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1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to overcome the theoretical gap which exists between the theorists of cosmopolitan democracy and the federalist movements. This gap is an obstacle to a common action. Of course, the federalists, the European federalists and the world federalists, are in favour of a world federation. But the theorists of cosmopolitan democracy consider the world federal state as something similar to an empire, a centralized bureaucratic or non-democratic body (Archibugi, 2008: Ch. 4). The problem of the nature of the world state has deep roots in the history of modern political thought. We notice that Kant’s political thought is a landmark both for federalists and confederalists, i.e. people maintaining that a Society of Nations is better than a world federation, which is nothing but a “universal monarchy”, a despotic centralized power. For instance, Jürgen Habermas is in favour of a European federation and supports Kant’s project of a cosmopolitan union of states, but he maintains that a cosmopolitan union should be founded on a world constitution but not on a world state (Habermas, 2004).


In order to explore and clarify this problem, we begin by considering the European experience of supranational integration. Our aim is to show that, in Europe, it is possible to observe the birth of a supranational state, since the collapse of the European system of nation states after the Second World War. If properly understood, the supranational state has different features from the traditional national state, which evolved towards a total centralization of powers. Moreover, in Europe, democratic bodies, like the European Parliament, flank supranational institutions. A democratic supranational state is a federation. And, since the world system of states is entering a new phase – a post-national phase – some aspects of the European experience can be useful to explore the ways and means for a world political union and cosmopolitan democracy.

2. The European supranational experience

Before dealing with the theoretical problem of the supranational state, it can be useful to describe briefly how supranational institutions came out from the European integration process. Machiavelli warns people “taking the initiative in introducing a new form of government” that they should win “the sceptical temper of men, who do not really believe in new things unless they have been seen to work well (se non ne veggano nata una ferma esperienza)” (Machiavelli, 1989: 20-21). Therefore, we shall try to base our argument on the “ferma esperienza” (deep-rooted experience) of European integration.

Indeed, while the world international organizations where mainly shaped by the USA on the model of old internationalism, i.e. without overcoming the dogma of national sovereignty, in Europe, the process of integration was founded on the principle of supranationality. This principle is not only stated clearly in the Schuman’s Declaration of May 9th, 1950, – where France and Germany affirmed that they were taking the first step toward a European federation – but it is embedded in the first European Community, the European Coal and Steel Community. All the main institutions of the present European Union evolved from this original “federal embryo” contained in the ECSC. The High Authority is today the European Commission; the Parliamentary Assembly, initially composed of members of national parliaments, is today the European Parliament, directly elected by European citizens; the Council of foreign ministers is today the Council of national ministers, with branches for a great number of sectors; the European Court of Justice has not changed its name and has greatly increased its powers over national legislations. The only new organ is the European Council composed of the head of states and governments, which is a kind of collective presidency of the Union.

Today, the political nature of the European Union is animatedly debated. Usually, politicians and academics say that it is an unknown object; some say that it is a new kind of international organisation and some a hybrid body, partially a federation and partially a confederation. The last point of view is correct, but it should be stressed that the federal content of the European Union is crucial, because intergovernmental policies can be proposed and implemented only insofar as the EU federal institutions work. When the national governments are not able to agree on a common policy – as happened on the occasion of the Iraq war – the EU is incapable of acting and Europe disappears as a subject of international politics.

For our purpose, it is interesting to remark that, thanks to real supranational powers, the European Union was able to provide crucial European public goods, like the Common Market (later on the single European market), the Monetary Union and a certain number of common policies, like the Common Agricultural Policy, the Social and Economic Cohesion Policy (to promote convergence among rich and poor countries), the Galileo communication system and so on. The provision of a public good is possible only if there is a coercive power, which hinders the free-rider behaviour of some of the member countries. When the so-called “Community method” (i.e. when the European Parliament and the Council co-decide and the European Commission executes) is applied, the EU has the power to implement effective European policies. In such a case, we can say that the European Union is a federation, even if with limited powers, because not all national powers (as in every federation) are entrusted to the Union
.

3. Internationalism and federalism

The Ventotene Manifesto (1941) states that the alternative to a world of national sovereign states is a “solid international state” endowed with limited but sufficient powers to impede war and promote the citizens’ well-being. It is crucial to understand the historical background in which modern federalism was conceived because, even if the existing federations – like the USA, Australia, Canada, Germany, Switzerland, etc. – represent useful inspiring models, modern federalism has its own distinguishing feature: it is a supranational political project. All the existing federation are a form of political union of one national people. Modern federalism is the attempt to overcome national sovereignty by means of a supranational federal union of national peoples.

The Ventotene Manifesto was a critical reaction to the failure of internationalism, accepted by all political ideologies: liberalism, democracy and socialism. In fact, even if all political European parties acclaimed international ideals of peace and solidarity among national peoples, in 1914 and in 1939, they approved the will of their national governments to go to war. European citizens fought against other European citizens, in Europe and outside Europe, two bloody wars. At the end of the Second World War, the European peoples shared a common feeling: no more wars ever again. The breeding-ground for European integration is a radical conversion of the European peoples’ way of thinking, from power politics to a peaceful international order.

Nevertheless, the construction of the European Federation did not happen according to the hopes of the authors of the Ventotene Manifesto. After the Second World War, the “revolutionary phase” – according to which the recent memory of the war’s atrocities were a favourable ground for successful action for the European Federation – was closed in 1954 with the European Defence Community’s failure. With the Treaties of Rome (1957), the European project was decidedly based on economic integration. The political goal of a European federation weakened, thanks also to the fact that the European governments accepted the USA’s guarantee for European military security. The outcome of this semi-integration process is that the EU is today considered an important subject in international politics, but not a model for a new international order after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the making of a world multipolar system of continental powers.

The causes of this opacity of the European project are two. The first is that, even though the powers entrusted to the EU increased considerably from the time of the ECSC, especially with the creation of the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), the EU lacks some important powers, such as a federal budget and a federal defence. In that sense, it is not a real supranational state, especially if one takes the centralized nation state as a model. The second cause is the fact that European democracy has only been realized partially, even though European citizens vote directly for their representatives in the European Parliament. The European Parliament votes the confidence for the European Commission, but the European Commission is not a real European government because some important powers are still in the hands of national governments. The lack of democratic participation weakens the EU institutions and provides the euro-sceptics with arguments.

After the French Revolution, the model of the nation state was adopted by the other European countries and, since then, in every corner of the world the great desire of all the people without a state is to become a sovereign nation state. The lack of transparency of the European supranational model is an obstacle to its adoption in other continents, where regional integrations are on the way, as in Africa, Latin America and in Asia. Moreover, it is an obstacle for its adoption at an international level, because political leaders, scholars of international relations and many NGOs, when discussing the reforms of the world order, consider the old internationalist model as the only hand-book. Even an important scholar of political science, like John Rawls, has recently worked out a new theoretical framework of traditional democratic internationalism in his book The Law of Peoples (1999), where the main thesis is that national peoples can peacefully cooperate for common aims and goods without supranational institutions.

4. The supranational state 

A more precise understanding of the notion of supranational state is required if we want to overcome the misunderstandings about the nature of the European Union and clarify the path towards a democratic world political order. Sometimes, Europe is considered a model for cosmopolitan democracy, but on the basis of doubtful assumptions and analyses. For instance, Beck and Grande (2004) judge the EU a new Empire, because Europe has the power to aggregate national peoples, but they regard the project of a European federation as a new kind of continental nationalism
. Other scholars, such as Jean-Luc Ferry (2010), see in European integration and institutions the attempt to overcome the nation state’s politics and to build the first rules and culture of a cosmopolitan political community. But Ferry says also that the EU cannot become a supranational state
.

On the contrary, on the basis of a more careful analysis of European integration, it is possible to show that the EU is a kind of supranational state in the making. The modern state was shaped along many centuries, since the Middle Ages, thanks to the strengthening of some monarchies, the birth of the nation state in the 18th Century, and, finally, the dramatic experience of the totalitarian state, in the 20th century (Reinhard, 2007). The supranational state can be understood as a new form taken on by the modern state, in a historical phase in which human relationships spill over the borders of the nation state.

Now, before discussing the idea of the supranational state, let us consider briefly what an organization is. According to Geoffrey Hodgson, an organisation is a special kind of institution, with the following features. An organisation should provide: “a) criteria to establish their boundaries and distinguish their members from non-members, b) a principle of sovereignty concerning who is in charge, and c) chains of command delineating responsibilities within the organisation” (Hodgson, 2006: 8). Firms, churches, tennis clubs, trade unions, political parties are all examples of organisations. The state is an organisation with very peculiar powers. In the next paragraphs, we shall discuss the powers of the nation state and the supranational state explicitly. For the time being, we will focus only on the definition of supranational state.

A good starting point for our exercise is Max Weber’s definition of state, because it singles out the main feature of the nation state. According to Weber, a state is “a human community that within the borders of a certain territory requires the legitimate monopoly of physical force” (Weber, 1919, 1921). If we consider the history of the modern state, we can agree that the “legitimate monopoly of physical force” was a crucial achievement, in Europe, during the struggle for the control of a certain population on a defined geographical area. A king, a prince or a republican government can legitimate his power on the basis either of divine right or of popular sovereignty. In any case, the monopoly of physical force is necessary in order to enforce the law and the enforcement of the law is the starting point for the development of civil society, the birth of what we nowadays call the liberal, democratic and social state. Thanks to the power to provide security – a public good – for its citizens, the nation state was also able to provide a certain number of other essential public goods, such as networks of railroads, courts, national health services, primary and secondary schools, etc.

Now, if we consider the history of European integration we can see that peace in Europe was achieved as a by-product of economic integration, thanks to the building of supranational institutions endowed with limited but coercive powers. The Common Market (later on, the Single Market) is a supranational European good, which can exist only if there is a European law system prevailing over national laws and if the European Commission has the powers to sanction national governments for supplying financial aid to national industries. The euro – a European public good – is the money of the European citizens because the ECB has the legitimate and monopolistic power to issue it; the former National Central Banks have lost the power to issue national currencies. The Galileo communication network is a European public good provided by the EU budget and so on.


Considering the European experience, we can therefore say that the supranational state is a special kind of organisation, built by a common and voluntary agreement among different nation states and endowed with legitimate powers to provide supranational public goods to the citizens of the Union
. The problem concerning “legitimate powers” needs a short clarification. The powers (a governance or a government) can be legitimated by an international treaty, a simple agreement among national governments or by a constitution. A supranational state is not necessarily democratic, i.e. founded on institutions based on the will of a supranational people: at the very beginning of the European experience, the ECSC was founded on the Paris Treaty among six countries, but the existence of the European Parliamentary Assembly was practically ignored by common citizens. Today, the EU is still legitimated formally by an international treaty, the Lisbon Treaty, since the attempt to base its powers on a Constitution and the popular will failed. Notwithstanding, the European Parliament is legitimated by the vote of the European people (the people of the European nations). 

At this point, one could observe that also international organisations – like the UN, the IMF, NATO, etc. – can be considered a supranational state. For instance, the supporters of the doctrine of hegemonic stability say that an international order is based on the capability of the hegemonic power to supply some international public goods, such as international security, a fair system of trade and one international money (Kindleberger, 1976). This remark is not completely groundless, because an empire or a colonial system could be considered a kind of international state. But, it is very unlikely that a hegemonic system can evolve towards a supranational democratic system of government. History does provide significant examples: the European colonial system collapsed (even though the Commonwealth continues to survive today as a cultural international community); the Soviet Union collapsed; NATO is looking for new aims after the end of the cold war and its future is uncertain. Therefore, it seems appropriate to call a supranational state a non-hegemonic community of states when they decide to pool national powers into common institutions even if legitimated only by a symbolic democratic system (like the ECSC), because in our age all political organisations can last only if they become a democracy. We assume that, in the long run, the trend towards equality among individuals and among states is an irresistible force. The state is a lasting organisation.


The democratic trend can be observed very clearly in the European Union. The Parliamentary Assembly established by the Paris Treaty as a second-degree chamber was directly elected by universal suffrage in 1979 and, since then, on the occasion of every reform of the Union, it has increased its powers. We can argue about the fact that the European Union is for 70 or 80 per cent a federation, but surely we cannot deny that a federal system of government (the so called Communitarian method) is in force for a great quantity of European policies.

5. Politics in the post-national age

In order to outline the features and powers of the supranational state and to compare them with those of the nation state, it is necessary to take into consideration some peculiar trends of world politics. The end of the cold war brought about a debate on the future of the international order. After the breakdown of the USSR, some maintained that the only surviving superpower, the USA, was doomed to shape the 21st Century; others maintained that the trend towards a multipolar system, with new great powers, like China, India, Brazil, etc., was inevitable. Today, this second point of view is more generally accepted, but a great problem is still unresolved: will the trend towards a world multipolar system involve more international cooperation or more conflicts and wars?


We will attempt to answer this complex question by outlining four general features of politics of the new post-national age. The aim of this analysis is to show the limits of the national sovereign states to face the main challenges of international politics. In our opinion, the Westphalian paradigm, which is the basis of the realpolitik (or power politics) way of thinking, must be substituted by a new paradigm: the construction of a cosmopolitan federal union.


Military security – The traditional point of view is that the security of the citizens depends on the quantity and quality of military weapons at the disposal of the national government. The cold war consisted of an ideological and military struggle between two nuclear superpowers. Nevertheless, the collapse of the Soviet Union was not brought about by a military clash. The cold war ended without a hot war. The reason is that the availability of nuclear weapons radically changed the meaning of war and foreign policy. After the Second World War, the two superpowers were obsessed by the policy of “deterrence”: it was unacceptable for each of them to have fewer nuclear weapons than their opponent, but at the same time it was clear that a nuclear retaliation was folly, because the quantity of nuclear weapons at the disposal of the two superpowers was enough to destroy their population. Moreover, a nuclear war was not only a suicide for both superpowers, but it threatened to extinguish humanity as a species. If the goal of a government is to win the war, in the atomic age this goal becomes impossible. For this reason competition between the two superpowers shifted slowly from the military field to the civilian and economic field. At a certain point, the Soviet Union was compelled to reform its economic and political system dramatically in order to face Western competition. But Gorbaciov’s attempt to democratize communism failed and the imposing Soviet Empire fell to pieces.


Here, we are not interested in discussing the merits and faults of communism and nor in  comparing it with capitalism, but only in remarking that nuclear war became impossible among great powers. Of course, this harsh statement does not explain nuclear proliferation. Why are so many emerging countries eager to get nuclear armament (and other weapons of mass destruction)? The answer may be that every country’s ambition is to become, if possible, a great power and attain the same status as the other great powers. In fact, the old great nuclear powers want to maintain their monopoly and their old privileges, like their seat in the Security Council of the UN. Therefore, it is impossible to stop nuclear proliferation until a new world security system is established, founded on collective security and not on the supremacy of armaments. 

The transformation of the UN in a system for collective security, where every state does not fear the aggression of some other state or coalition of states, is not a utopian project. In 1992, the General Secretary of the UN, Boutros Boutros Ghali, proposed an Agenda for Peace, in which a UN standing army was proposed as a first step towards an effective system to prevent armed conflicts among member states. “The ready availability of armed forces on call – says the Agenda – could serve, in itself, as means of deterring breaches of the peace since a potential aggressor would know that the Council had at its disposal a means of response”. Of course, this proposal does not solve all the problems, like nuclear disarmament. But in a post-national age conflicts among human beings are assuming more and more the form of civil wars. The real national interest of big powers – the USA above all – is to endow the UN with an effective “world police force”.

Stability and development of the global economy – The birth of a global economy is not the result of a planned policy by a world government, but of the growing interdependence of national peoples who understand that they can increase their standard of living by more trade, international investments and cultural interchanges. Nevertheless, a global market cannot work, without engendering serious crises, if not governed. The creation of national markets, during the 18th and 19th Centuries, was possible thanks to the establishment of central means of government, such as a central bank and a national currency, a system of taxation, a national budget and custom duties to protect national industries. Every nation state was capable of choosing between more or less capitalism, more or less liberalism and socialism as far as its economy was independent of the world economy. But when, in the second half of the 19th Century, an international economy founded on free trade and the gold standard (a world currency) appeared as the most promising framework for the increasing welfare of all people, international crises became more frequent, until the Great Depression of 1929.

The financial crisis of 2007-8, if compared with that of 1929, not only shows how the main industrialized and emerging countries are more strictly interdependent, since in a very short time the crisis burst out in the USA infected the entire world economy, but also how the awareness of international cooperation is accepted as the only way out. As a matter of fact, no country dared to raise custom duties or devalue its currency, and the G20, of April 2009, approved a coordinate programme of national policies to sustain purchasing power and employment. Nevertheless, the deep roots of the financial crisis have not been faced yet. The debate is open. At present, we can say that the most important contribution is likely to be that of the Governor of the People’s Bank of China (Zhou Xiaochuan, 2009), who emphasizes the negative role of the dollar, as the international reserve currency, for the stability of the international financial system, including the US financial market. The USA had the privilege of drawing huge amounts of capitals from abroad which kept low interest rates, so contributing to the bursting of the American housing and financial markets. Zhou Xiaochuan proposes to substitute the dollar, as an international reserve currency, with the SDR issued by the IMF. This is certainly a step in the right direction, but it is only a provisional solution, since in the era of fiat money, a basket of national currency (such as the SDR) cannot deserve the confidence of international finance if not backed by a World Central Bank (this is possible if the IMF obtains the powers of a Central Bank). 

The European experience shows that the road towards a Monetary Union can go through many intergovernmental stages, like the EMS, but that all these stages are precarious, since many national currencies inevitably enter into competition with each other and the strongest currency becomes the magnet for international finance, obliging the weakest to devaluate. The second teaching of the EMU is that monetary unification brings about financial unification too. In modern economy, money and finance are two essential and twin instruments of economic policy. A government can balance its expenses with taxes, but when taxes are not enough, it is necessary to issue either new currency or new treasury bonds to finance the deficit. The government of the world economy not only needs to control a world central bank but also a world budget, the size of which should be enough to face the main world problems, such as aid to provide public goods to developing countries and an environmental fund. The budget of the UN should not be the same size as national budgets. The EU was able to implement effective policies to reduce the gap between rich and poor countries of the Union and to provide some important European public goods, like the Erasmus program, with a budget of only one per cent of the EU GDP. A UN budget of the same size will represent an essential means for the good governance of the global economy.


The ecological challenge – All the aforementioned problems – war and violence among different peoples and the control of an anarchical economy – concerned relationships of human beings with other human beings. At the waning of the 20th Century a new dramatic threat appeared on humankind’s horizon: the collapse of the biosphere, the major ecological system, and the end of life on Earth. This new challenge concerns the relationship of humankind with nature. 

At the dawn of the modern age, the Industrial Revolution involved only a little part of the people (1 bn) living on the Planet. At the beginning of the 21st Century human beings amount to 6 bn and they will be 9 bn by the middle of the Century. If we add to this impressive success by the human race – if compared with the stagnation or the disappearance of other species – the fact that, in all Continents industrialization is today considered the fastest way to guarantee modern standards of living to all people – from Latin America, to Asia and Africa – and that industrialization with traditional techniques involves the destruction and pollution of a great quantity of natural resources, it is reasonable to conclude that our industrial way of life is unsustainable. If nothing is done to change our unnatural way of life, the future of the Planet Earth could become similar to that of Mars, a wasteland we can observe today thanks to satellite pictures. Humankind is destroying rainforests, a great number of surviving species, the main fuel fields and ore deposits, and is polluting the air and water, long ago considered to be free and plentiful goods.


Is that really the future of Planet Earth devised by the most intelligent of all living species? Are we really reasonable beings? The answer to these questions cannot come from abstract philosophical thinking or religious faith, but only by carrrying out an effective policy for world sustainable development. Until now the signs that we are successfully facing the ecological challenge are very weak, not to say disappointing. After decades of UN conferences and debates, at last in 1997, in Kyoto, the first plan to stop climate change was approved. But until now very few steps have been taken to implement the Kyoto protocol. Only the EU has created an emission trading system (ETS) to reduce carbon emissions in the atmosphere. But the European effort is insufficient not only when compared to the European targets, but also in consideration of the fact that climate change is a global problem for which only a global solution is possible. Rich and poor countries, industrialized and emerging countries are still disputing over their responsibilities and duties. Meanwhile, the Planet is dying. Up to now, the real problem that needs solving is not technical: i.e. to discover the most appropriate means. Indeed, there is a wide consensus on the time table for mitigating air pollution and on the means to be adopted – a mixture of trading permits and carbon tax – but an agreement among all the peoples of the Planet on a common plan for sustainable development does not exist. These political problems are not insoluble, if the appropriate institutions are envisaged. We need: a) a world parliament, in order to take into consideration the needs, the capabilities and the possible contribution of all people for a global plan for sustainable development; b) the commitment of all people to adopt the emission trading scheme and the carbon tax required to reach the agreed target; a percentage of the tax revenues should be allotted to the UN budget, in order to implement research for new environmental techniques and to help countries at a disadvantage; c) to bestow the UN with the powers (i.e. imposing a fine or reducing aid) to oblige every member state to respect the commitment made democratically. 


The future of life on Earth is our responsibility. We have the power to destroy life or to save it, not to create a new Planet. The most intelligent and reasonable of the living species can behave like the most stupid and arrogant beast. Faced with a definite choice, the only guide is morality. Are we moral animals?


Science and technology – The myth of national sovereignty survives notwithstanding the catastrophes of the two world wars and European supranational integration. But this myth is shaky and it can be overthrown at any moment. Its bases are eroded by the development of social sciences and nature’s sciences. Of course, modern federalism is in itself a political thinking involving a critique to the sovereign nation state. European integration was fostered by people looking for an alternative to the limits of the nation states in an interdependent world. Within the federalist movements, Mario Albertini (1960) put forward a crucial critique to nation state and nationalism, as the ideology of the “bureaucratic and centralised state”. According to Albertini, the nation is not the basis of the nation state; on the contrary, the state – its ruling class – imposes the national ideology to its subjects in order to get their loyalty, even the sacrifice of their lives.  Recently, Ulrich Beck proposed to overcome the “national methodology”, i.e. the implicit national point of view adopted by all social sciences, which consider the “national society” as the natural horizon of their research, contributing in this way to reinforcing the national division of humankind in closed communities. Indeed, the dramatic problems of our age – the threat of mass destruction weapons, the management of global economy, underdevelopment and the ecological challenge – compel social scientists to elaborate solutions for humankind, as a community of national peoples, independently of their culture, religion, sex, political ideology and colour of the skin. The sovereign nation state is a human construction. Its history began in modern times and its future depends on the supranational institutions people will create to manage their common problems.


Moreover, the great achievements of nature and social sciences are, indirectly, the cause of the historical decline of the sovereign nation state. In the past, the subjects consulted the kings of divine right like wizards capable of restoring their health from certain diseases, such as scrofula. Today people go to doctors and nobody believes that the prime minister has the power to cure herpes or other diseases. Scientific knowledge limits the capacity of politicians to promise non-credible targets and sets limits to the action of governments, which are in certain cases obliged to follow a precise path, even though reluctantly. For instance, the demographic forecasts on aging population obliges governments to postpone the retirement age and to face popular protests. Some other instances concern the environment: scientific consensus on the danger of climate change compels all governments to approve some policies, such as a carbon tax, while they promised to reduce taxes or to devote the public budget to other expenses. In general, the growth of scientific knowledge reduces the arbitrary area of politics and forces politicians to behave as good administrators, on the condition that public opinion is critical and attentive.


The conclusion of this paragraph is that international politics increasingly draws away from  the Westphalian model. Even if the world is quickly moving towards a multipolar system of big powers, international politics is less and less obsessed by military confrontation and wars, while citizens, civil society and political parties are more and more concerned with the solution of important civilian problems (economic relationships, cultural and religious clashes, international migrations, etc.). In this new context, internal and external relations are blurred. The old foreign policy of the nation states is becoming the internal policy of the human community.

6. Nation state, supranational state and democracy

It is time to consider the relationships between the nation state, as a declining political community, and the supranational state, as the new emerging community of national peoples closely. Our aim is to show that they are not two opposing alternative choices. The need for security and social stability, which were the main roots of the nation state, are also the roots of the present supranational state, which therefore can be considered as a new phase in the development of the modern state. Of course, emphasizing the continuity of a historical process does not mean that nationalism and the defence of national sovereignty are not opposed to supranational federalism. As we shall clarify in the last paragraph, national politicians behave in a conservative, or even reactionary way, when they oppose the building of the supranational government. Here, we want to discuss the theory of the “withering away” of the state and the relationship of democracy with the supranational state.


In the concluding sentence of the previous paragraph we maintained that the military aspects of politics are becoming less important than civilian problems that concern the everyday life of citizens. Of course, this is not true in every region of the world – for instance, in the Palestine-Israel region, in Iraq, in Afghanistan, etc. – but it is a general trend which is visible in many leading countries: the European Union is based on an explicit peace pact among its member states; for instance France, and many other European countries, after the end of the Cold War, decided to abolish compulsory military service, instituted by the French Revolutionaries. Outside Europe, compulsory military service was also abolished in Russia and in the USA and it is unlikely that it can be restored. We can therefore affirm that the nation state has lost its main power: to oblige the citizens to give their lives to the fatherland. This peculiar power was the basis for the building of the totalitarian state of the 20th Century. Today, the national Leviathan is dead. In order to go back to the time of the totalitarian state we should imagine a new world war with the deployment of weapons of mass destruction. No ruling class of a big power will accept a policy involving this risk.


One could say that this trend is nothing but the realization of the old Marxist thesis of the withering away of the state, which was opposed to the anarchical slogan in favour of the immediate abolition of the state. In State and Revolution, Lenin quotes with approval a sentence in which Engels affirms that after the victorious proletarian revolution: “The government of persons is replaced by the administration of things … The state is not ‘abolished,’ it withers away” (Lenin, 1966: 281). Our point of view is that there is something true in this sentence, but only if placed properly in a more general theoretical framework.


In a modern society, the state cannot be abolished or wither away, until its disappearance, for at least three reasons. First of all, civil society can work reasonably well if the division of labour is clearly regulated. Everyday we need to buy some goods, we need to know what to do for our job and how it is rewarded, we need to know that the advice of our doctor is reliable, etc. Civil society is founded on the shared confidence that certain rules are brought into use and are respected. Some rules are based on tradition, but usually a public authority should guarantee that the rules are observed. The second reason is that we continuously need the services of scientific discoveries and their technological applications. Electricity is necessary to light up our house, for our computer, for the elevator, etc. The quality of the water we drink and the air we breathe depends on the careful supervision of a team of experts, etc. We should trust a public authority which guarantees a lot of services we cannot provide by ourselves, most of all because we do not know the theory and the technologies necessary for their provision. Scientific knowledge and its applications are public goods. Finally, there are some other public goods (i.e. goods the market has no interest in producing), such as streets, bridges, health service, justice, security, etc. which only a government can provide to its citizens, because a coercive power (usually the power to tax) is necessary to compel all citizens to contribute to their cost. The state is founded on John Locke’s “trust” between the governed and the governors.


Therefore, a modern civil society needs a state, but the modern state is no longer a Leviathan, it no longer has absolute power on its subjects’ lives. The nation state – the modern Leviathan – based its authority and its powers on sacred symbols, such as the sacred borders of fatherland, the sacred tomb of the Unknown Soldier, etc. In our age, we can observe a de-consecration of the nation state in the citizens’ behaviour and the contemporary building of an earthly supranational state. The supranational state is simply an organisation endowed with the coercive powers necessary to provide supranational public goods to a community of national peoples, not a new monstrous Leviathan.


A modern civil society is also a democracy. Here, we want to point out two features of a democracy. The democratic citizen is critical of all existing powers; moreover, the democratic citizen cannot but have confidence in some power (authority). The democratic citizen is the son of the Enlightenment and the great revolutions of the 18th Century. Every fact concerning community life is discussed and criticized. Nothing is accepted only on the basis of the will of a certain authority. This implies that the democratic decisional process is slow and entails precise institutional rules. In order to be accepted, a certain decision should be legitimated by a law, approved by a majority of citizen representatives, and, in the last resort, by a constitution. The second aspect of a democratic community, apparently in contradiction with the first, is that the democratic citizen needs to trust a political authority. We have just seen that a state is necessary, because of the division of labour among different citizens, of the dependence on unknown technologies (in any case out of control of a single person) and of the services provided by public goods. A democratic society cannot exist without a state and a state is a motionless body without a democratic society. Therefore, the harmonious functioning of a democratic society depends on the confidence (trust) in its legitimate institutions.


Within the borders of the nation state, the political debate and the political decision making system are biased. The main problems of our age require a supranational solution. But the leaders of the national parties and of the national governments try to show that they have the power to face the global challenges. Therefore, they multiply international meetings and summits, instead of creating effective supranational means of government. Of course, since the results of international cooperation without a supranational government are practically insignificant, citizens are betrayed and lose confidence in national politics. National institutions appear to be more and more useless and without value; their legitimacy appears dubious and not based on solid grounds.  In Europe, the crisis of national democracy is producing a corrupted ruling class everywhere and risks eliminating the state itself. In Italy, Spain, Belgium and many other countries state unity is disputed by important political parties, which propose regional secession as an alternative. But the creation of micro-nation states is the best way, in a global market, to offer power to strong economic lobbies and mafias. The withering away of the nation state, without the development of a supranational democracy, threatens to wither away democracy itself.


The way out of the crisis of national democracy is to build a democratic supranational state: in short, a federation. In Europe this process has already started, since the European Parliament was directly elected by the European citizens in 1979. But the EU is not yet considered a supranational democracy because a legitimate European government does not exist. Confused and undemocratic governance is not a government. This is due to the fact that national governments maintain the veto right on some fundamental issues, therefore the Commission cannot act as a true democratic government responsible before the Parliament. At the world level, in the UN, the road to pursue is longer, but fundamentally not very different from what the Europeans have done after the Second World War.

7. Cosmopolitan democracy and federalism: two parallel routes

The European experience shows that the struggle to build a Federal Union has taken advantage of two parallel routes, in step with favourable historical occasions. Sometimes it was possible to ask for more supranational powers; sometimes it was possible to ask for more supranational democracy; sometimes for both targets. In any case, history is not a region we can pass through with just the aid of a precise map. Federalists should accept that the speed of these different routes can be different, even if they know that a supranational power should become a democratic power and that a supranational democratic institution, like the European Parliament, sooner or later, will claim more legitimacy for the existing supranational powers, in the last resort, by means of a constitution.


There are two routes and not one because national governments will give up some powers only if they are obliged by a strong need, or a major political crisis. Monnet writes in his Memoirs that at the end of 1949 people feared the possibility of a new dramatic clash between France and Germany, and even a war. The Schuman declaration was the correct response to overcome the impasse, but the ECSC was only a first step towards a Federation and peace. Nation states were not willing to give up all the powers needed to build an effective European federal government. Therefore, the European construction was founded on a very weak democratic basis. As a matter of fact political parties and public opinion were not aware of the historical step carried out in 1950. Nevertheless, thanks to this first achievement, Spinelli cunningly exploited the occasions of the EDC and, later on, of the direct election of the European Parliament, in 1979, to give Europe a constitution; but he failed. The history of European integration went on. In the following years, bit by bit, the European Parliament was able to obtain more powers and, recently, it affirmed that the EU is a “supranational democracy”. We should only add that, unfortunately, the EU is a supranational democracy without a supranational democratic government and a supranational constitution.


The path followed in Europe can be useful to understand what has to be done to establish a new world political order. The institutions of the old political order were based on the principles of hegemonic internationalism. But, the new subjects of international politics, like China, India, Brazil, cannot accept the hegemony of the USA and other Western countries, as shown by the composition of the UN Security Council. Radical reforms of the world political order are urgently required. The Chinese proposal to reform the international monetary system, by substituting the dollar with a new reserve currency, shows that the supranational principle is coming into view. But we must be aware that national governments, including the Chinese government, will do their best to find intergovernmental solutions to the world monetary problem. At present, they are certainly not thinking of giving up national monetary sovereignty and of creating a true world central bank. But, after the financial crisis, the confidence in the dollar is shaky. Moreover, the euro is not yet a currency strong enough to substitute the dollar as a reserve currency. A world monetary crisis, after the financial crisis, cannot be excluded.


In any case, we can affirm that cosmopolitan democracy and federalism are not two alternative political targets, but they are strictly complementary. It is right to ask and to fight for a world parliamentary assembly. It is right to ask and to fight for new supranational powers, for the UN and for the extra-European regional attempts of integration, like the Mercosur in Latin America, the African Union and the ASEAN plus Three’s attempt to build a monetary union in Asia. What we are able to do to overcome national sovereignty is useful for the future of humankind. A cosmopolitan federal union will become a reality if more generations of committed people will fight to build it.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Albertini M., 1960, Lo stato nazionale, Milano, Giuffrè.

Archibugi D., 2008, The Global Commonwealth of Citizens: Toward Cosmopolitan Democracy, Princeton, Princeton University Press.

Beck U., Grande E., 2004, Das kosmopolitische Europa. Gesellschaft und Politik in der Zweiten Moderne, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp Verlag.

Ferry J-M., 2010, La république crépusculaire. Comprendre le projet européen ‘in sensu cosmopolitico’, Paris, Les Editions du Cerf.

Habermas J, 2004, Die gespaltene Westen, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp.

Hodgson G. M, 2006, “What Are Institutions?”, in Journal of Economic Issues, vol. XL, n. 1, pp. 1-25.

Kindleberger C., 1976, “International Public Goods without International Government”, in The American Economic Review, Vol. LXXVI, pp. 1-13.

Lenin (1966), Essential Works of Lenin, New York, London, Bantam Books.

Machiavelli N., 1989, The Prince, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Montani G., 2008, L’economia politica dell’integrazione europea. Evoluzione di una democrazia sovranazionale, Novara, UTET.

Montani G., 2010, “Lo stato sovranazionale. Ordine cooperativo e ordine coercitivo nell’esperienza europea”, in Il Politico, LXXV, n. 2, 2010, pp 27-51

Rawls J., 1999, The Law of Peoples, Cambridge, Harvard University Press.

Reinhard W., 2007, Geschichte des modernen Staates, München, Beck.

Weber M., 1921, Politik als Beruf, Wissenschaft als Beruf, Berlin, Dunker & Humblot.

Zhou Xiaochuan, 2009, Reform the International Monetary System, website of the People’s Bank of China, March 23.

� For a reconstruction of European integration as an evolutionary process from an original federal embryo and its capability to provide European public goods, see Montani, 2008.


� The idea – put forward by Beck and Grande – that a European Federation will be a new continental nation misinterprets the history of European integration and is also an obstacle for the promotion of a cosmopolitan action of the EU. As we have already said, European integration is the outcome of the crisis of the European system of nation states after the Second World War. In a post-national age, as we shall argue in the following pages, nation states will never be able to recover their old powers, mainly the power to oblige their citizens to die for a modern Leviathan. What is true for nation states will also be true for a supranational state. Therefore, the European Federation cannot become a closed and centralized state, following the model of the nation state. Moreover, the real interest of the European Federation is to cooperate with the other world powers. Europe will be an open federal state, without sacred borders, as the present debate on the enlargement of the EU to Ukraine, Turkey, etc., shows. Even the powers of the European federal government cannot be compared to those of a closed state, since in an ever more integrated international system, the EU can obtain more economic stability and military security for its citizens by favouring a democratic and supranational reform of the UN.


� Jean-Marc Ferry is convinced that a federation of states can be built only by “subordinating” the member states. If that is the case, a federation cannot be a democratic government of democratic states (contrary to what the existing federations show), but a despotic or authoritarian government of democratic states, which is manifestly an absurdity. Unlike a centralized state, a federal government is built on the principle of subsidiarity, according to which a certain power is bestowed on the Federal Union when the Union is better able to manage it than the national governments. The European experience showed that the nation states have given up some sovereign powers (such as the power to issue a national currency) when there was a clear advantage for their citizens. Therefore the new European powers (for instance the European Central Bank) does not “subordinate” former National central banks, but national sovereignties are pooled into European institutions. The euro has increased the purchasing power of European citizens without endangering their freedom and their democratic rights. On Ferry’s point of view see Ferry, 2010, p. 122 and p. 143.


� For a wider discussion on the idea of supranational state see Montani, 2010.
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