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Introduction


When we consider the phrase ‘the modern world’, the mind is soon swarming with ideas. Living in today’s culture can feel like being surrounded by dozens of television screens, all tuned to different channels. Each one bombards us with its sound and images; each demands our attention.


Technology advances so rapidly that few of us can keep pace with the possibilities it offers – and many of us worry about their implications. Religious and political divides appear to grow ever wider and more perilous. Poverty worsens while vast wealth accumulates. Climate change; collapse of financial systems; the continuation of war. And all of this presents itself to us amid a relentless tide of entertainment, advertising and brash ‘celebrity culture’.


But, amid this noise and haste, one skill remains as essential as it was in Greek and Roman times – and presumably long before. It is the art of oratory, the business of persuasion, in which one person commands the attention of many others to put across an argument. Nowadays, the audience may number in its millions, but a truly effective speaker can hold a crowd of any size.


This book cannot attempt to trace the history of public speaking, or consistently map it onto the turning points of history. Instead, it is a collection of 50 modern representative examples, arising from many different circumstances.


The speakers collected here embrace numerous agendas, some a great deal more laudable than others. Many of them deal with eternal issues, such as war and peace, inequality and justice, repression and revolution. Others address concerns peculiar to the modern age, such as AIDS and the atom bomb, technology and terrorism. All of them have something unique to say, and have said it in an original and compelling way.


In presenting these speeches, we have tried to place the reader in a ringside seat by describing the immediate circumstances, the historical background and, where possible, the audience’s reactions. We have provided an introduction to each speech, and notes to explain references which may not be obvious. In some cases, we have abridged the speeches to remove material of less immediate interest to the reader.


But none of this should distract from the transcripts of the orators’ own words. They are included here because they speak supremely well for themselves.


Andrew Burnet


Editor
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Emmeline Pankhurst


British suffragette


Emmeline Pankhurst née Goulden (1857–1928) was one of the significant voices of the women’s suffrage movement of the late 19th and early 20th century. She fought for women’s suffrage with tenacity and extreme militancy, and was later joined by her daughters Christabel (1880–1958) and Sylvia (1882–1960). Her 40-year-campaign reached a peak of success shortly before her death, when the Representation of the People Act was finally passed (1928), establishing voting equality for men and women.


‘The laws that men have made’


24 March 1908, London, England




Formed in 1887 from 17 separate groups, the National Union of Women’s Suffrage Societies had campaigned persistently but unsuccessfully to gain the vote for women. A growing sense of frustration drove Emmeline and her daughter Christabel Pankhurst to form breakaway groups: the Women’s Social and Political Union in 1903 and the more militant Women’s Freedom League in 1907.


Tactics pursued by members of these organizations included heckling political speeches and provoking the police to arrest them for disturbing the peace. Their activities attracted the desired attention, though they were also delightedly lampooned by cartoonists and mainstream newspapers. In 1907, the law was changed to allow women ratepayers to vote in local elections – but this did not satisfy Pankhurst.


In 1908, she gave a series of lectures under the umbrella title The Importance of the Vote. This one was given in the Portman Rooms during the Putney by-election of that year, which added urgency to its message. In her bald but patiently reasoned attack on the status quo, Pankhurst recites men’s legislative shortcomings, condemning them for their failure to improve ordinary women’s lives.





[image: image]What I am going to say to you tonight is not new. It is what we have been saying at every street corner, at every by-election during the last 18 months. It is perfectly well known to many members of my audience, but they will not mind if I repeat, for the benefit of those who are here for the first time tonight, those arguments and illustrations with which many of us are so very familiar.


In the first place, it is important that women should have the vote in order that in the government of the country the women’s point of view should be put forward.


It is important for women that in any legislation that affects women equally with men, those who make the laws should be responsible to women, in order that they may be forced to consult women and learn women’s views when they are contemplating the making or the altering of laws.


Very little has been done by legislation for women for many years – for obvious reasons. More and more of the time of Members of Parliament is occupied by the claims which are made on behalf of the people who are organized in various ways in order to promote the interests of their industrial organizations or their political or social organizations. So the Member of Parliament, if he does dimly realize that women have needs, has no time to attend to them, no time to give to the consideration of those needs. His time is fully taken up by attending to the needs of the people who have sent him to Parliament.


While a great deal has been done, and a great deal more has been talked about for the benefit of the workers who have votes, yet so far as women are concerned, legislation relating to them has been practically at a standstill. Yet it is not because women have no need, or because their need is not very urgent. There are many laws on the statute-book today which are admittedly out of date, and call for reformation; laws which inflict very grave injustices on women. I want to call the attention of women who are here tonight to a few acts on the statute-book which press very hardly and very injuriously on women.


Men politicians are in the habit of talking to women as if there were no laws that affect women. ‘The fact is,’ they say, ‘the home is the place for women. Their interests are the rearing and training of children. These are the things that interest women. Politics have nothing to do with these things, and therefore politics do not concern women.’ Yet the laws decide how women are to live in marriage, how their children are to be trained and educated, and what the future of their children is to be. All that is decided by act of Parliament. Let us take a few of these laws, and see what there is to say about them from the women’s point of view.


First of all, let us take the marriage laws. They are made by men for women. Let us consider whether they are equal, whether they are just, whether they are wise. What security of maintenance has the married woman? Many a married woman, having given up her economic independence in order to marry, how is she compensated for that loss? What security does she get in that marriage for which she gave up economic independence? Take the case of a woman who has been earning a good income. She is told that she ought to give up her employment when she becomes a wife and a mother. What does she get in return?


All that a married man is obliged by law to do for his wife is to provide for her shelter of some kind, food of some kind and clothing of some kind. It is left to his good pleasure to decide what the shelter shall be, what the food shall be, what the clothing shall be. It is left to him to decide what money shall be spent on the home, and how it shall be spent; the wife has no voice legally in deciding any of these things. She has no legal claim upon any definite portion of his income. If he is a good man, a conscientious man, he does the right thing. If he is not, if he chooses almost to starve his wife, she has no remedy. What he thinks sufficient is what she has to be content with.


I quite agree, in all these illustrations, that the majority of men are considerably better than the law compels them to be…but since there are some bad men, some unjust men, don’t you agree with me that the law ought to be altered so that those men could be dealt with?


Take what happens to the woman if her husband dies and leaves her a widow, sometimes with little children. If a man is so insensible to his duties as a husband and father when he makes his will, as to leave all his property away from his wife and children, the law allows him to do it. That will is a valid one. So you see that the married woman’s position is not a secure one. It depends entirely on her getting a good ticket in the lottery. If she has a good husband, well and good: if she has a bad one, she has to suffer, and she has no remedy. That is her position as a wife, and it is far from satisfactory.


Now let us look at her position if she has been very unfortunate in marriage, so unfortunate as to get a bad husband, an immoral husband, a vicious husband, a husband unfit to be the father of little children. We turn to the divorce court. How is she to get rid of such a man? If a man has got married to a bad wife, and he wants to get rid of her, he has but to prove against her one act of infidelity. But if a woman who is married to a vicious husband wants to get rid of him, not one act nor a thousand acts of infidelity entitle her to a divorce. She must prove either bigamy, desertion or gross cruelty, in addition to immorality, before she can get rid of that man.


Let us consider her position as a mother. We have repeated this so often at our meetings that I think the echo of what we have said must have reached many.


By English law, no married woman exists as the mother of the child she brings into the world. In the eyes of the law she is not the parent of her child.


The child, according to our marriage laws, has only one parent who can decide the future of the child, who can decide where it shall live, how it shall live, how much shall be spent upon it, how it shall be educated and what religion it shall profess. That parent is the father.


These are examples of some of the laws that men have made, laws that concern women. I ask you, if women had had the vote, should we have had such laws? If women had had the vote, as men have the vote, we should have had equal laws. We should have had equal laws for divorce, and the law would have said that as nature has given to children two parents, so the law should recognize that they have two parents.


I have spoken to you about the position of the married woman who does not exist legally as a parent, the parent of her own child. In marriage, children have one parent. Out of marriage children have also one parent. That parent is the mother – the unfortunate mother. She alone is responsible for the future of her child; she alone is punished if her child is neglected and suffers from neglect.


But let me give you one illustration. I was in Herefordshire during the by-election. While I was there, an unmarried mother was brought before the bench of magistrates, charged with having neglected her illegitimate child. She was a domestic servant, and had put the child out to nurse. The magistrates – there were colonels and landowners on that bench – did not ask what wages the mother got; they did not ask who the father was or whether he contributed to the support of the child. They sent that woman to prison for three months for having neglected her child.


I ask you women here tonight: if women had had some share in the making of laws, don’t you think they would have found a way of making all fathers of such children equally responsible with the mothers for the welfare of those children?


…The man voter and the man legislator see the man’s needs first, and do not see the woman’s needs. And so it will be until women get the vote.


It is well to remember that, in view of what we have been told of what is the value of women’s influence. Woman’s influence is only effective when men want to do the thing that her influence is supporting.


Now let us look a little to the future. If it ever was important for women to have the vote, it is ten times more important today, because you cannot take up a newspaper, you cannot go to a conference, you cannot even go to church, without hearing a great deal of talk about social reform and a demand for social legislation. Of course, it is obvious that that kind of legislation – and the Liberal government tell us that if they remain in office long enough we are going to have a great deal of it – is of vital importance to women.


If we have the right kind of social legislation it will be a very good thing for women and children. If we have the wrong kind of social legislation, we may have the worst kind of tyranny that women have ever known since the world began. We are hearing about legislation to decide what kind of homes people are to live in. That surely is a question for women. Surely every woman, when she seriously thinks about it, will wonder how men by themselves can have the audacity to think that they can say what homes ought to be without consulting women.


Then take education. Since 1870 men have been trying to find out how to educate children.1 I think they have not yet realized that if they are ever to find out how to educate children, they will have to take women into their confidence, and try to learn from women some of those lessons that the long experience of ages has taught to them. One cannot wonder that whole sessions of Parliament should be wasted on education bills…


The more one thinks about the importance of the vote for women, the more one realizes how vital it is. We are finding out new reasons for the vote, new needs for the vote every day in carrying on our agitation.


I hope that there may be a few men and women here who will go away determined at least to give this question more consideration than they have in the past. They will see that we women, who are doing so much to get the vote, want it because we realize how much good we can do with it when we have got it. We do not want it in order to boast of how much we have got. We do not want it because we want to imitate men or to be like men. We want it because without it we cannot do that work which it is necessary and right and proper that every man and woman should be ready and willing to undertake in the interests of the community of which they form a part.[image: image]
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Vladimir Ilich Lenin


Russian revolutionary leader


Shrewd, dynamic, pedantic and implacable, the Marxist political activist Vladimir Ilich Lenin (1870–1924) spearheaded the October Revolution of 1917 and inaugurated the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ that was to rule Russia for more than seven decades. Despite the ultimate failure of Soviet communism, his influence endures in Russia and beyond.


‘To the workers, everything; to the toilers, everything!’


30 August 1918, Moscow, Russia




The occasion of this speech was a mass meeting in the hand-grenade shop of Moscow’s Michelson Factory.


Much had changed in Russia after the February Revolution (in March 1917, by modern dating), which had forced Tsar Nicholas II’s abdication and established a provisional government of moderate reformists. Although Lenin – unwilling to compromise his careful plans to reorganize the government and economy – had not taken advantage of anti-government demonstrations in July 1917, he had led the successful October Revolution a few months later. He allowed elections for a constituent assembly in November, but dissolved it in January 1918 after the Socialist Revolutionary Party won a majority of seats. Russia withdrew from World War I in March 1918, ceding vast areas of land and economic resources to Germany under the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk.


On 15 August, Lenin severed diplomatic relations with the USA and two weeks later he gave this speech discrediting the moderate provisional government (established after the February Revolution) and attacking the American concept of democracy. In it, he expresses his anger at the course of the war and the treatment of workers in other countries.


As he was leaving the meeting, a member of the Socialist Revolutionary Party, Fanya Kaplan, ran towards him and fired at close range. Lenin refused to go to hospital for fear that further assassins were waiting for him there, and was treated at home. He never fully recovered from his injuries.





[image: image]We Bolsheviks are constantly accused of violating the slogans of equality and fraternity. Let us go into this question in detail.


What was the authority which took the place of the Tsar’s authority?1 It was the authority of Guchkov2 and Milyukov,3 which began to prepare for a constituent assembly in Russia. What was it that really lay behind this work in favour of a liberation of the people from its yoke of a thousand years? Simply the fact that Guchkov and the other leaders gathered around them a host of capitalists who were pursuing their own imperialist purposes.


And when the clique of Kerensky,4 Chernov,5 etc, gained power, this new government, hesitating and deprived of any base to stand on, fought only for the basic interests of the bourgeoisie, closely allied to it. The power actually passed into the hands of the kulaks,6 and nothing into those of the toiling masses.


We have witnessed the same phenomenon in other countries also. Let us take America, the freest and most civilized country. America is a democratic republic. And what is the result? We have the shameless rule of a clique not of millionaires but of multi-millionaires, and the entire nation is enslaved and oppressed. If the factories and works, the banks and all the riches of the nation belong to the capitalists; if, by the side of the democratic republic we observe a perpetual enslavement of millions of toilers and a continuous poverty, we have a right to ask: where is all your lauded equality and fraternity?


Far from it! The rule of democracy is accompanied by an unadulterated savage banditry. We understand the true nature of so-called democracies.


The secret treaties of the French Republic, of England and of the other democracies,7 have clearly convinced us of the real nature, the underlying facts of this business. Their aims and interests are just as criminally predatory as are those of Germany. The war has opened our eyes. We now know very well that the ‘defender of the fatherland’ conceals under his skin a vile bandit and thief. This attack of the bandit must be opposed with a revolutionary action, with revolutionary creativeness.


To be sure, it is very difficult, at an exceptional time like this, to bring about a union, particularly of the peasant revolutionary elements. But we have faith in the creative energy and the social zeal of the vanguard of the revolution – the proletariat of the factories and shops. The workers have already well grasped the fact that, as long as they permit their minds to revel in the phantasms of a democratic republic and a constituent assembly, they will have to hand out 50 million roubles a day in advance for military aims that will be destructive to themselves, and for just so long will it be impossible for them to find any outlet from the capitalist oppression.


Having grasped this, the workers created their soviets.8 It was life itself, real, actual life, which taught the workers to understand that as long as the landholders had entrenched themselves so well in palaces and magic castles, freedom of assembly would be a mere fiction and would only perhaps be found in the other world. To promise freedom to the workers and at the same time to leave the castles, the land, the factories and all the resources in the hands of the capitalists and landowners – that this has nothing to do with liberty and equality.


We have only one slogan, one watchword: everyone who works has a right to enjoy the good things of life.


Idlers, parasites, those who suck out the blood of the toiling masses, must be deprived of these blessings. And our cry is: to the workers, everything; to the toilers, everything!


We know that all this is difficult to bring about. We know what savage opposition we shall encounter on the part of the bourgeoisie; but we believe in the final victory of the proletariat; for once it has freed itself from the terrible quandary of the threats of military imperialism and once it has erected, on the ruins of the structure it has overthrown, the new structure of the socialist republic, it cannot but gain the victory.


And, as a matter of fact, we find a merging of forces in progress everywhere. Owing to our abolition of private property in land, we now find an active fraternization going on between the proletariat of the city and of the village. The clarification of the class-consciousness of the workers is also advancing apace in a far more definite manner than before.


In the West too: the workers of England, France, Italy and other countries are responding more and more to the appeals and demands which bear witness to the early victory of the cause of international revolution. And our task of the day is this: that of performing our revolutionary work, regardless of all the hypocrisy, the base shouts of rage and the sermons delivered by the murderous bourgeoisie. We must turn all our efforts on the Czecho-Slovak front,9 in order to disperse at once this band of cut-throats which cloaks itself in the slogans of liberty and equality and shoots down hundreds and thousands of workers and peasants.


We have only one recourse: victory or death![image: image]
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Mahatma Gandhi


Indian lawyer and statesman


As leader of the Congress Movement, Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi, known as Mahatma (‘Great Soul’) (1869–1948), led a non-violent campaign for Indian independence in the decades following World War I, eventually realized in the Partition of August 1947. Venerated by many as a moral teacher, reformer and patriot, his critics considered him a victim of self-delusion, which blinded him to the bloodshed provoked by his supposedly non-violent campaigns. Gandhi was assassinated in Delhi by a Hindu fanatic on 30 January 1948.


‘Why do we want to offer this non-cooperation?’


12 August 1920, Madras (now Chennai), India




Gandhi made this speech near the very beginning of his long struggle. Following violent campaigns for Indian independence, the Anarchical and Revolutionary Crimes Act of 1919, popularly known as the Rowlatt Act, made permanent the suspension of civil liberties enacted during World War I. These developments prompted Gandhi to organize a peaceful, principled resistance movement known as satyagraha (‘firmness in truth’). However, this was accompanied by violence in places, leading to the imposition of martial law in the Punjab, and the Amritsar Massacre of April 1919, at which British troops fired into a crowd gathered for a religious festival, killing at least 379.


The peace terms presented to Turkey by the Allies following World War I in the Treaty of Sèvres angered Indian Muslims, who launched the Khilafat movement in September 1919 to protect the Turkish Khilafa and save the Ottoman Empire from dismemberment by Britain and her allies. Gandhi supported this movement, and in June 1920 he wrote to the viceroy announcing his intention to start a non-cooperation movement in protest against the treaty. In his letter, he referred to the right of the subject ‘to refuse to assist a ruler who misrules’. Supporters of the non-cooperation movement were instructed to refuse to perform government duties, withdraw their children from schools and colleges and establish national schools and colleges. They were to boycott British courts and establish private courts. They were to advocate truth and non-violence at all times and wear Indian home-spun cloth.


Gandhi formally launched his non-cooperation movement on 1 August 1920. Soon afterwards, he spoke to a crowd of 50,000 gathered on the beach at Madras. In the speech he explains the importance of the Khilafat movement and the principles of the non-violence movement.





[image: image]Mr Chairman and friends…


I have sat here to address you on a most important question…I have come to ask every one of you whether you are ready and willing to give sufficiently for your country’s sake, for you country’s honour and religion…


What is this non-cooperation, about which you have heard much, and why do we want to offer this non-cooperation? I wish to go for the time being into the way. There are two things before this country: the first and the foremost is the Khilafat question. On this the heart of the Mussulmans1 of India has become lacerated. British pledges given after the greatest deliberation by the prime minister of England2 in the name of the English nation, have been dragged into the mire. The promises given to Muslim India…have been broken, and the great religion of Islam has been placed in danger.


The Mussulmans hold – and I venture to think they rightly hold – that, so long as British promises remain unfulfilled, so long is it impossible for them to tender whole-hearted fealty and loyalty to the British connection; and if it is to be a choice for a devout Mussulman between loyalty to the British connection and loyalty to his Code and Prophet, he will not require a second to make his choice – and he has declared his choice. The Mussulmans say frankly, openly, and honourably to the whole world that if the British ministers and the British nation do not fulfil the pledges given to them…it will be impossible for them to retain Islamic loyalty.


It is a question, then, for the rest of the Indian population to consider whether they want to perform a neighbourly duty by their Mussulman countrymen, and if they do, they have an opportunity of a lifetime, which will not occur for another 100 years, to show their goodwill, fellowship and friendship and to prove what they have been saying for all these long years, that the Mussulman is the brother of the Hindu. If the Hindu regards that before the connection with the British nation comes his natural connection with his Muslim brother, then I say to you that if you find that the Muslim claim is just…you cannot do otherwise than help the Mussulman through and through…


These are the plain conditions which the Indian Mussulmans have accepted; and it was when they saw that they could accept the proffered aid of the Hindus, that they could always justify the cause and the means before the whole world, that they decided to accept the proffered hand of fellowship.


It is then for the Hindus and Mohammedans3 to offer a united front to the whole of the Christian powers of Europe and tell them that weak as India is, India has still got the capacity for preserving her self-respect…


That is the Khilafat in a nut-shell; but you have also got the Punjab. The Punjab has wounded the heart of India as no other question has for the past century. I do not exclude from my calculation the Mutiny of 1857. Whatever hardships India had to suffer during the Mutiny, the insult that was attempted to be offered to her during the passage of the Rowlatt legislation and that which was offered after its passage were unparalleled in Indian history…The House of Commons, the House of Lords, Mr Montagu,4 the Viceroy of India,5 every one of them knows what the feeling of India is on this Khilafat question and on that of the Punjab…[but] they are not willing to give the justice which is India’s due and which she demands.


I suggest that…unless we have gained a measure of self-respect at the hands of the British rulers in India, no connection and no friendly intercourse is possible between them and ourselves. I therefore venture to suggest this beautiful and unanswerable method of non-cooperation.


I have been told that non-cooperation is unconstitutional. I venture to deny that it is unconstitutional. On the contrary,


I hold that non-cooperation is a just and religious doctrine; it is the inherent right of every human being…


and it is perfectly constitutional…I do not claim any constitutionality for a rebellion, successful or otherwise, so long as that rebellion means in the ordinary sense of the term, what it does mean – namely wresting justice by violent means. On the contrary, I have said it repeatedly to my countrymen that violence, whatever end it may serve in Europe, will never serve us in India.


My brother and friend Shaukat Ali6 believes in methods of violence…but because he recognizes as a true soldier that means of violence are not open to India, he sides with me, accepting my humble assistance, and pledges his word that so long as I am with him and so long as he believes in the doctrine, so long will he not harbour even the idea of violence against any single Englishman or any single man on earth…


As soon as India accepts the doctrine of the sword, my life as an Indian is finished. It is because I believe in a mission special to India and it is because I believe that the ancients of India, after centuries of experience, have found out that the true thing for any human being on earth is not justice based on violence, but justice based on sacrifice of self, justice based on Yagna and Kurbani.7 I cling to that doctrine and I shall cling to it for ever. It is for that reason I tell you that whilst my friend believes also in the doctrine of violence and has adopted the doctrine of non-violence as a weapon of the weak, I believe in the doctrine of non-violence as a weapon of the strongest…


I say to my countrymen: so long as you have a sense of honour and so long as you wish to remain the descendants and defenders of the noble traditions that have been handed to you for generations after generations, it is unconstitutional for you not to non-cooperate and unconstitutional for you to co-operate with a government which has become so unjust as our government has become.


I am not anti-English; I am not anti-British; I am not anti any government; but I am anti-untruth – anti-humbug and anti-injustice…


I had hoped, at the Congress at Amritsar8 – I am speaking God’s truth before you – when I pleaded on bended knees before some of you for co-operation with the government. I had full hope that the British ministers – who are wise, as a rule – would placate the Mussulman sentiment; that they would do full justice in the matter of the Punjab atrocities. And therefore I said: Let us return goodwill to the hand of fellowship that has been extended to us, which I then believed was extended to us through the Royal Proclamation. It was on that account that I pleaded for co-operation.


But today, that faith having been obliterated by the acts of the British ministers, I am here to plead not for futile obstruction in the legislative council, but for real, substantial non-cooperation, which would paralyse the mightiest government on earth.


That is what I stand for today. Until we have wrung justice, and until we have wrung our self-respect from unwilling hands and from unwilling pens there can be no cooperation…


I deny being a visionary. I do not accept the claim of saintliness. I am of the earth, earthy, a common man as much as any one of you, probably much more than you are. I am prone to as many weaknesses as you are…


I have understood the secret of my own sacred Hinduism, I have learnt the lesson that non-cooperation is the duty not merely of the saint, but it is the duty of every ordinary citizen who – not knowing much, not caring to know much – wants to perform his ordinary household functions…


I am asking my countrymen in India to follow no other gospel than the gospel of self-sacrifice which precedes every battle.


Whether you belong to the school of violence or non-violence, you will still have to go through the fire of sacrifice and of discipline. May God grant you, may God grant our leaders, the wisdom, the courage and the true knowledge to lead the nation to its cherished goal. May God grant the people of India the right path, the true vision and the ability and the courage to follow this path, difficult and yet easy, of sacrifice.[image: image]
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Benito Mussolini


Italian dictator


In 1919, Benito Amilcare Andrea Mussolini (1883–1945) founded the fascist movement, exploiting the widespread disillusionment felt by many Italians in the wake of World War II to promote an extreme nationalism. In 1922, Mussolini was invited by the Italian king, Victor Emmanuel III, to form a government and by 1929, through intimidation, patronage and propaganda, he had turned Italy into a totalitarian state. Ambitious to build an overseas empire, through the 1930s Mussolini increasingly allied his country with Nazi Germany and eventually led Italy to war against the Allies in 1939. Following the Allied landings in Sicily (1943), both the king and his own Fascist Council turned on him and in 1945 he was summarily executed while attempting to flee the country.


‘We must win the peace’


25 June 1923, Rome, Italy




During his first year as prime minister, Mussolini was still strengthening his grasp on power. One key strand of his appeal was patriotism, and at a rally to mark the fifth anniversary of the Battle of the Piave, he gave this grandstanding speech in celebration of Italian martial success.


Italy had entered World War I in 1915 on the side of the UK and France, hoping to win territory from Austria–Hungary and Germany. A critical conflict occurred in June 1918, when Italian troops repulsed an attack by the Austro-Hungarian army across the river Piave. Four months later, the Italian army scored an even more decisive victory at the Battle of Vittorio Veneto. However, Italy received little in the peace treaties that followed the war; and it was partly out of resentment over this that Mussolini built his popularity.


Mussolini was a charismatic and inspiring public speaker, whose oratorical techniques – like his political policies – prefigured those of Adolf Hitler. Addressing a huge crowd at the Palazzo Venezia, he feigns reluctance to speak, before unleashing a typically rousing address.


Although he insists the Blackshirts’ march on Rome ‘buried the past’, he alludes strongly to the city’s ancient heritage as an invincible military power. His purpose is to enlist popular support and discourage dissent; and he excites the crowd into a denunciation of those who would ‘maim victory’, before rewarding them with a vision of Italy as a great and ‘imperishable’ power. The translation is by Baron Bernardo Quaranta di San Severino.





[image: image]Fellow soldiers: after your ranks, so well disciplined and of such fine bearing, have marched past His Majesty the King, the intangible symbol of the country; after the austere ceremony in its silent solemnity before the tomb of the Unknown Warrior – after this formidable display of sacred strength, words from me are absolutely superfluous, and I do not intend to make a speech. The march of today is a manifestation full of significance and warning. A whole people in arms has met today in spirit in the Eternal City.1 It is a whole people who, above unavoidable party differences, finds itself strongly united when the safety of the common motherland is at stake.


On the occasion of the Etna eruption,2 national solidarity was wonderfully manifested; from every town, every village, one might say from every hamlet, a fraternal heart-throb went out to the land stricken by calamity.


Today tens of thousands of soldiers, thousands of standards – with men coming to Rome from all parts of Italy and from the far-away colonies, from abroad – bear witness that the unity of the Italian nation is an accomplished and irrevocable fact.


After seven months of government, to talk to you, my comrades of the trenches, is the highest honour which could fall to my lot. And I do not say this in order to flatter you, nor to pay you a tribute which might seem formal on an occasion like this. I have the right to interpret the thoughts of this meeting, which gathers to listen to my words, as an expression of solidarity with the national government.


[Cries of assent.]


Let us not utter useless and fantastical words. Nobody attacks the sacred liberty of the Italian people. But I ask you: should there be liberty to maim victory?


[Cries of ‘No! no!’]


Should there be liberty to strike at the nation? Should there be liberty for those who have as their programme the overthrow of our national institutions?


[Cries of ‘No! no!’]


I repeat what I explicitly said before. I do not feel myself infallible, I feel myself a man like you. I do not repulse – I cannot – I shall not repulse any loyal and sincere collaboration.


Fellow soldiers: the task which weighs on my shoulders, but also on yours, is simply immense, and to it we shall be pledged for many years.


It is, therefore, necessary not to waste, but to treasure and utilize all the energies which could be turned to the good of our country.


Five years have passed since the Battle of the Piave, from that victory…It is necessary to proclaim, for you who listen to me, and also for those who read what I say, that the victory of the Piave was the deciding factor of the war. On the Piave the Austro-Hungarian Empire went to pieces, from the Piave started the flight on white wings of the victory of the people in arms.


The government means to exalt the spiritual strength which rises out of the victory of a people in arms. It does not mean to disperse them, because it represents the sacred seed of the future. The more distant we get from those days, from that memorable victory, the more they seem to us wonderful, the more the victory appears enveloped in a halo of legend. In such a victory everybody would wish to have taken part!


We must win the peace! Too late somebody perceived that


…when the country is in danger, the duty of all citizens, from the highest to the lowest, is only one: to fight, to suffer and – if needs be – to die!


We have won the war, we have demolished an empire which threatened our frontiers, stifled us and held us for ever under the extortion of armed menace. History has no end.


Comrades: the history of peoples is not measured by years, but by tens of years, by centuries. This manifestation of yours is an infallible sign of the vitality of the Italian people. The phrase ‘we must win the peace’ is not an empty one. It contains a profound truth. Peace is won by harmony, by work and by discipline. This is the new gospel which has been opened before the eyes of the new generations who have come out of the trenches; a gospel simple and straightforward, which takes into account all the elements, which utilizes all the energies, which does not lend itself to tyrannies of grotesque exclusivism, because it has one sole aim, a common aim: the greatness and the salvation of the nation!


Fellow soldiers: you have come to Rome, and it is natural – I dare to say, fated! Because Rome is always, as it will be tomorrow and in the centuries to come, the living heart of our race! It is the imperishable symbol of our vitality as a people. Who holds Rome, holds the nation.


The Blackshirts buried the past. I assure you, my fellow-soldiers, that my government, in spite of the manifest or hidden difficulties, will keep its pledges. It is the government of Vittorio Veneto.3


You feel it and you know it, and if you did not believe it, you would not be here assembled in this square.


Carry back to your towns, to your lands, to your houses, distant but near to my heart, the vigorous impression of this meeting. Keep the flame burning, because that which has not been may be, because if victory was maimed once, it does not follow that it can be maimed a second time!


[Loud cheers, repeated cries of, ‘We swear it!’]


I keep in mind your oath. I count upon you as I count upon all good Italians, but I count, above all, upon you, because you are of my generation, because you have come out from the bloody filth of the trenches, because you have lived and struggled and suffered in the face of death, because you have fulfilled your duty and have the right to vindicate that to which you are entitled, not only from the material but from the moral point of view.


I tell you, I swear to you, that the time is past for ever when fighters returning from the trenches had to be ashamed of themselves; the time when, owing to the threatening attitudes of Communists, the officers received the cowardly advice to dress in plain clothes.


[Applause.]


All that is buried. You must not forget, and nobody forgets, that seven months ago 52,000 armed Blackshirts came to Rome to bury the past!


[Loud cheers.]


Soldiers, fellow soldiers: let us raise before our great unknown comrade the cry which sums up our faith. Long live the King! Long live Italy, victorious, impregnable, immortal!


[Loud cheers, with flags raised.][image: image]
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Franklin D Roosevelt


American statesman


Franklin Delano Roosevelt (1882–1945) came to power as US President during the Great Depression of 1929–39, which he met by launching his innovative New Deal programme. On the strength of his success in these reforms, Roosevelt was re-elected by a landslide in 1936, and secured a third term in 1940 and a fourth in 1944. During the late 1930s, he endeavoured to avoid involvement in the coming European conflict, but on the outbreak of World War II he modified the USA’s neutrality in favour of the Allies. Eventually, the USA was brought fully into the conflict by Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor (December 1941). Roosevelt died three weeks before the Nazi surrender.


‘The only thing we have to fear is fear itself’


4 March 1933, Washington, DC, USA




Franklin D Roosevelt’s first inaugural address, delivered in the depths of the Great Depression, brought a much-needed message of hope. With over half the American workforce unemployed, farm prices at rock bottom and industry in disarray, the country was in despair. On accepting the nomination as Democratic candidate for the 1932 election, Roosevelt had promised a ‘New Deal for the American people’. Now he was able to begin implementing policies that were little short of revolutionary in a country deeply mistrustful of socialism.


Roosevelt had been remarkably vague during the election campaign about how he planned to tackle the huge economic problems facing the nation. Now he set out his vision clearly and confidently, speaking both to the crowd gathered at the White House and to the country at large via radio broadcast, which was to become his favourite medium.


His tone is solemn, but displays the forthright style that was his trademark. All the major tenets of the New Deal are here, presented almost as a covenant between the government and the people. The speech is one of extraordinary optimism, portraying a bright future and evoking the still-potent national mythology of the pioneer spirit, without ever underestimating the impact of the Depression on ordinary citizens.


The immediate result was the so-called ‘Hundred Days’, in which an emergency session of Congress pushed through most of the necessary reforming legislation.





[image: image]I am certain that my fellow Americans expect that, on my induction into the presidency, I will address them with a candour and a decision which the present situation of our nation impels. This is pre-eminently the time to speak the truth, the whole truth, frankly and boldly. Nor need we shrink from honestly facing conditions in our country today. This great nation will endure as it has endured, will revive and will prosper.


So, first of all, let me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear is fear itself – nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyses needed efforts to convert retreat into advance. In every dark hour of our national life, a leadership of frankness and vigour has met with that understanding and support of the people themselves which is essential to victory. I am convinced that you will again give that support to leadership in these critical days.


In such a spirit, on my part and on yours, we face our common difficulties. They concern, thank God, only material things. Values have shrunken to fantastic levels; taxes have risen; our ability to pay has fallen; government of all kinds is faced by serious curtailment of income; the means of exchange are frozen in the currents of trade; the withered leaves of industrial enterprise lie on every side; farmers find no markets for their produce; the savings of many years in thousands of families are gone.


More important, a host of unemployed citizens face the grim problem of existence and an equally great number toil with little return. Only a foolish optimist can deny the dark realities of the moment.


Yet our distress comes from no failure of substance.


We are stricken by no plague of locusts. Compared with the perils which our forefathers conquered because they believed and were not afraid, we have still much to be thankful for. Nature still offers her bounty and human efforts have multiplied it. Plenty is at our doorstep, but a generous use of it languishes in the very sight of the supply. Primarily, this is because rulers of the exchange of mankind’s goods have failed through their own stubbornness and their own incompetence, have admitted their failure and have abdicated. Practices of the unscrupulous money-changers stand indicted in the court of public opinion, rejected by the hearts and minds of men.


True they have tried, but their efforts have been cast in the pattern of an outworn tradition. Faced by failure of credit, they have proposed only the lending of more money. Stripped of the lure of profit by which to induce our people to follow their false leadership, they have resorted to exhortations, pleading tearfully for restored confidence. They know only the rules of a generation of self-seekers. They have no vision, and when there is no vision the people perish.


The money-changers have fled from their high seats in the temple of our civilization.1 We may now restore that temple to the ancient truths. The measure of the restoration lies in the extent to which we apply social values more noble than mere monetary profit.


Happiness lies not in the mere possession of money; it lies in the joy of achievement, in the thrill of creative effort. The joy and moral stimulation of work no longer must be forgotten in the mad chase of evanescent profits.


These dark days will be worth all they cost us if they teach us that our true destiny is not to be ministered unto but to minister to ourselves and to our fellow men.


Recognition of the falsity of material wealth as the standard of success goes hand in hand with the abandonment of the false belief that public office and high political position are to be valued only by the standards of pride of place and personal profit…


and there must be an end to a conduct in banking and in business which too often has given to a sacred trust the likeness of callous and selfish wrongdoing. Small wonder that confidence languishes, for it thrives only on honesty, on honour, on the sacredness of obligations, on faithful protection, on unselfish performance; without them it cannot live. Restoration calls, however, not for changes in ethics alone. This nation asks for action, and action now.


Our greatest primary task is to put people to work. This is no unsolvable problem if we face it wisely and courageously. It can be accomplished in part by direct recruiting by the government itself, treating the task as we would treat the emergency of a war, but at the same time, through this employment, accomplishing greatly needed projects to stimulate and reorganize the use of our natural resources.


Hand in hand with this, we must frankly recognize the overbalance of population in our industrial centres and – by engaging on a national scale in a redistribution – endeavour to provide a better use of the land for those best fitted for the land. The task can be helped by definite efforts to raise the values of agricultural products and with this the power to purchase the output of our cities. It can be helped by preventing realistically the tragedy of the growing loss, through foreclosure, of our small homes and our farms. It can be helped by insistence that the federal, state, and local governments act forthwith on the demand that their cost be drastically reduced. It can be helped by the unifying of relief activities which today are often scattered, uneconomical and unequal. It can be helped by national planning for and supervision of all forms of transportation and of communications and other utilities which have a definitely public character. There are many ways in which it can be helped, but it can never be helped merely by talking about it. We must act and act quickly.


Finally, in our progress toward a resumption of work we require two safeguards against a return of the evils of the old order: there must be a strict supervision of all banking and credits and investments, so that there will be an end to speculation with other people’s money; and there must be provision for an adequate but sound currency.
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