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Europe after Nice

Since the Maastricht Treaty came into force, the European Union has
shown itself to be incapable, as far as the reforming of its institutions is
concerned, of moving any closer to its aim of achieving the progressive
building of a more perfect union. Until the introduction of the single
currency on January 1st 1999, this is something that went largely
unnoticed, the reason being that the efforts of politicians and the attention
of commentators were focused instead on the problem of bringing
national budgets and the main instruments of public finance into line with
the criteria established by the treaty. But once these aims had been
achieved, it became obvious that not only were there no longer any
ambitious targets left on the horizon for which to strive (targets like that
of the European currency), but Europe’s summits had become incapable
of agreeing even on minor reforms that might improve marginally the
ordinary running of the Union’s institutions. And the resulting situation
of stalemate has never been more glaringly obvious than at the European
Council in Nice.

This situation has come to light in an extremely delicate phase within
the process of European unification. Enlargement of the Union is now not
only certain but also imminent. There is a widespread realisation among
many of those in power in Europe — with the obvious exception of some
who would consciously like to see the Union watered down into a free
trade area — that the institutional structure of the Union, which with its
present fifteen-member framework is already on the brink of collapse and
of total decision-making paralysis, would not be able to withstand the
impact of enlargement to twenty, twenty-five or thirty members, and that
it will need, before any enlargement occurs, to undergo some form of
deepening. But no government figure, with the partial exception of the
German foreign minister, has managed to address this need with a
concrete project. It is thus in a state of confusion that the European Union
is preparing to embark on this latest adventure (the entry of the countries
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of the central and eastern part of the continent) — a state of confusion that
cannot be concealed even in part either by fanciful diversions like the
Charter of Fundamental Rights and the European Security and Defence
Identity, or by purely verbal expedients that, like the “Federation of
Nation-States”, set out to reconcile the illusion of change with the de facto
maintenance of the status quo.

The truth, as far as the process of European unification is concerned,
is that the time for drawing closer to the final objective is now over,
leaving the Union’s holders of power faced with a decisive choice: to take
the final step and create a European federal state, which means renouncing
sovereignty in the national setting in order to recreate it in a vaster ambit,
or to follow an involutional path destined to lead to the dissolution of the
Union. Meanwhile the idea that the present situation can be prolonged
indefinitely represents the most unrealistic position of all. What the wait-
and-see strategy actually betrays is resignation to the view that all we can
do is sit back and watch the European endeavour flounder. In the absence
of a great shared project, the very countries that have always been, from
the very start, the driving force behind the process of European unification
— France and Germany — are condemned to fall into the trap of mutual
rivalry and mistrust, and Nice provided proof of this. Indeed, without a
common project, the interests keen to see Germany establishing and
consolidating a position of hegemony over the countries of central-
eastern Europe — even, if necessary, breaking free from the restrictions
that its membership of the Union places on it — would, with the passage
of time, inevitably grow stronger. Looking around, nationalist, tribalist,
xenophobic and authoritarian forces are at work everywhere, albeit in
different forms. It is clear then that time is not on Europe’s side. The
process of the unification of the continent must advance in order not to go
backwards. But today, the only way it can do this is by making the federal
leap forwards.

* * *

As enlargement has become an increasingly imminent prospect, a
second problem within the process of European unification has come to
the fore. It is a problem that has been evolving for some time and can now
no longer be escaped. We are talking about the fact that — due both to the
virtual impossibility of reaching important decisions unanimously in
assemblies in which today fifteen (and tomorrow twenty or more)
sovereign states are represented, and to the different depths of European
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consciousness in the different states of the Union — the objective of
creating a European federal state can now only be pursued within a
smaller territorial framework than that of the present Union, to say
nothing of an enlarged Union. The problem, in other words, is that of
building a federal core. To advocate the creation of a federal core is not
to maintain that there exists a will in some of the Union’s governments
(but not in others) to unite the various states with a federal bond. This will,
in fact, exists in none of the states. Instead, to advocate the creation of a
federal core is to appreciate that there does exist in some states — i.e., in
those most deeply involved in the process, those where public opinion is
more open to the idea of European political unity and where those in
power have a hazy, but nevertheless real, sense of the contradictions that
are generated by the incapacity of the current institutional order to reach
effective decisions and by the absence of Europe on the international
scene — the possibility that, in the right circumstances, this will could in
a reasonably short space of time be generated. At the same time, it means
appreciating that this possibility does not exist in other states. In other
words, in the present situation, a project to found a six-, seven- or eight-
member federation could, albeit with difficulty, succeed, while the
founding of a federation with fifteen (or twenty, or twenty-five) mem-
bers would be simply impossible.

* * *

We are thus faced with the need to tackle two extremely difficult
problems contemporaneously. That of creating a federal state is, in itself,
more difficult than any of the other problems that the governments have
had to face in the course of the process so far, because while the
achievement of objectives like the ECSC, the EEC, the direct election of
the European Parliament, the single market and the single currency
served to shore up the sovereignty of the nation-states, which would have
been thrown into crisis without the emergence of increasingly deep forms
of European cooperation, the creation of a federation actually implies the
abandonment of this sovereignty. Equally difficult, however, is the
problem of realising this objective in a narrower setting than that of the
Union, because it means changing the political framework within which
the next phase of the process will, if it is to have a federal outcome, have
to unfold. This implies the loss of what might have been regarded as the
centrality of the European institutions and of their role as the main
interlocutors and points of reference of federalists in their struggle). At
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this point, it is important to recall that in earlier stages too (leaving aside
the federalists’ role as the Hegelian mole) it was always the entente
between the French and German governments — with occasional, but
important, contributions from certain leading Italian statesmen — that
represented the driving force behind the process of European unification.
But while this driving force was once able to operate within the framework
of the European Community and later of the European Union, the time
has now come to face up to the difficult task of creating a new framework.

Moreover, these are two problems that are indissolubly linked. And
it is because of this that attempts to divide them and to tackle them in
isolation are destined to lead to nothing. Consequently, to pose the
problem of the founding of a European federation without posing at the
same time that of the federal core — which is implicitly to give credence
to the idea that a project for federal union can today be proposed and have
a chance of success in the framework of the Union’s current fifteen, or
future twenty or twenty-five, members — is so obviously devoid of any
basis in reality that it seems inconceivable that any energies can be
mobilised on the strength of it. On the other hand, to pose the problem of
a core group of states without endowing the same with a federal content,
in other words, to believe that a group of states can establish an efficient
form of internal cooperation without forgoing the intergovernmental
method, would be tantamount to renewing, within the framework of the
six, seven or eight members of the core, an approach that federalists have
rejected from the outset and that has even lost all credibility in the eyes
of those who once believed in it. This, at best, would give rise to the
creation, within the Union, of a sort of directorate that would be not only
unacceptable to the countries not included in it, but also, rather like the
present Union, devoid of decision-making capacity and subject to no
form of democratic control.

* * *

But what are the conditions in which, within a group of countries, the
will to create a federal core can develop? What does appear inconceiv-
able is that a European federation, whatever its initial geographical
configuration, might be born of a clear and calm realisation, on the part
of those in power, of the objective need to renounce national sovereignties
and create the conditions for the restoration of sovereignty in a wider
setting. The fact is that for as long as the lives of the people of Europe
continue to be characterised by a high level of prosperity and a reasonable
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degree of freedom and security, its governing class is simply not going to
be prepared to abandon the safe and traditional method of intergovern-
mental compromise for solving problems, and to find it within itself to
express the strong will that is needed in order to impose a traumatic
solution like that of the renunciation of sovereignty. This will, then, can
be born only under the effect of popular pressure; the latter, in turn, is a
force that can be unleashed, also thanks to the action of a conscious
vanguard, only in a situation of crisis, in the same way as all the most im-
portant advances of the process of European unification until Maastricht
were born of crisis situations. But in this case, the crisis will be different
in two regards from those that have gone before. First of all, it will be a
crisis that can only be solved through the foundation of a federal state, and
thus at the cost of the abandonment of sovereignty at national level, and
as a result it will bring into play much more deeply rooted interests, and
much more dogged resistance than in the past. Second, it will be a crisis
that will not manifest itself with the same degree of intensity in all the
states of a Union that has now become too large and too variegated for this
to occur. It will be much more marked in those states that, linked together
by closer bonds of interdependence — consolidated by decades of shared
experience, by a closer convergence of interests and by a greater matur-
ation in public opinion of the European idea — will regard themselves as
faced with a stark choice: to federate or perish; while it could even fail
to manifest itself at all in the countries that are less deeply involved in the
process of European unification, countries like Great Britain whose
special links with the United States could constitute an alternative to the
European Union. Thus, while a strong will to achieve federal unification
might emerge in the former countries, in the others the determination to
hold on to national sovereignty would remain unshaken. These latter
countries will fight tooth and nail to prevent the birth of the federal core
and to bring the process back within the ambit of the Union’s institutions.
Therefore, in order for the federal core to come about, the determination
of the countries that favour it will have to be strong enough to overcome
this resistance, even if this means denouncing the Treaties.

Many find it hard to accept that crises and splits are the price to be paid
for the advance of history, and of political history in particular. But this
is indeed the case. The easy way, the way of compromise, is today leading
Europe towards enlargement in the absence of reform and, as a result,
towards a further weakening of its already depleted institutions; it is a way
that will lead to the dissolution of the Union and to crises far more serious
than any that would accompany the denunciation of the Treaties, or the
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mere threat to denounce them. In Europe today it is necessary to divide
in order to unite. But it is essential that any splits that do occur are shown
for what they really are, in other words, as the essential prerequisite that
will allow the process to be relaunched through the replacement of the
intergovernmental method with the federal one and the consequent
creation of the essential basis for the establishment of a Pan-European
federation; furthermore, every institutional proposal advanced within
this setting will have to be presented clearly as non negotiable as regards
its content but, at the same time, as open to all the countries willing to
accept it, as well as reconcilable with the preservation, on the part of those
that feel unable to accept it, of the acquis communautaire.

* * *

The eventual creation of a federal core will be based on a decision
reached by a certain number of European governments, gathered around
the central duo of France and Germany. It will not, as explained earlier,
be a decision taken in a vacuum, but will instead represent the culmina-
tion of an initiative undertaken by a few leaders who will have developed
a keen awareness of the gravity of the historical moment; it will be a
decision reached in a climate of emergency and as the result of the
pressure of public opinion in favour of it; the latter will, in turn, have
grown up and developed as a result of the political agitation and of the
permanent presence within the territory of a conscious vanguard. It will
have to result in the conferment, on an assembly that represents de-
mocratically the citizens of the countries belonging to the federal core, of
a mandate to draw up the federal constitution that will regulate the
working of its institutions and define the values by which they will be
guided. But the decision to found the new state will still rest with the
governments as it is they that are the ultimate holders of power in the
states involved in the process and they that are the only subjects that can
legitimately carry out the formal act of transferring the state’s sovereign-
ty. That the crisis could escalate to a point at which the governments are
completely deprived of power is certainly not beyond the realm of
possibility. But such a development would be tantamount to the
establishment of a situation of anarchy that would be the prelude not to
the birth of a federal state but, in all probability, to the micronationalistic
fragmentation of the continent.

This is a topic that needs to be discussed in depth in federalist circles,
because in this setting it would, as a result of federalists’ fundamental
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objection to the intergovernmental method, be easy to overlook the fact
that some governments will in fact have a role to play in the culminating
stage of the process, just as they have had in all its crucial moments in the
past. It is a fact that the intergovernmental method, in the running of the
European Community first and of the European Union subsequently, is,
and has always been, ineffective and non democratic, and has done
nothing other than reflect the confederal nature of these entities. It is also
true that it is, and always has been, in periods of normality, totally unable
to reform their institutional structure. It is not by chance that governments
are the places in which sovereignty manifests itself most strongly and
thus that they are the subjects naturally entrusted with the task of
defending it. But it is precisely because of this that they are also the only
subjects that can, in an emergency situation, take the decision to relin-
quish sovereignty. After all, the reaching of an intergovernmental
agreement has been a crucial step of every advance made, in exceptional
moments, by the European institutions. And the step will be all the more
crucial when the advance in question is the founding of a federal core.

In any case, it would be mistaken to think that the nature of the process
might change just by entrusting the task of reaching decisions on the fate
of the Union to bodies in which other subjects are included as well as the
governments. A “convention” that brings together, alongside the gov-
ernments, representatives of the European Parliament, of the national
parliaments, and of the European Commission — like the one which drew
up the Charter of Fundamental Rights, or the one which, according to the
Nice agreement, will by 2004 produce a document that defines more
clearly the relative responsibilities of the European institutions, the
nation-states and the regions — may serve as a form of make-believe, but
it does not alter the decision-making process nor the real nature of the
power relations.

This is not to say, of course, that the action conducted in all the other
settings, like the federalist endeavour to generate popular consensus, to
orient it and prepare to mobilise it, is not essential — quite the contrary.
But what is really important is the ability to distinguish between those
whose task it is to pave the way for the future, to express needs and
aspirations and to organise the application of pressure, and those who
will, instead, be called upon to make the formal decisions. And it is cru-
cial that each of these plays its designated part.

The Federalist



10

Raison d’Etat, Peace
and the Federalist Strategy

SERGIO PISTONE

Federalism, as discussed in this treatise, is to be understood as the
concept of federalism developed by the Movimento federalista europeo
(MFE), whose fundamental points of reference in political thought are
Alexander Hamilton and Immanuel Kant, and whose advocates in the
sphere of theoretical reflection and political action were Altiero Spinelli
and Mario Albertini. Certainly, there exist other concepts of federalism,
but it is not my intention to compare them here.1 Having said this, it must
be made clear that, on the basis of its concept of federalism, the MFE has
fuelled a militant campaign that has no equal in Europe (or in the rest of
the world), and has constantly acted as a clear leader to movements for
European unity involved in the federalist struggle.2 Such a capacity can
undoubtedly be seen as an indication of an unshakeable theoretical
solidity and it is on the basic foundation of this that I intend, in the
following pages, to focus. The foundation to which I refer is represented
essentially by the organic link with the theory of the raison d’état, itself
the essential and specific feature of the MFE’s concept of federalism
(from this point on, I will refer simply to federalism, omitting the
reference to the MFE).

In order, necessarily, to put this into its historical context, it is
sufficient to recall here that the tradition of thought that is identified by
the expression “raison d’état” embraces the entire course of the modern
history of Europe and of the areas culturally linked with it (America
particularly), in which it is possible to pick out several extremely
significant currents.3

The starting point, which can be traced back to the threshold of the
modern age, lies in the brilliant and enlightening intuitions of Machiavel-
li. It is through these that the conceptual core of the theory of the raison
d’état began to emerge, a theory that can be summed up in the thesis (yet
to be advanced in these precise words) that the behaviours that prevail in
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political life are those that strengthen a state’s security and power. In the
history of political thought before this time it is possible to find many
partial forerunners of this theory, sometimes highly penetrating, but there
can be no doubt that it is with Machiavelli that we see a leap forward in
quality terms great enough to constitute the dawn of a new tradition of
thought. The reflections, in the second half of the sixteenth century and
in the seventeenth century, of teachers of raison d’état and of the interests
of the state, the large majority of whom were Italian and French, represent
the next particularly significant advance of this tradition. After all, they
are the ones we have to thank not only for the definitive introduction of
the expression “raison d’état” (with the meaning that it still has today),
but also for further clarification and elaboration of the raison d’état
concept and of its implications and, in particular, for the establishment of
a more rigorous distinction between the individual interests of the rulers
and the interests of the state. It should be pointed out that Hobbes too,
even though he did not actually use the expression “raison d’état”, must
be viewed, and attributed a leading position, within this tradition of
thought. Later, in German culture of the nineteenth century and the first
half of the twentieth century, as a result of the contributions of a large
group of philosophers and, above all, historians, among whom the names
of Hegel, Ranke, Treitschke, Hintze, Meinecke, Weber, Ritter and Dehio
feature prominently, the tradition flourished and became highly con-
ceptualised. Reference to the contribution that these individuals made to
the raison d’état theory is usually made through recourse to the expression
“doctrine of the power-state” (Machtstaatsgedanke). Meanwhile, the
most recent expression of this tradition of thought is the realist current
that runs through the sphere of international relations and whose leading
exponents, for the most part English and American, include, among
others, Niebuhr, Carr, Morgenthau, Kennan, Osgood, Kissinger, Kaplan,
Aron, Hoffmann, Waltz and Gilpin.4

The fact that the realist current does not generally use the expression
“ raison d’état” is linked to a tendency in contemporary political culture
to associate this theory rigidly with the historical era of the formation of
the modern state and with the absolutist structure of the same. But, given
that the fundamental theoretical content of this tradition has not been
contradicted by developments coming after the era of absolutism, this is
unjustified. My feeling is that it is inappropriate to renounce the expres-
sion “theory of the raison d’état”, not least because it is an expression that
recalls the idea, crucially important in the framework of the realist
theoretical approach, of the centrality of the state. Therefore, in this
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treatise I use the expressions “theory of the raison d’état” and “realism”
as synonyms. That said, we cannot, when outlining the relationship
between federalist theory and the theory of the raison d’état, talk in terms
of a shared identity; what we can talk of, instead, is an essentially shared,
or convergent, understanding of political reality accompanied by a
divergence in the orientation of the interpretation of that reality. In
concrete terms, knowledge of the laws of politics, developed on the basis
of the precepts of the theory of the raison d’état, is employed by federa-
lists to serve peace rather than the power of the state, while the reverse
is true, generally speaking, of political realists. On the other hand, it is this
complex relationship that is the decisive element that distinguishes the
position of federalists from those of internationalists and pacifists, in
relation to whom we find a convergence of values (peace as the guiding
value) but divergence over the instruments by which peace might be
obtained. Furthermore, the ability, conferred by the realist approach, to
see clearly the rules that govern the acquisition and the maintenance of
power constitutes the indispensable premise underlying the federalists’
ability to define a valid strategy to apply to the concrete political struggle
for peace. In short, the heart of federalism is to be found in a synthesis of
Kant and Machiavelli.

I will now endeavour to clarify these assertions. Having first defined
precisely all the fundamental laws of politics, as identified by the theory
of the raison d’état, I will then demonstrate how federalism, from the
perspective of the struggle for peace, applies them. Let it be clearly
understood that I am not setting out to identify the specific contributions
made by the leading raison d’état theorists, but instead to clarify, through
a logical rather than a chronological process, the fundamental precepts
that emerge from this tradition of thought. Clearly, I start from the as-
sumption that the latter is based on an essentially unitary paradigm that
has been enriched and perfected gradually through contributions logically
connected with the original theoretical propositions.

The Supremacy of the State Over Society.

The basic assumption underlying the raison d’état paradigm coin-
cides with the idea that the state is the indispensable instrument making
it possible for men to live together peacefully in the ambit of complex
societies, in other words, in the societies founded on reorganisation of the
division of labour and on the mercantile economy (which, in turn, opened
up the way for the Industrial Revolution) that took shape in Europe as
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from the end of the Middle Ages. These societies are highly dynamic, but
also characterised by structural conflicts that can be managed peacefully
only through the development of a specific mechanism of coercion. This
implies the division of society into a small minority, which holds power
and coercively imposes the rules that are essential for the peaceful co-
habitation of men, and a vast majority, which is subordinate to that power.
In fact, it is precisely this monopoly on power (which, leaving aside its
formal attributes such as its indivisibility and its originality, and so on,
constitutes the material basis of state sovereignty) that guarantees the
governing minority the possibility to impose a universally valid and
effective legal order and thus to prevent society from self-destructing.
This implies, therefore, the existence of a class of people  (the “political
class”) that turns the quest for power into an out-and-out profession, a
class that, while it often attracts people with a particular taste for power,
must nevertheless be seen as a social requirement, given that power is
indispensable for the reproduction of society.

The building of this monopoly on power in the hands of the central
authority of the state (normally a ruling housing) took centuries to
achieve and involved harsh struggles, because it necessitated the disarming
of the nobility and of communes, in other words, the eradication of feudal
anarchy. It is to this stage in the construction of the modern state that
Machiavelli refers when he affirms that a ruler must not balk at cruelty —
but must instead “have the capacity to embark upon necessary evil”5 —
in order to reinforce the authority of the state and its peace-building
function. Clearly, this aspect of the raison d’état question became less
and less of an issue, in so far as the state’s monopoly on power was
gradually consolidated to the point at which it became a substantially
stable and undisputable fact that no longer required — if we exclude
periods of acute crisis of the state, such as civil wars and revolutions —
use of the means indicated by Machiavelli in order to be guaranteed and
maintained.

On this basis then, the modern state, through a long process that is, in
part, still continuing, carried out the important task of civilising the
population subordinate to it. The fundamental aspects of this process are
the moral progress linked with the imparting, and thus the progressive
internalisation, of the principle of the renunciation of the safeguarding of
personal interests through private violence, and the socio-economic
progress rendered possible by the certainty of law. It was within this
framework that the major transformations of the state promoted by the
emancipatory ideologies rooted in the Enlightenment, that is, liberalism,
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democracy and socialism, proved possible.
At this point, it must be made clear that while tendencies emerged

within the ambit of the German power-state doctrine that were authoritar-
ian and, thus, critical of the ideologies of the Enlightenment, this is not
the prevailing orientation of the contemporary realist current. The latter
is characterised, instead, by a clear awareness that the transformations of
the modern state promoted by the great ideologies of the Enlightenment
introduced integrative factors essential to the peace-building function of
the state. The state’s monopoly on legitimate strength — that is to say, the
disarming of the individual and of the various social groups — is seen as
the fundamental principle of statehood, the condition whose absence
would mean a return to a state of war in which everyone is against
everyone else; in other words, to the situation that today we describe as
“Yugoslavisation” or “tribalisation”. To this first element, a second is
then added: the rule of law; this refers to all the mechanisms and
provisions — declarations of rights, the due process of law, the separation
of powers, the independence of the magistracy, etc. — advocated in
particular by the liberal ideology as a means of preventing monopoly on
power from becoming purely arbitrary and turning into dictatorship and,
not being accepted as legitimate, from opening up the way for the re-
arming of individuals and thus for civil war. Historically, the third
element that must be added to the two mentioned above is the extension
— promoted by the democratic ideology in particular and emerging
gradually as the Industrial Revolution gave all the levels of society an
awareness of their interests and rights — of the citizens’ involvement in
the making of laws and in the control of the government. In the absence
of this element, sectors of society that are denied any influence on the
decisions reached by the political power are, fatally, led to act outside the
law. Finally, the fourth element is the welfare state, advocated in
particular by the socialist ideology, which makes social justice its central
concern. Acknowledgment of the indispensable peace-building role
played by the welfare state is based on the realisation that while the
market economy promotes the emancipation of mankind and thus the
development of our pluralistic and open modern society, it also leads,
continually, to inequality, to imbalances and to social outcasting. In order
to prevent the state from being perceived as a power that pursues the
interests of a section of society rather than the interests of everyone,
which would encourage recourse to violence, these phenomena must be
corrected effectively through mechanisms, imposed by the public power,
that have a regulatory function and that promote solidarity.
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Finally, to end this series of clarifications, it must be stressed that the
idea of the centrality of the state means the conviction that the state is the
indispensable instrument for the pursuit of the general interest, which is
another way of affirming the supremacy of politics.6

International Anarchy.

The second fundamental precept of the raison d’état paradigm
follows on logically from the basic assumption that the state is the irre-
placeable instrument that allows society’s members to live together in
peace: it regards the dichotomy between state sovereignty and internation-
al anarchy as the basis of the structural difference between intrastate
relations and international relations.

If the story of the modern state is characterised, as we have seen, by
the process of its internal civilisation, that of international relations
within the framework of the modern European system of states which, at
a certain point, became a world system of states, is quite another story.
While, within the state, the central authority disarms both individuals and
the groups into which society is organised, and obliges them to regulate
their relations, and any conflicts, through recourse to law instead of
violence, in the sphere of their external relations all the states not only
continue to hold arms against one another, but also to strengthen and
perfect them ceaselessly and to have recourse to the use, and to the threat,
of force in order to safeguard their interests  — and this applies even to
the smallest states which,  too weak on their own, rely upon the might of
others. Thus, while the state authority is obliging, indeed teaching, its
subjects to renounce violence in their relations with one another, it is, at
the same time, obliging and teaching a growing number of them to use
arms, and thus violence, in international relations; consequently, it is also
teaching them to mistrust those who live outside the boundaries of the
state and to hate them whenever differences escalate into armed conflict.
And in states that have undergone a liberal, democratic, or socialist kind
of transformation, the principles and rights that have, as a result of this,
developed within them are, in times of war, and certainly of international
tension, systematically limited and circumscribed, if not even revoked.
Just think of secret diplomacy, of state secrets, of censorship, and of the
strengthening of the central power to the detriment of local self-
government, all of which are clear violations of the most widespread
democratic principles, but constitute, nonetheless, routine practice in the
affairs of democratic states. Even the principles of economic efficiency



16

cease to be applied when there is a need to bolster the state’s capacity to
face up to tests of strength against other states. Just think of the support
given to production sectors that are inefficient but deemed to be stra-
tegically important.

Focusing attention on the nature of international relations, raison
d’état theorists hinged their arguments on the concept of international
anarchy. In other words, they made it plain that international anarchy is
the structural situation to which the qualitative difference between the
internal evolution of the state and the evolution of international relations
can be attributed. In concrete terms, international anarchy means the lack
of a government, that is to say, a supreme authority capable of imposing
a valid and effective legal order. While governments became established
in internal relations (as a result of the monopolisation of power by the
central authority of the state), this has failed to occur in the sphere of
international relations. The reason for this is the continued existence in
this setting of a plurality of sovereign states, or to put it another way, the
continued existence of distinct power monopolies that are quite
independent of one another. Consequently, in the society of states, the
essential condition for the effective imposition of the rules needed to
ensure the peaceful co-existence of states and the peaceful, that is legal,
regulation of international disputes, is lacking; ultimately their solution
can be reached by nothing other than a test of strength between the parties,
which international law can do nothing other than sanction; war is always
on the agenda and casts its shadow even in times of peace, because even
in peacetime, states have to reckon with the ever-present risk of war and
to make sure that they are prepared to face this eventuality.

In this situation, all states are obliged to implement a “power policy”.
This does not mean, in a strict sense, a particularly violent and aggressive
foreign policy, but a policy that takes into account the ever-present
possibility of tests of strength (either the use of, or the simple threat to use
strength). As a result, they equip themselves with, and in extreme cases
use, the indispensable means of power  — arms, alliances, the filling of
power vacuums (before others can fill them) — or apply cunning and
deception. In the context of the anarchy that characterises the structure of
the international situation, the guaranteeing of external security, that is,
the capacity to defend one’s interests effectively in tests of strength with
other states and to prevent others from imposing their will, becomes the
first concern of a state’s rulers. This leads to the systematic sacrificing,
in proportion to the extent of the danger to which the state’s security is
exposed, of all the principles — legal, ethical, political (i.e., the priorities
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imposed by the dominant political doctrines) and economic — that, in a
state not faced with the problem of external security, are normally
respected.  This paramountcy of security is the factor that ultimately
explains the different patterns of evolution — within the ambit of the
European system of states — traditionally seen in insular states (paradigm
case: Great Britain) and in continental-type states (paradigm case:
Prussia-Germany). The former, due to the absence of land borders to
defend, enjoy a favourable strategic position and this has facilitated the
development of more liberal and decentralised state institutions; the
position of the latter, on the other hand, is structurally more exposed and
precarious due to the presence of far more vulnerable land borders that
have to be defended. In these states, this has constituted an obstacle to
liberal forces and favoured the emergence of authoritarianism and
centralisation.

The concept of international anarchy brings to light a structural
reality, i.e., the lack of a valid and effective legal order and the consequent
holding sway of the rule of force in international relations. It clarifies, in
other words, why there exists within the state — if we except situations
of profound institutional crisis and even of civil war — a level of certainty
and predictability in inter-human relations that, albeit limited by the
presence of an area (impossible to eradicate) that opposes the legal order,
is qualitatively quite unlike the structural uncertainty that characterises
international relations. This is not to maintain, however, that the
international reality is nothing more than a form of chaos dominated by
continuous, irrational and unpredictable clashes between states, that it is,
in short, a situation that lacks any kind of order. In reality, raison d’état
theorists have, from the outset, perceived the presence of other structural
elements within the international setting, beyond the more general one of
international anarchy, elements that render less chaotic, and thus more
predictable the concrete developments within the international situation.
The argument that they have gradually developed and perfected in their
efforts to clarify these further elements and, therefore, to grasp more fully
the real nature of international relations, is centred on the concept of the
system of states, a concept whose fundamental aspects will now be made
clear.

The starting point for this argument is the realisation that the power
relations between states have led to their being organised into a rigid
hierarchy. Within this, a distinction is drawn between the great powers,
i.e., the states that have the effective capacity to safeguard their interests
independently, in other words through their own strength, and the
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medium-size or small powers which, instead, must seek to obtain either
protection from one of the great powers or unanimous recognition by the
same of their neutrality. This means, of course, that the fundamental
decisions determining the evolution of the international situation are
taken by the great powers, in other words by a very small number of
sovereign states. These states are, in effect, governing the world; they are
the ones that are deciding the formal and informal rules constituting the
framework within which international relations are conducted. It is clear
that this is neither a legitimate form of government, founded on a
monopoly on power, nor a democratic one, and thus that it is qualitatively
quite different from the government of a sovereign state. In fact, in the
European system of states, the great powers, which have not always been
the same ones (some losing status or disappearing and other states taking
their place), have never numbered more than six (a pluripolar system),
and the world system that emerged after the time of the two world wars
was dominated, until the end of the East-West conflict, by just two actors,
the American and Soviet superpowers (a bipolar system). Today, there
exists a fluid and probably quite transitory situation characterised by the
simultaneous presence of features of monopolarism (the supremacy of
the USA) and of pluripolar tendencies (the rise of China, India and the
European Union, and the Russian federation’s continued possession of
both  a  vast  store  of nuclear  weapons  and a huge economic potentiality
that is still to be adequately explained).

Within the framework of international anarchy, the existence of major
powers is the first crucial structural element, one that introduces, albeit
in a very general manner, a degree of order that regulates, in particular,
relations between large and small states. Another essential structural
element can be defined as balance; while this, instead, regulates relations
between the major powers, it too confers a degree of order. To identify
balance as the fundamental structural element regulating relations among
the major powers is to highlight, first and foremost, a de facto situation:
the creation and endurance among the major powers dominating the
European and the world systems (and also the Greek city-state and
fifteenth-century Italian systems) of a condition of substantially equal
strength. It is this substantial equality of strength that has prevented any
one of these powers from rising above the others, and resulted — through
coalitions of the other major powers against the strongest state and its
allies or, in the case of a bipolar system, through a single power’s capacity
for resistance — in the automatic curbing of any attempt to achieve
hegemony. Evidently, this mechanism of balance has not resulted in the
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overcoming of international anarchy with its violent and bellicose
manifestations, but it has been able to limit these. General conflicts have
erupted only at times when the balance has been upset, as a consequence
of the rise, and thus the hegemonic drive, of a major power, while stability
of the balance has produced long periods in which there have been no
wars, or only circumscribed ones. On the other hand, this balance is the
mechanism that, within the European and world systems, has allowed the
preservation of the independence of the major powers, and thus of a
pluralistic system of sovereign states that has, among other things, made
it possible to guarantee medium-size and small powers a measure of
autonomy too.

In this overview of the mechanism of balance, we must not fail to
include the considerations of realists on the epoch-making changes
brought about by the discovery of atomic and nuclear arms. These weap-
ons of mass destruction (including the increasingly deadly chemical and
bacteriological variety) stepped up considerably the incessant race to
perfect arms that is structurally bound up with international anarchy and
with the mechanism of balance and led to a radical reconfiguration of the
latter. What emerged was a system of deterrence, also referred to as the
balance of terror, in other words, a situation in which a general conflict
between the major powers would result in destruction (potentially great
enough to wipe out all human life on earth) whose sheer scale would
render it tantamount to a collective suicide. The rational inconceivable-
ness of a general conflict did not mean an end to power relations between
states and to small-scale or localised wars, but it did lead, in security
policies, to a shift of emphasis away from defence and towards arms
control and the prevention of war. Essentially, what emerged in relations
among the major powers was a new factor, that of solidarity for mutual
survival.

A further momentous consequence of scientific progress might be
defined ecological interdependence. This situation is characterised by an
increase in the number of decisions that — like those that can lead to war
— fall within the ambit of the sovereignty of individual states and have
the capacity to lead to disasters of continental or global dimensions,
disasters great enough to jeopardise human life on our planet. Here, too,
solidarity emerges as a requirement of survival, this time reflected in the
need for more international cooperation and for the reaching, at regional
and global level, of increasingly forceful agreements whose aim is to
counter a threat to the whole of humanity.

As well as this interdependence of states that is linked to their shared
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quest for survival, contemporary realism also contemplates the influence
on international relations of the growth in their economic interdepend-
ence, a growth that is attributable to the unfolding of the Industrial
Revolution first, and then of the scientific-technical revolution. Together
with the rational inconceivableness of a general conflict, the fact that the
promotion of wellbeing has, in all states, become increasingly bound up
with the openness of the markets has been a strong stimulus for interna-
tional economic cooperation.

Remaining on the subject of the factors limiting violent manifesta-
tions of international anarchy, attention must, finally, be drawn to the fact
that states that have liberal-democratic orders — states where there thus
exists a true division and consistent decentralisation of powers, or even
a federal structure — find it more difficult than those with authoritarian
or totalitarian regimes to put aggressive foreign policies into practice.
This is because the balance between the various powers of the state
hinders rapid decision-making and intervention at international level.
However, this in no way implies an automatic connection between the
affirmation of democracy within states and the overcoming of power
relations between them.

All the factors, illustrated above, which tend to prevent an elimination
of the pluralistic character of the international system and to contain
leanings towards tests of strength, constitute the basis of several important
phenomena characterising international relations on which it is worth
dwelling here.

It must first be underlined that the hierarchy of states and the balance
that  has  been  established  among  the major  powers  constitute the two
main structural elements within the framework of international anarchy,
and it is they that transform it from a simple disorganised plurality of
states into a system of states, in other words, into a reality that is
characterised, as the word “system” itself implies, by relative order, and
whose concrete developments are, as a result, relatively more compre-
hensible and predictable. In particular, the balance between the major
powers is, historically, the objective condition that induced states to
acknowledge one another, even formally, as sovereign states and which,
in the case of modern Europe, allowed the affirmation and gradual ex-
tension of international law, granting the latter a measure of effectiveness
in spite of the fact that it does not emanate from a sovereign power. In fact,
in accordance with the raison d’état paradigm, the true validity of the
rules of international law, which states effectively observe, is based not
so much on the principle that agreements are made to be kept (pacta sunt
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servanda), which is essentially a value judgement, as on the fact that, in
view of the balance, in other words, of the objective impossibility of
eliminating the sovereignty of the other states, the most prominent actors
within the international system were obliged to recognise the need to live
together in some way. While nevertheless preserving power politics and
war as extreme measures, they had to find some way of regulating their
anarchic co-existence, and thus created a set of sui generis rules that
legitimises the normal use of violence and is subordinate to the power and
hierarchical relations among the states. In practice, although there exists
no sovereign power that guarantees respect for international law, there
does exist a power situation, albeit an unstable one (i.e., the balance
between the powers) that, to an extent, has this effect.

Meanwhile, the afore-mentioned phenomena of interdependence that
evolved within the ambit of the system of states can be seen to underlie
the emergence of the international organisations: following the period of
the two world wars, international bodies (of which the UN is the most
important example) developed at a rate that, in comparison with previous
eras, was quite unprecedented. This growth of international interde-
pendence, of which economic globalisation is the most recent mani-
festation, has forced an ever greater level of cooperation among states and
a remarkable evolution, both quantitative and qualitative, of international
law in order to manage problems of increasing importance that states
cannot address through isolated actions. In this scenario, even non-
governmental actors, such as multinational corporations and non-
governmental organisations (active above all in the humanitarian and
environmental fields), have taken on an increasingly significant role in
international relations.

In view of these phenomena, many scholars of international relations
see the basic concepts of state sovereignty and international anarchy as
having less and less capacity to explain contemporary reality, since what
we are faced with is a substantial limitation of state sovereignty and thus
an erosion of the very basis of the qualitative difference between
international relations and domestic relations. Supporters of the raison
d’état paradigm respond to these considerations by underlining, in
particular, that the international organisations are de facto dominated
(and formally dominated in the case of the UN Security Council) by the
major powers. And they add that the role of the multinational corporations,
however important, is founded, in the final analysis, on the power of the
states to which they belong, while the space that the non governmental
organisations (NGOs) have carved out for themselves in the framework
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of interstate cooperation does not alter essentially the rules of the game
decided by the major powers. Thus, states continue to be the leading
actors in international relations, which, unlike the state’s internal affairs,
are governed by power relations; this is borne out by the fact that all states
continue to maintain armed forces whose size is disproportionate to the
sole requirements of domestic security. If, then, the dichotomy between
state sovereignty and international anarchy retains its capacity to explain
contemporary reality, we should, rather, be asking ourselves whether the
anarchical structure of interstate society is becoming increasingly
irreconcilable with the needs, in terms of survival and progress, of
mankind and whether, as a result, the time has come to place the creation
of an effective and democratic world government and, thus, the ways
through which this objective might be achieved, firmly on the historical
agenda. And this is the point that opens up the question of the federalist
paradigm and of how it incorporates and supersedes that of the raison
d’état.

Perpetual Peace and a World Federal State.

At the start, we said that what fundamentally distinguishes federalist
theory from that of the raison d’état is not an understanding of reality,
which the two to a great extent share, but rather the value judgement
applied in the interpretation of reality. The main value championed by
raison d’état theorists is security, and thus the power of one’s own state,
because they see the overcoming of the condition of international anarchy
as inconceivable. Essentially, they tend to regard the plurality of sovereign
states not as a phase in the evolution of history, but as an insuperable point
of arrival. This reflects an ideological prejudice of a nationalistic kind
that, through different arguments — the raison d’état tradition can be
broken down into various currents — leads the plurality of states, and thus
the conflicts between the states, to be viewed as an irreplaceable element
of progress. Federalists, on the other hand, are guided by the value of
peace, and thus by the conviction that, in the historical phase of the
advanced industrial revolution, commitment to the progress of mankind
is irrevocably bound up with the endeavour to overcome, through
concrete actions, violence in international relations. Underpinning this
orientation are the enlightening reflections on peace contained in the
juridical-political and historical-philosophical writings of Kant, which
are briefly outlined here.7

First of all, Kant, whose ideas were based on a realistic view of
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international relations, clarified beyond doubt what peace is. Peace is not
to be confused with the simple absence of a war in progress. The latter is,
in reality, nothing other than a truce between one war and the next
because, for as long as there exist anarchic relations between states, in the
absence of a superior authority with the capacity to ensure that relations
between them are regulated in law, war will continue to be the normal
instrument for settling international disputes on questions regarded as
vital. This means that the presence of war is constant, even when there is
no actual fighting, because states must, in periods of truce, prepare them-
selves, not  only in a military, but  also in an economic, social, political
and moral sense, for war. In reality, peace is the organisation of power
that overcomes international anarchy, transforming power relations
among states into true juridical relations, and thus, through the extension
of statehood on a universal scale, rendering war structurally impossible.

Second, Kant established the existence of an organic link between the
overcoming of international anarchy, or the creation of perpetual peace,
and the full implementation within the state of the republican regime.
What he meant by this expression was, substantially, what today we mean
when we talk of a liberal-democratic regime and, in terms of the progress
of mankind, he saw it as a fundamental goal. On the other hand, he shared
the raison d’état theorists’ view that it is the existence of power relations
between states that causes the latter to regard external security as their
first concern; this situation favours the emergence of authoritarian
tendencies and structures within the life of the state, as these are the kind
most compatible with the need to preserve and consolidate the power that
is indispensable to survival in a context of international anarchy. Kant
was therefore clearly aware that liberal and democratic principles would,
in critical situations, be sacrificed systematically at the altar of the raison
d’état (or of the principle of the paramountcy of security) and that the
greater a state’s security difficulties were, the more compelling this
process would be.8 It must be remarked that this consideration also
applies to socialism (which, in Kant’s era, had still to emerge as one of
the great ideologies of the modern world); like liberalism and democracy,
socialism has always seen the raison d’état as a main obstacle to the full
affirmation of its principles (which lean towards the desire for social
justice and, thus, towards the effective application of liberal-democratic
principles to the entire population). This realistic view of the objective
authoritarian implications of power politics led Kant to see the over-
coming of international anarchy as indispensably bound up with histori-
cal commitment to the full evolution of the republican regime.
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Third, this idea can be set against the background of a broader
reflection of Kant’s in which peace is seen as the necessary condition for
the full development of man’s moral and rational capacities. For as long
as there exists an international system based on war, in other words, an
objective need for all individuals to adapt their conduct to a social
structure modelled on the authoritarian and bellicose requirements of the
state, and their consciences to the war ethic that this structure produces,
it will result in a limited and unilateral development of their creative
faculties and hinder their moral progress. But once a power structure
emerges that has the capacity to channel all social behaviours within the
confines of law, it will no longer be possible to use war or the permanent
threat of war to legitimise the violence of men. In this situation, the
rational nature of men will be allowed full expression and they will be
able to mould themselves entirely according to the principle of autono-
my of the will. In other words, the ground will be laid for a radical
transformation of relations between the individual and society, and the
way opened up for the reaching of a condition in which it will, in all social
relations, be possible always to treat men as ends, and never as means.

It must be pointed out that the project for peace developed by Kant at
the end of the eighteenth century, being based on a clear awareness that
it will take humanity a very long time to mature and realise it, cannot be
considered a simple expression of utopian ideas. However, this is a
process that does have a very good chance of taking place. First, there is
the historical precedent of the overcoming of anarchy in relations among
individuals through the creation of a state authority with the capacity to
enforce respect for the law internally. This example of historical progress
makes it impossible to exclude in principle the possibility of further
progress that will result in the overcoming of international anarchy.
Second, this progress will be favoured — and here emerges Kant’s
exceptional ability to foresee the great challenges that, in the twentieth
century, were destined underlie the beginnings of supranational integra-
tion — by the combined impetus of two powerful historical forces. One
is the growth of trade, which, while it is destined to render humanity in-
creasingly interdependent and thus to increase the likelihood of conflict,
will at the same time render ever more pressing the need to develop
instruments for the peaceful resolution of conflicts, in other words, the
need to bring about an extension of statehood.  The other force, generated
by scientific and technical progress, is the increasing destructiveness of
war, itself destined to render more and more urgent the need to overcome,
through concrete measures, the system of war in order to avoid a fate of
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collective self-destruction.9

Kant’s enlightening considerations on the theme of democratic
supranational unification are the fundamental source of inspiration be-
hind the ethical-political orientation adopted by federalists, but they do
have a limit, recognition of which is a part of their very ideological
identity. What Kant lacks is a precise vision of the institutional system
through which it is possible, effectively, to realise perpetual peace.
Indeed, while he does speak of “federation”, the German philosopher
does not go so far as to affirm univocally that a world federal state is the
institutional instrument needed to realise world peace. In his cardinal
work on this topic he even expresses, openly, the fear that the creation of
a world state is incompatible with a democratic system, in that it would
mean the de facto institution of a universal autocracy, and hypothesises
instead a confederalist-type system. At the root of this incongruity lies the
lack of a clear awareness of the federal state model,10 the first historical
example of which was realised through the Constitution of the United
States of America, drawn up in 1787 by the Philadelphia Convention, and
which was theorised, first and foremost, by Alexander Hamilton.11

The constitutional principle on which the federal state is founded is
the organisation of a plurality of independent but coordinated govern-
ments in a way that confers a minimum quantity of powers (indispensable
for guaranteeing political and economic unity) on the federal government,
which is responsible for the entire territory of the federation, and the re-
maining powers on the federated states, each one of which is responsible
for its own territory. In concrete terms, foreign policy and military policy
become the province of the federal government (so as to eliminate power
relations among the states), as do areas (monetary, customs and fiscal) of
economic policy that are crucial in the unification of the market and the
creation of solidarity among the member states of the federation. Through
federal bicameralism — wherein legislative power is attributed to a body
made up of a chamber representing the people of the federation, elected
on a proportional basis, and a chamber of states in which, to protect the
smaller states, representation is not proportional — the individual states
are enabled to safeguard their independence and their legitimate interests.
It is important to point out that the federal distribution of powers and
federal bicameralism which, in classic federalism, concern the relationship
between federal government and federated states, are considered by
contemporary federalism as principles that should be extended to rela-
tions between states and regions, and between regions and local
communities, in such a way as to create a distribution of power that
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ensures that all the levels involved, from the local community to the
community of states, enjoy the greatest possible measure of independ-
ence and that a form of coordination is established that allows the efficient
and democratic management of the tasks assigned to each of them.

As Hamilton himself made clear, the federal system allows the sphere
of democratic government to be widened. Indeed, while direct democracy
led to the realisation of freedom within the city-state, and representative
democracy and the separation of legislative, executive and judicial
powers made its realisation possible in the modern state (later to become
the nation-state), the federal structure allows the unification of various
states, avoiding the disadvantages of the centralised state and making
democratic participation feasible in areas of continental dimensions (and
thus, plausibly, of a global dimension). Thus the federal state is the con-
stitutional structure that is capable of realising peace — capable, that is,
of subordinating all the states of the world to an authority equipped to
replace power relations with juridical relations12 — on the basis of
democratic government.

The affirmation, based on that which has been said so far, that the
building of perpetual peace coincides with the building of a world federal
state, belongs to the sphere of abstract design; in other words, it fails to
consider the question (which will be dealt with systematically later on) of
the historical pertinence of the project and, thus, of the efforts to identify
the course (i.e., the steps) which must, in a tangible manner, be taken in
order to draw closer to the ultimate goal. On the other hand, this abstract
design is an absolutely crucial moment in the discussion on peace.
Indeed, if we are unable rationally to perceive, albeit in inevitably very
general terms, the institutional system through which perpetual peace can
be guaranteed, then we will also be unable to identify the course and the
stages that will bring us closer to our ultimate goal and to orient
accordingly the action of those aiming to improve, with a view to
constructing a peaceful world order, the forms of political co-existence.

Remaining in the sphere of abstract design, there are some points that
require further clarification. The model of state referred to in this piece
of theoretical reflection is obviously the one that became established in
the course of the modern age in western Europe and in the areas of the
world, America primarily, influenced by its culture. Since this kind of
state has, historically, proved itself able to create lasting peace internally,
its global extension through the federal system seems to us to be the vital
condition for the realisation of perpetual peace. This kind of state has, as
we have seen, certain structural elements that have evolved in historical
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succession and that are crucial to its peace-building capacity: in addition
to the monopoly on legitimate power, there is the rule of law, democracy
and the welfare state. And if these are, indeed, the constituent elements
of the European-Western model of state that has managed (more or less
effectively depending on how fully evolved it is and on the level of eco-
nomic-social progress in which it is rooted) to establish peace internally,
then the world state that must inevitably come if peace is to be created at
world level will, in turn, have to be characterised by these same elements.
This conclusion, destined to give rise to accusations of eurocentrism (in
which the fundamental political principles of just one of the world’s
cultures, i.e., of Europe, are claimed to be applicable universally), is not
one that will be accepted peacefully. But in this regard, the following
consideration can, in my view, be regarded as decisive.

The European- or Western-type state became established, as seen
earlier, within the framework of modern, pluralistic, market economy-
based societies. This was because it was within such societies that it
proved possible — through a laborious process that has rid history of all
the authoritarian, fascist and communist alternatives — to establish
lasting peace. Our era has been characterised both by the spread on a
world scale of pluralistic-type societies founded on the market economy
and by the development of an increasingly profound interdependence
between these societies, and thus also by the progressive taking shape of
a pluralistic-type world society. In view of this, it appears entirely
reasonable — and not stemming from a sense of superiority — to affirm
that the internal order both of modern societies in the making, and of the
world state that must inevitably emerge to govern peacefully this de-
veloping world society, will have to be characterised by the fundamental
principles of European-Western political culture. It might be observed at
this point that accusations of eurocentrism must, if at all, be levelled at
those in the Western world who tend to deny that other cultural traditions
have the capacity to embrace the fundamental principles of our culture
and who, now that the East-West conflict has run its course, delineate a
coming world fatally dominated by the clash of civilisations.13

That said, it is still necessary — again to clarify the fundamental
aspects of the link between the building of peace and the building of the
world state — to examine two other unavoidable conditions for the
achievement of world unification. One is the spread of liberal democracy
(accompanied necessarily by the institutionalisation of social solidarity)
on a global scale. In fact, not only are undemocratic states unable to build
lasting peace internally, they are also structurally ill-disposed to the
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placement of limits on their sovereignty, and thus to supranational uni-
fication (unless this takes the form of imperial-hegemonic unifications);
this is because they are founded on the unlimited power of their rulers
internally. While this does not mean that the building of a world state will
have to wait until democratic regimes have become established in all the
states of the world, it does indicate that this can only be a gradual and
extremely drawn-out process destined first to involve the areas of the
world that have advanced furthest in the technical-scientific, civil and
political-democratic spheres before, hand in hand with the spread of
progress, extending to all the other world areas. The second fundamental
condition for the building of a global state is the organisation of the world
into a limited number of democratic federations of continental or
subcontinental dimensions. On the one hand, it is clear that the process
of world unification must inevitably proceed by major historical stages,
and it therefore seems logical to see supranational federal aggregations in
the world’s most advanced and interdependent areas, that can serve to
lead the way, as the most important of these stages. After all, it is quite
inconceivable that a functional and enduring world federal state can be
formed with hundreds of large, medium-size, small and tiny states as
direct members. If — and here we enter the realm of pure abstract
hypothesis — such a construction were to emerge, the federal balance
would ultimately be fatally upset, either by the centralistic forces that
over-small or over-numerous states would be unable to resist, or by the
hegemonic tendencies of the larger states, or finally — were the world
federal power, in order to avoid centralistic forces, attributed powers that
were too limited — by fragmentary trends. On the contrary, only a world
federal system built securely on a limited number of vast regional
federations would be able to achieve a functional and stable federal
balance.14

It is important to conclude this reflection by underlining that the idea
of a European federation as the first stage in the building of world unity
was, from the outset, advanced by that great theorist of peace, Kant, and
subsequently reiterated systematically by the leading exponents of
European unity — we might recall, in particular, Giuseppe Mazzini,15

John Robert Seeley,16 Lord Lothian17 and Luigi Einaudi18 — right up until
the Ventotene Manifesto that marked the start of the political struggle for
European federation.

Federalist Criticism of Pacifism and Internationalism.

Before moving on to an examination of the historical pertinence of the
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struggle for peace, we must first complete that of the world federal state
as the instrument for the realisation of perpetual peace, clarifying the way
in which this concept distinguishes the federalist approach from those of
pacifism and internationalism. In fact, with peace as their guiding value,
both of these orientations share many values with federalism, but when
it comes to indicating the means for achieving peace, they diverge from
it markedly. It is in this latter area that a distinction can also be drawn
between pacifism and internationalism; these two orientations must
therefore be examined separately, even though it must be acknowledged
that, in practice, they are often found to overlap.19

Basically, pacifism attributes war essentially to human aggressive-
ness, interpreted according both to psychoanalytical and to ethical-
religious canons. The difference between this approach and the federalist
approach is immediately clear. Pacifist theories, if not accompanied by a
clear awareness of the capacity of political institutions to condition and
also, to a certain extent, to modify human behaviour, tend to consider
education, founded on ethics/religion or on psychoanalysis, as the
fundamental remedy for war. Federalism, instead, maintains that it is
possible to create institutions which, despite not eliminating human
aggressiveness, are able to render war impossible and, thus, to channel
aggressive tendencies towards non-destructive behaviours. This view is,
as we have seen, founded in historical experience, which shows us how
the modern sovereign state has managed to control aggressiveness
internally. Why should it not be possible for the same process to occur,
eventually, in international relations?20

Obviously, in pursuit of the realisation of peace, federalism does not,
unlike pacifist groups, which are driven by religious, moral and
psychological concepts of peace, attach strategic importance to educa-
tion and to testimony and example. To use the terminology of Giovanni
Botero,21 a great raison d’état theorist of the XVI century, we might say
that true pacifists (not to be confused with those who exploit pacifist
watchwords in their pursuit of other objectives) operate within the sphere
of charity, while federalists operate within that of politics, understood as
an endeavour of great charity. The highest kind of politics — that which
pursues great designs aimed at helping humanity to progress towards its
full emancipation — sets out to tackle at root level the situations that
prompt testimonial and charitable behaviours. However, it must be
recalled that these behaviours, while not in themselves capable of
producing more advanced institutions, are nevertheless important in
creating a climate favourable to the political struggle to build peace.
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This brings us to the comparison between federalism and inter-
nationalism, which requires broader and more detailed discussion.22

Internationalism is an orientation belonging to the great ideologies that,
as from the end of the XVIII century, or beginning with the French
Revolution, activated processes that changed profoundly the structures
of the modern state. These ideologies are liberalism, democracy and
socialism (both the social democratic and communist versions), whose
philosophical basis lies, directly or indirectly, in the emancipatory and
universalistic tendency unleashed by the Enlightenment. The inter-
nationalist component of these ideologies can be broken down into two
fundamental parts.

The first of these is their cosmopolitan orientation. In other words, the
idea that it is impossible to regard the values of freedom, equality and
social justice as applicable to a single country and as restricted to the
purely national sphere. Since these values are intrinsically universal, it is
impossible not to regard their realisation in a national setting as necessary
in order to open up the way for their extension to European or world level.
The second part is the theory of the supremacy of internal politics.
According to this understanding of international relations, of the reasons
for war, and of the means for realising peace, war depends upon certain
structures within the state. Therefore, the overcoming of these internal
structures cannot fail to lead to the elimination of war and to the
establishment of a system of lasting peaceful relations among states.

However, when it is a question of identifying these internal structures
at the root of power politics, and the means of overcoming the same, the
liberal, democratic and socialist ideologies diverge markedly. Liberal
thought attributes war fundamentally to the aristocratic-absolutist politi-
cal structure and to the mercantilist-protectionist economic structure and
maintains, accordingly, that the establishment of representative gov-
ernments (with suffrage limited to the affluent) and the separation of
powers on the one hand, and the development of international trade on the
other, would put an end to the bellicose tendencies of states; democratic
thought, meanwhile, questions the authoritarian character of governments
and considers peace to be the natural consequence of the establishment
of popular sovereignty; socialist thought, finally, sees modern capitalism’s
exploitation of the workforce as the ultimate cause of imperialism and
war and thus regards the fight for social justice (for social democrats this
means the introduction of the welfare state into a liberal democratic
setting, and for communists, proletarian dictatorships and the complete
abolition of private ownership of the means of production) as the way of
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overcoming class tension and of bringing about peace. Beyond these
differences, the common core of the internationalist approach is the belief
that a world of liberal (or, for this, read, democratic, socialist, communist)
states, would be guided by liberal (or democratic, socialist, communist)
ideas, and that this would imply the elimination of the phenomena of
power politics attributable to the still incomplete, or non universal,
realisation of the principles of internal organisation of the state affirmed
by these ideologies.

As it is thus easy to see, the contrast between this approach, which
essentially reduces foreign politics to a mere function of internal politics,
and the federalist approach could not be clearer. In value terms, federalists
are cosmopolitan, both because they believe in the universality of de-
mocracy (which, to work, must be organically combined with liberalism
and social justice), and because universal peace is the value which guides
them. On the other hand, the federalist doctrine also supports an organic
link with the raison d’état theory. Thus, federalists see an indissoluble
link between power politics and the anarchical structure of the society of
states, recognise, on the basis of this, that foreign politics are essentially
independent of domestic politics and perceive, what is more, that the
paramountcy attached to external security constitutes a fundamental
obstacle to the full achievement of democracy. From this stems the
conviction that, in order to build peace, it is not enough to rely on
struggles inspired by internationalist ideologies. Indeed, while the latter
fundamentally target internal change, their organisational-institutional
expressions are international: international associations in the sphere of
civilised society, and international organisations (from the Society of
Nations to the United Nations) in that of intergovernmental relations.
Instead, what is needed is to pursue the overcoming of international
anarchy through federal links, which eliminate the absolute sovereignty
of states.

That this approach is more valid than the internationalist one is not
purely a matter of faith; it is a truth that has been demonstrated in history
from the time of the French Revolution onwards. In fact, the profound
changes of regime, gradual or revolutionary, that have taken place within
the European system of states, and the world one too, have undoubtedly
altered many things on an internal and on a domestic level, but these do
not include the tendency of the political classes to regard external security
as more important than any other need, or the tendency to follow the
dictates of the raison d’état, systematically ignoring the existence of
ideological affinities among states.
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This is a general consideration that needs to be examined more
carefully with reference to contemporary democratic internationalism.
Let us begin by clarifying a few points. First of all, while historically the
democratic ideology was opposed — even rigorously so — to the
ideologies of liberalism and social democracy, the tendency today, in
advanced countries, to maintain that the democratic system must
necessarily incorporate liberal principles (as a guarantee against the
tyranny of the majority) and the welfare state (as the condition allowing
all citizens to be truly free and equal) is actually quite widespread.
Underlying this convergence, which does not exclude differences in
emphasis and thus struggles between progressionists and conservatives
— which, however, are not sufficient to render it questionable that the
democratic system is an area of common ground between them — is
economic and social progress. It is this that has allowed, if not the con-
flicts between different sections of society, then certainly the existential
clash between opposing classes to be overcome. Second, democratic
internationalism is now prominent in the world since, following the
collapse of Soviet communism, there is no major internationalist doctrine
left as an alternative to it. Third, democratic internationalism is the true
interlocutor of federalism, which has always been opposed to totalitarian
tendencies, both of the left and of the right.

That said, it must also be stressed that federalist criticism of democratic
internationalism does not imply a conviction that a strengthening of the
democratic order is irrelevant to the overcoming of international anar-
chy. In truth, the establishment of federal links between states depends
unavoidably, as indicated earlier, on the democratic character of the
same, both because the federal state is, ultimately, nothing other than a
constitutional system with the capacity to extend democratic government
to a wider and wider sphere until it finally embraces the entire world, and
because an authoritarian or totalitarian power that does not accept internal
limits will certainly be not be able to accept limits originating from the
outside, unless these were imposed by force (in which case we would be
talking about the founding of an empire rather than a federation).

If, then, democracy is the unavoidable condition for the establishment
of peace, the fact nevertheless remains that, not implying per se the
overcoming of international anarchy, it does not automatically lead to
this objective. This is an affirmation that, it must again be remarked, is not
convincingly challenged by the scholars of the democratic internationalist
school. In their view, history shows us that far more wars have been
waged between non democratic states, or against democratic states, than
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between democratic states, something which, according to their analyses,
appears particularly evident in the period following the end of the Second
World War in which, it is claimed, a sort of  “separate perpetual peace”
among the democracies was established.23 In truth, these considerations,
which clearly oppose the idea of an indissoluble link between peace and
the overcoming of the absolute sovereignty of the state, fail to take into
account a series of facts: the nuclear condition that rendered war between
the major powers inconceivable; the establishment, after 1945, of US
hegemony over the democracies of the world; the start, in the framework
of this American hegemony, of a profound process of supranational
integration in western Europe (which will be examined in more detail
further on) characterised by the emergence of embryonic federal forms
and by the reaching of a depth of interdependence so great as to render war
between the member states an impossibility.

In reality, the failure to recognise that democracy alone is not enough
to obtain peace, — which, in order to be perpetual, requires solid federal
links — constitutes an indication that democratic internationalism is
destined to remain the prisoner of national ideology, which engenders the
belief that there can be no overcoming the plurality of sovereign states.

The Historical Pertinence of the Struggle for Peace.

So far, we have looked at the reasons why federalism is the institutional
instrument needed for the realisation of peace. Now it is time to examine
the fundamental reasons why the building of peace has, starting in the
years of the Second World War and the immediate post-war period,
evolved from a normative model based on pure reason into an out-and-
out political programme that has peace as its supreme objective. Like the
question of the world state model, which renders the goal of perpetual
peace rationally conceivable, that of political commitment to the building
of peace is, too, characterised by a complex relationship with political
realism. Divergence from the latter over the historical feasibility of
striving to overcome international anarchy,  which ultimately reflects a
divergence of values, is associated with a strategic view that bases its
specificity and its superiority over other approaches to the question of
peace-building precisely on its use of precepts drawn from the tradition
of political realism.

Let us start with the divergence from political realism. The conviction
that the overcoming of international anarchy is a historically pertinent
question inevitably goes hand in hand with the awareness that the world
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federal state is a very long-term objective, an objective that is reachable
through a series of historical stages and that will thus require the
commitment of numerous generations. This awareness is accompanied,
on the one hand, by the firm belief not only that one must, but also that
one can, strive (with real prospects of success) for goals that, despite
being only partial in relation to the final objective, nonetheless constitute
a real advance in the direction of it. These goals only make sense fully
when they are seen as concrete stages in a historical design whose aim is
to increase the dimensions of democratic statehood until the latter em-
braces the entire world. This way of seeing things rests, fundamentally,
on a full appreciation of the consequences — on the evolution of states
and on inter-state relations — of the momentous changes brought about
by the advanced industrial revolution, which then became the technical-
scientific revolution. Realists take into account a series of phenomena of
crucial importance: the growing economic interdependence of states, the
advent of weapons of mass destruction, environmental interdependence
and the crisis of the world’s ecological equilibria, but since their guiding
values lead them to regard the plurality of the sovereign states as
insurmountable, they are unable to see that these developments have also
brought in a new factor whose implications are extremely far-reaching:
the historical crisis of the system of sovereign states, a situation that not
only renders commitment to the overcoming of international anarchy
essential in an ethical sense, but also gives it a very real political basis.

The crisis-of-the-system-of-sovereign-states concept is the historical-
social aspect of the federalist ideology, which has peace and the federal
state as its value and structural elements respectively. It revolves around
a group of arguments that are aimed at highlighting the historical
pertinence of the need to overcome international anarchy. This aspect of
the federal paradigm, developed and gradually refined above all by Luigi
Einaudi, the English federalist school (Lord Lothian, Lionel Robbins and
Barbara Wootton), Altiero Spinelli and Mario Albertini,24 is based on
creative use of the fundamental precepts of the historical materialism
theory. It is sufficient, here, to recall that federalists assimilated from the
theorists of historical materialism the fact that the evolution of the mode
of production — that is the process through which men continually
transform the quality of their lives through technological innovation and
through the creation of new ways of organising the division of labour —
determines in the final instance the structure and the dimensions of the
state. As a result, they were able to see that, just as the passage from the
agricultural to the industrial mode of production gave rise within the
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modern state to transformations towards liberalism, democracy and the
welfare state, so the advance of the Industrial Revolution and the passage
to the technical-scientific revolution altered the economic-social basis of
the states, turning the question of their dimensions into one of central
importance and opening up the historical phase of the crisis of the system
of sovereign states.25 Having recalled that, an examination of this topic
can be broken down into three crucial arguments.

The first concerns the extent of the economic interdependence that
gradually evolved, with the advance of the Industrial Revolution, in the
course of the XX century. It brought to light the unavoidable need to
create states of continental dimensions in order to avert economic-social
decline and, thus, to prevent democratic progress from drawing to a halt.
But it also began a process destined, over longer periods of time, to render
obsolete even continental-size states and consequently to place on the
agenda, in order not to impede progress, the political unification of the
whole of mankind. A grasp of the political implications of economic
interdependence is the indispensable key to understanding the fundamen-
tal developments of the XX century. The root cause both of the loss of
global supremacy on the part of the major European powers (i.e., the end
of the centrality of the European system of states), and of the establishment
of a world system of states dominated by the continental powers (the USA
and the USSR), is indeed the inadequacy of the dimensions of the
European nation-states. The decline of the nation-states first of all
brought democratic progress to a general stop and produced, in situations
where the crisis was most acute, a spread of authoritarian and totalitarian
tendencies. This is the framework within which the Nazis’ hegemonic-
imperialistic attempt to solve the problem of generating a European state
of continental dimensions unfolded, prompting an escalation of atrocities
that culminated in systematic genocide. The European nation-states’ loss
of power, which followed the end of the era of the world wars (the most
destructive that history has ever known), opened up the way for the
dismantling of the colonial empires and, above all, for the process of
European unification with its inclination towards the overcoming, on a
peaceful and democratic basis, of the problem of the inadequate dimensions
of the nation-states. This process, which is still incomplete, radically
altered the situation in Europe, restoring momentum to economic-social
development, democratic progress and peacemaking endeavours, and
also stimulated in other parts of the world similar, although much less
deep-rooted, processes: the so-called regional integrations. This increa-
sing interdependence manifested itself, less rapidly and profoundly but
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nevertheless continually, at world level, too, showing, in the wake of the
end of the Cold War,26 a sharp acceleration that is reflected in the grow-
ing use of the neologism “globalisation.” In this way, an increasingly
integrated world economic system has gradually developed, dominated
by the USA and characterised by aspects of accelerated economic growth
and, at the same time, by the persistence of a huge gap between the
world’s northern and southern regions. The growth of economic
interdependence prompted the formation of international economic
organisations (GATT-WTO, the IMF, the World Bank, the OECD, the
G7), which, while they have not produced a level of integration comparable
to that seen in Europe, nevertheless make it possible to perceive world
unification as a real prospect, however distant, and no longer as a utopian
idea.

In the second argument, meanwhile, the emergence of challenges not
only to progress but also to the very survival of mankind — challenges
that derive from the discovery of weapons of mass destruction and from
the upsetting of the world’s natural equilibria — are regarded as a factor
in the historical crisis of the system of sovereign states. The Ventotene
Manifesto intuited these challenges, even though they were not at the time
as clearly visible as they were destined to become in subsequent decades.
The analysis contained in the Manifesto, and in the other cardinal
federalist writings dating from the period of the Second World War,
provided the perspective needed to frame this problem correctly.

The link between the destructiveness of modern warfare and the
historical pertinence of the need to overcome the anarchy in international
relations was immediately grasped in reference to European integration.
This process, which embodies the very real prospect of the overcoming
of the sovereign states in a crucially important world region, is linked, as
mentioned earlier, with the phenomenon of the economic decline of the
European nation-states. But some of its momentum was also clearly
derived from the fact that the conflicts between Europe’s nation-states
had produced the most terrible wars history has known, wars which end-
ed with the birth of the atomic  era. The choice, “federate or perish”, on
which Aristide Briand based his 1929 proposal for European unity,27 had
become a politically relevant one.

The federalist viewpoint also made it possible to grasp fully the extent
of this momentous change (i.e., the development of weapons of mass
destruction). Essentially, it put the need to overcome war as an instrument
for resolving conflicts among states onto the historical agenda, since a
general war implying the large-scale employment of weapons of mass
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destruction would mean not the continuation of politics through other
means, but rather, as the consequence of a collective suicide, the end of
politics altogether. In the light of this, the realists’ deterrence argument
appears inadequate. It is true that the system of deterrence rendered war
between the major powers inconceivable. And the importance of this fact
emerged particularly clearly with the end of the bipolar system. Deterrence
and the cost of arms did in fact constitute one of the fundamental factors
that contributed to the ending of the Cold War and the dissolution of the
Soviet system, since they eliminated the possibility of using the extreme
solution of a general war as means of trying to save a despotic empire, and
shifted the confrontation essentially to the ground of economic efficiency.
And this, in the long run, is what led to the defeat of the USSR. On the
other hand, it is entirely unrealistic to regard the inconceivableness of a
general war between the major powers as permanent protection against
the risk of a nuclear holocaust. Not only is there no guarantee that de-
terrence cannot fail, consideration must also be given to the inescapable
fact that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction will — in a
setting characterised by the chronic instability of the underdeveloped
world — lead to their finding their way into the hands of states which have
no democratic mechanisms for controlling power and which are led by
extremist and fanatical ruling classes, or even into the hands of terrorist
groups that do not have a territory that deterrence can hold to ransom. In
reality, the value of deterrence and security policies aimed at arms control
and reduction can only be provisional. In other words, all they can do is
provide the setting within which, to be truly realist, the extremely difficult
and long-term plan to eliminate structurally the possibility of wars28 — a
plan to which there exist no valid alternatives — must be pursued. This
means building a global democratic state, beginning with the unification
of Europe and the creation of other regional unifications;29 these, having
the capacity to pacify whole regional systems of states, will constitute a
monumental step forwards in the direction of world peace.

The same argument applies to the danger of an ecological holocaust.
International cooperation alone cannot be regarded as anything other than
a provisional remedy, a remedy whose coherent development is possible
only within the context of a gradual enlargement of the dimensions of the
state. Indeed, only through such an enlargement is it possible to control
certain developments that, if left to the complete discretion of the single
states, are destined to produce indescribable catastrophes on a continen-
tal and on a world scale.

The third argument, finally, is related specifically to the objective
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factors that, within the historical context that we have described
(characterised by economic interdependence and by existential threats),
allowed the federalist commitment to peace to become politically pertinent.
First of all, the crisis of the system of sovereign states has generated a
crisis of legitimacy, which manifests itself through a widespread lack of
faith in the capacity of states to tackle effectively the fundamental prob-
lems of our era and thus in the aspiration towards both the development
of a level of cooperation that extends beyond the boundaries of the state,
and the overcoming of absolute sovereignty with which such a level of
cooperation is linked.  This trend was especially strong in Europe after the
end of the Second World War, its emergence connected with the
particularly advanced nature of the crisis of the European nation-states at
that time. In fact, opinion polls conducted during the post-war period
show a widespread and dominant Europeanism based, in however
confused a manner, on the ideal of European unity. While, outside
Europe, this crisis of the legitimacy of the sovereign state is still only in
an embryonic stage, it nevertheless points to a trend that cannot be
regarded as superficial.

Federalist commitment to peace can thus gain real political momen-
tum through the creation of a movement for supranational unification and
through the mobilisation of popular consensus, and this is particularly
true in Europe where the historical crisis of the legitimacy of the system
of sovereign states is most acute. But there exists another fundamentally
important objective factor (connected with what we have just seen) that
certainly boosts federalists’ chances of political success in their battle to
overcome international anarchy: the objective inadequacy of the system
of sovereign states and the general supranational aspirations of public
opinion are, together, pushing governments more and more forcibly
towards cooperation, and cooperation, in situations in which the crisis is
most advanced, gives rise to particularly deep forms of integration, in
short, to supranational integration. The passage from international
cooperation to supranational integration does not automatically set in
motion a mechanism leading to the development of a supranational
democratic state, but it does create a contradictory, and thus dynamic,
situation and create openings for political action that are useful to the
federalist struggle for peace.30 The crucial question is that of the capacity
to exploit these openings, in other words, the question of strategy. At this
point in our examination of the historical-crisis-of-the-system-of-
sovereign-states concept, the centrality of the relationship with political
realism returns to the fore. It is precisely because of the connection that
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exists between federalism and realism that a valid strategic argument can
be developed, thereby making it possible to avoid either succumbing to
the temptation simply to provide testimony or falling into the trap of an
evolutionistic, and ultimately providential, vision of the processes of
international cooperation and supranational integration. This is the topic
dealt with in the final two chapters of this treatise.

The Strategy of the Federalist Struggle for Peace.

A brief presentation of the federalist thinking on strategy should seek
to focus attention on two essential aspects, which are closely linked but
which must, for analytical purposes, be distinguished from one another
and illustrated separately. Thus, we look first at the fundamental obstacle
faced by federalists in their struggle and second at why the European
federation is indicated as the priority objective in the peace-building
process.

Examination of the first aspect can take as its starting point a brilliant
observation made by Altiero Spinelli on the difficulty of the struggle for
European federation, in other words, of the struggle for peace that must
move from testimony to concrete political engagement. According to the
founder of the MFE, the democratic national governments are, at one and
the same time, instruments of and obstacles to the objective of European
federation.31 Let us see what this means.

If the unavoidable condition for the peaceful and federal unification
of states is their republican (in a Kantian sense) structure, it is clear that
unification must necessarily be based on decisions reached freely by
national democratic governments. If unification is forcibly imposed by a
hegemonic power, not only is it not peaceful but all it can give rise to is
a despotic empire. But there is another reason why the national democratic
governments are ineluctable actors in the process of European unification,
and it is the fact that they are structurally obliged by the historical
situation that evolved in the wake of the Second World War to follow a
policy of European unification, since the collapse of the continent’s
nation-states has brought them face to face with the choice to “federate
or perish.”

While on the one hand, and for these reasons, the national democratic
governments are instruments, they tend, on the other, to place obstacles
in the path leading to the creation of a European federation (which, alone,
would be able to render the process of European unification irreversible).
Creating a European federation does not simply mean delegating powers
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to supranational bodies, leaving the power to decide in the last instance
in the hands of national governments. It means transferring sovereignty
definitively to a supranational state, one that will leave the nation-states
with a broad autonomy, but take away their absolute sovereignty. Under-
lying the national governments’ structural resistance to this prospect is
the law of the preservation of power. As the raison d’état theory makes
clear, from as far back as Machiavelli, the tendency of those who possess
and manage power is, inexorably, to hold on to it and to strengthen it. The
main factor at work in this behaviour is not a personal taste for power
(although this can have a certain influence), but instead the fact that
political power (in the final analysis the monopoly on legitimate power)
is the condition upon which society’s survival and development depends.
Thus, the law of the preservation of power also applies to democratic
states, which could always slide into anarchy if there is a weakening of
the political power, and constitutes a major obstacle to the transfer of
sovereignty even in a setting conditioned by the alternatives “federate or
perish.”

It is worth recalling, at this point, an important distinction — relating
to this resistance to the transfer of sovereignty also in democratic states
— between the permanent bodies of executive power, such as the
diplomatic services and the higher echelons of civil and military
bureaucracy, and transitory political personnel, in other words, the heads
of state and of government and ministers. The strongest resistance is
normally mounted by the former, whose power and prestige is, upon the
transfer of sovereignty, destined to be reduced substantially and more
immediately. Furthermore, the permanent bodies of executive power,
historically created to administer the absolute sovereignty of the state,
have become the natural receptacles for nationalist traditions. On the
other hand, the situation as regards the political exercisers of sovereignty
is more complex, for at least three reasons: not occupying positions of
permanent power, these individuals have a greater likelihood of becoming
members of the supranational political class in the making; they are
expressions of democratic parties whose ideological design has an
internationalist element that embraces, all be it in general terms, the idea
of European unity; they have a direct relationship with public opinion,
which, in the countries where the general phenomenon of the crisis of the
nation-states is most acute and obvious, is largely in favour of European
unification. As we shall see further on, this distinction is extremely
important when it comes to the question of the procedure for creating the
federal institutions. The fact nonetheless remains that, viewed structurally
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and overall, the national democratic governments display a negative
attitude to federal unification. Thus, in the absence of an important factor
outside the logic that dictates their behaviour, they are inclined to agree
only to one type of unification: that which does not involve the irrevocable
transfer of their sovereignty. This outside factor is the intervention of a
political subject with the capacity to bring pressure to bear, democratically,
on the national governments, working on the objective contradictions
with which, as a consequence of the historical crisis of the nation-states,
they find themselves faced.

Let us look, first of all, at the objective premise for a passage to
supranational federalism: this premise is the maturation, to a point at
which the choice of whether to “federate or perish” is politically per-
tinent, of  the  historical  crisis of  the nation-states. As long as nation-
states are powerful and power politics are not conditioned by the
inconceivableness of a general war between the major powers, the
decline produced by the growth of economic interdependence is not a
sufficient condition to prompt the federal unification of Europe. In such
a setting, in fact, the tendency of the political classes to hold on to and to
strengthen the power of the nation relies on the capacity to maintain the
consensus of the people and to channel it in the direction of expansionistic
policies. Norman Angell’s affirmation in 1911 that the intensification of
trade and the interweaving of interests had reached a level so great as to
render war impossible was tragically countered in the period of the two
World Wars.32 A decisive change in the situation was not to come until
after the collapse of the European system of states which, crucially
assisted by the Cold War and by the pressure brought to bear on western
Europe by the hegemonic power of the United States, opened up the way
for the process of European integration. In this setting, while the formidable
force of inertia of the inclination to hold onto power does manifest itself,
in the postponement sine die of the federal solution (even pointed out in
the Schuman Declaration), it is thrown into severe difficulty by the
contradictions produced by the movement from simple international
cooperation to supranational integration.

Fundamentally, these contradictions number two. The first is re-
presented by the instability and inefficiency of functionalist unification.
Functionalist European Community institutions, despite being embryon-
ic federal forms, are conditioned by the governments’ need to reach
unanimous decisions on key questions. As a result, these institutions are
structurally weak and, in difficult moments (when the problems that have
to be faced are ones of crucial importance), incapable of efficient action.
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Hence the slowness of decision-making, the continual postponements
and the precariousness that permanently characterise the advance of
European integration and that frustrate the expectations fuelled by this
advance, a frustration that could, in turn, be transformed into support for
federal solutions. And in addition to this lack of efficiency, there is the
democratic deficit. On the one hand, functionalist integration within the
European Community produces a supranational decision-making
mechanism, however inefficient, and a depth of interdependence that
together gradually void the national decision-making mechanisms of
their decision-making capacity. But on the other, no fully-fledged
supranational democratic system is created, due to the continued
predominance, at this level, of intergovernmental and technocratic
procedures.  In short, where the decisions are made there is no fully
democratic system in place, and yet where such a system does exist, at
national level, strategically important decisions are no longer taken. This
is a paradox that is destined to produce a growing unease within the
democratically inclined parties and sections of public opinion. An unease
that could culminate in a fatal crisis of democracy, but that could, equally,
lend momentum to the idea of supranational democracy.

Essentially, the political pertinence of the “federate or perish”
alternative has placed the national governments on a slope, in other
words, it has put them in an increasingly untenable position that does not
involve any automatic movement towards a positive outcome — micro-
nationalistic disintegration is a possible alternative to sovereign nation-
states — but that does open up the way definitively for the overcoming of
the system of sovereign states in Europe. For this to come about, however,
an objective situation compatible with revolutionary change needs to
concur with the intervention of a political subject capable of exploiting
the possibilities that the situation offers. This subject could be a movement
for European federation that is independent of national governments and
parties and able to bring to bear upon the same the democratic pressure
that will prompt them to take the step that, voluntarily, they are not
prepared to take.

Historically, the precepts of political realism on the subject of
revolutionary change can be traced back a number of centuries and begin
with the famous passage in Machiavelli’s Prince (repeatedly quoted by
Spinelli), which deals with the introducers of new orders and explains
how they must know how to force circumstances, and not merely how to
pray, if they want to succeed in their intentions. Precisely because this is
the tradition by which it is inspired, federalist thinking on strategy
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revolves around the nature of the autonomy that the movement for
European federation — if it is to pursue effectively and to realise its
objective — must enjoy. The topic of federalist autonomy is expressed, in
concrete terms, in three fundamental principles — political, organisa-
tional and financial — developed above all by Mario Albertini and
applied, under his guidance, by the MFE.33

The first principle, that of political autonomy, manifests itself first of
all in the formation of a movement rather than a party. This movement
must in fact set out to unite, obviously in a supranational organisation, all
the supporters of the idea of a European federation, whatever their
ideological inclination (naturally this excludes followers of totalitarian
ideologies) and social background. After all, efforts to conquer the
national power — this would be the fundamental objective of the
movement for a European federation were it structured as a party —
would inevitably only have the effect of weakening the struggle to
achieve the transfer of a substantial part of these powers to supranational
institutions. It is this choice that underlies the refusal on the part of the
core of militants who have led and run the MFE over the years to link the
movement with any national political party. This has made it possible, at
opportune times, to establish extremely useful relationships, of col-
laboration or tactical alliance, with the various democratic parties — a
number of whose exponents have actually joined the movement — and,
at the same time, to fully safeguard federalist autonomy.

The principle of organisational autonomy regards the formation and
selection of militants, both of which have always been guided by the need
to prevent the movement from being conditioned by the presence of a
complex and costly administrative apparatus which, to survive, would
rely essentially on external funding. It was consequently established that
militant federalists should be part-time militants, continuing to work in
jobs that would guarantee their economic independence while still
leaving them enough free time to devote to their federalist activities. In
this way, it proved possible to create an organisation which, costing little
to run, was totally shielded from any attempt, on the part of any political
or economic force, to subject it to pressure or blackmail.

The third principle, finally, is that of financial autonomy, and it rests
specifically on the self-funding of the movement. In concrete terms, the
militants recruited by the organisation of Italian federalists have always
known that their federalist work would not bring them any financial
reward — indeed, that it would, on the contrary, cost them money. While
this arrangement, which became the financial basis of the MFE, did not
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prevent it from receiving external funding as well, such funding was used,
above all, to finance specific actions, and the permanent structure of the
organisation has always run on its “own resources.” This is, again, a
condition that has contributed to its imperviousness to any outside
influence.

But all this apart, what fundamentally underlies the MFE’s political,
organisational and financial autonomy is its cultural autonomy. It is only
a strong cultural motivation (as well as a moral one obviously) — in other
words, only the realisation that the federalist doctrine has, in relation to
the dominant current of political thought, something really new to say, in
value terms and in terms of an understanding of the historical situation —
that can effectively feed a political commitment that is long-term, often
tiring and difficult and, as we have seen, not motivated by power or
money, in a number of militants great enough to form an independent
federalist force with the capacity to influence reality.

The cultural autonomy of federalists is founded fundamentally on a
highly complex operation: the unmasking of the national ideology.34 This
is not simply a case of rejecting nationalism on the basis of the fact that
it is an orientation whose values go against those of peace and cosmo-
politanism, an orientation that is rooted in the unshakeable belief in the
superiority of one’s nation over all other nations and, thus, in the
justification of the oppression, even to the point of genocide, of other
national groups. Demystifying the idea of the nation also means being
aware of the incapacity of the dominant Enlightenment-derived ideol-
ogies (liberalism, democracy and socialism) to conceive of the effective
overcoming of the sovereign nation-states. These ideologies are
universalistic and, as such, they favour supranational unification as a
principle. At the same time, however, they tend to perpetuate the myth of
the nation-states, which are perceived as “natural” institutions because
they are founded on pre-existing nations. This, in turn, prevents them
from seeing that it is states that create nations, and not the other way
round, and consequently from perceiving clearly that the nation-states are
historically determined institutions and, as such, are historically
surmountable. This mystification, which derives, in the final analysis,
from the inclination to hold onto power, induces governments and
national democratic parties to interpret unification structurally more as
cooperation (however deep) between states than as the irrevocable
transfer of national sovereignty to federal institutions.

If demystification of the ideology of the nation is the fundamental
cultural basis underlying this federalist autonomy of which we have
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spoken, then it must emerge, on a practical level, as a crucial need for
federalist militants to draw attention systematically to the limits of
internationalism. And this must obviously also apply to functionalist
theories which, precisely because they are not entirely free from the
national ideology, which serves to conceal the true nature of the political
power, regard European integration as an automatic mechanism and fail
to perceive fully the capacity for resistance of the national power. In
different terms, this also applies to pacifism, which, precisely because it
lacks awareness of the problem of statehood generally, can easily be
manipulated by the forces out to preserve the absolute sovereignty of the
state. It is true that there is a certain convergence of values between
federalists and internationalists, functionalists and pacifists, and thus a
fundamental objective of organised federalism must be to involve these
groups in the struggle for federalist objectives. But this operation can only
succeed if federalist militants appreciate clearly that these approaches,
when faced with the problem of building peace, are quite inadequate and
that the surmounting of them is, in fact, the specific feature of federalism.
Without this awareness, all dialogue with internationalists, functionalists
and pacifists is destined to lead to a loss of identity and, thus, of federalist
autonomy. Finally, it is necessary to underline a further (this time ethical-
psychological) aspect to this federalist autonomy. The latter is founded
on the conviction of militant federalists that they are carrying out a vital
role — a role in whose absence, in other words, the struggle for peace is
destined to fail. From this derives their structural rejection of all forms of
“providentialism,” as well as, consequently, their awareness of the
historical responsibility of federalists and of the fact that any mistakes
they make could be fatal to the progress of mankind. However, the
indispensable sense of importance and pride generated by this awareness
must not be allowed to turn into intellectual contempt for non-federalist
supporters of the central value of peace, but must instead accompany a
realisation that there exist other essential roles to be filled — roles that
merit the utmost respect. The best example of this is that of the many
environmental-pacifist groups that operate through the non governmental
organisations active in the areas of human rights, development aid,
immigration, environmental protection, and so on. It is true that this kind
of involvement falls more within the sphere of charity35 than of great
charity, which can instead be pursued only from a federalist perspective.
But since the time frame of the latter is destined to be long — very  long
— the  positive role played by charity must be appreciated in all its value.
What is important is not to confuse the different roles, as this can only lead
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to ineffectiveness and, in short, produce nothing.
So far, we have looked at the connection between the need for

federalist autonomy and the realisation that the national democratic
governments are both instruments of and obstacles to federal unification.
This independent variable of federalist reasoning on strategy, generates
a consequence of crucial importance, also in relation to the procedure that
must be followed in order to create European unity: to create federal
institutions (in the absence of which integration will inevitably remain
precarious and unstable), it is indispensable to impose the method of the
constituent assembly as opposed to the diplomatic one of intergov-
ernmental conferences.

The European constituent method, whose supreme model is the
Philadelphia Convention that, in 1787, drew up history’s first federal
constitution, means essentially three things: the assignment of the task of
defining Europe’s institutions to a parliamentary-type body which,
unlike diplomatic conferences, would take its decisions in sessions open
to the scrutiny of public opinion; the reaching of decisions by majority
vote and not through application of the principle of unanimity, which is
the first rule of diplomatic conferences; the majority ratification of
projects approved by the constituent assembly, which would then come
into force only in the ratifying countries. To opt for this procedure would
be to make a choice that is based not only on a return to the principles of
democracy, but also on conditions dictated by political realism. It is
important to understand one fundamental point: as long as it continues to
rest on unanimous and secret decisions reached by the national
governments and diplomatic bodies, the trend towards the conservation
of absolute sovereignty is destined unavoidably to emerge more strongly
than the need for effective unification. If, on the other hand, the democrat-
ic constituent method were applied, the Europeanism that is widespread
in public opinion (above all in the countries where the crisis of the nation-
states is most acutely felt), in democratic parties and in parties with
internationalist leanings, would be able to make itself felt once and for all,
and the force of the inclination towards federal institutions would become
unstoppable.

It is for these reasons that the strategic aim of the federalist struggle
has always been to seize, from governments, the responsibility for setting
in motion a democratic constituent process. While this is not an aim that
has been pursued to the exclusion of other objectives (such as a European
army, the direct election of the European parliament and the single
currency), the latter emerge as intermediate objectives that serve perfectly
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for tabling some of the issues that underlie sovereignty and that can thus
be instrumental in the setting in motion of a democratic constituent
process. In other words, what we have seen, and what we are still seeing,
is a constitutional gradualism36 that has nothing at all to do with support
for battles of a functionalist or sectorial nature. After all, federalist
support for a form of functionalist gradualism would ultimately compro-
mise the identity and strength of the federalist movement and, therefore,
reduce its capacity to exploit the contradictions inherent in the idea of
functionalist integration within the European Community.

As we have said, the democratic deficit and the lack of efficiency that
constitute the structural characteristics of European integration place the
national governments on a slope and are the weaknesses on which we
must play if we are, indeed, to take responsibility for setting in motion a
democratic constituent process. The effective carrying through of this
operation depends not only upon the existence of an independent federalist
force, but implies, as well, the capacity to employ the same productively.
In this setting, the capacity to mobilise public opinion, in other words, to
force acknowledgement at decisive moments (i.e., when the contradic-
tions give rise to situations of acute crisis) that the clash between those
who favour a European federation and those who defend national
sovereignty must take precedence over all the other contrasts that
normally dominate the national political scene, is crucial. This capacity
is an indispensable part of federalist strategy and if it is lacking, or
insufficient, then federalist autonomy turns into an end in itself, and thus
into sectarianism.37

The Paramountcy of the Struggle for a European Federation.

As seen in the last chapter, the theoretical instruments essential for
identifying both the fundamental obstacle that the federalist struggle for
peace must surmount, and the nature of the political subject suited to the
task, derive from political realism. To date, federalist-realist reasoning on
strategy has raised considerations in whose light European federation can
be regarded as the priority aim of a struggle for peace — or, in other words
for world federation — that is endeavouring to go beyond pure testimony
and to have a real effect on politics. On the one hand, the historical crisis
of the system of sovereign states is the condition that renders historically
pertinent the Kantian idea of the need to overcome international anarchy,
in other words, that ushers in the federalist phase of world history in
which the federal state is the only form of state able to control the growth
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of interdependence. On the other hand, the crisis of the system of
sovereign states, if viewed as a condition of global importance, shows a
markedly unequal trend. The crisis of the European nation-states represents
its most advanced point and, thus, the weak link in the chain. In Europe,
the slope has been created and, with it, the objective conditions for the
growth of a federalist force with the capacity to begin, in concrete terms,
the building of peace. Hence the paramountcy of the struggle for a
European federation. What must now be examined in more depth is how,
and how coherently, this priority objective fits in with the overall project
whose ultimate target is world federation.

In this context, attention must first of all be focused on the fact that a
European federation constitutes the first and inevitable historical step in
the direction of a world federation. In this regard, there are, above all,
three considerations that need to be examined.38

First, the future European federation will be a fundamental pillar
within a future world federation. The latter, as already suggested, can be
a functional and enduring political-state system only if it is based on a
limited number of large, democratic, regional federations. After all,
large, federal democracies are the only ones able to constitute republican
regimes in a Kantian sense, in other words, republican regimes founded
on the values of freedom, equality and justice. They are the only ones,
therefore, that have the structural capacity to enter into a world federal
agreement, even though internally they will always have to overcome the
inclination, on the part of the holders of political power, to retain the
latter. The United States of America is, so far, the only continental
federation with the capacity to become a pillar of a future world state.
With the birth of a European federation we would have two such
federations. This momentous leap forward would then have to be followed
by the democratisation and federalisation of China, by the strengthening
of federal democracy in India, and by the creation of other regional
federations in Asia, in Latin America and in Africa (where, moreover, the
formation of the modern state is a process that has yet to be completed).

Second, the European federation would constitute a model exerting
an enormous power of attraction over the rest of the world. It must, in this
regard, be recalled that American federal unification came about in an
area that was (at the time) on the fringe of the advanced world, and
involved small states that had only just broken free from British colonial
rule and were devoid of historical roots. By contrast, the federal unification
of Europe would be the definitive pacifying — through the overcoming
of absolute sovereignty and, thus, the disarming of the continent’s his-
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torically established nation-states — of modern history’s most dynamic,
but also most turbulent, region — a region which generated two world
wars, and which was the stage for the playing out of the Cold War and,
later, the Balkan wars. The advance, albeit incomplete, of the process of
European unification has altered radically the situation in western Europe,
in the sense that it has led to greater wellbeing and to a growth of con-
sensus for the democratic system. Most significantly, it has introduced a
praxis that — unlike nationalist politics, which tend to move national
boundaries by force in order to obtain “vital space” for the development
of nations, to pursue a mythical coincidence between the dimensions of
the state and those of the nation, and to discriminate against and oppress
cultural, linguistic and religious minorities — sets out to overcome, via
the creation through peaceful supranational integration of a space big
enough to favour the development of all nations, the importance attached
to boundaries, and to protect minority groups. With the extension of the
process of European unification to central and eastern Europe (which, to
succeed, presupposes its leap forward in a federal sense), this region, too,
would be pacified and provided with the only possible alternative to its
disintegration into a multitude of small monoethnic states, a situation that
would inevitably suggest the horrendous practice of ethnic cleansing.

If we bear in mind that Europe is, overall, the most advanced area of
the modern world, the area that originated and developed modern science,
industry, democracy and nationalism, all of which have spawned many
variations worldwide, it is clear that its pacification through federal
means would demonstrate with the indisputableness of fact that peace-
building is a process that can be extended to other areas of the world and,
thus, to the whole of mankind. And as a result, the copycat effect that the
still incomplete, and thus still precarious, process of European integration
has had in other areas of the world, encouraging processes of regional
integration based on the European model, would be strengthened. The
failure of European integration, on the other hand, would constitute a ter-
ribly negative example. It would strengthen automatically, and probably
fatally, all the disintegrative trends that are at work within the world and
that are fed both by the instability generated by the collapse of the bipolar
system and by the process of globalisation, which for the moment, not
being adequately channelled within a framework of rational design-
making, is working essentially as a force of nature.

The crucial role that a future European federation will be called upon
to play in relation to the process of world unification will also be founded
— and here we reach the third consideration — on the basic tendencies
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that will characterise its international policies and depend, essentially, on
its raison d’état. In the light of the raison d’état concept, it is possible to
see that foreign policy — always carried out in the shadow of power
politics — is, on the other hand, strongly conditioned, in the sphere of
concrete choices, by factors such as the specific international situation
with its particular balances and trends (for example, in the current
historical situation, the challenges that make world unification necessary
and feed processes of integration beyond national boundaries), the
position and the weight of the individual state within the balance of power
and within the international economic system, and the prevailing political-
constitutional system. Having made that clear, there are grounds to
support the affirmation that while the raison d’état of the future Euro-
pean federation will certainly be characterised by a tendency to pursue
the specific interests of the continent, it will also reflect a strong objective
inclination towards a policy for world unification.

As we saw earlier, the creation of a European federation would mean
the appearance on the world stage, alongside the United States of
America, of another state subject capable of building the institutions of
perpetual peace. However — and this is the crucial point — the European
federation would be much more suited to this task than the American
superpower. Indeed, the federal structure of the United States has, above
all through the creation of its vast military and industrial machine, shown
a marked degeneration towards centralisation. This is a trend that can be
attributed to the hegemonic role that the country has been called upon by
history to play, not only on a regional, but also on a global scale. American
hegemony has, in the course of the last century, made a vital contribution
to the progress of mankind; this is shown, in particular, by the fact that it
defeated the fascist and communist alternatives to liberal democracy and
favoured, significantly, the start of the process of European integration.
But at the same time, this hegemonic inclination gave rise to a radically
nationalistic-imperialistic way of thinking, which, a crucial factor as
regards internal consensus, possesses a strong force of inertia and
prevents a real appreciation of the need for a foreign policy oriented
towards world unification and, thus, towards the overcoming of state
sovereignty.

Upon the federal unification of Europe, a continental state will be
born equipped with its own foreign policy and defence identity; a state
that, in other words, will also pursue its own specific interests, but that
will not be conditioned by the negative factors that characterise the
American situation. First of all, being based on a national, cultural,
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religious, economic and social pluralism the like of which is not to be
found anywhere else in the world, the federal structure of the European
state will inevitably be strongly decentralised; apart from anything else,
this will make it actually impossible to base a European identity on the
construction of a national myth, and will impose, instead, a sort of
“constitutional patriotism.” Second, there will be no force of inertia
generated by an ingrained hegemonic tradition. After all, the fact that the
birth of the European federation will be based on the renunciation of
sovereignty by the continent’s historically-established nation-states will
create a setting in which the need to overcome even European sovereignty
will be more easily grasped. Finally, Europe depends far more than the
United States on international trade and on the importation of essential
raw materials; as a result, there is a greater interest in world markets that
are stable and open (not governed by the law of the jungle) and in the
development of backward countries.

If these are the fundamental impulses that originate from the Euro-
pean raison d’état, it must also be added that, along with its unity, Europe
will also acquire full autonomy from the United States and will thereby
automatically strengthen the autonomy of China, of India and of Japan.
This will mean a transition from an international system based on the
hegemony, albeit dwindling, of the United States to a pluripolar system.
This transition will be completed by the progress towards statehood of the
regional integrations, a progress favoured not only by Europe’s example,
but also by the fact that, in the presence of a world system whose poles
are states of continental dimensions, the medium-size and smaller powers
will count for less and less, and the de facto eclipse of their sovereignty
will become increasingly evident. In this context, which will be conditioned
by a momentum towards world unification generated by globalisation
and by the challenges to the survival of mankind of which we have
spoken, it is reasonable to expect a strong European policy in favour of
world unification. It would be rash, however, to seek to predict the
concrete lines along which such a policy will develop because, as well as
presupposing a federal leap forward that is yet to be taken, it is destined
to unfold in a world setting that, in the meantime, could change. What it
is possible to do, however, is to identify the basic trends. Two in particular
are worth underlining.

On the one hand, the future European federation will tend to favour
the development of backward countries and, thus, regional integrations
(two issues that are organically linked), because it is only by moving in
this direction that it will be possible to remedy increasingly dangerous
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situations of instability, open up important markets and control the mass
emigrations of biblical proportions that are running the risk of becoming
incompatible with democratic progress in Europe. In this setting, the
choice must necessarily be for a sort of European plan (along the lines of
the Marshall Plan) for the southern Mediterranean region, the Middle
East and Africa. In the context of such a plan, adequate provision of aid,
both economic and within the sphere of security, would — along the lines
of the original Marshall Plan which made the start of European integration
possible — have to depend upon furtherance of the process of regional
integration and progress in the area of human rights. On the other hand,
it will also be in the interests, as well as effectively within the power, of
the European federation (in that it will have become an autonomous actor
on the international stage) to bring about a decisive strengthening of the
international organisation of the world (UN, WTO, IMF), in other words,
of global governance. With the disappearance of the asymmetry that, due
to America’s hegemony, currently characterises the international or-
ganisations, the way would be left clear for major innovations and the
ground laid for the opening up of a new historical phase whose crux would
be the construction of a world government. And clearly, if an autonomous
federalist force proves able to carry out its role adequately, it will be
possible to exploit to the full the objective conditions favouring this.

Since, on the basis of that which has been said thus far, the paramountcy
of the struggle for a European federation is clear, it is now necessary, in
the final part of this treatise, to draw attention to its practical implications
as regards the question of the coherence between commitment to Euro-
pean and commitment to world federation.

On the one hand, affirmation of the objective of a world federal state
is an essential aspect of federalism, not only because it indicates the
ultimate objective of the federalist struggle (and thus makes it possible to
identify clearly partial advances towards it), but also because it provides
the militants of a revolutionary political force with the motives
indispensable for their action — the fight for peace and thus for the full
emancipation of mankind. Failure to believe in the possibility of mankind’s
full emancipation, albeit through a very long-term struggle and through
partial but concrete historical advances, leads to fatal opportunistic
acceptance of the existing state of things. On the other hand, it is only by
identifying and following the right way forward — that is, European
federation — that the historical path towards world unification can be
kept open. Failure of the endeavour to unify Europe would in fact mean
a return to medieval anarchy, but this time in a historical setting in which
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mankind has at its disposal the technological capacity to destroy itself.
It follows from this that only the European struggle has strategic

value while the nature of the struggle for world federation is pre-
strategic, or in a broad sense, cultural. Therefore, while it is clear that
Europe’s federalists need to focus all of their political efforts on the
objective of European federation, it must be equally clear that federalists
present in other parts of the world who, given the objective circum-
stances, operate in the pre-strategic sphere, should view supporting the
federalist struggle in Europe as their absolute priority — which is not to
say that they should not also be striving for the formation of regional
integrations and for the democratisation of the regional unions that
already exist (India, China, Russia). The fundamental error that must be
avoided — and this applies essentially to the federalists active in Europe,
because it is here that the decisive battle is being fought — is that of
presenting commitment to world federation as a concrete political
commitment, and thus as a factor of strategic value. To do this would be
to slide towards pacifist and internationalist positions and thus to forfeit
federalist autonomy. Moreover, allowing the problem to be shifted to the
more distant realm of world unification would only help to provide
nationalistic forces resistant to the transfer of sovereignty in Europe with
a convenient screen with which to mask their true position.
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Let it never be forgotten that it is this that constitutes the revolutionary subject and not
the supranational aspirations present in public opinion which, left to themselves, are not
capable of going beyond the idea of international collaboration. A remark made by Lenin
in reference to the revolutionary socialist struggle also applies to the federalist battle: while
the working class can spontaneously develop a trade union mentality, only the party can be
truly aware of the revolutionary objective. It is worth recalling that Spinelli was a product
of the Leninist school and this is one of the fundamental reasons why he proved able to draw
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up a valid federalist strategy.
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Discussions

ON THE TOPICALITY OF WORLD FEDERALISM

Nicoletta Mosconi was alone in the discussion on relations between
European and world federalism. Yet this is a vitally important debate for
those interested in the destiny of federalism as a political project and as
an organised Movement. Explaining why this has happened is not easy.
I think it is partly due to the difficulty of venturing among the impervious
heights of theory  and partly to the priority  currently given to commitment
towards the European Constitution on the part of those who take an active
role in the political activities of the Movement.

The article published in The Federalist,  n. 1, 2000,1 though only by
mention in a footnote, refers to me as representative of one of the two
positions which emerged at the heart of the MFE (European Federal
Movement) relating to the position to be attributed to the objective of the
world federation in federalist politics. As no other individuals or papers
were quoted, except for my article published in issue n. 3, 1999 of The
Federalist,2 I draw the conclusion that the objections towards the world
federalists refer to what I wrote in the above mentioned article.

There are three arguments used against the world federalists. a) They
establish an equation between global interdependence and world
unification; b) they abandon the idea of federalism in order to fall back
on internationalistic and functionalistic positions; c) they claim to have
a strategy, while there are no conditions for commitment in this field.

Interdependence and Unification.

The intent is that of supplying a more geometrico demonstratio. The
reasoning poses strong central problems even though the solutions
proposed are not always convincing. It simplifies and at times distorts the
positions it rejects. The discussion on the relationship between
interdependence and unification is typical of this view. The use of the
word “unification” in the sense of political unification is a choice in
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terminology which Albertini proposed in one of his last papers.3 My
choice is different, but does not contradict Albertini’s thought. I simply
use the word “unification” in a wider context than the political one.
Instead of applying the distinction between integration and unification,
I make a distinction between two degrees of a single process of unification:
the social and the political. Albertini himself often used the expressions
“unification of the world” and “unification of the human race” to indicate
a social  process, which has not yet assumed a political emphasis.4 I have
used the expression in such a way  that it cannot be said that in the above
mentioned article I established an automatic equation between political
interdependence and unification. In actual fact I wrote with a wording that
cannot be misinterpreted: “The end of the cold war did not coincide with
the start of a process of political unification of the world” (and I
underlined this sentence).5 In other words, in my opinion, a process of
world political unification is not in progress at present. I too have noticed
the fact  that, for the time being, no government has formulated plans to
unify the world under the authority of a federal government. The hy-
pothesis I put forward in the article quoted is as follows: the start of this
process presupposes the formation of the European federation which I
defined as “the vehicle of federalism in the world,” and the subsequent
modification of the relationships of power in the world, to such an extent
as to make a Euro-American equal partnership possible, seen as a re-
quirement for the start of co-operative relations between all the great
regions of the world.

 Of course, I have not professed to have formulated anything more
than a simple hypothesis, which history will have to confirm or disprove.
However, if we aim to have a serious discussion on the unification of the
world, the point deserving closer attention is that which concerns the
“relative autonomy of politics” with regard to the evolution of the mode
of production.

Albertini, in the essay in which he distinguished between integration
and unification, warned against mechanistic interpretations of the
relationship between a set degree of integration and the corresponding
degree of unification. According to this, each degree of development of
historical and social processes should correspond to an equal degree of
evolution of the politico-institutional processes. In reality, the relationship
is more complex. The autonomy of politics performs an important task.
Albertini observed the following on this subject: “There have been cases
of constitutional unity with low degrees of integration, and cases of
constitutional division with relatively high degrees of integration.”6 This
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means that certain processes of political unification can be realised in
advance of the evolution of the integration processes, others afterwards.
An example of the first case is the formation of the United States of
America. You only have to consider that, to reach Philadelphia, the first
capital, used to take almost two weeks from New Hampshire and almost
three from Georgia, while today it only takes a few hours from anywhere
in the world to reach New York, the seat of the United Nations. Examples
of the second case are the Italian and German unifications, which took
place in the second half of the eighteen hundreds, when the second phase
of the industrial revolution would have paved the way towards over-
coming the national state.

In my opinion, Albertini’s reflections on the autonomy of politics
must be developed in relation to the fact that European unification shows
that in our era the processes of political unification are long-term pro-
cesses, which encompass the formation of institutions common to the
states involved in the process and their reinforcement until the goal of
statehood has been reached. If the autonomy of politics plays a significant
part also in these processes, then why not consider the International
Criminal Courts (ICC) as an anticipation of the world federalist project?7

It is the result of a convergence of strengths (the so-called like-minded
states and the coalition of the NGOs) that do not see the ICC as a step
towards world federation. Only the world federalists attribute this mean-
ing to it, which confirms that we have not yet reached the political phase
of world unification.

Compatibility of the Two Objectives.

Stating that a process of political unification of the world is not in
progress means that for the moment and on a strategic level, conjectures
can only be formulated for those conditions which pave the way for the
beginning of political action for a realisation of world federation. We can
only experiment with schemes of action for the pursuit of objectives
which could come close to world federation, for it goes without saying
that, at least for European federalists, the top priority is the unity of
Europe.

However, the strategy does not represent the only fuel that ensures the
survival of the Federalist Movement, besides which there is only the
abstract and unrealistic position of the “pure of heart.” But is it really true
that if a Movement is not committed to the pursuit of a precise strategic
objective, then it has no political influence? Of course, strategy is the
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expression of a dimension of political life that claims to “change” the
world and does not restrict itself to “interpreting it,” to use Marx’s words.
We must recognise that what ensures allegiance to the Movement more
than anything is its capacity to know history and to foresee the great
turning points in European and world politics. True motivation and the
daily fuel of political commitment on the part of those who take part in
the life of the Federalist Movement, whether simply as members or as
active militants, lies in being able to supply an answer to the serious
problems of contemporary society. Adhesion to federalism depends
above all on the strength of attraction exerted by its values and by the
prospective of emancipation of mankind linked to these values, and
furthermore on the capability of knowing contemporary society, of
foreseeing the baseline of contemporary history and formulating
autonomous political judgements on the main problems on the table.

Is it really true that nothing can be done today for world federation?
It is not actually enough to state that today’s agenda does not include
strategic action for world federation and to conclude that at the moment
there is nothing to be done in pursuit of that objective. This is by no means
settled and would mean losing sight of some of the objectives that can be
pursued from now on. Albertini himself had indicated some of them such
as the unification of European and world federalists (a project that has
seen important progress over the last  few years) and the use of this review
as a vehicle for the dialogue between the two families of federalism (a
project that conversely did not develop according to expectations).8

Should we accuse Albertini of strategic strabismus9 because he
pointed out these objectives at a time when the Federalist Movement was
battling for a European currency? The fact is that the two objectives are
not incompatible, just as short and long term objectives are not
incompatible. Any human group, be it an association, a company or a
family, knows this hierarchy of objectives and the relevant distribution of
resources amongst the different objectives.

Other objectives in the field of cultural politics may be added to those
identified by Albertini: to discuss and disseminate the political principles
and perspectives of federalism. They are those of research and planning,
of positions assumed to illustrate and defend the objective of world
federation with regards to its opponents, of training and recruitment
which are encountering growing difficulties, because the European
federation is an objective that, alone, is no longer able to motivate young
people to make life-choices.

It is worth remembering that when Albertini defined the distinction
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between political objective and strategic objective, he stated that while a
strategic opportunity is not chosen but ascertained, since it does not
depend on man’s will but on historical circumstances, the political
objective represents the proposal of a new kind of organisation of power
and is the object of a political choice. “This does not mean,” writes
Albertini, “that there is nothing to be done until the strategic opportunity
manifests itself.”10  In actual fact it is a case of permanently mobilising all
the existing or potential energies of the Movement and continually setting
its own political plans against national models.

The Place of World Federation in History.

At this point it is important to ask why such a negative position on
world federalism has been taken up within the Federalist Movement.
From the analyses published recently in this review11 is the hypothesis
that the two objectives, European and world federation, are separated by
such a long historical cycle as to make it impossible to plan political
action for world federation, not just today, but even when the goal of
European federation has been reached. The analogy suggested in these
analyses is that the European federation represents the start of the
formation of a world multi-polar state system, just as the Treaty of
Westphalia marked the beginning of the European state system. If the
analogy were well-grounded, it would follow that, as the European fed-
eration only became a political objective after the Second World War, the
problem of world unification will not mature for some centuries. This
would be at precisely the moment when the unification of the other great
regions of the world has been concluded.

The fact is that the analogy is groundless, since it does not take into
account the two factors that make the two terms of comparison
incommensurable. The first factor is the degree of integration between
member states of the system. Historical materialism allows us to highlight
a fact without precedents which has manifested itself in the contemporary
world: the degree of economic and social integration at world level is such
that it makes all the people and states of this planet increasingly tightly
interdependent. It follows that, while processes of regional integration
are underway in unequal degrees of development, all the regions of the
world are involved in one process of integration on a world scale. There
are certain increasingly numerous and important problems which even
the most powerful state is unable to solve alone. From this stems the crisis
of the sovereign state and the relevant need for international co-operation
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and development of international organisation.
The second factor is to do with the existence of a close net of

international organisations from the UN to the IMF and WTO. These
anticipate even if they don’t achieve world government, just as the Euro-
pean Community and the European Union are precursor institutions of
the European federation. Of course the European Union and its progenitors,
from the ECSC to the EEC, possess a much larger political consistency
than the above mentioned world organisations. It is however undeniable
that at the time of the Treaty of Westphalia the degree of economic and
social integration between the States could not be compared to the current
one on a world scale. Furthermore there was no form of international
organisation because the States were self-sufficient political communities.

In order to find our bearings in the period of history in which we live,
it is useful to take into consideration another factor which illustrates the
unfounded analogy between the contemporary world and the Europe of
Westphalia. I refer to the irruption on the political scene of movements
of the international civil society, the so-called International Non-
governmental Organisations, whose novelty and importance for the
federalist action was identified by Albertini as far back as 1980.12 The
meaning of this phenomenon, widely studied by scientific literature and
widely acknowledged on the political plan , is that the states are no longer
the exclusive protagonists of world politics. This can be seen by the
admission of NGOs, including the WFM, with a consultative role in the
main international organisations and large world conferences. The
formation of a global civil society is an expression of the decline of the
sovereignty of even the most powerful states and of the emergence of the
need for political institutions to regulate  global civil society, and then a
world government.

I believe that these facts are sufficient to draw the conclusion that the
objective of world federation is not so distant as to prevent it from being
seen as a political objective, even in the current absence of the conditions
to set up a clear strategic action.

On the backdrop of the vision of contemporary history, proposed by
this review after Albertini’s death, is the idea that after the fall of the
blocks, world politics will continue according to traditional schemes of
power politics.After the end of the Cold War in effect the world entered
a new era in which there is no State which can aspire to world supremacy.
If it is true that power politics survive in some parts of the planet, such as
in the Indian subcontinent, it cannot be denied that on the whole it is in
decline. The tendency towards a multi-polar reorganisation of world
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power can only correspond to the need for joint leadership of the world
and therefore the reinforcement and democratisation of the UN. It is
therefore legitimate to formulate the hypothesis that the conditions for
political commitment are maturing; in order to create new institutions on
an international level and reform those of the UN, intended as intermedi-
ate steps on the path towards world federation.

Another historical analogy seems more adequate in steering thought
towards an understanding of current changes in the contemporary world:
the analogy with the era of the Second World War. These are years during
which the transition between one world order and another matured. The
ideas behind the Federalist Movement matured when Hitler conquered
Europe (1941). The Federalist Movement organised itself when the
strategic imperative was the war against nazism (1943), at a time when
there was no room for political commitment to European federation, but
only to the overthrowing of nazi-fascism, an indispensable premise of the
commitment for the European federation.

Federalist Strategy after the Ratification of the European Constitution.

Furthermore, if the objective of world federation does not even appear
on the horizon, the only choice open to the Federalist Movement after the
ratification of the European Constitution will be political commitment
within the European federation.13 This would constitute a profound
change in the concept of federalist politics, seen as “community
opposition,” according to the formula used by Albertini.14 In other words
the choice of autonomy of the Federalist Movement from all the estab-
lished powers would be questioned.

It must be emphasised here that the European federation does not
constitute the end of the federalist revolution, but its beginning. On the
one hand, the European federation will be the model to inspire current
unification movements in other regions of the world those that are
working on the democratic reform of the UN. European foreign policies
will be the vehicle of federalism in the world. It is not by chance that the
need for federal unification emerged to coincide with the debate on the
European Constitution in Africa and in South America during two
summit meetings held in the summer of 2000. Neither is it by chance that
the Millennium Forum of Non Governmental Organisations has indi-
cated among its objectives the creation of a Parliamentary Assembly of
the UN.15

 On the other hand, it is not difficult to foresee that the European



64

federation will be torn between two contradicting forces. Not only will
the tendency of the European federation to remain an open  political
formation manifest itself, its vocation being that of promoting the
development of federalism in the world. The opposite tendency will also
be active; a tendency that will promote the closure and centralisation of
power and in the last resort European Nationalism, even though the
incentives to promote these policies will be much weaker than they were
at the time of the world wars. It is obvious that the role of federalists will
be that of supporting the first tendency and fighting the second.

Historical circumstances opening the way for strategic action present
themselves intermittently. The political presence and cohesion of the
Movement during periods characterised by a lack of strategic commit-
ment are insured by something else: theoretical guidance (the analysis of
the baseline of contemporary history) and political guidance (positions
which highlight the inadequacy of the States’ institutions in providing
answers to major problems and that propose the federalist alternative). It
is on this ground that the recruitment of new forces can be developed, and
the motivations to remain within the Movement can be fuelled. On the
strategic front forces which have already chosen federalism are engaged,
but there are no opportunities for recruiting new forces.

International Co-operation and the Federalist Strategy.

Let us now turn to the decidedly trenchant judgement by which I have
been categorised as a functionalist and an internationalist. This is tan-
tamount to an excommunication.

Firstly I am very happy that a statement of mine, which I consider to
be very important, is shared by others. According to this statement
international co-operation constitutes a premise for the pursuit of more
advanced objectives relating to the transformation of the structure of the
States system in a federal sense.

However I do not agree with the consequence drawn from it: “As long
as collaboration... continues to work, then our role cannot be a strategic
one.”16 Is it not true that we defined as interim strategic objectives the
direct election of the European Parliament, or the institution of the Euro
and of the European Central Bank, and the acquisition of these objectives
as one of our successes? The functioning of the European Community
and the European Union, despite the achievement of these objectives
which have changed its structure, continues to be based on the co-
operation between the governments within the Council. In other words,
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the European Union continues to have a structure that is still confederal
in substance. The fact is that, until the last battle, the objectives pursued
by the federalists are acquired in a confederal context in which co-
operation between governments represents a necessary factor for the
European institutions to function.

It is not true that international co-operation cannot be one of the
federalists’ objectives. It is not the ultimate objective, but it can be an
intermediate objective when there is no strategic action for the attainment
of federalist objectives.

The Briand-Stresemann agreement represented a progressive alter-
native to Hitler’s aggressive nationalism in the period between the two
wars. Hallstein’s functionalistic recipes constituted a progressive alter-
native to the politics of the empty chair promoted by de Gaulle. When in
March 1967, in occasion of the summit called for the tenth anniversary
of the Rome treaties, on Piazza del Campidoglio, we organised the
protests against intergovernmental Europe, Hallstein waved at us from
high up on the balcony. This was a much more eloquent gesture than a
thousand political statements and distinguished him from the heads of
State and Government who were taking part in the summit. This gesture
was an expression of understanding between the federalists and the
President of the Commission and of an opposition to the confederal
conception of Europe embodied by de Gaulle. Of course, this agreement
did not overshadow the differences that separated us from Hallstein’s
conception. This episode is significant because it illustrates the fact that
politics continually create situations and divisions not chosen by the
federalists, but which require us to make a stand. I have quoted two
examples that allow me to highlight  that, even when history does not
offer strategic occasions, the federalists have a job to do: above all to
make a stand.

Making a stand constitutes a vital need for any political organisation,
but above all for political movements in pursuit of a profound change in
society. They have the task of countering their own model of State with
the existing one. Since Kant wrote Perpetual Peace and defined the first
lines of the model of a peaceful society, it has been possible to identify
an evolutionary line in history and a corresponding political commitment
for the achievement of that objective. Of course, in Kant’s time,  world
federation was a distant final aim, of which the author of  Perpetual Peace
identified the main pre-requisites that are only now being realised. The
first would have been fulfilled when the experience of the devastation of
the war pushed humanity to renounce its “barbarous freedom” and the
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intolerable situation of international anarchy;17 the second when the
development of trade, “since the earth is a globe,” would have forced
humans to resign themselves to live “in close proximity;”18 the third when
the evolution of the mankind would have reached the stage of the
formation of republican States, founded that is, on the principles of liberty
and equality.19 In effect world wars, the globalisation process and the fall
of the fascist and communist regimes are 20th Century events that have
cleared the way for the affirmation of the federalist alternative.

On the basis of these indications, we can identify a chain of historical
events and a possible line of action geared to realising those pre-requisites
and thus indirectly to the pursuit of the objective of the world federation.
It ensues that since the definition of this objective, discrimination is
always possible between behaviour which is favourable or contrary to
that objective and that respectively reinforce or weaken that perspective.
Thus from that moment onwards, no political behaviour can be consid-
ered neutral with respect to the ultimate aim of world federalism and this
is all the more true now that the goal is nearer.

If a distinction is made between two different categories of objectives,
the pre-conditions of the federalist objectives and the federalist objectives
in the strict sense, it is possible to clarify why that which promotes peace
in one particular phase of history, may be at odds with it in another.
International organisations, like the League of Nations or the European
Community, are to be considered pre-conditions of the federalist action.
Indeed a situation in which the States are willing to resolve their conflicts
within intergovernmental bodies is necessary, but not sufficient, to pave
the way for an action of federalist inspiration geared to overcoming the
confederalist limits of those bodies. The League of Nations constituted
the alternative to the solution of the world’s problems in militaristic and
imperialistic terms in the period between the two world wars. Its survival
represented a condition necessary, but not sufficient, for an action to
overcome its limits. The European Community was instituted during a
phase of crisis of the nation states which required economic co-operation
between them in order to govern the process of European integration.
During the period in which the common market was being built, instead,
there was no space for federalist action of a strategic nature. This became
possible when the insufficiency of the European institutions regarding
the internal challenges (democratisation of the European institutions and
European currency) and the international challenges (unification of
foreign and security policy), which they had to face, became manifest.

At the moment it is not enough to affirm in the abstract that the
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European federation will contribute to the formation of a new world order
and to disseminate the federalist model in the world if then there is a
refusal to go into the transformations to be determined by the birth of the
European federation in depth. The negation of any political significance
of  the proposals regarding the new Bretton Woods, the regionalisation
of the Security Council, the creation of the International  Criminal Court
and of the UN Parliamentary Assembly20 or to the creation of UN’s own
resources and its Rapid Reaction Forces, is typical.

In another article, I attempted to highlight how these objectives which
are weakly upheld today by the European Union (and which would be
upheld by the European federation with far greater authority), ought to be
considered as interim stages on the road of world federation21 but I do not
wish to return to this topic.

The fact is that those who refuse to participate in the global debate on
the reform of the UN and of the other international organisations only do
so because they consider these reforms disconnected from the objective
of world federation and ignore that autonomous federalist positions on all
these problems have been elaborated. If we actually participate in this
debate, we will be able to demonstrate the objective aspects of the world
unification process, and to indicate which intermediate aims the Euro-
pean federation, as it modifies the world order, will allow us to pursue.
In this way it will be possible to influence public opinion and in particu-
lar the NGO community and thus modify the situation of power, at least
regarding expectations. This occurred for example in the Millennium
Forum, which in May 2000 approved the proposition of the WFM to
institute a Parliamentary Assembly of the UN.

Deepening the Debate.

With the intention of clarifying everything, Nicoletta Mosconi
concludes her presentation making a last and reckless step. It allows her
to enter the depths of the souls of the persons she is addressing. Here she
throws doors and windows wide open to expose the “psychological
roots” of the two theoretical errors she denounced. These roots reside in
impatience, which as everyone knows, Lenin considered a deadly sin for
a revolutionary. It is worth remembering on this note that Lenin’s recipe
was: “patience and irony.”

This digging into the psychological bases of political positions does
not interest me as it doesn’t seem to go anywhere. I confined myself to
examining a political position with which I do not share any aspects. I
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denounced those I find to be errors of perspective which translate into
errors of political line and strategy: to consider world federation an
objective so far away in time as to be irrelevant to us other than in terms
of a distant ultimate goal; the refusal to attribute any interest for feder-
alists in the debate on the reform of the UN and of the other international
organisations and the subsequent assertion of the uselessness of
participating in this debate; the proposal to limit political engagement by
federalists in the ambit of the European federation, which would inevitably
end up binding the destiny of the Federalist Movement to that of the
European government and by converting into the choice of European
nationalism. They are political choices that I believe are shared with a
minority, or better still relatively isolated, and that already begin to
assume sectarian characteristics. They are choices that in any case, should
they prevail, would have negative effects, if not devastating on the future
of the Federalist Movement.

Big political movements start to die when their plan nears completion.
Their end is nigh when they no longer have the future on their side. In
order for the Federalist Movement to survive we need to avoid closing
ourselves in over-restricted world  (a Europe isolated from the rest of the
world) and to range over larger horizons (a Europe as  vehicle of world
federalism). Only in this perspective can federalism continue to present
itself as a stimulating political and intellectual adventure.

Let us discuss unreservedly strategic alternatives that stand out on our
horizon. The opening of the constituent phase of the European federation
imposes this discussion as an imperative which cannot be deferred. We
must consider the inheritance of Spinelli and of Albertini as an incomple-
te project open to the future.One that is our task to develop so as to face
ever new challenges that history offers us. Our task is to set out along a
road that others have begun to mark out and to seek the right direction,
even if we run the risk of getting the direction wrong and being responsible
for possible errors. We have to try and keep abreast of changes in society,
taking into account that human reason has limits and that the future is
uncertain even for those who claim to “march in the direction of history.”

To be up to this challenge, we need to undertake a long term pro-
gramme of work that should lead us to the clarification of controversial
issues. A work of this nature, apart from some isolated contributions, has
not yet been undertaken in a systematic way. Instead we need to commit
to an effort of theoretical elaboration with a co-operative attitude and with
the willingness to subject ourselves, with the humility of those who seek
the truth, to a critical analysis by anyone else. Before reaching the
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conclusion that we are no longer united by the same project, let us isolate
the controversial issues and let us face each one with the attitude of those
who seek the truth and work for a cause that ought to remain above
personal ambition and prestige, in the knowledge that truth imposes itself
sweetly and without forcing itself, because it is worthwhile and is in
keeping with logic and experience.

Lucio Levi
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THE POLITICAL PHASE
AND STRATEGIC PHASE

OF UNIFICATION PROCESSES

In this journal over the last two years an important debate has de-
veloped as to which interpretative categories can best help us understand
the present historical phase. Nicoletta Mosconi has offered reflections on,
and methods for the use of concepts of historical materialism and of the
raison d’état for an understanding of the current power relationship at
world level.1 It is an important point of departure because it offers an
analysis of the state in question within the theoretical frame of reference
developed by Albertini. Recently she returned to these topics with
particular reference to the concept of “crisis of the states,” distinguishing
between historical crisis and political crisis and offering a specific
interpretation of the former and a more generic one of the latter.2 Here a
new distinction between two phases of unification processes is proposed,
together with further considerations on the concepts of “crisis of the
nation-state” and “crisis of national powers” proposed by Albertini and
which roughly correspond to those dealt with by Nicoletta Mosconi. It is
difficult to decide on the most suitable vocabulary for the distinction
proposed here. Linguistic ambiguities which could arise because of the
traditional use of certain words in the federalist tradition were to be
avoided. In some cases, expressions such as “pre-political phase” and
“political phase” have been adopted, but the expressions “political
phase” and “strategic phase” seem more correct as they indicate the
nature of the two distinct phases more clearly.

1. The Political Phase and Strategic Phase of  Unification Processes.

I would like to start by calling to mind a summary of some of
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Albertini’s principal theoretical elements so as to understand the process
of European unification. Albertini’s analysis proposes an idealtypus of
European integration in dynamic terms and as a process.3 It is founded on
the concepts of unification, integration and construction intended as
constituent elements of the process where none of them can alone
describe it.4  Instead the dynamic of the process is based on the tension
between the push towards union, due to the crisis of the nation-state, and
the force of division, which could be described as the inertia of the nation-
state to maintain its own sovereignty.5 On this basis he proposes a way of
describing the development of the process  in terms of  the following three
fundamental elements: a crisis of the national powers over resolving a
specific problem; the federalist vanguard initiative aimed at solving the
problem by advancing the unification process; and an occasional European
leadership appropriating the innovative proposal, introducing it into the
political agenda and building consensus for its adoption.6 Based on this
understanding of the process, Albertini worked out the normative theory
of constitutional gradualism as the most effective strategy for building
European federation.7

These ideas of Albertini were being developed while the European
unification process was already going on and with the objective of
understanding that experience. For us to use this theoretical frame today
and  on a world scale, some rather difficult fine-tuning and transposing
has to be done so as to sift out what is there for a European context.
Importantly Albertini’s reflection was not directed toward the under-
standing of a situation in which the start of a unification process would
be possible, but of an international reality of which such a process was
already part. This is particularly evident for both the explanatory scheme
and the theory of constitutional gradualism it is founded upon.

The issue is understanding when the European unification process
begins, intended as “an historical individuality of great importance, and
markedly political character.”8 I believe that in a certain sense it begins
in Ventotene or at the latest with the birth of the Movimento Federalista
Europeo (MFE). The moment Spinelli recognises and denounces the
crisis of the nation-state, identifies the solution in the European federation,
and decides to create a political subject dedicated exclusively to the
realisation of that objective, the political phase of the process of unification
opens up. It is obviously a phase in which very few practical results can
be reached, but it is already a political phase. The crisis of nation-states
exists and there is someone who wants to solve it with the federal unifi-
cation of Europe and intends to change existing power relationships to
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that end.9 Faced with the impossibility of applying himself immediately
to that objective, Spinelli tries to build the conditions for pursuing it: the
first issue of L’Unità Europea opens with an appeal to armed resistance
against nazi-fascism. Without the defeat of nazi-fascism there could not
be any process of peaceful unification.

In this sense the process of world unification could be said to have
started with the founding of the World Federalist Movement, or perhaps
when the UEF  (Union of the European Federalists) joined it. It is a union
committed to European federation understood as a necessary but not a
sufficient condition for the pursuit of world-wide federation. This state-
ment could give rise to some concern but it is partly legitimate in as much
as it refers to one of the conditions for the start of the political phase of
the unification processes. It is also useful because it helps to distinguish
between a political phase and a strategic phase of such processes.

The political phase begins when two conditions are achieved. The
first, an objective one, is the beginning of the crisis of the existing political
structures. This in the European case is in the sub-continental nation-
state, in the case of the world in the continental nation-state too. The
second condition, of an inter-subjective nature, is the identification of that
crisis and the creation of a revolutionary political subject directed
towards overcoming the existing power relationship. It is a phase which
is already political for two reasons: on the one hand the disintegration of
the existing power relationship begins to manifest itself, on the other hand
a clearly political will acting to modify that power relationship begins to
manifest itself. Alternatively, an initial and potential convergence begins
to manifest itself between tendential necessity, the power relationships
and human liberty in the form of political will.

The strategic phase on the other hand, can only begin if such a political
will has already taken form in a revolutionary subject and is thus able to
take the initiative when the crisis of the nation-state (sub-continental or
continental), a  process of an objective and general character, manifests
itself explicitly in a crisis of the national powers — a specific and socially
perceived phenomenon. In this case the coincidence between  tendential
necessity and human liberty can produce practical results in the
advancement of the unification processes. Nicoletta Mosconi suggests
that “historical materialism allows us to see the major transformations
that have taken place within the global historical-social framework, and
to place political objectives within the bounds of possibility. But the
concrete identification of these objectives and of the right strategy for
achieving them, is dependent upon analysis of the existing power
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situation.”10 In other words the concept of means of production helps an
understanding of whether the crisis of the nation-state is starting and thus
whether there is a theoretical possibility of starting a process of unification.11

On the contrary, the concepts of raison d’état  and reason of power are
only useful in the strategic phase to identify the concrete political
objectives. This important methodological indication helps us avoid
falling into the error of refuting the possibility of a process of world uni-
fication, at least in its political phase, on the basis of the analysis of the
existing power relationships.

2. Crisis of the Nation-state and Crisis of the National Powers.

Albertini’s theoretical reflection essentially refers to the strategic
phase of the process of European unification, in which “a well-structured
political battle is possible, or in progress.”12

To stay within Albertini’s thoughts regarding the strategic phase
means  excluding  the  existence  of  a  process  of  world  unification  until
“the will of the states to relinquish, albeit progressively, their power with
a view to creating, at world level, a new supranational power” manifests
itself.13 However, that very reflection on the differentiation proposed by
Albertini between the crisis of the nation-state,  a general condition of the
unification process, and crisis of the national powers, a condition of the
individual advancements of the process, allows us to reach the distinction
between the political phase and the strategic phase.

To understand this more fully it is useful to think about the concepts
of “crisis of the nation-state” and  “crisis of national powers” so as to fully
appreciate the significance of their distinction. The crisis of the nation-
state is a real, objective and long-term process. It can be brought to light
through the use of historical materialism and the concept of mode of
production.14 It is also the condition of generic possibility for a process
of unification. The crisis of national powers is instead a specific
phenomenon — even if it can be drawn out in time. Here the crisis of the
nation-state manifests itself in respect of a concrete problem. This
phenomenon can help the unification process to advance, as it is a
reflection of the former process. It can therefore only be overcome
through the transfer of competence over the concrete problem to a
supranational level and can favour the emergence of  occasional leader-
ship on the basis of the reason of power.

Here the importance of the psychological aspect of the crisis of
national powers is highlighted. Only the federalists fully perceive the
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crisis of the nation-state. But the crisis of national powers allows pro-
gress in the unification process only if it is widely perceived, at least at
the level of the élites — even if not as a manifestation of the crisis of the
nation-state. It would otherwise be understood that the solution also lies
in the reinforcement of the process of unification and in the last instance
in its completion.

A serious crisis of national powers but one which is not socially
perceived goes nowhere in the short term. One example is the declaration
of the inconvertibility of the dollar into gold in 1971. The federalists im-
mediately identified the possibility of engaging themselves for monetary
unification at that time.15 But such a crisis was not perceived acutely
enough from a social point of view and its solution was not immediately
tied to a European response. Perhaps this was because it was followed by
the oil crisis, to which each state tried to respond individually. It took the
fall of the Berlin Wall and German unification before monetary unifica-
tion could finally be realised. On the contrary a crisis, not “objectively,”
but “psychologically felt,” can have an enormous importance in the short
term. The American request of a German contribution in the defence of
the West produced an extremely grave crisis on a psychological level in
France. This led to the CED Treaty, to the Ad Hoc Assembly and to the
thresholds of the founding of the European federation.16 However, from
the point of view of the raison d’état and of the power relationships it was
a non-disruptive crisis. The defence of the West was in any case an
appanage of the United States and their hegemony was allowing the
exclusion of a new Franco-German conflict within the Western Block.
This very fact meant that once the CED project had fallen, the problem
of the European army would not re-propose itself. That of the European
currency did, instead, which was the answer to a real necessity and crisis
and not only the psychological one. It also meant that the solution offered
by NATO, or rather by the American protectorate, would be sufficient, in
as much as it responded to the real power relationships.

This analysis highlights the fact that a merely psychological crisis of
national powers can make important steps forward. If, however, the
chance is lost it might not re-propose itself for a long time because the
answer too might only be psychological and not change the power asset
to any significant extent. On the other hand a real crisis of national
powers, even if not perceived psychologically in an acute form, tends to
make real advances in the long term; the problem remains there on the
field until an adequate solution, one that changes the basis of power, has
been affirmed. In the last instance a real and socially perceived crisis of
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national powers is the one which offers greater probabilities of advancing
the process of unification. But in order for the advancement to happen, the
crisis must always, at least in the last phase, be socially perceived.

This last observation clarifies the importance of the action of the
revolutionary subject in trying to create a diffused perception of the
potential crisis of national powers. If the start of the process of the crisis
of the nation-state can be recognised, then such a process is manifesting
itself in some form, that is in a crisis of national powers, however weak
it may be. However, until such a manifestation is not socially perceived
and linked to a supranational response, steps forward in the unification
processes are not possible. Action aimed at favouring such perception is
thus already political in as much as it is geared to produce one of the three
elements necessary for strategic action; the perception of a crisis of
national powers on which to lever the proposal of a concrete advance-
ment of the unification process and from which to make an occasional
leadership emerge.

3. The World-wide Unification Process.

The distinction between the crisis of the nation-state and the crisis of
national powers, and between the political phase and the strategic phase
of the unification processes helps avoid certain incorrect evaluations of
the existence of the process of world unification. The political phase of
the unification process is already in progress. Both the required conditions
are present.

The assertion of the scientific mode of production at world level, often
called globalisation for short, starts to make even continental nation-
states obsolete,17 laying the premises for leaving them behind. The same
future European federation will have to be superseded, and certainly the
process leading it towards the federal union will make the need clearer
still. The crisis begins at least psychologically, with the creation of
nuclear weapons and their potential destruction of the human species.
Thus the human race can be thought of as a community of destiny or at
least as a community of risk.18 It also continues today with the emergence
of global problems of an environmental, demographic and economic
nature. Even the current American political debate shows  signs of decay
because of the impossibility of facing  the big issues. These are signs that
have characterised the politics of the European nation-states for some
time and which are ever more apparent.19 It is also a crisis which is
beginning to be socially perceived as such. The debate on the crisis of the
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state in general comes from the incapacity to distinguish between state
and nation. Nevertheless the effort of imagining some post-state political
reality is testimony to the intensity with which the crisis of the state is
perceived.20 This is an important element because it could facilitate a
revolutionary action once the crisis of the continental nation-states
manifests itself in a crisis of national continental powers in a sufficiently
acute form. The making of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and
discussions on the creation of some form of world monetary co-ordination,
bear witness to the beginning of acknowledgement with an identifiable
political objective of this new situation.

There is also a political subject which identifies its political objective
and priority in the realisation of the world-wide federation: the World
Federalist Movement. At the moment it is unable to develop a significant
strategic action, not least because of the unfavourable  power relation-
ships. It is however able to fight to create the right conditions for this
development: mainly the forming of the European federation. Thus we
can say that the strategic phase of world unification process has not yet
begun. There are certain potential crises of the national continental states,
due to so called global problems, in particular ecological ones, perceived
by public opinion of the most developed states. However, they are not at
all at the centre of the political debate or at the top of the international
political agenda. In other words they are global problems that could
provoke a crisis of the national continental powers, but that has not yet
happened. In addition, the power relationships do not allow the emer-
gence of an occasional world leadership. The United States have an
interest in maintaining their hegemony and not in favouring effective
solutions to world problems. Europe still does not exist as an autonomous
political subject and cannot thus take the initiative, even if certain
elements indicate that it could act in such a way once federation comes
about.21 It is unlikely that other subjects will soon be strong enough to take
on a leading role in world politics.

The moment we recognises that only the political, but not the strategic
phase of the process of world-wide unification is taking place, because
the latter could only begin once the European federation is constituted,
then we automatically  avoid the risk of “strategic strabismus.”22 How-
ever, this analysis has two important implications. Firstly that forming
the European federation is an essential stage of the process of world-wide
unification. Secondly, with its realisation, the strategic phase of world-
wide unification could open up. Indeed a situation would be created in
which the three conditions identified by Albertini could be realised. The
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global problems could provoke a crisis of national powers. There would
be a revolutionary political subject and an ample front of non-governative
forces which would bring about awareness of such problems and thereby
facilitate the spread of a social awareness. As seen, this would bring about
the right condition for the advancement of a unification process both in
respect to a real crisis of national powers, and in respect to a purely
psychological crisis which the work of such forces can help to produce.
There would then be a political subject, the European federation, which
could take on the role of occasional world leadership. Maintaining that
the creation of the European federation will produce the right conditions
for the start of the strategic phase of the world-wide unification process
does not mean believing that such a possibility will show itself immediately.
Nor does it mean affirming that the formation of the European federation
will create the necessary conditions for reaching the ultimate objective of
such a process of unification, or of the world-wide federation.

All this demands much deeper theoretical reflection on the world-
wide unification process before the realisation of the European federation,
in order to be able to develop an effective strategic action when the
possibility presents itself. It is essential to arm oneself with interpretative
categories suited to the process of world-wide unification.23 This does not
mean trying to actually predict the exact development of world-wide
unification process, which is obviously impossible. The strategic objectives
to be followed will depend on the analysis of the concrete basis of power
at a particular moment that a real or psychological crises of the national
continental powers develops. However, we can already begin to think
about the subjects who could assume  occasional world leadership, about
the role of the existing international organisations and of the NGOs
constituting the eco-pacifist movement.

Roberto Castaldi
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Thirty Years Ago

MONETARY UNION
AND EUROPE’S POLITICAL ALTERNATIVE *

We are devoting this issue to the speeches delivered in Turin, on June
20th 1970, by Robert Triffin, professor at Yale University, by Rinaldo
Ossola, chairman of the committee of experts of the Group of Ten and
deputy director general of the Bank of Italy, and by Mario Albertini. The
occasion was the conference entitled “For a European Reserve System”,
organised by the Centro di studi e informazioni and based on a document,
already familiar to readers of this review, having been published in our
second issue of 1969, drawn up by Alfonso Jozzo and Antonio Mosconi,
MFE members from the city of Turin.

Our aim is to isolate, and invite discussion of, an element within the
political scenario that, once its nature has been fully clarified and
providing it is properly exploited, could be extremely significant for
European integration and federalism. I am referring to the commitment
of governments to achieve, in the space of the next ten years, monetary
and economic union. What sets this apart, and makes it stand out, from
other features of the current political situation are a) its seriousness and
b) its solution (if, indeed, there is a solution).

The governments’ commitment to a Europe that amounts to more than
just the sum of the national interests of the various states is not, by
definition, a serious one. Fortunately, their commitment to monetary and
economic union is driven by the force of circumstances. Now, more than
a year on from the meeting in The Hague, monetary and economic union
can still be regarded neither as the manifestation of true political will, nor
as a realistic and realisable programme. But it is, nevertheless, a problem
that, attributable to the degree to which the common market has evolved,
must be solved. However until the difficulties generated by the evolution
of the Common Market have been overcome, or got rid of through the

* This text was published in French in Le Fédéraliste, XIII (1971).
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very elimination of the Common Market, it is one that governments and
parties cannot even begin to tackle.

Europe’s governments, parties and centres of information (in short,
the ruling class generally) are, with the exception of a handful of worthy
individuals, unable to see the crossroads that the process of integration
has reached. All the clamour of the governments — their naïve belief that
they can create a European currency without first creating a European
government — is echoed, in similar terms and without the reticence
sometimes necessarily adopted by those called upon to act, in the
continent’s leading newspapers. These, with a pragmatism beside which
even that of Pompidou pales into insignificance, even go so far as to pass
off as sterile theorising the rational realism of those who seek to highlight
the link between currency and government.

It must, therefore, be made clear that rejecting what is rational is
tantamount to rejecting reality, or to fleeing from the responsibility that
goes hand in hand with the need for a rational design; it means taking
refuge in the lazy idea of the “benefit of time” (the ultimate political
maxim of the late 15th century Italians), leaving to circumstance, that is
to say to others (in effect to the Russians and the Americans), the business
of planning for and building the future.

Rather, what must be appreciated is that it is a dying Europe that is
today making its voice heard, and this just at a time when we could be
witnessing the birth of a new Europe. It was the same with the EDC. The
idea of the EDC — of a European army without a European state, as
though we were stuck in a feudal era of randomly formed armies — was
delirium in the consciousness of the ruling class, but not in the hard seed
of facts.

Similarly, a European currency in the absence of a European state is
madness. But until such time as the governments and parties are called
upon to tackle the question, a space remains within which a clear-sighted
and courageous minority can act, a minority with the capacity to play the
real game, and not the make-believe one that, bearing the hallmark of
escapist narcissism every bit as much as that of the pragmatism of the
ruling class, now infests European politics. It is crucial to accept the real
nature of the question of monetary union, a reality that circumstance has
forced upon all of us, and to focus on the issue of European elections as
the means of transferring from national to European level the mechanism
through which political will is driven and formed.

This does not mean that federalists will be forced to give up their
views. The central precept of European federalism, developed in the
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Resistance, continues to be what it has always been: either Europe enters
a global constituent phase, so as to adjust its political and economic
institutions to the demands of society, or it will perish.

Federalists realise that this is a design that is not destined ever to be
realised by a group of enlightened individuals. They know that it can
emerge only as the historical expression of the birth, the affirmation and
the life of the European people. To focus on the European election ques-
tion is to recognise what is at once a simple and a great truth; it is also to
acknowledge the role of the only possible actor of this process and at the
same time to free it, through European suffrage, from the national
political chains that currently make it unable to reach self-awareness,
unable to unite and unable to forge its own destiny.

Mario Albertini


