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The Problem of Peace and the

European Parliament

Peace is closely linked with the evolution of power forms.
Wars are waged because the power to make them exists (in the
shape of the absolute sovereignty of nation-states). We will achieve
peace when, and obviously if, mankind succeeds in creating a
power capable of preventing all states from waging war. But the
big question is the following: does the bistorical process, at
least in germ, already contain within itself such possibilities? And
through what type of action can such possibilities be actualized?

With « The Federalist » we would like to show that Euro-
pean unification is a good place to look for the answers to these
questions, for the following reasons: firstly, European unification
is a great historical work of pacification between proud states,
which have always fought each other; secondly, unification is in
fact a process implying the creation of an international democratic
power and a profound transformation of the old absolute nationdl
powers,; thirdly, on this basis, it can be reasonably argued that,
with unification, some, at least, of the problems of power which
will arise in the future on a World scale are in process of being
tackled on the European scale (assuming, as men should fervently
will, action is undertaken in the future to create a world power
capable of ensuring a lasting and universal peace). It follows — and
this is the fourth reason — that studying the power aspects of
European unification we can alreadv work out patterns of action
which will also be valid for world unification; and it goes without
saying that in this way it will also be possible to ascertain the
possibility of such unification, which can be established precisely
by assessing whether and bow such patterns are applicable, i.e.
are appropriate means of struggle.
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We believe, therefore, that Europe is a great laboratory, a seat
for experiment decisive for the future of mankind (in the wide
meaning of the term ‘experiment’, as experience with some pos-
sibility of theoretical control). Precisely in the same way that
Europe bas diffused modern science and the great political ideo-
logies throughout the world, Europe will make a serious contri-
bution to the development of a positive theory of peace, if she
is able to solve the problem of ber unification. Nowadays peace,
at least for those who believe in the identity between peace and
world government, is thought of as a typology (as an Idealtypus
in Weber’s sense) but not yet as concrete knowledge of the real
historical process of its creation. And from this point of view
science remains mute (there is no science of historical contingen-
cy). And so it will remain until the time when it becomes precise-
ly a science of what can be ascertained because it is bappening, i.e.
history. Hence the importance of Europe as a laboratory. Europe
is permitting the first empirical observations of the aspects of
the problem of peace which, as they have the character of new
bistorical facts, can be studied only if they occur; and, of course,
only if they are studied from this angle, viz. as aspects of a trend
redlly transforming power and evolving towards international
democracy.

There are essentially two aspects which can be studied with
this method: firstly, the characteristics of the European political
process — as a succession of situations in progress, conditioning
political bebaviour and thus counting, from the political point of
view, as de facto powers, and secondly, institutional transforma-
tion, directly concerning buman will, inasmuch as it corresponds
to the possibility of taking new decisions in new fields of action.
In this respect the fact to focus on is that in all unification pro-
cesses — from the institutional state of affairs existing at the
beginning of the process (a system of States with absolute
sovereignty) to the final one (federal system) — intermediate
and transitional institutions take shape which cannot be deduced
from the typology, as they are new as bistorical occurrences, but
must be studied and understood, lest the new possibilities of
action they determine be lost.

* * *

There are some facts which demonstrate that the European
Parliament can take on the role of « federator » (we may recall
that de Gaulle argued it was impossible to go beyond the stage
of ’Europe des Etats due to the lack of a fédérateur). But, before
recalling such facts, we must remove some misunderstandings,
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which seem to crop up abundantly when the question is about
the European Parliament. There were, and still are, many uncer-
tainties as to its role, which can, however, be easily explained.
Europe is not a perfected political system, like the UK., or
France, etc. Europe is a political system in the making, and nobody
is in a position to say a priori what will be the function of a
Parliament which is still in the making, just like the political
system to which it belongs; so much the more so if, as in the
case of Europe, the system does not yet possess an independent
government. What is certain, is that the European Parliament
cannot carry out now the function it will have in the future, i.e.
once the Community becomes the Union and, later the Feder-
ation. But this is precisely the aspect which is babitually over-
looked when its achievements are judged on the basis of the
idea of what it will be able to do only when Europe’s construction
is completed, or when at least it is farther advanced than now.

It is worthwhile elucidating as clearly as possible this curious
demand. 1t is often asserted that the Community, and[or the
European Parliament, should transform the Common Market
into an internal market in the true sense of the word and at the
same time ensure economic recovery, get rid of unemployment,
make up for the ground lost to the U.S. and Japan in the field
of new technologies, lessen regional imbalances, or draw up a
common foreign policy, organize a common defence, etc. Then
everybody notices that none of those goals is attained, nor even
redlly pursued: so funeral songs are struck up, lack of Eurgpean
political will is complained about and the conclusion is drawn
that Europe is a dream.

This type of reasoning makes about as much sense as wishing
to live in a balf-built house. It is self-evident that one cannot
govern without a governing power; it is self-evident that normal
political will cannot take shape where a will to govern cannot
develop itself, etc. The problem lies elsewbere: Europe is in the
making, the question is what stage in the process have we reached
today? What possibilities for action are emerging? Only in this
way is it possible to exorcize the verbal ghosts arising from poor
use of language, and to replace them by real facts, i.e. the current
degree of unity in Europe.

* * %

The European Parliament bas taken on the role of a « feder-
ator » thanks to the « Spinelli draft ». We are speaking about
the widely known Draft Treaty establishing a European Union,
which defines the first forms of a real European government,
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though provided with powers which are much more limited than
we might wish. At any rate, it is clear that, if such a Treaty is
ratified by the states, this should enable the Community to
overcome ber crisis, by giving her a limited, yet real, European
capacity for government and raising her up to the status of an
effective political Union. But there is more than this. The reactions
to the Draft Treaty show that the European Patrliament can play
an important role, when pursuing advanced, yet realistic insti-
tutional goals (‘realistic’ when seen from the standpoint of
common sense, and not from the viewpoint of many observers,
experts, etc.). Now, by studying this we can ascertain how strong
the power of the European Parliament is in a phase when it is
directly elected by the citizens — and this cannot fail to have
consequences — but when it does not yet possess the powers
normally possessed by a Parliament.

It is interesting to note, firstly, that the events which have
demonstrated the real role of the European Parliament were
entirely unexpected, like all bistorical novelties, and, secondly,
that these events have been unreasonably underestimated. Briefly,
the sequence of these events and the attempts to brand and mini-
mise them is as follows. When Altiero Spinelli suggested the
European Parliament work out a Draft Treaty establishing the
Union, to be submitted to the States for ratification, everybody
said that it would not even have got a majority inside the Euro-
" pean Parliament. When, a majority was won and the Draft Treaty
was approved (February 14th, 1984, 229 for, 31 against, 42
abstensions), everybody said that no government would ever
have given it the slightest consideration. When the Italian Cabinet
and Parliament let it be known that they were in favour of
ratification, everybody said that it was unthinkable that the other
governments, particularly the French and German governments
(let alone the British government) would adopt the same attitude.
But when Mitterrand stated be was in favour on May 24th (a
« divine surprise » for Spinelli, as a journalist wrote in « Le
Monde ») and when Kohl made equally committing observations
(on the occasion of the French-German talks which followed
Mitterrand’s declarations to the European Parliament) and when,
findlly, the leaders of other Community countries gave their
consent, everybody was forced to admit that the majority of
governments bad taken up the European Parliament’s proposal
right away.

We are, therefore, entitled to assert that the European
Parliament has succeeded in eliminating both obstacles which
bave been bindering the process of unification for more than ten
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years. The French a priori refusal of any institutional reform bas
fallen. The road to Union, bitherto pursued in vain by govern-
ments, not even able to draw up a plan, has been re-opened.
Without the intervention of the European Parliament, it would
still be blocked. Both are results of very great moment since they
show that the European Parliament has succeeded in assuming
the role which rightly belongs to it in the current phase of
European construction: namely the role of « federator ». The
intuition of the very few people who were saying that thanks
to direct elections the European Parliament would have been
able to exercise the function of a permanent European constituent
assembly — an expression used by Willy Brandt who unfortu-
nately failed to turn it into personal commitment — has therefore
been proved correct. Also proved correct is thinking about
the work of governments as necessary in this respect, albeit
insufficient by itself, because, by acting alone, they remain pris-
oners of the sterility of the intergovernmental (confederal)
method, right from the phase when decisions and projects for
action are first contemplated (now a power practically lost by
the Commission).

The significance of these facts is clear. The European Parlia-
ment, as bas been pointed out, so far bas neither real governmental
power nor the power to check the government (which insofar
as it manifests itself, is autocratic because it is made up of
national ministers not responsible either to the European Parlia-
ment or to the national Parliaments). It does, bowever, bave a
power which is much more important by far, so long as the
construction of Europe is at stake: the power to be the sole
effective partner for the national governments when, by means
of the constituent power, new phases in the construction of
Europe are about to be initiated.

So far those who see these events in this light are few. So
both the events and their underestimation go bhand in hand at
the same time. Whereas we bave the progress made with the
appointment of personal representatives of beads of states and
governments to the Special Committee, at the very same time
we bave renewed scepticism. It bas to be said, however, that
to wait for this struggle to come to an end in order to assess
its consistency would be senseless, because all political enterprises
may fail, which does not mean they are unredl. In political
actions, good fortune still counts, as in Machiavelli’s age, for
fifty per cent. We do believe, however, that one may lose all
the battles but win the war dll the same, just as we believe that,
in any case, what bas dlready bappened is enough to ascertain
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the consistency of the European Parliament’s power, provided
one is not blinded either by the fear that Europe will not succeed
in uniting or by the desire that she should not succeed.

One matter remains to be clarified. Some people believe
that this success is not due to the European Parliament, but
rather to an exceptional personality, like that of Altiero Spinelli.
Now although we are convinced that Spinelli is an exceptional
man, we must also bear in mind that Spinelli’s plan bas existed
in bis thinking and goals for about thirty-five years but that it
only became a plan which governments accepted once the Eu-
ropean Parliament adopted it, i.e. once Spinelli could exploit
the power of the European Parliament with a view to implement-
ing it.

We would like to draw two conclusions. The first is of a
practical nature and concerns Europe. The conclusion is the
following. Only if the European Parliament bas effective power
and this power is known, can Euro MP’s either be appreciated
when they exercise power well or criticised when they do not
exercise it or exercise it badly. And only in this case do the
citizens of Europe bave the democratic possibility to strengthen
its power even when they criticise the European Parliament’s
members, precisely as they criticise national Parliaments’ members.
The second conclusion is of a theoretical nature and concerns
peace, and more precisely one institutional aspect of the transition
from the world of war to the world of peace. The conclusion is
the following. The vicissitudes of the European Parliament bave
allowed us to establish that, even inside an association of States
still with no independent government (like the UN) and thus
with no real governmental powers, a Parliament directly elected
by the citizens — in this case of the entire world — can bave a
de facto constituent power, even though it can exercise this power
only jointly with the governments and parliaments of the asso-
ciated states. If we bear in mind, however, that constituent power
comes from the people and can be effectively exercised by its
representatives only with its consensus, we can dlso appreciate
the fact that the consensus of all the people in the world would
strengthen the action of the World Parliament (or partial World
Parliament, in Einstein’s sense), thus making possible what
would otherwise be impossible: states spontaneously giving up
part of their sovereignty.

A worldwide election is a distant goal. But this is far from
being a good reason for not beginning to study it henceforth,
also with a view to shaping the future and offering an object
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for moral will. In this respect, knowing that this election
would be useful (in a world already progressing towards conti-
nental federations and the strengthening of the UN), even before
a World Government is established, is something which is not

without significance.
The Editor
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National Sovereignty and Peace*

LORD LOTHIAN

T suppose that never in human history has there been so
intense and widespread a discussion of the problem of peace as
that which has reverberated round the world since the outbreak
of the world war in August 1914. That is largely due, no doubt,
to the fact that the majority of mankind were drawn, directly
or indirectly, into the maelstrom of the war, that modern war,

* This essay is the text of a lecture Lord Lothian (Philip H. Kerr,
Marquess of Lothian) gave in the Edinburgh Philosophical Institution in
March 1938. That it is an unpublished work becomes apparent when we
read the correspondence between Lothian and the Secretary of the Edin-
burgh Philosophical Institution. The latter explained that the Institution
was not in a position to publish the essay for lack of funds (cf. Edinburgh
Records Office, Lothian Papers GD40/17/353/165).

Lothian’s intense political activity that year aimed at bringing about a
«Federal Union », the first federalist movement organised on a popular
basis, and his imminent departure for Washington as the British Ambassador,
prevented him from becoming personally involved in the essay’s publication
and it remained among his personal papers.

This essay follows Pacificism is not enough in 1935 but precedes The
Ending of Armageddon in 1939. The reason why Lothian decided to leave
it unpublished despite having been asked in May 1939 by the « Federal
Union » to draw up the movement’s first pampblet (which was to be The
Ending of Armageddon) is not explicitly stated. Perhaps Lothian considered
National Sovereignty and Peace a theoretical essay with a wide-ranging
philosophical basis unsuitable for that particularly dramatic historical
period when it was vital to pass from thought to action.

The Ending of Armageddon contains a heartfelt plea through which
Lothian put across the thesis held by Clarence Streit, the American federalist,
for the immediate creation of a federation between Great Britain, France,
the United States, Switzerland, Denmark, Belgium, Holland, Norway, Sweden,
Canada, South Africa, New Zealand, Australia, Finland and Ireland, the
fifteen democracies then existing in the world.
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as depicted in the press, the film and the radio, is more sensation-
al and more dramatically violent than in earlier ages, and that it
attacks non-combatants and especially women and children more
fiercely than it did before the days of the bombing aeroplane. I
doubt whether, in point of fact, modern war is really more
horrible than ancient war — war in the days when there was no
Red Cross, when armies lived on the country often destroying
everything as they passed, when famine and pestilence was added
to direst slaughter by sword or rifle. Its holocausts of killed and
wounded at particular moments are certainly larger. But I ques-
tion whether, in sum, there is more suffering than, for instance,
in the Thirty years war when the population of Germany was
reduced from 30,000,000 to 5,000,000 or even in phases of the
American Civil War.

The real difference between .the discussions about war and
peace, which are going on today and those of preceding centu-
ries, is a difference in motive. Except for relatively brief moments
in the history of man, people have thought of war, as they have
thought of earthquake, or pestilence, or storm and flood as a
calamity, which by luck or geographical position or good manage-
ment they might be able to escape or from which they might
come out as victors rather than vanquished, but as something
which was part of the inescapable lot of Nature and man. But
since 1914 there has been a profound change in the outlook.
Appalled first by the magnitude of the catastrophe and later by
the obvious discrepancy between the price paid for victory and
its reward, public opinion, at least over a great part of the earth’s
surface, has demanded that war as an institution should be
abolished from the earth. War is no longer regarded as inevitable
or as the will of God. It is recognised to be the outcome of defects
in human nature or management or organisation and as such to
be essentially remediable. That is an immense advance.

In some degree this change may be due to religion. Christian-
ity has always deplored war and the killing of man by man as
essentially contrary to the spirit of its Founder. On the other
hand some of the churches have too often been identified with
those vehement national patriotisms which in modern times have
been the most stubborn causes of bellicosity and war. I remember
when I walked through the gloomy anti-God Museum in Lenin-
grad a few years ago, seeing displayed as evidence of the Marxist
thesis that religion was the opium of the people picture after pic-
ture from country after country of ecclesiastics of many different
denominations blessing battleships and battleplanes and other
instruments of war. This need not be taken too seriously. But
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there is no doubt that one of the reasons for the decline of the
authority of much organised religion in recent years has been
that so far, at any rate, the churches have not convinced the peo-
ple that they have the solution for the insistent problem of war.
I think, as I shall try to show. that they could do more than
they have lately done to find the answer to this charge.

A more important factor in the change of attitude towards
war has, I think, been the growth of the scientific spirit. Mankind
has become so accustomed to seeing the mastery of Nature by
man, to reading about the astonishing discoveries of natural
science and to seeing marvels like the aeroplane and the radio
or in the lessening of disease by sanitation, that they have begun
to feel that no problem is insoluble, no evil is unconquerable,
if people really set their minds to solving the one or curing the
other. The shock of the disaster of 1914 made men say « This is
the next enemy which shall be overcome ».

But if we are candid with ourselves we must admit that we
have not made much progress towards our goal, so far. The
League of Nations was the expression of mankind’s bitter and
poignant hope that the last war was the war which would end war
and that in future war could be prevented and international dis-
putes would be settled by pacific means. But it is now obvious
to everybody that these hopes have not been fulfilled. I shall
give some explanation of this later on. For the present it suffices
to point to the fact that we are in the midst of the greatest
period of re-armament the world has ever known and that two
or three wars or undeclared wars are in progress in different
parts of the world. Is that because of the errors or pusillanimity
of statesmen, because they have failed to use the machinery to
their hands, or is it due to the fact that our proposals for dealing
with the problem of war were fundamentally inadequate? That
is the question I want to discuss tonight, for we shall make no
progress until we face the facts and find the answer to it.

As one who is condemned to play a part in politics I am
particularly glad to discuss this subject today before the Edinburgh
Philosophical Institution. The trouble with politics is that the
leading actors almost always are compelled to deal with urgent
and usually unforeseen and unforeseeable issues which come crowd-
ing upon them for solution hour after hour. Politics in practice
is largely a matter of skilful improvisation. A ship is sunk or
threatened in the Mediterranean, or a foreign minister says some-
thing in a speech, which indicates an unsuspected design on the
foreign policy of another nation or inflames public opinion to
uncontrollable indignation. Or a labour dispute flares up some-
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where or there is a break in the Stock Exchange or a rise or fall
in prices or the bank rate. Such things are happening all the time
and no one can predict when and where the next crisis will come
from. It is sometimes said, and I think with justice, that Gov-
ernments are made or unmade not by the general policies they
proclaim or on which they are elected. but according to whether
they inspire confidence by the manner in which they deal with
the thousand and one practical problems which rush up for
immediate solution day by day. No Government will last under
a patliamentary system, however popular its general policy may
be, if it is obviously a failure in ordinary administration and there
is an alternative party which can be put in power in its place.

But this is only half the truth. What controls policy in the
long run are two things — in the first place the facts: and not
illusions or ideals or what psychologists call wishful thinking
about the facts. In the second place the settled moral judgment
of the electorate and its settled opinion as to the direction in
which it wants society to move. And this settled judgment and
opinion, at any rate in a democracy, is largely the creation of
those who are capable of study and thought and are possessed
of strong and independent moral conviction. I have long believed
that the only basis upon which democracy can be made to work
successfully is the same as that which underlies the jury system.
The jury is only asked one simple question. It is not asked to
sift the evidence or to make up its mind about the facts or the
law. These things are done for it first by expert counsel who
elicit the facts in accordance with the law of evidence enforced
by the Judge, and later by the Judge who sums up the evidence
in the whole case and declares the law relating to it. Then and
then only is the Jury asked to decide whether the accused is
guilty or not guilty. Experience shows that justice is best attained
by combining this marshalling of law and evidence by experts
with the common sense judgement of 12 ordinary men and women
who are asked for one thing only, their verdict: guilty or not
guilty. So, in politics what a democratic electorate is really
qualified to do is to decide which of two parties and leaders
and programmes it wants to administer the powers of the state,
under the constitution for the next four or five years. The
parties correspond to the expert counsel and judges: the electorate
to the jury, and their verdict is given after hearing all sides at
a general election. When you try to ask an electorate, necessarily
consisting of people who are busy about their daily lives and
who have no direct knowledge of the issues, to decide on com-
plicated questions of policy you always get into trouble. I think
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the famous Peace Ballot of 1935 was a conspicuous instance in
point. It was an attempt to get the electorates to vote on policy
by a kind of plebiscite. But a plebiscite is unknown to our
constitution, which asks the electorate to decide between parties
and men and programmes. In my opinion the Peace Ballot led
to disasters from which we and other nations have not yet re-
covered and if we try to build on plebiscite, democracy itself will
break down.

The truth is that initiative and leadership must come from
political parties and leaders but that the limits within which
parties and leaders can move is the settled judgment of the
electorate on certain fundamentals. This settled opinion is partly
the creation of the parties themselves and of the press affiliated
to them, but it is also created, and in some ways most decisively
created by thinkers and poets, and by students and men of
religion, who are not directly engaged in politics at all. Some of
them study the facts more deeply than active politicians can do
and so discern forces which make little show on the surface but
represent the deeps beneath. Others are concerned with truth
and error, good and evil, and rouse the moral sense of the com-
munity. The best of them often belong to no class or sect or
profession, but are what professional politicians often dislike
most: — independents. And in this task of laying the foundations
upon which public opinion rests there is no body of people more
important than philosophers, or students of thought, government
and religion. For they attempt to state, analyze and interpret the
facts, to find out the deeper currents of the ocean of events and
to mark upon charts the rocks and shoals to avoid and the clear
channels along which the ship of state may move safely forward.

That is why I am particularly glad to be able to discuss
tonight the problem of peace with this audience of the Edinburgh
Philosophical Institution. For I believe that there has been
something fundamentally wrong with our thinking about peace
since 1918 and that we shall never make progress until we see
what it is.

As T said at the beginning the whole human race has been
longing for peace. The peace societies have been passing endless
resolutions in favour of peace. There is not a political gathering
or an issue of a newspaper which does not demand peace. The
greatest effort in history was concentrated on creating a practical
peace system — the League of Nations. Yet today we seem to
be moving away from peace rather than towards it.

Why is that so? I do not believe we shall find the answer
to the question merely by exposing the mistakes and failures of
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the last twenty years. It is sometimes said that the League of
Nations has been wrecked by the Treaty of Versailles. In a
measure that is true. At any rate the hopes of peace were deeply
undermined not only by the Treaty of Versailles but even more
by what followed it. Here there is a summary of those fatal
events. First came the rejection of the League by the United
States, then the failure to set up a reasonably impartial Repara-
tions Commission, then the repudiation of the Anglo-French Treaty
of Guarantee to France, a nation of 40,000,000, against unpro-
voked aggression by Germany, a nation of 65,000,000, then
the inevitable consequence, the building up of the French Alliance
system against Germany within the League and finally the
invasion of the Ruhr, which really created the National Socialist
movement by rousing the German middle class, in order to
compel Germany to remain weak and disarmed, with a demili-
tarised frontier. All these things have been the parents of our
present discords, and the Locarno treaties failed to solve them
because they sought to perpetuate the military discrimination
against Germany. But this historical diagnosis does not go to the
root of the problem. It does not explain why these mistakes were
made: nor why the League was unable to remedy them. Nor does
it explain why the Washington Settlement of the Far East in
1922, by far the wisest and justest settlement made after the
war, has collapsed as fatally as the Paris settlement of Europe
collapsed first.

It is the same with a kind of argument which has been very
popular of late — that if only the British Government or some
other Government had acted with resolution and decision, in
Manchuria, in Abyssinia, over Spain, in Palestine, in China
today and so on, all would have been well. No doubt if we had
acted differently we should not be where we are now. We might
be better off or we might be worse off. But, as I shall try to
prove, the basic reason for these failures lies deeper than the
Treaty of Versailles or the policies of ministries, either at home
or abroad. In my experience both as a student of history and as
one who for many years was near the heart of public events,
the decisions of public men are far more often than not the only
ones which are practical in the actual circumstances. No minister,
not even the Prime Minister, has a free hand to do as he chooses.
He can only act within limits imposed by facts on the one side
and by what he can get his colleagues or public opinion or his
allies to agree to on the other. While the personal factor is
immensely important in the short run and it makes an immense
deal of difference whether a good and strong or a bad and weak
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man is in a particular office, the course of history in the long run
is governed remorselessly by facts and deep seated principles
and feelings which the individual minister, however powerful,
is unable to alter. :

Neither of these explanations of the failure of the great
post-war peace movement and the present drift towards war, to
my mind touch the root of the problem. If we are to make
progress in the greatest task of our age, the conquest of war,
I am convinced that we must think far more fundamentally and
less emotionally about the problem of peace and about what
peace, in the political sense of the word, really means and what
are the conditions which are necessary for its establishment
among men. For if we can discover the basic ot scientific truth,
that truth will begin to spread until it permeates public opinion
and becomes part of that settled public conviction with which
practical politicians have to deal.

What is peace? Peace is what follows the establishment of
the institution known as the State. The State is the instrument
which creates the reign of law — the system whereby resort to
violence is forbidden and prevented because there is a legislative
authority to enact and amend the law, a judiciary to adapt the
law to particular circumstances and to decide disputes, and an
executive to enforce, through police and army, the law and to
administer the public departments of the State. Peace, in the
political sense of the word, only exists within the confines of the
State, and it is the primary and essential function of the State
to establish and maintain peace. It is essential to realise this if
we are to think clearly about the problem of international peace.
There has never been peace on any corner of the earth’s surface
or at any period in human history except through the agency
of the State. Whether one looks at a tribal chieftainship, a
monarchical or feudal despotism, a vast federal democratic re-
public like the United States, or an even vaster creation like
the Soviet Socialist Republic or the Empire of India, its internal
peace depends upon the existence of the State. Progress does not
affect the fundamental nature of the State. It simply alters the
process by which those who wield the powers of the State, the
power to legislate, to give judicial decisions and to enforce the
law, are appointed. In primitive conditions that power passes
by heredity or is seized by conquest. Under advanced conditions
it is the result of an electoral process whereby authority is given
to a party or group of parties to act as the Government by a
majority of the electorate, voting freely at a general election,
and itself compelled to act within the law and not arbitrarily
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and with a decent respect for the rights and interests of minorities.

That is what peace is. And it is only when we begin to think
about international peace from this standpoint that we can see,
and see clearly, why we have failed, despite all our efforts, to
create peace since 1918 and what are the basic conditions on
which alone we can end war on earth. The essential reason why
we have not had peace is that in the international realm the
State does not exist. Every nation has insisted on its own full
sovereignty, and so has claimed to be a law unto itself and a
judge in its own cause. Moreover, despite the League of Nations,
the position has been more difficult since the great war because
it ended in an increase in the number of sovereign States. For
instance, the number of sovereignties in Europe was increased
from seventeen to twenty-six and the British Empire was trans-
formed from an Empire substantially governed from one centre
into an association of almost independent sovereignties.

The fundamental reason why the League of Nations has failed
has been because it was a League of sovereign States and had
itself none of the attributes of the State. While the League is an
admirable piece of mechanism for States which want to co-
operate or to find peaceful methods of settling disputes, it is,
in its essential nature, only camoufiage for the fact that its
members, by insisting on their own sovereignty, are practically
still living in conditions of anarchy, and as all history shows,
war is endemic in anarchy.

Let us consider for a moment what the sovereignty of nations
and its consequent anarchy means in practice. It means in the
first place that every nation tends to look at every problem from
the point of view of its own interests and especially its own
security. It may and sometimes does try to look at things from
a wider standpoint, but it is almost impossible for it to do so,
for the reason that in a democracy at any rate, its inhabitants
have no real knowledge of the rest of the world and because its
government is responsible to and controlled by its own inhabitants
alone. There is no government or ruler who can think or speak
for humanity as a whole. Moreover, language, geography and
culture impose upon every nation a national outlook, quite
different from what the outlook of a government would be
which represented all nations, races, languages and colours.

In the second place sovereignty means that in case of dis-
putes between nations, there is no remedy, where voluntary
agreement cannot be reached, but force — the giving way of the
weaker party or a trial of strength in power diplomacy or war.
So long as every nation is content with the status gquo there may
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be no serious difficulties, and conference round the table or
arbitration on agreed terms of reference may suffice to solve
disputes. But directly there is serious discontent with the status
quo, and that is the usual condition of the world, as it is today,
and discussion and diplomacy prove inadequate to find agreed
solutions, the most discontented nations, especially if they are
potentially powerful, begin to arm so as to compel attention to
their claims or in the last resort to secure what they feel they
are entitled to by power diplomacy ot war. We can see this
process going on all over Europe, North Africa and the Far East
today. Yet immediately armament begins anywhere, neighbouring
nations follow suit — so as to try to make themselves secure in
the event of war. So we get to that competition in armaments
which is a familiar feature of anarchy. And once competition
sets in agreement becomes more and more difficult because the
strategic factor rapidly becomes predominant on moral factors
such as justice. For instance fear lest restored colonies might be
used as air or naval bases is becoming a major consideration in
the German colonial question today. Again it was fear of increa-
sing the strategic power of Germany which induced the Peace
Conference atbitrarily to forbid the union of the Austrian Ger-
mans with the German Germans even if they wanted to do so.
The final consequence of the anarchv which follows insistence
on national sovereignty is that nations begin to ally themselves
together — some in order to alter, others in order to defend
the status quo, until the world becomes organised in two or
more rigid military alliances. Is that not exactly what you see
going on today with the anti-Comintern Pact on one side
and the Russo-French Treaty of mutual Assistance on the
other — just as you saw it developing before 1914? And when
the military alliances become sufficiently rigid the military time-

table based on speed of mobilisation becomes decisive — and
enables a fool, a rumour or an accident to let off a world war.
But there is a further result of national sovereignty — in

some ways the most far-reaching of all. Every sovereign state
begins to set itself up, under pressure from both employers and
employed, as a more or less closed economic area by means of
tariffs, and it tends to include within its own economic system,
any colonial areas it may control. As the competition in arma-
ments sets in there is added to the ordinary arguments for eco-
nomic nationalism, the argument that the maximum self-suffi-
ciency is necessary to national security in the event of war and
so to ordinary tariffs are added higher tariffs, embargoes, quotas
and so on, on the principle of autarky. But the inevitable
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restriction of foreign trade which economic nationalism thus
produces, results in the devastation of industrial areas which
used to be engaged in the export trade or shipping, while raw
material and food producing countries lose their old markets
so that unemployment becomes a universal phenomenon all
over the wortld. As this unemployment becomes severe, the
social order becomes unstable, there is a universal demand
for more and more governmental interference to provide pallia-
tives or remedies or to maintain order, until democracy is
overthrown by some form of totalitarianism or the democracies
are driven to a universal governmental paternalism not in response
to socialist theory but because of the necessities created by
economic nationalism.

Can anybody in this room tonight dispute that what I have
just described represents exactly the main process which we have
witnessed in the last ten years? While statesmen and nations
have made mistakes in plenty, is it not clear that the inexorable
underlying driving force which has defeated the best intentions
of statesmen and men of good will, has been the force of anarchy
resulting from universal national sovereigntv? That is the force
which has led to national interests taking precedence over human
interests, to the failure to revise the Treaties in the interest of
justice in time, to rearmament, to impotence in face of aggression,
and to the economic nationalism and alliances of the present day.
And will not every student of history or of political science
agree that these very phenomena are inherent in anarchy, and only
disappear where there is a great State like the old Roman Empire
or the old British Empire or the Government of India or the Fed-
eral Union in the United States or the Federal Government of
Canada and Australia, which can maintain peace by being able to
legislate for and police vast areas and the populations they contain.
The nations today are really living in the same conditions as indivi-
duals used to live in the wild and woolly West in the eatly
frontier days of the United States. Then every man carried a
gun and his safety and that of his property and family, depended
on the reputation he had for drawing it quickly and shooting
straight. Civilisation and economic development were impossible
under such conditions and they did not, in fact, begin to appear,
until the Sheriff — the agent of the State — appeared and
established the reign of law.

Above all, it has been this fatal force which has undermined
the original hopes about the League of Nations. Because every
member has retained its own sovereignty, national interests have
always come first, to prevent it joining the League, or from giving
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power to the League to do justice and revise treaties, or to limit
economic nationalism or resist aggression. At every crisis you
will find that national sovereignty has been what the Americans
call « the nigger in the wood-pile ». The essence of this position
can be seen in the fact that in the last resort the loyalty of the
individual is owed to his own state and not to the League, so
that if necessary he has to fight against the League.

If you really want to study the basic reason why a system
of co-operation between sovereign States cannot possibly over-
come the forces of anarchy or maintain peace and justice read
the pages of The Federalist — the famous American periodical
in which Alexander Hamilton, James Madison and John Jay set
forth the bitter lessons of the period from 1781 to 1787 when
the revolted American colonies were trying to manage their
affairs as a kind of League of States, and argued successfully
that nothing short of the pooling of some part of state sovereignty
in an American federal constitution could give peace to America
or prevent its being engulfed, like Europe, in chronic war.

The only foundation on which lasting peace can really be
based is the principle of the State in the federal form. That is
the lesson both of history and of political science. There was no
peace in Britain, no ending of alliances between Scotland and
France against England until you had the union first of the
thrones and later of the Parliaments. Canada, Australia and South
Africa could not solve their own internal problems until they
formed a federation or union. It was the same with Germany
and India, and with the American Confederation. It is obviously
true of Europe today. It cannot get peace so long as it consists
of 26 sovereign States. And it is really true of the world as a
whole today, because inventions have so shrunken it in terms
of time and space as to make it smaller than the British Isles
alone were a hundred and fifty years ago.

It is not my purpose to suggest that this solution is within
reach today, or can be applied tomorrow, or that we can begin
with the world as a whole, or that the difficulties in the way,
difficulties of race and colour, and culture and civilisation are
not immense. What I am concerned with is to convince you
ladies and gentlemen of the Edinburgh Philosophical Institution
that the problem which concerns all, more than any other today
— the problem of ending war and of establishing international
peace — is only soluble in terms of federal constitutional govern-
ment. We may have to get along for a time as best we can with
makeshifts, with new variants of the League of Nations, or by
the major military powers giving parts of the world an uneasy
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respite from war for a time because no one dares to challenge
their supremacy, or by systems like that by which a dominant
British Navy prevented world war for a century from 1815 to
1914 though it was unable and did not try to prevent local wars
— a system which can only be reproduced today by the United
States and Great Britain acting together at sea. But even if these
makeshifts can be constructed and can be made to work for a
time they are only makeshifts. The vital thing which the thinkers
among us must grasp is the fundamental truth that international
peace and the possibility of a world governed by morality can
be established by the principle of the State and in no other way.
Then and then only will our thinking on this subject begin to be
constructive and fruitful and we shall no longer rush hysterically
up one blind alley after another, to failure and frustration and
disaster, because we have persuaded ourselves that there was
some shorter and easier road to peace, when, in fact, there is not.
On the principle of the federal State and in that alone can the
temple of peace be permanently reared.

On this main point may I recommend to your attention the
argument put forward in a remarkable book by Mr. Lionel
Curtis — the third volume of « Civitas Dei ». Mr. Curtis’s theme
is that the function of religion is not only to ensure the individual
redemption of the individual but that the redemption of the
individual requires that he act as a good citizen and that it is
therefore part of the function of religion to bring into being a
type of human society in which it is possible for the individual
to love God by loving all his neighbours as himself. He argues
that humanity has advanced in proportion as it has been able
to extend the loyalty which men owe to others, as made possible
in the institution of the commonwealth, by including a larger and
larger section of humanity in the commonwealth. Thus in prim-
itive societies loyalty and love is owed only to other members
of the tribe — all others are enemies. The ancient empires came
into being by conquest and retained their unity and power so
long as the attributes of divinity could be accorded to the King
and his descendants. But when these disappeared, by atrophy
or conquest, the empire collapsed. Then the Israelites and the
Greeks made two discoveries: the first was of the importance
of free religious experience and moral principle as the foundation
of society, the second was of the principle of the responsible
democratic commonwealth as exemplified in the Greek City State.
These were fused for the first time in history in England under
the Plantagenets when the idea of representation made possible
the creation of a democratic commonwealth coextensive with a
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nation. And a few hundred years later the Americans, faced, as I
have described, by catastrophe so long as they were unwilling
to abandon any part of the sovereignty of the original thirteen
States, discovered the principle of federation, whereby, while the
individual States were left fully autonomous in their local affairs,
the federal democratic Commonwealth was extended to include
48 Stlates, an area as large as the whole of Europe, and 130,000,000
people.

I will now quote one or two passages from Mr. Curtis’s
book which give the essence of his argument. « To regard peace »,
he says, « as the end and object of policy in international affairs
is, I believe, as great a mistake as it is to regard the maintenance
of order as the end and object of domestic policy. War between
States and disorder within them are the visible symptoms of a
malady deeper than the sufferings they inflict... The essential
disease is a failure in the system to develop in men the sense of
duty they owe to one another ». « The institutions of a national
commonwealth, however great and however highly developed, do
not suffice to reveal to its citizens the interests of human society
as a whole. Nor can they clearly reveal to the people of one
nation how inseparably its interests are bound up with those
of human society as a whole ». « Human nature cannot begin
to realise its full possibilities until we have achieved a common-
wealth which knows no limit but that of human society and
renders all men obedient to laws common to all in things which
affect them all ». « The virtue in human beings will grow insofar
as the framework of society is designed to exercise and promote
it. A State which disposes the minds of its members gathered in
one locality to regard their duty to others as in any way limited
to those who live in that area cannot develop their sense of
duty in the highest degree. In a world divided into national
States the growth of virtue in men, however developed in those
States, must be arrested at a certain point ». « Indeed I have
given reasons for thinking that anarchy not only does not develop
moral virtue in nations but destroys it. People think of the
national commonwealth contained by one frontier or coast as the
last word in human development. The idea of the national State
imprisons their minds. They can no more conceive a genuine
commonwealth of nations than a Greek in the time of Aristotle
could conceive a national commonwealth which contained all the
Cities of Greece » — and it was because he could not conceive
such an idea, now familiar to all of us, that the Greek civilisation
was destroyed. « The profound belief in the national common-
wealth as the last word in political construction is a gulf in the
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minds of men which has to be bridged before we can move to
a higher level of civilisation than we have now reached ».

Mr. Curtis ends his book by an appeal to religious and
philosophic thinkers to begin to break down this almost universal
inhibition against thinking in more than national terms and to
lift man’s thought to the imperative need of thinking in terms
of our all being fellow citizens of all other men and individual
members of a world commonwealth, before our present anarchy
destroys our civilisation, as it has destroved civilisation after
civilisation throughout history. I would add my plea to his. Is
not the essential question we have to face one asked by Mr.
Curtis « Can the progress of civilisation continue beyond the
level it has now reached, or indeed maintain that level, unless
and until the ultimate allegiance of all human beings is rendered
to one sovereignty »? My answer is clear. Unless we can rise to
that new level civilisation will certainly find itself in danger of
the catastrophe of another world war.

You will probably expect me to say something about the
more practical aspects of the problem, for you will naturally
say « even if you are right in your statement of principle how
can we proceed in practice? » I clearly cannot argue the question
in detail tonight. But I will briefly enumerate one or two basic
ideas as food for thought.

In the first place we shall not end war or re-establish the
reign of morality in the international sphere, or even gain the
power to control either our own national or world affairs, until
there comes into being an authority which can survey world
problems not as a conflict between national States but from the
standpoint of the well-being of humanity as a whole.

In the second place that authority must be derived not from
the national states, as is the case with the League of Nations, but
from all the individuals comprised within its jurisdiction, must,
in some way, be responsible to them, and must be able to enforce
its laws on the individual, in the world federal sphere of power
and not as against the nation State. For as James Madison said
in the Philadelphia Convention which drew up the American
Constitution, « The only way in which a State can be coerced
is by war, and order and liberty cannot rest upon the power of
a federal government to make war upon a State ». This is very
like Edward Grey’s statement about the League of Nations: « I
do not like the idea of resorting to war to prevent war ». Liberty
but not peace can be preserved by war.

In the third place the federal authority must alone be empo-
wered to organise professional armies, navies or air forces,
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though the States might be free to raise militias for purposes of
internal order, and it must have taxing powers of its own suffi-
cient to enable it to pay for its own services so that it has not
to rely on subventions voted by the constituent States.

You may ask, how are you ever going to get the nations of the
earth, divided by race, language, colour, levels of civilisation
and economic development and by vehement nationalism itself,
to combine or to trust their fate to majorities of other races?
My first answer is this. If you travel about the world much, as I
have done, the most obvious fact is the speed in which the daily
life of people is coming to be almost exactly alike in all the
industrial areas of the world. We all tend to eat the same food,
wear the same kind of clothes, do the same kind of work, read
the same news and the same books, listen to the same music and
talk about the same things. We are not nearly so different as
we think, but under anarchy every difference is exaggerated,
while under unity, while individuality would remain, artificial
differences would tend to disappear. Take too, the apparently
insurmountable problem of language. It is really one of the
easiest to solve. Most educated people learn two languages. Why
should they not all learn the same second language?

My second answer is that the integration of the world com-
monwealth will not begin, as the League of Nations began, with
an attempt to bring the whole world in at a single time. It will
begin with a group of nations who have thought their way
through to the conclusion that they cannot solve their own
domestic problem or obtain stable prosperity or peace unless they
pool their sovereignty, abolish gradually trade restrictions be-
tween themselves and form a common government for their
supernational affairs. Once a group of like-minded, civilised
nations do this, for instance the English-speaking nations, or the
democracies, or some other self-governing group, and have found
the system of representation which will enable the federal autho-
rity to be responsible to and deal directly with all the citizens
of the new federation, the access of strength, the increase of
freedom, the rise in their prosperity will be such that other
nations will want to join — and they should be admitted provided
they accept the basic principles on which the federation rests.

In point of fact I am not so pessimistic as most of you
probably feel about the possibility of achievement of this kind.
It is astonishing what results the truth can achieve once it is
proclaimed and once the disasters which follow its rejection
begin to befall us. Just look at the inconceivable revolutions
which have overtaken the world in the last twenty years. The
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Russian Tsardom has become an entirely new kind of State, the
USSR. The ancient Sultanate of Turkey has vanished. Fascism
as well as Communism has gripped millions of youth into blind
obedience. The British Empire has become a so-called Common-
wealth which will soon become over 20 sovereign States with
no stronger bond than an hereditary, non-political Crown. Either
wisdom or disaster may make us move just as rapidly in the
opposite direction from that in which we have been moving for
the last twenty years — the direction of more and more self-
determination and more and more anarchy. But the necessary
condition is that enough people should begin to proclaim the
truth that the pooling of some part of national sovereignty in
a federal union is the only remedy for war.

But there are probably some members of my audience tonight
who are already saying that I have ignored the most important
factor of all, the economic factor, as the cause of war, the socialist
argument that it is capitalism, with its competition and profit
making and inner contradictions, which is the root of all our
troubles. I have not forgotten Karl Marx’s famous diagnosis as
set forth in the Communist Manifesto of 1848 and the vast
flood of literature it has since produced. But I am not going to
discuss this thesis, except very briefly tonight, because I am
convinced that it is not true. Socialism as I see it, is a half truth.
The humanitarian and idealist sentiment which lies behind it is
entirely sound, and it is because the doctrinaires of « Laissez
faire » overruled those considerations that Socialism has become
so popular in the last half century. But the Marxist diagnosis
that almost all the evils of society are due to the private ownership
of the means of production, distribution and exchange, is, I
believe, a gigantic delusion, which has distracted us from the
far more fundamental evil of national sovereignty and is leading
many people to the disastrous belief that universal nationalisation
is a preferable foundation for our economic life than free initiative
and enterprise regulated by law. The really central fact of our
modern industrial civilisation is not the private ownership of
the means of production, distribution and exchange, but the
division and specialisation of labour as a result of the discoveries
of natural science and the use of machinery. That is what has
made possible the gigantic increase in the standard and variety"
of living in the last century. But the only method whereby
supply and demand can be kept in relation with one another
in a society based on the division of labour, by which capital and
labour can be moved to the places in which they are needed,
and whereby the consumer can decide what is to be produced,
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is the free market. That is the fundamental mechanical balance
wheel of modern industrial civilisation and Marxism proceeds on
the assumption that you can suppress it altogether and substitute
for it the dictatorship of a central planning committee. But such
a system requires superhuman ability in the planners and even
so can only survive by the most drastic and dictatorial control
over individual life for the inescapable consequence of central
planning is that all private initiative must be suppressed because
otherwise it will destroy the plan. In practice it only sub-
stitutes exploitation by an irremoveable bureaucratic dictatorship
for the much less dictatorial exploitation of competitive capi-
talism especially if capitalism is regulated by democratic law. I
am convinced that the system is going to break down in practice
as being beyond both human endurance and human capacity and
recent events in Russia seem to point to the beginning of that
breakdown.

I am not going to discuss this vital and fascinating subject
further tonight, except to refer you to another very remarkable
book which has already been published in the United States and
which is shortly to appear in this country also, Mr. Walter
Lippmann’s book called « The Good Society ». It will well repay
your attention. It is one of the most clarifying books on the
whole capitalism and socialism problem which has appeared in
this generation.

The fundamental cause of the economic troubles of the
modern world is not capitalism but the national sovereignty
which has made it almost impossible for capitalism even in its
most controlled and benevolent form, to work, and which is
also the root cause of war. It was national sovereignty which
was the ultimate cause of the world war of 1914, which dislocated
the old economic order so badly that it almost broke down
altogether; it is national sovereignty which through tariffs, embar-
goes, quotas, exchange restrictions, reparations and war debts,
has been the principal impediment to postwar recovery through
the unemployment, revolution, dictatorship it has caused.

There is the real enemy — not capitalism, which in itself
unifies the world and overrides racial and language obstacles. If
it were not for state sovereignty, trade would be free, migration
would be far easier, slump and booms would be far less, the rise
in the standard of living would be far more rapid. Once the
fatal forces generated by anarchy and national sovereignty have
been exorcised by some form of international federation, it will
be in the combination of the fundamental institutions of capitalism,
which generates a gigantic flow of energy, initiative and invention,
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with democracy, which redistributes wealth through taxation
and enacts in the interest of all the people the laws within which
capitalism should function and which protects the individual
from the effects of competition in the market by insurance, old
age pensions, and the whole stately edifice of social reform, that
the hope of peace, freedom and economic prosperity for all
will be found to lie.

I would end, therefore, on a note, not of pessimism but of
hope. We are living in a difficult, a dangerous, indeed a painful
age. On the one hand we face great disasters; on the other we
are also within reach of tremendous accomplishments if we have
eyes to see and courage to act. Mankind, as a result of the
turmoil of the last twenty-five years, has within its grasp an
advance greater than that of the Renaissance and the Reformation,
for if it can overcome international anarchy through the federal
principle it will be able to add to the liberty taught in that era,
the unity and law and peace without which liberty cannot be
made secure. And you, the thinkers of the Edinburgh Philosophi-
cal Institution can make your contribution to this cause if you will
insist on shedding the illusions of the last twenty years and
thinking organically once more about what the true foundation
of international peace alone can be. I feel, indeed, today very
much like Sir Owen Seaman when he wrote some memorable
verses at the outbreak of the world war.

Quote.!

1 Quotation is omitted in the manuscript.
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Federalism in a Post-Industrial
Society

FRANCESCO ROSSOLILLO

The shrinking world of today is suffering from a serious
disease: centralization. It manifests itself in the tendency for
functions and resources to accumulate in relatively small areas,
dominating the rest of the territory and relegating it to a
subsidiary role.

A century ago, the decisive imbalances and tensions of society
concerned its vertical structure and set social classes against one
another in each state, region, city and village. Now, the front is
shifting to the territorial dimension. On the one hand, the
improvement of the conditions of life of the working class in
the industrialized countries has deprived class-struggle of its
character of focal drama in the advanced societies. On the other,
with ever growing human interaction, and ever growing incapacity
of politics to secure a rational steering of social forces, regional
imbalances tend to grow deeper and to become less and less
acceptable. Due to the pervasive influence of the media, the
attractive images of the better-off are daily conveyed to the eyes
of people living in the underprivileged regions, making them
aware, by contrast, of their miserable conditions of life and
inciting them to leave their homes and settle in the great cities
and in their industrialized surroundings. Thus, thanks to the
increasing mobility of men and resoutces, the process becomes
self-sustaining.

The main divide of the world to-day is that between the
rich north and the poor south. But at every level we witness a
dramatic polarization between the congested centre, with a hectic
life, and the abandoned periphery. In Western Europe a tre-
mendous concentration of resources and functions has taken place
in the triangle comprised between Paris, the Ruhr and London,
whereas the southern, western and northern fringes are increa-
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singly deprived of economic and cultural life. At the national
level, in countries like France, the imperialist domination of the
capital and its region has reduced the rest of the country to the
rank of an internal colony. In the regional framework, cities like
Milan, or Naples, sprawling wildly in all directions, attract men,
wealth and activities from the smaller towns and villages in
their regions. These are reduced to the role of dormitories,
deprived of life and identity. Nor is this process limited to the
industrialized world. On the contrary, the most disastrous exam-
ples of territorial polarization exist in Third World countries,
like Mexico or Nigeria.

This trend brings about dramatic consequences both for- the
areas profiting by polarization and for those injured by it. In
the former we find congestion, waste of resources and pollution.
The latter are plagued by underdevelopment, cultural decline,
depopulation and — in the case of the poorest of peripheries,
the so-called Fourth World — by starvation. In both areas, life is
dehumanized, the environment is degraded and people lose all
capacity to adapt their circumstances to their needs.

The great city is the place in which all these tensions and
contradictions appear in their most dramatic form. Congested in
its centre, deserted on its outskirts, it is the cockpit in which
an uprooted humanity pursues a feverish existence, whose mean-
ing it has lost sight of and which it is unable to control. Mental
illness, drugs and delinquency are the legacies of an urban
development which has lost touch with the most elementary
needs of human life.

* * *

Alongside the pursuit of peace. the urban crisis is the main
challenge facing the world to-day — and Western Europe in
particular, But in order to tackle it with any chance of success,
it is first necessary to clarify the cultural aspects of the problem:

The devastating process of centralization all over the world
has been both the cause and the product of the culture of nation-
alism, i.e. the culture which has accompanied the process of
industrialization in the whole of the 19th and in the first two
thirds of the 20th century.

Nationalism has as its basic tenet the idea that humanity is
divided into « natural » communities, totally alien to one another,
each of which is entitled to exact the unrestricted allegiance of
its members. It emphasizes uniformity and closure as the funda-
mental aspects of society.

This is true whether this culture appears in the form of
traditional nationalism, or is disguised by an insidious form of
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regionalism, growing today as a consequence of the decline of
the nation-state. Such regionalism indeed marks a further backward
step, because it applies the national way of thinking to a narrower
spatial horizon, and reproduces all its evils without retaining
any trace of its historical greatness. But about this, later.
What is needed today is a new cultural approach, founded
on pluralism and openness. An approach capable of taking into
account the reality of our multiple allegiances and of the anach-
ronism of the division of the world into sovereign nations.

* * *

In order to give some hints of what such an approach might
be, it may be useful to make reference to the analysis conducted
by the German geographer Walther Christaller, on factors influenc-
ing the geographic distribution of human settlements in a
cultural environment such as Europe. According to Christaller,
for the supply of goods and services, each man belongs naturally
to a number of service areas of different size, ranging from the
immediate neighbourhood, in which housewives do their shopping,
children go to school and where, in general, people’s most ele-
mentary needs are satisfied, up to areas of increasing size, within
which more specialized setvices are provided (while a primary
school, for instance, normally serves an area comprising a few
thousand people, a university caters for some hundreds of
thousands and a highly specialized post-graduate research institute
for millions).

Such a hierarchy of services corresponds to a hierarchy of
central places (i.e. places in a territory in which the « institutions »
providing the services are located: hamlets, villages, towns,
cities, etc.). In absence of inhibiting factors, maximization of
convenience causes the central places to spread out all over a
given territory in a balanced and decentralized pattern, as new
« institutions » tend to be set up in places inadequately serviced
by the existing ones, i.e. mainly on the peripheries of existing
service areas.

This is the distribution pattern founded on what Christaller
called the « market principle », as contrasted with the « traffic
principle » and the « administration principle », which apply
when the spontaneous action of demand and supply is influenced
by the presence of particularly loaded traffic axes — attracting
central places to cluster along them — or by the centralizing
force of political power.

Before the industrial revolution made its full impact, many
European regions presented a balanced and decentralized structure
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convincingly cotresponding to Christaller’s model based on the
market principle. Some of them have kept it up to now (e.g.
Tuscany, or Southern Germany). Yet, in most cases, the process
of industrialization overthrew previous structures, leading to the
disastrous development that gave its present shape to the environ-
ment in which so many Europeans must now live.

Let us briefly refer to the many direct and indirect links
between the structure of territory in Europe and the industrial
revolution,

* * *

The growing interdependence between industrial sectors on
the one hand and between industry as a whole and banking,
insurance, administrative and professional services on the other
has, in the 19th century and in the first two thirds of the 20th,
made such functions seek geographical proximity in order to
maximize their economic efficiency. Furthermore, the increased
mobility of people due to the transport revolution made it
possible for workers and customers to cover long distances to
reach their places of work or to obtain the services they needed,
whereas, previously, capitals and services would have been obliged
to move closer to their homes. This way, the growth of the
major cities and the congestion of the regions more favourably
situated was strongly accelerated. Far from trying to counteract
this trend by rational planning, the nation-state, a product of the
industrial revolution, encouraged it, as the drift towards centrali-
zation of functions matched the demand of the central power to
control from the capital, administratively and militarily, the whole
of the national territory with the minimum waste of effort and
resources. Thus, to cite only the most conspicuous example, the
policy of railway and road construction was never conceived by
national governments to enable people and resources to flow
without hindrance in all directions throughout the territory of
the state, but alwavs with the aim of maximizing access for
people, goods and setvices to and from the capital and a few
other great cities, thus isolating the peripheral regions from each
other.

In this way, many of the natural aspects of human interaction
which, with all its poverty and backwardness, gave medieval
society its particular variety, have been disrupted. The life of
large numbers of people, previously identified with their own
neighbourhoods and surrounding areas, were forced into unnatural
patterns. Hence the lives of the commuter, the neighbourhood
shopping centre being progressively ousted by hypermarkets on



124

the peripheries and the huge week-end migrations to holiday
resorts. ‘

As a consequence, community life, the basis of self-govérn-
ment, withers away. Any healthy relationship between town and
country collapses. Agriculture suffers from this trend both in the
central regions — where it is increasingly pushed back by the
advancing urbanization, and the peripheral regions, where it is
more and more impoverished by the lack of capital and the loss
of vitality of the urban centres of the region. Everywhere the
link between man and nature is severed.

* % *

Yet the monstrosity of modern urban life, which has by now
become the lot of so many people all over the world, is perhaps
a sign that the process is approaching a turning point. The
scientific and technological revolution makes it possible to imagine
a future in which things could go differently. The crisis of the
nation-state, which has taken on a particular dimension in
Western Europe, opens up the possibility of doing away with the
main political obstacle blocking a reversal of the current trend.

The new mode of production might transform profoundly
existing pattérns, leading to the decentralization of functions and
resources and enabling people to recover a quality of urban life
that seems to have been lost. Let us mention some of the most
probable consequences of the introduction of new technology
which is now under way.

a) The scientific and technological revolution shifts the
accent from the production of goods to the production of services,
especially of the so-called « quaternary services », viz. those
connected with culture and scientific research. Thus, the new
mode of production increases the role of human intelligence and
individual responsibility as factors of production, at the expense
of capital-intensive processes, opening the way to unprecedented
possibilities of the decentralization of plants.

b) Automation makes the present worker role obsolete.
The trend towards an increasing division of labour within the
factory and between the different branches of production is
reversed. A few highly specialized technicians control processes
which, before the introduction of the new techniques, required
the repetitive work of thousands of hands. Concentration of huge
masses of workers in the same place tends to become less and
less necessary.

¢) Data processing dispenses with the excessive division of
labour in white collar jobs, shifting repetitive operations onto
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machines and enhancing the worker’s scope and responsibility.
Furthermore, the use of terminals makes possible the instantaneous
exchange of information, freeing many functions from dependence
on physical proximity. Hence, in the field of administration,
banking, insurance, professional services, etc., the need for physical
concentration tends to fade away.

d) The increase of the average level of both welfare and
culture — which is both the cause and the effect of the intro-
duction of new techniques — makes it possible for many services
to be supplied economically and efficiently for ever smaller areas
(some decades ago, for instance, a university could only be
sustained in a service area comprising some millions of inhabitants,
whereas today a service area of two hundred thousand people
is sufficient. The same is true of most other services).

The conditions making it possible to realize a decentralized
pattern of distribution of urban settlements, conforming to
Christaller’s model, are thus coming about again, at least in
Western Europe. Furthermore, the emergent mode of production
makes it conceivable to go beyond Christaller’s model and
altogether bring to an end any hierarchy of central places. We
can thus visualize a situation in which every citizen could have
access to services of the same quality and quantity, wherever he
lives, and in which the difference between centre and periphery,
town and countryside would largely disappear.

All this would not mean that the hierarchy of services,
dependent on their specialization and hence on their geographic
influence, would disappear in its turn. But what becomes conceiv-
able is that: a) with the passage of time, the same services could
be provided by a larger number of smaller « institutions »,
which could thus be dispersed on the territory and brought
nearer to the users; b) some complex « institutions », like the
universities, could be split up into their component parts (de-
partments, faculties) and these distributed among several central
places of the area concerned; c) the indivisible « institutions »
would not all need to be concentrated in the principal town of
the area concerned, but could be scattered throughout its territory
(thus the ministries making up the central administration of a
state could be located in different towns and connected through
terminals, and thus remove one of the major causes of congestion
in state capitals).

Thanks to the scientific and technological revolution, the
idea of the city-region begins to take on a concrete shape. Com-
pactness becomes a less important qualification for urban settle-
ments, with the obvious exception of the urban neighbourhood,
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which provides the daily environment for face-to-face contact,
and where people live near each other, walk about and meet in
the streets. Outside this nucleus, all the inhabitants of the region
should, thanks to a rational transportation and communication
system, enjoy on equal terms the facilities available in other parts
of the city-region with a minimum waste of time.

Only in this way can the advantages of modern urban life
— i.e. of civilization — be made accessible to everyone without
paying the cost of the growing sprawl of the great cities — the
main cause of the present degeneration in the quality of life —
and thus bridge the traditional cultural gap between metropolis
and province, town and countryside.

Thus domination of state, regional and provincial capitals,
like that of the city centres over their suburbs, would come to
an end. People would recover the sense of belonging to each
of a series of ever bigger communities, starting from the neigh-
bourhood and extending to the district, region, macro-region,
state, continent and ultimately, the world.

It must be emphasized once again that the part of the world
in which these new opportunities can best be exploited is
Western Europe. It is only Western Europe that meets the
essential conditions for such a development, namely: a) a suffi-
ciently advanced stage of technological development, b) an urban
network inherited from the past that, though partially disfigured
by the industrial revolution and the action of the nation-state,
can still serve as basis for effective work of decentralization and
c) the real possibility of deliberately overcoming, by the political
unification of the continent, the existing structure of the nation-
state, i.e. the institutional set up which tends to perpetuate
centralization.

But it must also be emphasized that, if the new culture of
decentralization makes its appearance in Western Europe, it will,
like all the great emancipatory revolutions, spread beyond its
borders and serve as an example for the rest of the world.

%* * *

Restoring and enriching the original plurality of areas of
human interaction would give people an awareness of their
composite cultural identity and create a network of intersecting
community ties providing the social basis for multiple allegiances.

Such allegiances, as we have seen, were partly eroded by the
monolithic ideology of nationalism which, with the help of the
centralizing action of the industrial revolution and of the state
power, surreptitiously diverted people from their previous lo-
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yalties towards exclusive allegiance to a single dominant and
artificial community.

Now people can revert to their many old loyalties. It must
be emphasized that the aim is not to replace one totalitarian
allegiance by another, exclusive one. The object is to acknowledge
that people can have multiple loyalties commanding equal respect,
none of which is more important than the others.

In the present crisis of the nation-state, some movements
and individuals believe that they have discovered, under the
umbrella of the « artificial » national community, « natural »
communities, usually smaller, with an ethnic foundation, sharing
a common natural language, common tradition and even being of
common blood (thus sliding into racism). Yet, the truth is that
none of these criteria can be used to define clear-cut human
groupings.

In reality, throughout the world, and with particular evidence
in Europe, variation of natural languages (i.e. dialects) merely
constitutes a continuum, which makes the tracing of boundaries
of definite linguistic regions highly questionable. With the excep-
tion of a limited number of cases, wherever we draw the dividing
line between two supposed linguistic regions, we usually find
that the idioms spoken at the opposite ends of each exhibit far
greater differences than those spoken in any two neighbouring
places on either side of the boundary; and analogous conclusions
could be reached after observing territorial variations of customs,
anthropological parameters, etc. There are obviously rare cases
in which abrupt changes occur (especially where great natural
obstacles obstructed communications for manv centuries), even
though such leaps are never as abrupt as people normally think,
since intermediate forms are always to be found. In any case we
must remark: a) that the presence of this phenomenon has
nothing to do with the idea of dividing the whole of the European
population into a number of mutually exclusive ethnic regions,
having by and large the same size, but is related to the totally
different problem of the existence of a limited number of minor-
ities, where the linguistic frontiers do not coincide with the
political frontiers of the nation-states; b) that no such minority
is ever monolithic, as all of them include sub-minorities and areas
with a mixed population, so that the problem of minorities and
of their protection has always to be envisaged in its multiple

dimensions.
* * *

Thus it can safely be asserted that, if the scientific and techno-
logical revolution, on the one hand, is creating the conditions that
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make it conceivable — at least in Europe — to plan an overall
restructuring of the territory according to Christaller’s model, on
the other hand, no argument of an ethnico-linguistic nature can
be advanced to invalidate such a conclusion.

At this point, however, human action has to come in. We
must not forget that the scientific and technological revolution
presents us only with the technical possibilities of reversing the
trend towards centralization. Like any technical device, such
remarkable new opportunities may be used by people for good
or for ill. The new technologies (computers, atomic power and
the new sources of energy, genetic engineering, etc.), if utilized
as instruments of power rather than as instruments of emanci-
pation, could accelerate the trend toward centralization instead
of reversing it, by enhancing its disruptive potential.

That is why the scientific and technological revolution faces
humanity with a challenge — particularly in Western Europe:
that of bringing political action and the expression of political
will on a par with the new technological possibilities so as to
control and direct them towards a revolutionary change in the
quality of life.

* * *

What is in question is planning, which must be subject,
however, to a number of qualifications. First, it has to be
comprebensive. Planning in our context means giving people
the capacity to take their destiny into their hands. So it cannot
be limited to single sectors of collective life, leaving the rest a
prey to anarchy. All essential decisions should be taken in
accordance with the general plan, since the evolution of the mode
of production has so enhanced the interdependence of human
action as to make it impossible to distinguish areas of social life
and types of political decisions which would enjoy a real degree
of autonomy.

In this view, even the expression « territorial planning »
no longer refers to something distinguishable from other
descriptions of planning. Territory is by now merely the spatial
dimension — a dimension about to become increasingly para-
mount — of any kind of policy, be it industrial policy, education,
defence, agriculture, social security or finance.

Secondly, planning must be democratic. As its goal is not
an abstract economic efficiency, measured by quantitative para-
meters, but improvement in the quality of life, the responsibility
of determining its concrete objectives must not be entrusted to
technicians and bureaucrats, but has to be, as far as possible,

129

brought home to the citizens themselves, i.e. to those who are
the sole legitimate judges of the soundness of the decisions taken.

Finally, it must be diffused, because the quality of life can
best be improved by decentralization and decentralization cannot
be achieved by centralized decisions. This means that the corporate
will of the citizens must form and express itself where the
problems exist. One example is the urban neighbourhood, i.e.
the framework of everyday life, where the « quality of life » is
immediately under stress.

For the democratic will to express itself correctly and not to
degenerate into bureaucratic compulsion and disruptive competition
between pressure groups, decisions must be entrusted to those
who are affected by them. This means that the major part of the
decisions implementing the plan must always be taken and
enforced at the lowest tier of government, so as to be as close
as possible to the needs and hopes of those directly concerned.

Self-government in small communities can, however, only
become a reality, i.e. enjoy a real degree of autonomy, if, and
only if, their outer environment is in a relative state of balance,
i.e. if the problems having a wider application are tackled in
their turn by democratic planning authorities of a corresponding
jurisdiction. Such a requirement concerns a whole range of terri-
torial spheres of ever larger dimension, reaching to the entire
world as, due to the shrinking of distances and the growing
interdependence at all levels, many problems are now acquiring,
and will increasingly acquire in the future, a world-wide
dimension. Suffice it to refer to the need for a fair sharing of
energy resources, which are now being controlled, under a regime
of oligopoly, by just a few governments.

Diffused planning must therefore be devolved to independent
levels of self-government, from the urban neighbourhood upwards.
But they must be coordinated with each other at higher tiers of
government, ultimately reaching the world level.

* * *

Let us now come to the problem of the political institutions
needed for the planning defined above. Independence and co-or-
dination of different levels of government are, according to
Wheare, the essential characteristics of federalism. It is in
federalism, therefore, that we find the clue enabling us to
visualize the solution to the problem. It must be noted however,
that federalism, as an institutional model, cannot be patterned
uncritically on the experience of the federations which exist today.
On the contrary their example has to be adapted to new circum-
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stances. Let us indicate briefly what are the major novel features
of « post-industrial federalism ».

1) A post-industrial federal state has to consist of many
levels of government instead of the classical two in the American
tradition (the nation and the states). Trying to define the criteria
for establishing the number of such levels and for tracing their
territorial boundaries would take us too far. More than that,
finding appropriate criteria for everywhere would be a sheer
impossibility, as this would demand detailed field research. What
should be accepted, however, is that there is need for more than
two tiers, ranging from the urban neighbourhood up, through a
number of intermediate tiers (i.e. the district, the sub-region,
the region, the macro-region, the state, the continent) right up
to the world level.

2) The traditional criterion, in the existing federations, for
allocating competences to different levels of government according
to the issues to be dealt with, is incompatible with comprehensive
planning, which implies that every level of government should
be competent on every matter, within the limits of its territorial
jurisdiction. In post-industrial federalism, therefore, the division
of competences has to be governed exclusively by the territorial
dimension of the problems to be tackled (while not in conflict
with the principle of subsidiarity).!

3) The area of jurisdiction of the governments at each level
need not be exactly confined to the area under the jurisdiction
of the government of the next level, but may intersect two or
more of them (it might prove necessary, for instance, to create,
in Europe, a macro-region on both sides of the Rhine, including
parts of Switzerland, France, Germany and the Low Countries).
Such an institutional device would conform with Christaller’s
theory, according to which the service areas of a given tier always
intersect those of the tier immediately above it. as new functions
tend to concentrate on the edge of the sphere of influence of the
existing central places, i.e. in the regions less satisfactorily serviced
by them. Besides, in any enclosed spatial frame, market forces
push functions towards its geographic centre, as the natural
meeting point of converging routes; whereas an institutional
setting for the development of ovetlapping areas of interde-
pendence would counteract any centralizing trend.

4) As the primary goal of planning is to improve conditions

1 This principle implies that higher tiers of government only undertake
those tasks which cannot be effectively executed at lower tiets.

131

of life, it must start where people live, i.e. in the local community.
Other levels of government will have as their main task the
guarantee of external conditions to secure the independence of
the lower tier. Of paramount importance is the electoral system,
ie. the way in which the general will finds its form and its
expression. This must be organized so as to interlink all tiers of
government from the lower to the higher, to ensure that planning
decisions with wider implications take account of those reached
within the narrower framework of the lower tiers. In other
words, the general will must reach up the whole ladder of the
different levels of government, from the lowest to the highest,
so that those who interpret it, i.e. the elected representatives of
the people, can at any moment be aware that the decisions they
are called upon to take represent the consensus emerging from
the fusion of subsidiary decisions, whose overall aim is the
improvement of the quality of life for ordinary citizens living in
the cities, towns and villages.

It is with this view in mind that Albertini proposed an
electoral system, according to which the representative bodies
of the various levels have to be elected in fixed succession,
beginning with the neighbourhood and ending up with the top
tier of government. The election would follow a precise time-
table, so that the issues debated in each electoral campaign
would develop as a result of the previous debates which had
already taken place during elections for the lower tiers.

5) Federal bicameralism (a Lower House elected by « one
man one vote » with an Upper House representing the component
units having equal weight) should not be confined to the general
level, as in the traditional federations, but should be extended to
all tiers (with the obvious exception of the lowest, which has no
component units). Thus it would be possible to counteract the
tendency for territorial imbalances to become even more distorted
due to the greater electoral weight of the areas where wealth and
population has tended to accumulate, as the over-representation
in the Upper House accorded to the interests of the disadvantaged
regions would provide a cotrective to restore the balance.

6) The above considerations are also relevant when considering
the structure of the executive. As planning, in a post-industrial
federal state, is supposed to become the principal government
activity, and as it demands the strict co-ordination of legislative
and executive action, it would be incompatible to provide the
executive body with an electoral basis different from that of the
legislature (as in the presidential system in the USA). It is well
known in fact that the American system brings about frequent
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conflicts between the two branches of government, which would
run counter to good and rational planning. Besides, the direct
election of the chief of the executive personalizes the electoral
campaign at the expense of considered confrontation over the
concrete policy issues. Democratic planning requires a debate
strictly concentrated on issues.

7) One further important feature made necessary by the
role planning is supposed to play in post-industrial federalism,
concerns fiscal policy and the control of money. These are
in fact two of the most powerful instruments through which
centra] power — in all existing federal governments — has
acquired a position of supremacy over the member States. Besides,
raising money by taxation is directly related to financing of the
plan. A decentralized plan would lack credibility, should the
funds necessary for financing it be raised through centralized
channels, or by agencies different from those which have to use
them. That is why the institutional framework for post-indus-
trial federalism should provide all levels of government with an
equal share in the fiscal decision-making process and in the
control of money.

8) The last feature of our federal model concerns giving the
planning process a constitutional framework. The plan sets the
limits within which decisions are meant to be made by public
bodies and private citizens. That is why, if the plan is to fulfill
its fundamental role, then it must not be left to the mercy of
changing parliamentary majorities, but must in a sense become
part of the constitution. This has consequences both upon the
procedure by which the plan has to be drafted and amended by
the legislature of the various levels of government — which must
be more rigid than that adopted for ordinary legislation — and
upon the competence of the judiciary to control its enactment
and compatibility of ordinary legislation with it.

* * *

The cursory remarks made about the institutional structure
for post-industrial federalism are not intended to be a ready-
made recipe for a reform to be undertaken here and now. Some
of the suggestions made could only be effectively applied when
the basic principle of federalism — the overcoming of national
sovereignty — is fully realized right up to the world level. All
of them, at any rate, need further and more detailed study.

But the federalist stage of the course of history has now
set in, and having a model, however sketchy, of how institutions
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will have to be arranged at the end of the road could prove
essential for guiding the intermediate steps of progress.

The point to which the attention of federalists has to be
called is that federalism is a developing theory and that its great
tradition of thought, far from making up a fixed corpus of
dogma — which is the case for ideas that have already exhausted
their historical function — needs constant revision to make it
capable of responding to the challenges of the dawning post-
industrial society.
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Notes

SPINELLI, « MAN OF THE WORK »

The first volume of Spinelli’s memoirs ' is a great book written
by a great historical man. No federalist can afford to ignore it.
Nor can anyone intensely involved with the bistory of our age
turn bis back on this book. Like all those who have read it, I
could not fail to be deeply moved by the story of how Spinelli,
thrown into the fascist gaols at a very young age, managed to
turn the sixteen years during which be was first imprisoned, and
subsequently condemned to forced residence in two small islands,
into a source of spiritual wedlth and liberty. Only later did I go
through the pages of the book once more, this time guided by
an inquisitiveness to learn the reason why, despite this, someone,
like me, who has been a federalist for almost thirty years, whose
life was transformed by the new line of the Ventotene Manifesto
and who is today committed to the battle Spinelli leads, never-
theless, while never failing to respect and to admire him, still
feels this man to be a complete stranger.

I looked for an answer to my curiosity in the beautiful pas-
sages, scattered here and there in the book, in which Spinelli
condenses the main lines of bis Weltanschauung.

One of them, for instance, deals with bis conception of bis-
tory. Spinelli is a post-Hegelian:bhe read and understood Hegel,
but then set bim aside, firstly, because Hegel’s philosophy did not

1 Avtiero SPINELLI, Come ho tentato di diventare saggio. 1. Io, Ulisse,
Bologna, Societd editrice I Mulino, 1984. The following quotations are
drawn from pp. 166, 208, 277, 319, 343.
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meet Spinelli’s need to change the world rather than being merely
contented with interpreting it and, secondly, because Spinelli
could not accept considering himself and his actions as a part of
a design or of a wider meaningful context. « I very much enjoyed,
Spinelli writes recalling bis reading of Hegel, the grandiose phi-
losophy of bistory in which the world mind incarnates itself in
an adventurous, yet dialectically rigorous, succession of epochs
and philosophies, ending up in the both Apollinean and Dionysian
awareness of baving achieved itself and ... all of it proclaimed in
a lecture ball in the University of Berlin in the eighteen twenties.
All this enchanted me like a poem, and 1 have often re-read some
of those wonderful pages, but have remained unconvinced.
Having foresaken the Marxist philosophy of history which believes
that, after many adventurous metamorphoses, mankind is bound
to achieve a perfect communist society, I could no longer take
the Hegelian one seriously, or indeed any other. I felt much more
in sympathy with Croce’s idea of history as a bistory of freedom,
ie. of continuous buman creation, in which there is no final
point of arrival, but each landing is a departure for a new route ».

A second significant reflection, again conveyed in the form
of a recollection, concerns the foundations of Spinelli’s ethics. Here
too, he pays homage to historicism, but rejects it. In fact, he
goes beyond such rejection and, quoting St. Paul, denies « any
obligation to abide by a pre-existing idea of good ». « What fa-
scinated me, Spinelli adds, was the existential problem of decidi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>