking, the doctrines (all negative) which place the center of life outside man;
whereas, by the exercise of his free will, man can and must create his own world.

Fascism wants man to be active and to engage in action with all his energies; it wants him
to be manfully aware of the difficulties besetting him and ready to face them. It conceives
of life as a struggle in which it behooves a man to win for himself a really worthy place,
first of all by fitting himself (physically, morally, intellectually) to become the implement
required for winning it. As for the individual, so for the nation, and so for mankind.
Hence the high value of culture in all its forms (artistic, religious, scientific) and the
outstanding importance of education. Hence also the essential value of work, by which
man subjugates nature and creates the human world (economic, political, ethical, and
intellectual).
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This positive conception of life is obviously an ethical one. It invests the whole
field of reality as well as the human activities which master it. No action is exempt from
moral judgment; no activity can be despoiled of the value which a moral purpose confers
on all things. Therefore life, as conceived of by the Fascist, is serious, austere, and
religious; all its manifestations are poised in a world sustained by moral forces and
subject to spiritual responsibilities. The Fascist disdains an “easy” life.

The Fascist conception of life is a religious one, in which man is viewed in his
immanent relation to a higher law, endowed with an objective will transcending the
individual and raising him to conscious membership of a spiritual society. “Those who
perceive nothing beyond opportunistic considerations in the religious policy of the
Fascist regime fail to realize that Fascism is not only a system of government but also and
above all a system of thought.

In the Fascist conception of history, man is man only by virtue of the spiritual
process to which he contributes as a member of the family, the social group, the nation,
and in function of history to which all nations bring their contribution. Hence the great
value of tradition in records, in language, in customs, in the rules of social life. Outside
history man is a nonentity. Fascism is therefore opposed to all individualistic abstractions
based on eighteenth century materialism; and it is opposed to all Jacobinistic utopias and
innovations. It does not believe in the possibility of “happiness” on earth as conceived by
the economistic literature of the XVIII™ century, and it therefore rejects the theological
notion that at some future time the human family will secure a final settlement of all its
difficulties. This notion runs counter to experience which teaches that life is in continual
flux and in process of evolution. In politics Fascism aims at realism; in practice it desires
to deal only with those problems which are the spontaneous product of historic conditions
and which find or suggest their own solutions. Only by entering in to the process of
reality and taking possession of the forces at work within it, can man act on man and on
nature. ™

Anti-individualistic, the Fascist conception of life stresses the importance of the
State and accepts the individual only in so far as his interests coincide with those of the
State, which stands for the conscience and the universal, will of man as a historic entity. It
is opposed to classical liberalism which arose as a reaction to absolutism and exhausted
its historical function when the State became the expression of the conscience and will of
the people. Liberalism denied the State in the name of the individual; Fascism reasserts
the rights of the State as expressing the real essence of the individual. And if liberty is to
be the attribute of living men and not of abstract dummies invented by individualistic
liberalism, then Fascism stands for liberty, and for the only liberty worth having, the
liberty of the State and of the individual within the State. The Fascist conception of the
State is all embracing; outside of it no human or spiritual values can exist, much less have
value. Thus understood, Fascism, is totalitarian, and the Fascist State—a synthesis and a
unit inclusive of all values—interprets, develops, and potentates the whole life of a
people.

No individuals or groups (political parties, cultural associations, economic unions,
social classes) outside the State. Fascism is therefore opposed to Socialism to which unity
within the State (which amalgamates classes into a single economic and ethical reality) is
unknown, and which sees in history nothing but the class struggle. Fascism is likewise
opposed to trade unionism as a class weapon. But when brought within the orbit of the
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State, Fascism recognizes the real needs which gave rise to socialism and trade unionism,
giving them due weight in the guild or corporative system in which divergent interests are
coordinated and harmonized in the unity of the State.

Grouped according to their several interests, individuals form classes; they form
trade-unions when organized according to their several economic activities; but first and
foremost they form the State, which is no mere matter of numbers, the suns of the
individuals forming the majority. Fascism is therefore opposed to that form of democracy
which equates a nation to the majority, lowering it to the level of the largest number'’;
but it is the purest form of democracy if the nation be considered as it should be from the
point of view of quality rather than quantity, as an idea, the mightiest because the most
ethical, the most coherent, the truest, expressing itself in a people as the conscience and
will of the few, if not, indeed, of one, and ending to express itself in the conscience and
the will of the mass, of the whole group ethnically molded by natural and historical
conditions into a nation, advancing, as one conscience and one will, along the self same
line of development and spiritual formation.'® Not a race, nor a geographically defined
region, but a people, historically perpetuating itself; a multitude unified by an idea and
imbued with the will to live, the will to power, self-consciousness, personality.

In so far as it is embodied in a State, this higher personality becomes a nation. It is
not the nation which generates the State; that is an antiquated naturalistic concept which
afforded a basis for XIX™ century publicity in favor of national governments. Rather is it
the State which creates the nation, conferring volition and therefore real life on a people
made aware of their moral unity.

The right to national independence does not arise from any merely literary and
idealistic form of self-consciousness; still less from a more or less passive and
unconscious de facto situation, but from an active, self-conscious, political will
expressing itself in action and ready to prove its rights. It arises, in short, from the
existence, at least virtually, of a State. Indeed, it is the State which, as the expression of a
universal ethical will, creates the right to national independence.

A nation, as expressed in the State, is a living, ethical entity only in so far as it is
progressive. Inactivity is death. Therefore the State is not only Authority which governs
and confers legal form and spiritual value on individual wills, but it is also Power which
makes its will felt and respected beyond its own frontiers, thus affording practical proof
of the universal character of the decisions necessary to ensure its development. This
implies organization and expansion, potential if not actual. Thus the State equates itself to
the will of man, whose development cannot he checked by obstacles and which, by
achieving self-expression, demonstrates its infinity.

The Fascist State, as a higher and more powerful expression of personality, is a
force, but a spiritual one. It sums up all the manifestations of the moral and intellectual
life of man. Its functions cannot therefore be limited to those of enforcing order and
keeping the peace, as the liberal doctrine had it. It is no mere mechanical device for
defining the sphere within which the individual may duly exercise his supposed rights.
The Fascist State is an inwardly accepted standard and rule of conduct, a discipline of the
whole person; it permeates the will no less than the intellect. It stands for a principle
which becomes the central motive of man as a member of civilized society, sinking deep
down into his personality; it dwells in the heart of the man of action and of the thinker, of
the artist and of the man of science: soul of the soul.
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Fascism, in short, is not only a law-giver and a founder of institutions, but an
educator and a promoter of spiritual life. It aims at refashioning not only the forms of life
but their content—man, his character, and his faith. To achieve this propose it enforces
discipline and uses authority, entering into the soul and ruling with undisputed sway.
Therefore it has chosen as its emblem the Lictor’s rods, the symbol of unity, strength, and
justice.

POLITICAL AND SOCIAL DOCTRINE

When in the now distant March of 1919, speaking through the columns of the Popolo
d'ltalia I summoned to Milan the surviving interventionists who had intervened, and who
had followed me ever since the foundation of the Fasci of revolutionary action in January
1915, I had in mind no specific doctrinal program. The only doctrine of which I had
practical experience was that of socialism, from 1903-04 until the winter of 1914—nearly
a decade. My experience was that both of a follower and a leader—but it was not
doctrinal experience. My doctrine during that period had been the doctrine of action. A
uniform, universally accepted doctrine of Socialism had not existed since 1905, when the
revisionist movement, headed by Bernstein, arose in Germany, countered by the
formation, in the see-saw of tendencies, of a left revolutionary movement which in Italy
never quitted the field of phrases, whereas, in the case of Russian so-cialism, it became
the prelude to Bolshevism.

Reformism, revolutionism, centrism, the very echo of that terminology is dead,
while in the great river of Fascism one can trace currents which had their source in Sorel,
Peguy, Lagardelle of the Movement Socialists, and in the cohort of Italian syndicalist
who from 1904 to 1914 brought a new note into the Italian socialist environment—
previously emasculated and chloroformed by fornicating with Giolitti’s party—a note
sounded in Olivetti’s Pagine Libere, Orano’s Lupa, Enrico Leone’s Divenirs Socials.

When the war ended in 1919 Socialism, as a doctrine, was already dead; it
continued to exist only as a grudge, especially in Italy where its only chance lay in
inciting to reprisals against the men who had willed the war and who were to be made to
pay for it.

The Popolo d’ltalia described itself in its subtitle as the daily organ of fighters and
producers. The word producer was already the expression of a mental trend. Fascism was
not the nursling of a doctrine previously drafted at a desk; it was born of the need of
action, and was action; it was not a party but, in the first two years, an anti-party and a
movement. The name | gave the organization fixed its character.

Yet if anyone cares to reread the now crumpled sheets of those days giving an
account of the meeting at which the Italian Fasci di combattimento were founded, he will
find not a doctrine but a series of pointers, forecasts, hints which, when freed from the
inevitable matrix of contingencies, were to develop in a few years time into a series of
doctrinal positions entitling Fascism to rank as a political doctrine differing from all
others, past or present.

“If the bourgeoisie—I then said—believe that they have found in us their
lightning-conductors, they are mistaken. We must go towards the people ... . We wish the
working classes to accustom themselves to the responsibilities of management so that
they may realize that it is no easy matter to run a business ... . We will fight both
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technical and spiritual rear-guardism ... . Now that the succession of the regime is open
we must not be fainthearted. We must rush forward; if the present regime is to be
superseded we must take its place. The right of succession is ours, for we urged the
country to enter the war and we led it to victory ... . The existing forms of political
representation cannot satisfy us; we want direst representation of the several interests ... .
It may be objected that this program implies a return to the guilds (corporazioni). No
matter! | therefore hope this assembly will accept the economic claims advanced by
national syndicalism ... .

Is it not strange that from the very first day, at Piazza San Sepolcro, the word

“guild” (corporazione) was pronounced, a word which, as the Revolution developed, was
to express one of the basic legislative and social creations of the regime?
The years preceding the March on Rome cover a period during which the need of action
forbade delay and careful doctrinal elaborations. Fighting was going on in the towns and
villages. There were discussions but ... there was something more sacred and more
important: Death ... . Fascists knew how to die. A doctrine—fully elaborated, divided up
into chapters and paragraphs with annotations, may have been lacking, but it was
replaced by something far more decisive—by a faith. All the same, if with the help of
books, articles, resolutions passed at congresses, major and minor speeches, anyone
should care to revive the memory of those days, he will find, provided he knows how to
seek and select, that the doctrinal foundations were laid while the battle was still raging.
Indeed, it was during those years that Fascist thought armed, refined itself, and proceeded
ahead with its organization. The problems of the individual and the State; the problems of
authority and liberty; political, social, and more especially national problems were
discussed; the conflict with liberal, democratic, socialistic, Masonic doctrines and with
those of the Partito Popolare, was carried on at the same time as the punitive expeditions.
Nevertheless, the lack of a formal system was used by disingenuous adversaries as an
argument for proclaiming Fascism incapable of elaborating a doctrine at the very time
when that doctrine was being formulated—no matter how tumultuously—first, as is the
case with all new ideas, in the guise of violent dogmatic negations; then in the more
positive guise of constructive theories, subsequently incorporated, in 1926, 1927, and
1928, in the laws and institutions of the regime.

Fascism is now clearly defined not only as a regime but as a doctrine. This means
that Fascism, exercising its critical faculties on itself and on others, has studied from its
own special standpoint and judged by its own standards all the problems affecting the
material and intellectual interests now causing such grave anxiety to the nations of the
world, and is ready to deal with them by its own policies.

First of all, as regards the future development of mankind, and quite apart from all
present political considerations. Fascism does not, generally speaking, believe in the
possibility or utility of perpetual peace. It therefore discards pacifism as a cloak for
cowardly supine renunciation in contradistinction to self-sacrifice. War alone keys up all
human energies to their maximum tension and sets the seal of nobility on those peoples
who have the courage to face it. All other tests are substitutes which never place a man
face to face with himself before the alternative of life or death. Therefore all doctrines
which postulate peace at all costs are incompatible with Fascism. Equally foreign to the
spirit of Fascism, even if accepted as useful in meeting special political situations—are
all internationalistic or League superstructures which, as history shows, crumble to the
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ground whenever the heart of nations is deeply stirred by sentimental, idealistic or
practical considerations. Fascism carries this anti-pacifistic attitude into the life of the
individual. “I don't care a damn” (me ne frego)—the proud motto of the fighting squads
scrawled by a wounded man on his bandages, is not only an act of philosophic stoicism, it
sums up a doctrine which is not merely political: it is evidence of a fighting spirit which
accepts all risks. It signifies new style of Italian life. The Fascist accepts and loves life; he
rejects and despises suicide as cowardly. Life as he understands it means duty, elevation,
conquest; life must be lofty and full, it must be lived for oneself but above all for others,
both near bye and far off, present and future.

The population policy of the regime is the consequence of these premises. The
Fascist loves his neighbor, but the word “neighbor” does not stand for some vague and
unseizable conception. Love of one’s neighbor does not exclude necessary educational
severity; still less does it exclude differentiation and rank. Fascism will have nothing to
do with universal embraces; as a member of the community of nations it looks other
peoples straight in the eyes; it is vigilant and on its guard; it follows others in all their
manifestations and notes any changes in their interests; and it does not allow itself to be
deceived by mutable and fallacious appearances.

Such a conception of life makes Fascism the resolute negation of the doctrine
underlying so-called scientific and Marxian socialism, the doctrine of historic
materialism which would explain the history of mankind in terms of the class struggle
and by changes in the processes and instruments of production, to the exclusion of all
else.

That the vicissitudes of economic life—discoveries of raw materials, new
technical processes, and scientific inventions—have their importance, no one denies; but
that they suffice to explain human history to the exclusion of other factors is absurd.
Fascism believes now and always in sanctity and heroism, that is to say in acts in which
no economic motive—remote or immediate—is at work. Having denied historic
materialism, which sees in men mere puppets on the surface of history, appearing and
disappearing on the crest of the waves while in the depths the real directing forces move
and work, Fascism also denies the immutable and irreparable character of the class
struggle which is the natural outcome of this economic conception of history; above all it
denies that the class struggle is the preponderating agent in social transformations.
Having thus struck a blow at socialism in the two main points of its doctrine, all that
remains of it is the sentimental aspiration—old as humanity itself—toward social
relations in which the sufferings and sorrows of the humbler folk will be alleviated. But
here again Fascism rejects the economic interpretation of felicity as something to be
secured socialistically, almost automatically, at a given stage of economic evolution
when all will be assured a maximum of material comfort. Fascism denies the materialistic
conception of happiness as a possibility, and abandons it to the economists of the mid-
eighteenth century. This means that Fascism denies the equation: Well-being =
Happiness, which sees in men mere animals, content when they can feed and fatten, thus
reducing them to a vegetative existence pure and simple.

After socialism, Fascism trains its guns on the whole block of democratic
ideologies, and rejects both their premises and their practical applications and
implements. Fascism denies that numbers, as such, can be the determining factor in
human society; it denies the right of numbers to govern by means of periodical
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consultations; it asserts the irremediable and fertile and beneficent inequality of men who
cannot be leveled by any such mechanical and extrinsic device as universal suffrage.
Democratic regimes may be described as those under which the people are, from time to
time, deluded into the belief that they exercise sovereignty, while all the time real
sovereignty resides in and is exercised by other and sometimes irresponsible and secret
forces. Democracy is a kingless regime infested by many kings who are sometimes more
exclusive, tyrannical, and destructive than one, even if he be a tyrant. This explains why
Fascism—although, for contingent reasons, it was republican in tendency prior to 1922—
abandoned that stand before the March on Rome, convinced that the form of government
is no longer a matter of preeminent importance, and because the study of past and present
monarchies and past and present republics shows that neither monarchy nor republic can
be judged sub specie aeternitatis, but that each stands for a form of government
expressing the political evolution, the history, the traditions, and the psychology of a
given country.

Fascism has outgrown the dilemma: monarchy versus republic, over which
democratic regimes too long dallied, attributing all insufficiencies to the former and
proving the latter as a regime of perfection, whereas experience teaches that some
republics are inherently reactionary and absolutist while some monarchies accept the
most daring political and social experiments.

In one of his philosophic Meditations Renan—who had pre-fascist intuitions—
remarks, “Reason and science are the products of mankind, but it is chimerical to seek
reason directly for the people and through the people. It is not essential to the existence of
reason that all should be familiar with it; and even if all had to be initiated, this could not
be achieved through democracy which seems fated to lead to the extinction of all arduous
forms of culture and all highest forms of learning. The maxim that society exists only for
the well-being and freedom of the individuals composing it does not seem to be in
conformity with nature’s plans, which care only for the species and seem ready to
sacrifice the individual. It is much to be feared that the last word of democracy thus
understood (and let me hasten to add that it is susceptible of a different interpretation)
would be a form of society in which a degenerate mass would have no thought beyond
that of enjoying the ignoble pleasures of the vulgar.”

In rejecting democracy Fascism rejects the absurd conventional lie of political
equalitarianism, the habit of collective irresponsibility, the myth of felicity and indefinite
progress. But if democracy be understood as meaning a regime in which the masses are
not driven back to the margin of the State, and then the writer of these pages has already
defined Fascism as an organized, centralized, authoritarian democracy.

Fascism is definitely and absolutely opposed to the doctrines of liberalism, both in
the political and the economic sphere. The importance of liberalism in the XIX™ century
should not be exaggerated for present day polemical purposes, nor should we make of
one of the many doctrines which flourished in that century a religion for mankind for the
present and for all time to come. Liberalism really flourished for fifteen years only. It
arose in 1830 as a reaction to the Holy Alliance which tried to force Europe to recede
further back than 1789; it touched its zenith in 1848 when even Pius IX™ was a liberal. Its
decline began immediately after that year. If 1848 was a year of light and poetry, 1849
was a year of darkness and tragedy. The Roman Republic was Killed by a sister republic,
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that of France. In that same year Marx, in his famous Communist Manifesto, launched the
gospel of socialism.

In 1851 Napoleon Il made his illiberal coup d'etat and ruled France until 1870
when he was turned out by a popular rising following one of the severest military defeats
known to history. The victor was Bismarck who never even knew the whereabouts of
liberalism and its prophets. It is symptomatic that throughout the XIX™ century the
religion of liberalism was completely unknown to so highly civilized a people as the
Germans but for one parenthesis which has been described as the “ridiculous parliament
of Frankfurt” which lasted just one season. Germany attained her national unity outside
liberalism and in opposition to liberalism, a doctrine which seems foreign to the German
temperament, essentially monarchical, whereas liberalism is the historic and logical
anteroom to anarchy. The three stages in the making of German unity were the three wars
of 1864, 1866, and 1870, led by such “liberals” as Moltke and Bismarck. And in the
upbuilding of Italian unity liberalism played a very minor part when compared to the
contribution made by Mazzini and Garibaldi who were not liberals. But for the
intervention of the illiberal Napoleon 111 we should not have had Lombardy, and without
that of the illiberal Bismarck at Sadowa and at Sedan very probably we should not have
had Venetia in 1866 and in 1870 we should not have entered Rome. The years going
from 1870 to 1915 cover a period which marked, even in the opinion of the high priests
of the new creed, the twilight of their religion, attacked by decadentism in literature and
by activism in practice. Activism: that is to say nationalism, futurism, fascism.

The liberal century, after piling up innumerable Gordian Knots, tried to cut them
with the sword of the world war. Never has any religion claimed so cruel a sacrifice.
Were the Gods of liberalism thirsting for blood?

Now liberalism is preparing to close the doors of its temples, deserted by the
peoples who feel that the agnosticism it professed in the sphere of economics and the
indifferentism of which it has given proof in the sphere of politics and morals, would lead
the world to ruin in the future as they have done in the past.

This explains why all the political experiments of our day are anti-liberal, and it is
supremely ridiculous to endeavor on this account to put them outside the pale of history,
as though history were a preserve set aside for liberalism and its adepts; as though
liberalism were the last word in civilization beyond which no one can go.

The Fascist negation of socialism, democracy, liberalism, should not, however, be
interpreted as implying a desire to drive the world backwards to positions occupied prior
to 1789, a year commonly referred to as that which opened the demo-liberal century.
History does not travel backwards. The Fascist doctrine has not taken De Maistre as its
prophet. Monarchical absolutism is of the past, and so is ecclesiolatry. Dead and done for
are feudal privileges and the division of society into closed, uncommunicating castes.
Neither has the Fascist conception of authority anything in common with that of a police
ridden State.

A party governing a nation “totalitarianly” is a new departure in history. There are
no points of reference nor of comparison. From beneath the ruins of liberal, socialist, and
democratic doctrines, Fascism extracts those elements which are still vital. It preserves
what may be described as “the acquired facts” of history; it rejects all else. That is to say,
it rejects the idea of a doctrine suited to all times and to all people. Granted that the XIX™
century was the century of socialism, liberalism, democracy, this does not mean that the
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XX™ century must also be the century of socialism, liberalism, democracy. Political
doctrines pass; nations remain. We are free to believe that this is the century of authority,
a century tending to the “right,” a Fascist century. If the XIX™ century was the century of
the individual (liberalism implies individualism) we are free to believe that this is the
“collective” century, and therefore the century of the State. It is quite logical for a new
doctrine to make use of the still vital elements of other doctrines. No doctrine was ever
born quite new and bright and unheard of. No doctrine can boast absolute originality. It is
always connected, it only historically, with those which preceded it and those which will
follow it. Thus the scientific socialism of Marx links up to the utopian socialism of the
Fouriers, the Owens, the Saint-Simons; thus the liberalism of the XIX™ century traces its
origin back to the illuministic movement of the XVIII™, and the doctrines of democracy
to those of the Encyclopaedists. All doctrines aim at directing the activities of men
towards a given objective; but these activities in their turn react on the doctrine,
modifying and adjusting it to new needs, or outstripping it. A doctrine must therefore be a
vital act and not a verbal display. Hence the pragmatic strain in Fascism, its will to
power, its will to live, its attitude toward violence, and its value.

The keystone of the Fascist doctrine is its conception of the State, of its essence,
its functions, and its aims. For Fascism the State is absolute, individuals and groups
relative. Individuals and groups are admissible in so far as they come within the State.
Instead of directing the game and guiding the material and moral progress of the
community, the liberal State restricts its activities to recording results. The Fascist State
is wide awake and has a will of its own. For this reason it can be described as “ethical.”
At the first quinquennial assembly of the regime, in 1929, | said “The Fascist State is not
a night watchman, solicitous only of the personal safety of the citizens; not is it organized
exclusively for the purpose of guaranteeing a certain degree of material prosperity and
relatively peaceful conditions of life, a board of directors would do as much. Neither is it
exclusively political, divorced from practical realities and holding itself aloof from the
multifarious activities of the citizens and the nation. The State, as conceived and realized
by Fascism, is a spiritual and ethical entity for securing the political, juridical, and
economic organization of the nation, an organization which in its origin and growth is a
manifestation of the spirit. The State guarantees the internal and external safety of the
country, but it also safeguards and transmits the spirit of the people, elaborated down the
ages in its language, its customs, its faith. The State is not only the present; it is also the
past and above all the future. Transcending the individual’s brief spell of life, the State
stands for the immanent conscience of the nation. The forms in which it finds expression
change, but the need for it remains. The State educates the citizens to civism, makes them
aware of their mission, urges them to unity; its justice harmonizes their divergent
interests; it transmits to future generations the conquests of the mind in the fields of
science, art, law, human solidarity; it leads men up from primitive tribal life to that
highest manifes-tation of human power, imperial rule. The State hands down to future
generations the memory of those who laid down their lives to ensure its safety or to obey
its laws; it sets up as examples and records for future ages the names of the captains who
enlarged its territory and of the men of genius who have made it famous. Whenever
respect for the State declines and the disintegrating and centrifugal tendencies of
individuals and groups prevail, nations are headed for decay.
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Since 1929 economic and political development have everywhere emphasized
these truths. The importance of the State is rapidly growing. The so-called crisis can only
be settled by State action and within the orbit of the State. Where are the shades of the
Jules Simons who, in the early days of liberalism proclaimed that the “State should
endeavor to render itself useless and prepare to hand in its resignation”? Or of the
MacCullochs who, in the second half of last century, urged that the State should desist
from governing too much? And what of the English Bentham who considered that all
industry asked of government was to be left alone, and of the German Humboldt who
expressed the opinion that the best government was a lazy one? What would they say
now to the unceasing, inevitable, and urgently requested interventions of government in
business? It is true that the second generation of economists was less uncompromising in
this respect than the first, and that even Adam Smith left the door ajar—however
cautiously—for government intervention in business.

If liberalism spells individualism, Fascism spells government. The Fascist State
is, however, a unique and original creation. It is not reactionary but revolutionary, for it
anticipates the solution of certain universal problems which have been raised elsewhere,
in the political field by the splitting up of parties, the usurpation of power by parliaments,
the irresponsibility of assemblies; in the economic field by the increasingly numerous and
important functions discharged by trade unions and trade associations with their disputes
and ententes, affecting both capital and labor; in the ethical field by the need felt for
order, discipline, obedience to the moral dictates of patriotism.

Fascism desires the State to be strong and organic, based on broad foundations of
popular support. The Fascist State lays claim to rule in the economic field no less than in
others; it makes its action felt throughout the length and breadth of the country by means
of its corporative, social, and educational institutions, and all the political, economic, and
spiritual forces of the nation, organized in their respective associations, circulate within
the State. A State based on millions of individuals who recognize its authority, feel its
action, and are ready to serve its ends is not the tyrannical state of a mediaeval lordling. It
has nothing in common with the despotic States existing prior to or subsequent to 1789.
Far from crushing the individual, the Fascist State multiplies his energies, just as in a
regiment a soldier is not diminished but multiplied by the number of his fellow soldiers.

The Fascist State organizes the nation, but it leaves the individual adequate elbow
room. It has curtailed useless or harmful liberties while preserving those which are
essential. In such matters the individual cannot be the judge, but the State only.

The Fascist State is not indifferent to religious phenomena in general nor does it
maintain an attitude of indifference to Roman Catholicism, the special, positive religion
of Italians. The State has not got a theology but it has a moral code. The Fascist State sees
in religion one of the deepest of spiritual manifestations and for this reason it not only
respects religion but defends and protects it. The Fascist State does not attempt, as did
Robespierre at the height of the revolutionary delirium of the Convention, to set up a
“god” of its own; nor does it vainly seek, as does Bolshevism, to efface God from the
soul of man. Fascism respects the God of ascetics, saints, and heroes, and it also respects
God as conceived by the ingenuous and primitive heart of the people, the God to whom
their prayers are raised.

The Fascist State expresses the will to exercise power and to command. Here the
Roman tradition is embodied in a conception of strength. Imperial power, as understood



31

by the Fascist doctrine, is not only territorial, or military, or commercial; it is also
spiritual and ethical. An imperial nation, that is to say a nation which directly or
indirectly is a leader of others, can exist without the need of conquering a single square
mile of territory. Fascism sees in the imperialistic spirit—i.e. in the tendency of nations to
expand—a manifestation of their vitality. In the opposite tendency, which would limit
their interests to the home country, it sees a symptom of decadence. Peoples who rise or
re-arise are imperialistic; renunciation is characteristic of dying peoples. The Fascist
doctrine is that best suited to the tendencies and feelings of a people which, like the
Italian, after lying fallow during centuries of foreign servitude, are now reasserting itself
in the world.

But imperialism implies discipline, the coordination of efforts, a deep sense of
duty and a spirit of self-sacrifice. This explains many aspects of the practical activity of
the regime, and the direction taken by many of the forces of the State, as also the severity
which has to be exercised towards those who would oppose this spontaneous and
inevitable movement of XX™ century Italy by agitating outgrown ideologies of the XIX"
century, ideologies rejected wherever great experiments in political and social
transformations are being dared.

Never before have the peoples thirsted for authority, direction, order, as they do
now. If each age has its doctrine, then innumerable symptoms indicate that the doctrine of
our age is the Fascist. That it is vital is shown by the fact that it has aroused a faith; that
this faith has conquered souls is shown by the fact that Fascism can point to its fallen
heroes and its martyrs.

Fascism has now acquired throughout the world that universally which belongs to
all doctrines which by achieving self-expression represent a moment in the history of
human thought.
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Michael

Joseph Goebbels
(1929)

Goebbels’s semi-autobiographical novel Michael was published in 1929. By 1942 it had
gone through 17 editions.

After the death of the main character, Michael, in a mining accident, three books are
found among his belongings: the Bible, Goethe’s Faust, and Nietzsche’s Thus Spake
Zarathustra.

“If Christ were to be restored as he was, perhaps that would be our redemption.”

“All of German history is nothing but a continuous chain of the battles of the German
soul against its enemies.”

“Never do the people rule themselves. This madness has been invented by liberalism.
Behind its concept of the sovereignty of the people hide the most corrupt rogues, who do
not want to be recognized.”

“Race is the matrix of all creative forces. Humanity—that is a mere supposition. Reality
is only the Volk. Humanity is nothing but a multitude of peoples. A people is an organic
entity. Humanity has only the chance to become organic.”

“If the most courageous hold the helm, they shall openly pronounce: We practice
dictatorship! We assume responsibility before history—who will cast the first stone at us?

“But if the cowards have the helm in their hand, they say: The people rule. They
avoid responsibility and stone all those who unite to turn against this hypocrisy.”

“Money has made slaves of us, but work shall make us free.”

“But the working class, on the other hand [in contrast to the bourgeoisie, who are doomed
to destruction], has to fulfill a mission, above all in Germany. It must free the German
people internally and externally. This is a world mission. If Germany goes under, the
light of the world will be extinguished.”

“Those who are willing to renounce life today will be alive tomorrow.”

“Yes, sacrifice is necessary. | don't like it, but I must do it. I must descend into the
deepest abyss.”

“Money is the curse of mankind. It smothers the seed of everything great and good.
Every penny is sticky with sweat and blood.
“I hate Mammon.
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“It breeds sloth and satiated rest. It poisons our own values and subjects us to the
service of low and base instincts.”

“Money rules the world! If true, this is a horrible statement. But today we die because it
is a reality. Money and Jew—they belong together.”

“In its deepest sense, liberalism is the philosophy of money.
“Liberalism means: | believe in Mammon.
“Socialism means: I believe in work.”

“We young ones, we shall attack. The attacker is always stronger than the defender.
“If we free ourselves, we can also liberate the whole working class. And the
liberated working class will release the Fatherland from its chains.”

“Those Damned Nazis”’

Josef Goebbels
(1932 pamphlet)

“The worker in a capitalist state—and that is his deepest misfortune—is no longer a
living human being, a creator, a maker. He has become a machine. A number, a cog in
the machine without sense or understanding. He is alienated from what he produces.”

“The value of labor under socialism will be determined by its value to the state, to the
whole community.”

“The Jew is uncreative. He produces nothing, he only haggles with products. With rags,
clothing, pictures, jewels, grain, stocks, cures, peoples and states. He has somehow stolen
everything he deals in. When he attacks a state he is a revolutionary. As soon as he holds
power, he preaches peace and order so that he can devour his conquests in comfort. What
does anti-Semitism have to do with socialism? | would put the question this way: What
does the Jew have to do with socialism? Socialism has to do with labor. When did one
ever see him working instead of plundering, stealing and living from the sweat of others?
As socialists we are opponents of the Jews because we see in the Hebrews the incarnation
of capitalism, of the misuse of the nation’s goods.”

“We do not enter parliament to use parliamentary methods. We know that the fate of
peoples is determined by personalities”



