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         I write against democracy because it has always been, since its origins, an irredeemably flawed system of government. What Winston Churchill said was false: democracy isn’t the worst form of government except for all others—the truth is that it’s the worst, full stop, but it’s always hard to say it openly, in public, despite all the clear evidence in our daily experiences.

         The book you’re holding is born from a desire to demonstrate that democracy is not only useless, but in fact toxic to coexistence, and also to prove that its tried and tested opposite—fascism—is a much better system of state administration: less costly, faster and more efficient. This text aims especially to be a comprehension tool for the more educated classes exhausted by democracy, because it has never been necessary to explain to the masses that fascism is better. Armed 12with the secret wisdom of the simple mind, the people already know as much, and that is why, tired of the inability of the democratic system to solve their problems, they regularly and almost spontaneously turn towards fascism.

         I say almost not by chance, because at times fascism may need some help to take root; at the beginning of their historical cycle, democracies tend to be quite hostile towards it and attempt to organize themselves against it with blatantly crude methods, such as passing laws to make it illegal. Fascism, fortunately, knows how to wait. It’s like herpes—primary organisms are always the ones which teach us the most—able to survive for entire decades within the marrow of democracy, letting everyone believe it has disappeared, only then to pop out, more viral than ever, at the first, entirely predictable weakening of its immune system.

         A young democracy, especially one born out of a war or a civil revolution, will be quick to react to fascism, but an older one will have lost most of its memory and will have buried the eyewitnesses who supported its rhetoric. Additionally, it will have faded and be sufficiently corrupted to consider compromises on its principles, increasingly more significant, with other forms of government. At that point, if fascism is quick and able to seize the opportunity, it will be able to rule entire states without ever picking up a single weapon: it will be democracy’s own tools that will allow it to establish itself, and finally prevail.

         At this exact moment in history, we have at our disposal an overabundance of tools of mass control that no 13fascism from the past century ever had, and this allows us to attempt something new: to rise from the heart of an ageing democratic system and dominate it without ever making use of military force, internal or external. By manipulating the tools of democracy, we can make an entire country fascist without ever even mentioning the word fascism, which might still raise some resistance, even in a faded democracy. Rather, we should ensure that fascist language is socially accepted in all spheres of communication, suitable for any topic, like an unlabelled tin—not left, not right—that can be passed from hand to hand without anyone ever touching its contents.

         Contents. This is the crucial issue. I can’t hide the fact that yes, they are problematic, and we won’t, at least at the beginning, make them pass unchallenged in a democracy. We no longer live in a time when we can explicitly affirm the superiority of one race over others, or openly say that not all opinions have the right to be expressed, especially if they go against the national interest. You can think it, of course, and even say it in certain circumstances, but to present oneself as a system that openly states it as a political manifesto can be difficult, at the outset. For this reason, you will not find in these pages anything that might define “fascist ideas”. Trying to affirm fascism at the level of ideas is a long process, too complex and contradictory to be worth attempting. Too many years of rhetoric. Too many remembrance days. Too much ideological fluff about the Allied efforts that ensured that everyone remembers their 14veteran grandad and no one ever remembers the fascist one. Looking into the merit of these ideas isn’t productive; if, instead, we act on the method, the ideas will simply follow.

         When it comes to politics, method and contents coincide, and the fascist method holds the power of alchemical transmutation: if applied without any ideological prejudice, it turns whoever makes use of it into a fascist, because—as Forrest Gump would say—fascist is as fascist does. What follows, then, is a manual on the method—specifically, instructions on the language, the most malleable cultural infrastructure we have. Why would anyone need to overthrow institutions if all you need to do in order to seize them is to change the referent of a word, and make sure everyone speaks it? Words generate behaviour, and those who control words control behaviour. That’s the starting point: the names we give to things and the way we talk about them, that’s where fascism can face the challenge of becoming current again. If we can convince even a single person who believes in democracy every day, we can live again. And live greatly.

         
             

         

         Faithful to its humble didactic aim, the book includes as an appendix a short test of the understanding reached through reading, and an evaluation of the progress made in adhering to fascism.
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         To become a fascist, the first post you need to plant is the word leader, as currently understood by democratic systems. No democracy, in the pursuit of the utopia of all being equal, has ever been able to avoid the contradiction of having to organize its equality through hierarchies. Even those who believe in democracy know that a guiding hand is necessary, but they expect to elect it and control it through so much red tape and bureaucracy that, ultimately, the person supposed to lead them ends up being the least powerful. Democracy has taken hold of the promising concept of guiding behind the word leader—Führer in German—and watered down its nature to fit its own agenda. And so what would have been a charismatic figurehead has ended up taking the shape of a spineless temporary representative, subject to every electoral wind and forced to endure the shame of having to be voted for, not only during elections, but also within their own 18political community. These idiotic consultations are called “primaries” or “leadership races”, but what emerges from them is always secondary, as the power of mass voting is too changeable: today you have their approval, tomorrow you don’t. This makes everything unstable, and unstable government is the first of democracy’s flaws.

         What is the linguistic alternative that fascism can offer to the confused and bland concept of the leader? Easy: head. It’s not a matter of changing the word: we can happily keep calling them leaders, as long as the difference between the two is made clear. A leader inspires and points out a direction, but—due to democracy—pays the not insignificant price of having people not necessarily follow it. And if people convince themselves that they can’t go in a certain direction, you can rest assured that they will not. A leader who can be contested has no real power. A real head, on the other hand, never compromises. He dictates a direction and personally takes the first step, showing himself capable of conquering something that is always just ahead of where his followers can see. Inspiration is great, sure, but it’s the stuff of poets, not politicians: to run a country, you need someone decisive in his actions and without hesitation in dragging his followers with him, obliterating any obstacle with all the tools at his disposal.

         The problem of a democratic leader is that they engage with differences in opinion and give them equal weight, so that—just when a decision needs to be taken—it is delegitimized by those who disagree. A head is frank, loyal, 19doesn’t pretend to consider the thousand objections that arise around any person in power and, for this reason, his decisions are non-negotiable. When he’s in power, he can win or he can lose, but a head must always be obeyed, because those who don’t are undermining the possibility of victory. The difference between the spineless democrats and the head is all here: you do not debate with the head, because if he were to waste time debating with those who think differently in a country where everyone believes they could train the national football team, no decision would ever be made.

         
             

         

         The second advantage of having a head is speed of action. If the person in power has greater decision-making freedom, it guarantees an enormous saving of time when making the necessary choices: the fewer people you need to consult, the sooner you make a decision. The more a democracy is representative of every single political minority, the slower the executive process will be, and this, in turn, will be seen by the people as insufferable inaction. However, in case the people take too long to understand that democratic slowness is to blame for this inefficiency, we must make use of every situation to belittle parliamentarianism, and its forms of representation, and suggest presidentialism, for example, as the more efficient alternative. We will have to pass electoral laws that favour the concentration of votes on a single strong figure to polarize opinions, or at least pit two sides against each other. It is essential that local autonomy 20be reduced or, even better, removed, so that structural decisions can be taken in a non-confrontational context or at least reduced to the smaller, uninfluential details.

         Limiting the opportunities for mass participation (parties, commissions, committees, various councils) will serve to implant the idea that whoever is in power must act with as much freedom as possible or will never be able to act productively. It can take years, but once the importance of the role of the head is established again, he will act with the same strength that moves us to love heroes and become fans of public figures, rising to be a model not of inspiration (“I want to be like him”), but rather aspiration (“I want to be him”). For this to happen, it is crucial to insist that all organs of democratic negotiation are useless red-tape dead ends where nothing ever happens. The more people hear this, the sooner it will seem natural that concentrating all power into the hands of a single strong individual, who knows what needs to be done, is the only logical conclusion, and a lot more efficient than having to listen to a weak country’s opinions.

         
             

         

         Then there is the financial aspect. It’s self-evident that having a single man in charge costs much less than having a guide who is constantly forced to consult the guided. That is because democracy has multiple levels of checks and balances between multiple differing positions, and requires these to be simultaneously represented. As well as requiring more time, this also means that multiple representatives 21need to be paid. The head is cheaper, as he decides alone or with a small group of loyal people. Whether you call it a magic circle of chosen ones, council of the just or “rose of the inner circle”, it makes no difference: the fewer people are making the decisions, the fewer we need to pay. If this were the right time to call things by their name, we’d have to recognize that the absolute cheapest form of government is a dictatorship, as only one person gets paid. But we are still far from that level of virtuous administration of resources; being able to appoint a head who makes decisions with a select few would already be a great step forward in cutting our current costs.

         Meanwhile, continuing to point out how much a democratic administration is costing us will help set the stage for removing it. Remind everyone how much we pay Members of Parliament; keep asking for the reduction of their salaries, their entourages, their pensions and any form of funding to parties; this is a discussion that ensures a consensus, as everyone believes that politicians are paid too much. By insisting on this, even those who believe in democracy will start believing that what is really costing us money is democracy itself.

         
             

         

         The biggest advantage, however, of having a head rather than a leader is something else: those in power shape those under their power, starting a process that eventually leads to the two parties becoming similar to one another. A people with a leader will be loud, dissenting; will demand to be 22heard, to debate decisions they don’t like; will try making them lose approval; won’t respect authority; will take to the streets and complain; won’t be thankful or obedient. The people who choose a head, on the other hand, will be trusting and rely on him, recognizing the superior vision of the one who makes the decisions; they won’t constantly interfere, and if they do take to the streets, it will be to support and acclaim the man who generously bears the heavy burden of leadership.

         The population that recognizes a head lives better and relies on him, obeying the desire for a master that secretly lives within us all, that tendency towards one whose strength not even Étienne de La Boétie was able to deny when, in the 1500s, he warned people against the risk—as he called it—of dictatorship. In his Discourse on Voluntary Servitude, La Boétie argued that every time we address in the singular a social plurality, we are favouring tyranny. If only! The sadder reality is that this is a utopian objective for a contemporary fascist. The days when a duce, a king or a tribune could single-handedly rule an entire population are over. The tendency towards one, however, can be exploited to at least limit pluralism and erode democratic institutions, removing as many players from the field as possible. Once the people have been educated to recognize themselves in a head, the second step is to maintain the approval through communication, making it as efficient and trivial as possible. You read that right: trivial.
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